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Introduction: Vocabulary knowledge achievement is crucial for effective language learning. However, there is a gap in vocabulary knowledge achievement, particularly at the Seto High School in Ethiopia. This study addresses this gap by focusing on Grade 11 students and investigating the effect of vocabulary learning strategies on students’ vocabulary knowledge achievement and motivation.

Methods: A quasi-experimental design was employed, involving two natural classes of Grade 11 students, with 30 students in the experimental group and 30 in the control group, selected through convenience sampling. A mixed-method research design was also used to gather comprehensive data. The data collected included pretest and posttest assessments of vocabulary knowledge achievement, a vocabulary learning strategies (VLS) questionnaire, and semi structured interviews. The analysis of the data utilized statistical methods such as means, standard deviations, independent t - tests, and correlations to evaluate the effects of vocabulary learning strategies on students’ vocabulary knowledge achievement and motivation.

Results: High reliability was observed for both the VLS questionnaire and the tests. Pretest results revealed no significant (p > 0.05) difference in vocabulary knowledge achievement between the experimental and control groups. Posttest results demonstrated a statistically significant (p < 0.05) improvement in vocabulary achievement in the experimental group compared to the control group. Correlation analysis revealed a positive and significant (p < 0.05) association between VLS use and vocabulary knowledge achievement. Survey results and qualitative data showed that students predominantly relied on dictionary-based vocabulary, saying the new word aloud, using the vocabulary section in textbook, and continuing to study words over time vocabulary learning strategies before training, with a noticeable shift toward increased use of guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies after training. These findings underscore the effectiveness of VLS training in enhancing vocabulary knowledge among Grade 11 students. Finally, some recommendations are proposed.

Conclusion: The study concluded that training in vocabulary learning strategies had a significant impact on students’ vocabulary knowledge achievement.
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1 Introduction

Vocabulary plays a central role in mastering the English language, encompassing word knowledge and meanings (Nematia and Maleki, 2014; Wen and Naim, 2023, p.223). Understanding a word’s definition, its usage in context, and associations are vital components of effective vocabulary acquisition (Brown, 2010). Despite its historical significance dating back to ancient times, vocabulary has often faced periods of neglect, overshadowed by syntax (Carter and McCarthy, 1988; Schmitt, 2000; Alqahtani, 2015; González-Fernández and Schmitt, 2017). However, inadequate vocabulary knowledge among English as a foreign language (EFL) student remains a significant challenge (Nation, 2001; Oxford, 2003). Numerous studies have indicated that EFL learners rely heavily on their vocabulary proficiency, with the absence of such proficiency being identified as their primary and most significant challenge to overcome (Afzal, 2019; Abdul-Majeed and Adnan, 2020, p. 976).

Research emphasizes the critical role of vocabulary learning strategies (VLSs) in enhancing vocabulary acquisition. Effective VLSs are linked to improved reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills (Karatay, 2004; Baskin et al., 2017). Strategies such as contextual guessing, the keyword method, and semantic mapping have been shown to significantly improve vocabulary retention and recall (Taheri and Davoudi, 2016; Inal, 2021; Udaya, 2022; Al-Khasaweh and Al-Hawamdeh, 2023). These strategies facilitate deeper engagement with vocabulary, promoting long-term retention (Schmitt, 2000, 2010; Nation, 2001).

