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Abstract: This study applied Self-Regulated Learning (SRL) as a
ez':"ewwk to develop a strategy instructional module for Chinese EFL
€Ts at pre-university level in Malaysia with an aim to explore the
pi?ete”"‘;ls of SRL to enhance learners’ strategy use, mo.tivatiO{zaI beliefs
% t’ iefleﬂicc_zcy) and performance in vocabulary learning. With a focus
€e quality criteria (i.e., validity, practicality, and effectiveness), a
:e OPmenn?I research approach was conducted in three phases, i.e.,
> "‘:‘Z'GIJ’SIS, design and development, implementation and eval‘uation of
o, du?e “1?- The ﬁnd.ings presented here focus ona classroom frta{ of the
Potens; wafh 10 Chinese EFL learners to examine the practicality and
2ave - impact of the module on students Iearm.ng. Overall, students
e L{:f)smve fgeﬁback to the_ .u:sefulness. and interest of th.e most
viden, 1onal activities, and the initial effectiveness of the instruction was
i VOca’l': ?Ihanced s{rategy use awareness, .'self-eﬁ'icqcy' qnd performance
in diC‘atedu ary I_earnmg. Moreovert a variety of individual responses
environ the importance of éezng aware of bgth persona! and
5 sm‘;nental ffzctors for developing strategy ms{ructzon. 771? ﬁndmgs. of
S"megy}-) Provzc'z’e support that SRL has potentials to enrich learning
K Instruction in language learning curriculum.
¥ Orde-
v"cabula e Self. egulated learning, learning strategies, strategy instruction,
4 €arning strategies

Ny
Since ?hDUCTION

:’hich ine 01‘9,803’ Se!f-Regulated Learning (SRL), a multidimensional construct
m s o ees Cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, environmental and social
faco\’ed that :tmlng has been well theoretically established. It has consistently
ﬁ:d i achie“dents self-regulation abilities in learning are crucial for their
(Hd"-lgs of SR{ement (Zimmerman & Martinez, 1986). The theory gnd research
intattle’ Biggs have _been extensively used in learning strategy interventions

e“'ention -3 &. Purdie, 1996). Evidence has shown that the learning strategy

. "OCusing on specific areas in self-regulatory contexts are more effective

1%’:1 the

SRLers’ l-rte ‘C;’C}}ing of a singu.lar strategy or set qf strategies in promoting
k distiﬁu ]atlon and academic performapce (Hattie et al., 1996). Mpreover,
Zogsvationa actCt Y stressed t.he reciprocal .mﬂl‘xence t?etween cognitive and
1%“_. The g Ors In developing self-regulation in learning (Schunk & Ertmer,
a e“lg On the; g of cognitive skills is insufficient to enable learners to manage
Ssed .

“Ir own; motivational factor (i.e., self-efficacy, task interest) should be

In o L ; .
rder to support and sustain learners” use of self-regulatory strategies
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(Schunk & Ertmer, 2005). In language education, vocabulary, as an iﬂtemdl#
among all language skills and knowledge is considered as one of the
factors for the success of language acquisition (Jordan, 1997). with the ocab“w
shift from teaching methods to the study of learner characteristics, YO 0
Learning Strategies (VLS), as a subcategory of Language Learning Slrateg’i’&ﬁ
also been gaining attention since the 1970s (Schmitt, 1997). An e
researchers (Nation, 2001) have strongly advocated that VLS play a V‘ta:pr;p
improving students’ vocabulary acquisition and preparing them to be in used"
and strategic word learners. However, most VLS interventions have foc¥>"
cognitive learning strategies (e.g., word association strategies), and there has eﬂ“‘
lack of concern for metacognitive and motivational factors in vocabularyl
(Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003). With this as background, this study attempts ' s
SRL as a framework to develop a strategy instructional module to in"es’t‘gla aﬂﬂ
the notions of SRL could contribute to the development of vocabulary UV’M
strategy instruction so as to enhance ESL/EFL learners’ strategy Us¢: moinwﬂ‘
and performance in vocabulary learning. It is expected to provide insights = ¢
development of explicit strategy instruction to promote self-reg“lau"’n

classroom.

A cyclic model of SRL M
Social cognitive learning views SRL as an interaction between f(*:“vo

behavioural and environmental influences (Bandura, 1986). Personal
beliefs and attitudes learners have in a certain learning situation, S¥¢ ']
efficacy, i.e. the degree of confidence one possesses in reaching tar of nlﬁ
goals in a given learning situation (Bandura, 1986); behavioral f?ct s
responses or reactions students make in a given learning situation ant .
three subfundcitons of SRL, i.e., self-observation, self-evaluat'lon o
judgment; environmental factors, which are external as apposed 0 inte £1e8%
of personal factors, such as, curriculum modules and materials, the mle.t(l)l |
parents, and peers during the learning process (Zimmerman, 2000)- wi
the issue on how the self-regulation processes are structurally and sySl of
interrelated with each other, Zimmerman (2000) proposes a cyclic m a;s’ M
categorize self-regulatory processes and personal beliefs into three P ughth
forethought, performance, and self-reflection phase. During the f‘_)reth%n,]f’d&
self-regulated learners form a full picture of the task in terms O S’_tuanan p‘g
i.e., clarifying a task, setting goals, and planning specific strategics: sdfﬁ:ﬁ
factors, i.e., setting up motivational beliefs about the task, such as’self
beliefs, namely, the perceived capability on finishing the task am ol and 1
outcomes. The second is performance phase that includes SC]f'COPt spec‘ﬂfdf
observation. Self-control refers to carrying out the strategies and "actl; usit® ¥
the first phase by using self-control methods, such as, attention> g c'Vl‘ﬂ‘s
instruction, and task strategies. Self-observation means sclf-fe‘fo . luw
control learning behavior. The last phase is self-reflection which Pd{
judgment and self-reaction during which students self-evaluat€ thetf

: : . : b others:
against their prior performance or external standards set Y

X

.
d
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w new information and make adaptive strategy changes toward their
s 8oals. ‘

g of a word can be viewed from two distinctive ways (Gu, 2005), i.e.,

iighya & @ Word and using a word. Thus, vocabulary learning strategies should
m' th strategies for knowing a word and strategies for using a word (Gu,
m Wledge oriented strategies focus on remembering form-meaning pairs,
M‘:emonic strategies. Skill oriented strategies involve the use of words in
k Contexts and aim to develop automaticity in retrieving and producing
Ws (e.g., reading extensively, and deliberately using a word in one’s

) J

I

1() §
an
%ge = Could be effectively applied to guide and inform teaching and learning
%l th.e classroom, developmental research has been increasingly highlighted
.l'ﬁl]y oy In the domain of learning and instruction (van den Akker, 1999). It
;‘:"% thnsms of iterative processes of analysis, design, evaluation and revision to
inte € three quality criteria, namely, validity, practicality and effectiveness of
H&‘Cy 1ons (Nieveen, 2007). Based on the preliminary study of needs analysis
i -t;hc Process of student and expert evaluation to examine the validity and
M“ﬂe Of the module, this study is a part of development process, that is, a
» Thatj 'mplementation of the module with 10 participants. It attempts to obtain

the ; . M the students’ responses to the instructional activities of the module
“& ang \, !mpact of the instruction on students’ strategy use, motivational
H ' M‘ﬂe, Ocabulary performance so as to get a better understanding to improve
%%‘nts
L tmstlldems L . h . 3
,‘mmp 38 W}!h low, medium and high English proficiency levels from the
ua Pateq - ° Chinese EFL learners studying at University of Malaya) voluntarily”
M ying

. g 10 t.he study, which is expected to provide a balanced picture of
:'.f‘-‘;; "CePtions of the module.