Despite studying English from elementary school and using it as the medium of instruction in high schools and higher education, Ethiopian students often exhibit low proficiency in English. This deficiency is primarily due to inadequate VLS utilization (Teshome, 2003; Mekasha, 2005; Atlabachew, 2017). The Ethiopian Ministry of Education (2002) acknowledges the low status of English, especially vocabulary, in Ethiopian schools. Teachers’ conventional practices may contribute to students’ poor English vocabulary skills. Studies suggest that Ethiopian students generally rely on rote memorization and are unfamiliar with effective VLSs (Gebremedhin, 2018; Asefaw, 2021; Degissew and Beriso, 2022). This reliance on rote learning limits their vocabulary acquisition and overall language proficiency. Gebremedhin (2018) from his survey results reported that majority of the EFL students of Adigrat University, Ethiopia were not familiar with most of the vocabulary learning strategies. Additionally, Asefaw (2021) after his survey concluded that the students lack awareness about the vocabulary learning strategies and they did not use as many vocabulary learning strategies as they can. Gebremedhin (2018) reported from his survey that the majority of EFL students at Adigrat University, Ethiopia, were not familiar with most vocabulary learning strategies. Similarly, Asefaw (2021) concluded from his survey that the students lacked awareness of vocabulary learning strategies and did not utilize as many of these strategies as they could.

However, existing studies primarily focus on university students or adult learners, leaving a gap in understanding the impact of VLSs on high school students, particularly Grade 11 (Ellis and Beaton, 1993; Schmitt, 2000; Gebremedhin, 2018). The combined effects of guessing, keywords, and semantic mapping strategies on vocabulary achievement and motivation have not been sufficiently examined, especially in the Ethiopian context (Taheri and Davoudi, 2016; Inal, 2021). Additionally, previous Ethiopian studies have mainly used quantitative methods, indicating the need for a mixed-method approach to provide deeper insights (Gebremedhin, 2018; Asefaw, 2021; Degissew and Beriso, 2022).

This study aimed to investigate the effects of training in guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies on vocabulary achievement and motivation among Grade 11 students in the Seto High School. By employing a mixed-method approach, this research seeks to provide comprehensive insights into the effectiveness of these strategies, addressing the identified gaps in the literature and contributing to improved English language educational practices in the Ethiopian context.

Thus, the research questions of this study were as follows: Is there a statistically significant difference in vocabulary knowledge achievement test scores between the experimental and control groups before and after training?


What are highly used vocabulary learning strategies among students in the experimental and control groups before the training?

What are highly used vocabulary learning strategies among students in the experimental groups after the training?

Do students’ motivations toward vocabulary learning and overall strategy training show a significant positive change before and after the experiment?
 

As far as the theoretical framework is concerned, the independent variables for this study were the type of vocabulary learning strategy, namely, the guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies, whereas the dependent variables were the pretest and posttest scores and motivation scores.

It is hypothesized that:


H1: There is a statistically significant difference in vocabulary knowledge achievement test scores between the experimental and control groups before and after training.

H2: There are highly used vocabulary learning strategies among students in the experimental and control groups before training.

H3: There are highly used vocabulary learning strategies among students in the experimental group after training.

H4: Students’ motivation for vocabulary learning and overall strategy training show a significant positive change before and after the experiment.
 



2 Research method


2.1 Research design and setting

In this study, a mixed-method research design was used. A mixed-method research design is preferred for integrating both quantitative and qualitative data. Research problems that are too complex to be approached from a single perspective must be addressed (Ponce and Pagán-Maldonado, 2015). This approach allows researchers to benefit from the strengths of both research methodologies, enhancing the depth and validity of the findings (Johnson et al., 2007). Creswell (2007) underscores that mixed-method research facilitates a comprehensive understanding of research problems by valuing both quantitative and qualitative data equally. Consequently, to clearly specify the research questions and enrich the data, this study adopted a mixed-method research design in which both types of data were collected simultaneously. Recent studies further support this approach. For instance, Guetterman et al. (2021) demonstrate how mixed-method research designs provide robust and nuanced insights by integrating different types of data.

The researcher also employed a pretest and posttest quasi-experimental design for several key reasons (Cook and Campbell, 1979; Creswell, 2012, 2014, 2018). First, this design is well suited for measuring changes in the dependent variable over time (Dimitrov and Rumrill, 2003). Second, incorporating a pretest allows researchers to assess any initial differences between groups prior to the treatment, thereby significantly reducing potential biases (Shadish et al., 2002). Third, this design aims to evaluate the effect of a specific treatment by comparing outcomes between a treatment group and a control group within a real classroom setting (Campbell and Stanley, 1963).