m'in‘] “Mphasis on how theoretical concepts and principles in educational

;’;‘&".m“:ture :
gy, d Interview developed by the researcher was conducted at the end
Dtation of the course to identify the students’ perceptions of the
e& :)hee Vocabulary size test developed by Nation and Beglar (2007)
fore and after the intervention to ascertain whether learners had
Passive vocabulary knowledge after the intervention. Third, the
x beforee frequency of strategy use through structured interview was
Nﬁmher i:lfl‘d aﬁe.r the intervention, and a follow-up interview was done to
Myime“'ie “:)rmauon on why learners used th9se s‘tragt‘:gies. .Fonh,. a
B “"tcgies b:as conducted to assess learners” self-efficacy in using
fore and after the intervention. The students were required

—
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to state how sure they were in using the strategies and a follow-up intervieW =
conducted with each learner to acquire further information.

i
Description of intervention M
An intensive course consisting 10 sections and post assessment were €O ¥
over 5 weeks. Each section lasted for 3 hours. The aim of this module i “;Jp
Chinese EFL learners’ awareness of their strategy use and learning process 1’
assist them in acquiring self-regulatory strategies in vocabulary learning il
module consists of three sections. Section I is aimed at preparing learn®®

strategy training. Several awareness raising activities are designed to make_l 1%
aware of their attitudes, strategy use and self- efficacy in vocabulary leamm;ﬂ#
concepts of SRL and the purpose of the course are also introduced to the 1e4"
Section II focuses on explicit instruction in the selected VLS and self’_
strategies in each learning task. The first stage is for students to assess theil > g
use performance. Several awareness raising activities are designed to en@ e
be aware of the strong and weak points of their strategy use in ¢ "
vocabulary learning tasks. In the second stage, the target strategies are intro®"
the learners, and they are informed about the importance of each

further guided to set a learning goal for the day’s lesson. In the third %

py

strategies are modelled and explained to students, and each sub strategy iS P
In the fourth stage, learners are provided the opportunity to work out 8 %
the strategies they learned, or using their self-constructed strategies during ey’
is important that teachers provide feedback on- the effectiveness of stral®s
Finally, students are asked to respond to some questions which serve as P
guide learners’ self-reflection in a learning log. Section III is aimed at
learners with a self-regulated vocabulary learning experience using ¢
strategies as well as self-constructed strategies to expand their
knowledge.

RESULTS

Perceptions of the module X
This section presents the findings from the post structured interviews o% o
perceptions of the module. Four aspects were explored: students’ ove ”,'5
of the module; their perceptions of the usefulness and interest of the stra" : i
activities in the module; the extent to which the module fulfilled their €
of the course; and their intention to use the strategies.

Overall impression of the module

Generally, the participants gave positive comments about the module:
participant found it “a bit boring™; nevertheless, he still considered
instruction quite good as “it provides a lot of strategies when we ar® ol
doing an exam and makes us aware of using strategies to solve the P 13 oy
the respondents did not express “dislikes” of the module except Learner tb"
a lower language proficiency compared to the others. He cxplained
strategies, like guessing and word parts, I cannot use in my study noWs . :
All these 1 don’t like.” Besides. all the learners found the langud®




m‘i” or “not so difficult and not too easy either”. Only Learnerl3 and
im: 1+ faced some difficulties in understanding the instruction because of their
Vocabulary.
Pergy, .
Me:;":l'l's of the instructional activities in the introduction of the module
the learners considered the activities in Section I: Introduction useful,
explmtti}:,e activities on self-efficacy in using strategies, which needed more
N and demonstration.
P,,%
The wn.'::'s ‘Owa.rds the usefulness of the strategy based activities
mqacogm_eﬂ rating shows that the majority of the learners perceived both
%“Dt e Ve and cognitive strategy-based activities as either useful or very useful
ang € negative comment “not useful” given to selective attention, word parts
%in ng Strategies, and two negative comments “not useful” to word cards and
(a) gmdsnmethOds. The follow-up interview indicated the reasons for these beliefs:
“hdems f:)s Were used to their old ways and were reluctant to try the strategies; (b)
laﬂgua . und tbe methods such as using word cards troublesome in practice; (c)
%'ﬂing_ Proficiency constraints on using strategies effectively, such as using