2.2 Participants

Sixty-grade 11 students participated, with 30 (100%) students each in sections A and B. Selection was based on willingness (Kumar, 1996; Etikan et al., 2016) and availability. Both groups, aged 16–19 years, had comparable English backgrounds.



2.3 Instruments

• Tests: Pretests and posttests were created by the researcher based on the guidelines of Bachman and Palmer (1996), Read (2000), and Brown (2010) and the English textbook of Grade 11 students. The pretest consisted of 30 questions utilizing multiple choices, matching, and fill-in-the-blank formats aimed at ascertaining the homogeneity of vocabulary knowledge among participants. Similarly, the posttest comprised 30 questions and the same items aimed at assessing the effect of vocabulary learning strategy training.

• VLSQ: A 42-item Likert scale questionnaire adopted from Schmitt (1997) was used to assess vocabulary strategy usage. It was piloted for suitability in the Ethiopian context, as suggested by several authors (Gu and Johnson, 1996; Schmitt, 1997; Catalan, 2003; Dörnyei, 2003; Brace, 2004; Thiendathong and Sukying, 2021; Zhao, 2021).

• Interviews: Semi structured interviews provided qualitative insights into strategy usage (Macaro, 2001; Dörnyei, 2003) and student motivation. The qualitative method facilitated productive insights into learners’ strategy usage and reinforced credibility through the triangulation of data sources and methods, as recommended by Lincoln and Guba’s framework (1985).



2.4 Data collection procedure

Before intervention, extensive preparation was undertaken, which included piloting instruments, selecting effective VLSs, securing necessary permissions. Special attention was given to recruiting participants, emphasizing their voluntary involvement, and ensuring confidentiality throughout the process. Additionally, a pretest was administered to both the experimental (n = 30) and control (n = 30) groups to establish a baseline measurement before the intervention began. The test took 60 min to complete. Then, a vocabulary learning strategy questionnaire adopted from Schmitt (Schmitt, 1997) was administered to both the experimental and control groups. Following this, a semistructured interview was held for both groups.

In the intervention phase, the experimental students were trained in guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping vocabulary learning strategies (VLS) based on the manual prepared by the researcher and the CALLA model (Chamot and O’Malley, 1996, P. 22). The experimental group underwent 3 weeks of training, while the control group received conventional training. Notably, both groups were instructed using the same contexts, ensuring consistency and allowing for direct comparison of training methodologies.

At the end of intervention, a posttest was administered to both groups to enabling researchers to assess any changes or improvements in vocabulary knowledge achievemnet. Furthermore, the experimental group completed a vocabulary learning strategy questionnaire (VLSQ) to evaluate their use of strategies. Additionally, semi structured interviews were conducted with randomly selected participants from the experimental group to gather qualitative insights.

Throughout the entire process, participants were appreciated for their cooperation and contribution to the study, reflecting on ethical considerations and respect for their involvement. Overall, this comprehensive approach to data collection ensured thorough evaluation and provided valuable insights into the impact of vocabulary learning strategies on language acquisition.



2.5 Data collection and analysis

The data were collected through pretests, posttests, VLSQs, and interviews. The questionnaire, pre-and posttest data were analyzed using SPSS version 21 to assess the reliability of the tools and investigate the effects of guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies on vocabulary knowledge achievement and motivation. Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, were computed, with statistical significance set at p < 0.05. Correlation analysis was also carried out. The independent sample t-test was employed to assess disparities in means. Additionally, qualitative data obtained through the semi structured interviews were transcribed, coded, and organized. Qualitative analysis was conducted, and the results were triangulated with the quantitative results.



2.6 Reliability and validity

The validity of the pre-and posttests, questionnaire, and interviews were confirmed by 12 experts in education and TEFL, university faculty, and teachers. Grade C students from the same school also reviewed the tools. Their feedback was satisfactory, with over 95% agreement on the questionnaire’s suitability, indicating the acceptability and reasonability of the items.

Pre and posttests and questionnaire reliability were assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, with values of 0.855 and 0.863 for each tool, respectively. These coefficients demonstrate strong internal consistency across dimensions regarding students’ views on the instruments. All the Cronbach’s alpha values fell within the accepted range (> 0.65), as recommended by Taber (2017), indicating the generalizability of the study results based on the pre-and posttests and questionnaire data.



2.7 Ethical considerations

This study was approved by the Ethics Committee of Jimma University, College of Social Sciences and Humanities, Department of English Language and Literature, with ethics approval reference number Egn/124/16. We also confirm that oral and Written Informed Consent was obtained from all participants for our study.

Participants are assigned code names to replace their real names throughout the data collection and analysis (Frankel et al., 2012, p. 140). Based on ethical rules outlined by the Ethiopia Federal Ministry of Science and Technology (2024), participants were briefed on data processing, storage, protection practices, and adherence. These ethical considerations were paramount in ensuring the integrity and validity of the study while safeguarding the well-being and rights of the participants.




3 Results


3.1 Demographic characteristics of the participants

The demographic characteristics of the participants in the study were collected through a 42-item vocabulary questionnaire. This included information on age and sex. The respondents specified their age and gender. As shown in Figure 1, the distribution of participants by section and gender revealed a relatively balanced split, with 18 males and 12 females in Section A and 17 males and 13 females in Section B. Figure 2 further indicates that the most frequent age in both sections was 17 years.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1
 Number of respondents by sex.


[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2
 Number of respondents by age.




3.2 Results of the pretest

As shown in Appendix Table A1, the pretests of sections A and B were checked for normality of distribution using the Shapiro–Wilk test to confirm which statistical analysis was to be performed. The Shapiro–Wilk test (p = 0.83, 0.170) showed that the pretest scores were almost normally distributed for both the experimental and control groups (Shapiro and Wilk, 1965). The histograms in Figures 3, 4 show further details of the normal distribution of the pretest. The bell-shaped curve was approximately perfect in the pretest of results sections A (Figure 3) and B (Figure 4). Therefore, these were acceptable figures of normality. Hence, the researcher can proceed with the t-test (Shapiro –Wilk, 1965; Razali and Wah, 2011).

[image: Figure 3]

FIGURE 3
 Frequency distribution for the pretest of section A.


[image: Figure 4]

FIGURE 4
 Frequency distribution for the pretest of section B.


Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of the pretest scores of both the experimental and control groups used to measure their vocabulary knowledge before the strategy training. The pretest scores revealed no statistically significant difference between the experimental and control groups in terms of vocabulary knowledge achievement before training. On average, the experimental group scored 17.87 (SD = 2.33), while the control group scored 18.37 (SD = 2.173). As Table 1 shows, the value of the independent t-test of the variable pretest is sig at a t-value of 0.44 with df = 58, and the p value is 0.965 (p > 0.05). Therefore, the result was found to be statistically no significant. These results indicated that there was no significant difference between the mean pretest scores of the experimental and control groups.



TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics and t-tests for the pretest.
[image: Table1]



3.3 Results of the posttest

At the end of the study, after 3 weeks of training, the posttest was administered to the groups. Then, to determine the difference between the groups regarding their vocabulary achievement, students’ posttest scores were analyzed by SPSS (the computer software Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) version 21 and compared using the normality test, descriptive statistics, and the independent samples t-test.

As revealed in Appendix Table A2, for the posttest, all participants’ data were checked for normality of distribution using the Shapiro –Wilk test to confirm which statistical analysis would be performed (Creswell, 2007; Dornyei, 2007). Accordingly, the computed Shapiro–Wilk test of normality for the posttest scores for the experimental group was p = 0.347, and that for the control group was p = 0.340. The results were not significant, revealing that the pretest scores were normally distributed for both the experimental and control groups. In addition, the histograms in Figures 5, 6 show further details of the normal distribution of this measure.

[image: Figure 5]

FIGURE 5
 Frequency distribution for the posttest of section A.