eep,
OVem]’ t';ls of the interest of strategy-based activities
:Wtegy_ba:edmalf)l‘i.ty of the students found both metacognitive and cognitive
an:}%tive activities inteltesting. A few learners commented “ngt interesting”‘ for
{ selfepe e(c:?ntrol strategxe.s,. namely self-assessmept, goal-set‘tmg .and planmpg,
o iCtiolon and cognitive vocabulgry learning strategle§, heu selc.:ctlve
{?p"arx at th nary use, word cards, organizing methods and review strategies. It
te"ested- € participants felt that the strategies were useful but they were not

n g, T
the Strategy-based activities.

c‘q .
Tlhl: datanft;: of the course
e ™ the post interviews indicated that the majority of learners considered

of leamjm a way meet their expectations of acquiring the strategies or new

:;::V&y hé;g Vocabulary to improve their vocabulary. The strategy training
Bty

Ay
ko, €S, Foy pful particularly for those learners who lacked experience in using

hag th‘;ocab“lari:xample’ Learner6 said: “I expected to find good and easy ways to

S to say: 4 ?es, I did. I learned many ways to learn vocabulary.” Learnerl3
“‘itey Study ir; a eel very good, because I learned many strategies. I can use them

Ll the future!” Only Learnerll who had already been practising the
:z:(ly the SRL processes seemed dissatisfied. He said: “I expected a
reading wIng, but I only acquired some skills for learning vocabulary
shoy) . 18 suggests that differences in self-regulatory capacity among
May ne, considered. Learmers who may have higher self-regulation

Interested in learning such kinds of strategy training, especially
rol Strategies.
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Intention to use the strategies d
The data shows that the majority of the learners expressed their intention t0 use’
strategies they learned in the programme. However, a few students ticked “not 4
in response to these strategies: “self-assessment”, “guessing”, “word ¢
“activation” strategies. This could be due to their uncertainty about how t0
strategies in practice, such as guessing, self-assessment and activation stf@
Five learners indicated they did not intend to use word card strategies. The
reasons given by the learners were: “lazy to make word cards” and “they
suitable for university students”. g
"
Initial effectiveness of the instruction My
Given the limited number of participants, the mean differences were calz‘:lM
strategy use, self-efficacy in using vocabulary learning strategies and V ld
learning performance before and after the intervention to indicate the initi
of the intervention on the students’ passive vocabulary knowledge, strategy ™"
self-efficacy in using the vocabulary learning strategies. o
d
Passive vocabulary knowledge. g
The mean difference of the pre and post test at each level showed ther
increase in the passive vocabulary knowledge after the intervention, e5'>P‘°c, aﬂ
level 4 (M = 0.9), level 5 (M = 1.2), level 6 (M = 1.3) and level 7 ( ' o
However, starting from level 8 and above, no difference was detected
negative difference results were identified, e.g., level 8 (M = -0.3), and 1eve'”
-0.9) between pre and post tests. The test items are presented in a mu]tlp
format; thus, this was more likely due to attempts at guessing. Thus, M
rigorous t-test with the larger sample of the students should be applied 1© J‘
effectiveness of the intervention on the learners’ passive vocabulary know

Strategy use

The initial effectiveness of the intervention on learners’ strategy use€ wes
using a structured interview before and after the intervention. TwO e)’
were identified in terms of strategy use awareness and the frequency of str”
First, in comparison with the data on learners’ strategy use in the pré :@#
the post strategy use interview revealed an increase in strategy use aW
increase in strategy use awareness was evident in both metacognitive oS
setting a learning goal, planning the strategies and implementing a%
strategy use) and task-based vocabulary learning strategy use (e8
attention, dictionary use, guessing). The second key finding was that
much difference in the frequency of strategy use before and after the i )i
The results indicated a slight difference in selective attention (M = ¥ pa
setting (M = 0.6). This could indicate that the students used simi ar
strategies before and after the intervention, and the general i cal‘ y
intervention on learners’ actual application of strategy use might be " er““
factors that might account for it according to post strategy us€ ! ]_,eaf“d vy
possible factor could be insufficient strategy practice. For example;
her experience that “all these strategies, when I learned them in clas$:



m’ but jp'g difficult when I try to apply the strategies in my study.” It might
be e that more scaffolding and practice seem to be needed so that leamer§ could

betier aCquainted with the strategies and effectively apply thetm on their own.
Chargey... 0T t0 account for the weak impact of the intervention could be the
ah‘%dy ics of the college students. All the participants were young adulfs w.ho
l%in 12t0 13 years of English learning experience in China. Thus, thglr prior
§ Xperiences could have shaped their cognition and learning behaviours so
“Sedfly that they were likely to approach the learning tas].cs in the ways they were
olq e A short-term course and insufficient instructional time may fail to affect the
Co egy use System entrenched in the students. One more factor would‘be the
1 lraingg of their language proficiency, especially in the case of students with low

an - - . . .
ciency. They encountered more difficulties in acquiring the strategies

lhaﬁuage profy
those Vo -
Students with higher language proficiency.

'?ff.x'caq in using vocabulary learning strategies : R

Sateg: €n Tatings showed that learners’ perceptions of their capability in using the

WOrdgl €re enhanced, especially in using selective attention, dictionary use,

differegan % Notebook and review strategies. However, there was not much

Sty 0 self-efficacy in using guessing, activation, and memorization
= 1 Might be that the more aware students were of VLS, the more

€Y Would feel about themselves in using the strategies.
)
n’f&ussxo

¢h N
]%m e implementation of the module with a small group of learngrg, the
the Stratexpressed Positive responses to the usefulness and appeal of the majority of
usillg *&-based activities in the module, though less interest was reported for
st'ategie: Yord carg ang grouping methods. Various cognitive and metacogntive
% the COvereq i the module had essentially fulfilled the students’ expectations
Stmegie:llrse_ Moreover, the participants expressed their intention to use the
e t-he).' leameq i the programme, except word card strategies. This suggests
The illitialls llkely to be transfer of the strategy use to other areas of their §tud1es.
Se ;. SCliveness of the module was evident in the three aspects. First, an
v%‘bu]a:yn Passive Vocabulary knowledge identified between the pre and pf)st
a ?me test seems to provide support for the effects of strategy instruction
%relless . Vocabulary learning performance. Second, increased strategy use
:}?‘ﬁ Wm .. Metacognitive control strategies and vocabul.ary' learning
y, 5 ofas Vident from pre and post strategy use assessment. This indicates that
a'%ss‘ Itn.etacognitive control strategies can increase students strategy use
;&%&Of Met stent with the previous studies which identifxed the positive
?M}’ary Ve strategy instruction on vocabulary acquisi'tlon (e.g... Rasekh
y - Ceiveq » Zaki & Ellis, 1999). However, there was no difference in terms
_ »'_n&lﬂici::at,egy use before and after the intervention. This might be cxplalr}ed
%e‘ Tl: "‘S!ruCtionaI time and the learners’ prif)r language leam{ng
Vl)j‘ ) 'cnolrd’ INcreased self-efficacy in using strategies, -such as selgctnve
Vag Cong; Uary use, word parts, notebook and review strategies, was identified.
Stent with increased awareness of strategy use. It appears to support

Se[f
The

IS cong;j
ACognit;

tent
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e B
the substantial correlation between Strategy use and self-efficacy beliefs p
identified by researchers (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) and provides evidenc®
self-efficacy can be enhanced through strategy instruction.

CONCLUSION .
In conclusion, the initial effectiveness of the module has confirmed the fm%
the previous studies (e.g., Souvignier & Mokhlesgerami, 2006; Tan & Bf;mcd‘,
2006) that the incorporation of SR components into language learning in
may lead to more successful learning outcomes.
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