[image: Figure 6]

FIGURE 6
 Frequency distribution for the posttest of section B.


Thus, it can be claimed that the distribution of the posttest variable follows a normal distribution, and then the researcher can proceed to the t-test. In other words, it can be claimed that the distribution of the posttest variable follows approximately normal distribution, and then the researcher can proceed to the t-test.

Table 2 shows that the posttest mean for the experimental group, 24.23 (standard deviation = 2.176), exceeds the control group’s mean of 19.67 (standard deviation = 2.551). This indicates a highly significant difference in the mean scores between the experimental and control groups (t = −6.203, p = 0.000). This suggests that the experimental group outperformed the control group in terms of the posttest score due to training provided in the classroom based on selected VLSs.



TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics and t-test tests for the posttest.
[image: Table2]

Pearson correlation was also used to determine whether there was a correlation between the pre-and posttest results for both the experimental and control groups. Table 3 shows that the correlation for the experimental was r = 0.787, p = 0.000 (highly significant), while it was r = −0.194, p = 0.153 (no significant) for the control group.



TABLE 3 Results of the correlation between the pretest and posttest scores.
[image: Table3]



3.4 Results of the experimental group (EG) and control group (CG) VLSs before training


3.4.1 Results of the experimental group (EG) VLS before training

According to Schmitt’s categorization, forty-two strategies were grouped to check the frequency of VLS use in the Experimental Group (EG) before training into two main categories: discovery (1–8) and consolidation (9–42). According to Oxford (1990) and Schmitt (1997) regarding scoring methodology, a mean score falling between 1.00 and 2.49 is categorized as low strategy use, while a mean score ranging from 2.50 to 3.49 indicates medium strategy employment, and a mean score of 3.50 to 5.00 indicates high strategy use.

Table 4 summarizes the descriptive statistics related to the frequency of VLS use before treatment in the experimental group. The students who participated in the experiment, assessed using a 1–5 Likert scale, emerged as medium users of vocabulary learning strategies (VLSs), with a grand mean score of m = 3.43 (SD = 0.322).



TABLE 4 Descriptive statistics of the experimental group before VLS training.
[image: Table4]

Table 5 shows that high vocabulary learning strategy usage by participants was for the consulting dictionary (item 2, m = 4.37, SD = 0.615). Low strategy use among participants was recorded for I guessed from the textual context (m = 1.53, SD = 0.629).



TABLE 5 Frequencies, percentages, and means of determination and social strategies.
[image: Table5]

Again, Table 5 depicts social strategy usage. The discovery of new meaning through group work (item 9, m = 3.83, SD = 0.834) received high usage among social strategies used by Seto High School students. Least used was I ask the teacher for synonym.

Table 6 shows that the use of new words aloud when studying (m = 4.23, SD = 0.922) received a high mean score among the participants in the study, while the use of semantic maps (m = 1.17, SD = 0.37) and the use the keyword method (m = 1.87, SD = 0.73) resulted in low usage among participants.



TABLE 6 Frequencies, percentages, and means of the memory strategies.
[image: Table6]

As shown in Table 7, among cognitive strategies, “I continue to study words over time” (Item 42) received the highest mean score (m = 4.20, SD = 0.752), while the least used strategy was “I use the spaced word practice” (Item 39).



TABLE 7 Frequencies, percentages, and means of cognitive and metacognitive vocabulary learning strategies.
[image: Table7]



3.4.2 Results of the control group (CG) VLS before training

Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics related to the frequency of VLS use. Similar to the experimental group, the control group included in the medium (m = 3.20) VLS users. However, within each group, some strategies were used more often than others, as indicated below.



TABLE 8 The VLS descriptive statistics before training in the control group.
[image: Table8]

Table 9 reveals that I use a dictionary (m = 4.47, SD = 0.721), which obtained high usage among students. However, I guess from the textual context at low usage levels (m = 1.53, SD = 0.776).



TABLE 9 Frequencies, percentages, and means of determination and social strategies.
[image: Table9]

Table 9 shows that, among the social strategies I ask for the L1 translation (m = 3.87, SD = 1.106), acquired high usage among participants. In contrast, ‘I ask the teacher for a sentence’ was least used.

Furthermore, Table 10 shows that all the memory strategies received medium usage (2.70–3.49), except for I use semantic maps (m = 1.20, SD = 0. 407), I use the keyword method (m = 1.87, SD = 1.196), and I use physical action when learning (m = 1.83, SD = 0.747), which result in low use by students.



TABLE 10 Frequencies, percentages, and means of the memory strategies.
[image: Table10]

Table 11 shows that I keep a vocabulary notebook (m = 4.30, SD = 0.651), which was highly used by participants. Medium usage was received for the remaining cognitive strategies among the participants.



TABLE 11 Frequencies, percentages, and means of cognitive and metacognitive strategies.
[image: Table11]

As Table 11 reveals, I continue to study words over time (m = 4.20, SD = 0.887), and I skip or pass a new word (m = 4.03, SD = 0.765) and obtained high usage among participants among metacognitive strategies. In contrast, ‘I test myself with word tests’ was used infrequently.



3.4.3 Results of EG students’ vocabulary learning strategy use after training

Table 12 shows the descriptive statistics related to the frequency of VLS use after the treatment. The average scores of the discovery strategies increased from 3.31 to 3.67, and those of the consolidation strategies increased from 3.29 to 3.52 (see Table 4 above) and (Table 12) after training.



TABLE 12 After training, the VLS descriptive statistics of the experimental group.
[image: Table12]

Table 13 demonstrates that after training, participants continued to heavily utilize certain vocabulary learning strategies among the determination strategies. Specifically, the use of a dictionary remained high (mean = 4.40, SD = 0.563), indicating a continued reliance on this resource for understanding new vocabulary. Notably, the strategy of guessing from the textual context significantly increased from a mean of 1.53 before training (as shown in Table 8) to 3.30 after training.



TABLE 13 Frequencies, percentages and means of determination and social strategies of the experimental group after training.
[image: Table13]

As Table 13 also shows, all social strategies were found to be highly used by participants except for I ask the teacher for synonyms, which showed medium usage.

As Table 14 shows, items 11, 14, 16, 19, 22, 23, and 27 received high usage by students. Using the semantic map also increased from a pre training mean score of 1.2 (low usage) (see Table 10) to a post training mean score of 3.2 (medium usage) (Table 14). Interestingly, the keyword method’s mean values also increased from 1.87 before training (Table 10) to 3.0 after training (Table 14).



TABLE 14 Frequencies, percentages, and means of the memory strategies.
[image: Table14]

As Table 15 shows, items 30, 33, 35, and 37 were found to be highly used cognitive strategies after training by participants. The rest of the strategies were found to be medium used.



TABLE 15 Frequencies, percentages, and means of cognitive and metacognitive strategies.
[image: Table15]

As Table 15 also shows, all metacognitive strategies were found to be highly used by students except for I test myself with word tests, which showed medium usage.




3.5 Analysis of semi structured interviews

The interviews were conducted with student learners to triangulate data collected through questionnaires on vocabulary learning strategy use before and after training, and their responses are summarized below.


3.5.1 Outcomes before training

Q. 1: Do you use any vocabulary learning strategies to help you learn vocabulary? If your answer to question number 3 is “yes,” what types of strategies? If not, why not? Please explain freely.

The majority of the experimental and control group students (90%) mentioned the use of a dictionary (determination strategy). As one informant said, ‘I analyze any variable pictures/gestures.

S. 19: The respondent, mentioned that to remember words, a student sometimes associated new words with other words that were similar in spelling. Some extracts of the subjects’ randomly selected responses are listed as follows:

S. 4, 6: The participant affirmed, Indeed, the methods I employed involved analyzing segments of speech and reading English passages, followed by orally translating them into my native language.

S. 3, 7, 12, 15, 19: “No, I rarely use guessing, keyword and semantic mapping strategies.”

This confirms that association VLSs (guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies), widely regarded by experts as useful, showed low usage. Therefore, the researcher considered providing training in three strategies in the classroom.

Q. 2: Which vocabulary learning strategies do you use most frequently to help you learn vocabulary? Please specify and explain.

The most frequently used strategy was looking the word up in a dictionary, which was reported by 100% of the respondents, as stated:

S. 1, 2, 20, 19, and 7: I check my dictionary.’ and ‘I use the dictionary to find the meaning. Looking up a word in a dictionary is common. It is a reliable way to find the meaning of a word, and it can also provide information about the word’s pronunciation, part of speech, and usage.

Q. 3: Do you think you need training on vocabulary learning strategies? The respondents were required to give their opinion about conducting strategy training. In response to this question, the students’ positive attitudes toward VLSs were significantly confirmed since all the learners (100%) questioned were in favor of being trained in these types of strategies in their classrooms.

‘The majority of students (5, 17, 3, 9, 10, and 6) said training these strategies in class is a good idea. This training facilitates vocabulary learning and retention. In addition, the training would lead students to be responsible for their vocabulary learning. The following ‘Some extracts of subjects’ responses were randomly selected:

S. 2, 15: “Yes, VLS training will give an idea about how to deal with remembering words effectively.”

S. 7: “Yes, it is good in that it will make English more interesting, also vocabulary. Some vocabulary learning strategies can be applied to help deal with word retention effectively.

Data from interviews on vocabulary learning strategies after training were used to determine which strategies were most preferred by the experimental group to learn new vocabulary after the training. For clarity of the results of the analysis, it is preferred to present the interview responses question by question. The summary of the interviewees’ responses is as follows:



3.5.2 Outcomes after VLS training

The semi structured interview Q. 1: ‘Did you use any vocabulary learning strategies (guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping) you were trained in to help you learn and remember the vocabulary taught? If your answer to question number 1 is “yes,” why? If no, why not? Please discuss. The results revealed that all ten (100%) interviewees answered yes.

Q. 3: Did you employ additional Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLS) in conjunction with the trained strategies? All the students (100%) responded yes, and all the subjects used the VLS in combination; for example, all the students used ‘guessing from context, keyword, and semantic mapping’. Some students used semantic mapping in combination with semantic girds and repetition. This showed that students promoted autonomous learning, and the training was encouraging.

Q. 4: Did vocabulary learning strategy training increase your frequency of vocabulary learning strategy use? If your answer to question number 4 is “yes,” why? If no, why not? Please discuss.

All (100%) students answered yes in connection with this question. All students (for example, S1, 2, 7. 9, 10) said that our frequency of vocabulary learning strategy use increased since we were interested in and willing to use these strategies. This finding is supported by previous research, such as the following:

Q. 5: ‘Do you think training the VLS makes you more aware of vocabulary learning? If yes, in what way? If no, why not?

Here, all the students (100%) answered ‘yes. Every subject thought that the VLST had made them realize the importance of the VLS. The overall answers clearly showed that the subjects were aware of the importance of vocabulary learning strategy training.

S. 1 said, “I learned how to cope with new words and discover the meaning of new words using different strategies that are very useful and interesting. I learned how to learn.”

S. 3 reported, “We gained considerable insight into learning English vocabulary, engaging in numerous strategies independently to ascertain word meanings.

As S. 10 explained, “Numerous strategies exist for learning English, yet it is imperative to choose the most effective ones, such as employing the keyword guessing method and semantic mapping for vocabulary comprehension.”

Q. 6: Do you think the vocabulary strategy training you received was useful? If yes, in what way? If no, why not?

Regarding the response to this question, 100% of the students said yes, which was useful. The majority of the students said that the strategies we trained fit the particular student’s learning style preferences, and we used the strategy effectively and linked it with other strategies.



3.5.3 Motivation

Q. 7 Are you motivated in vocabulary learning after training? If yes, in what way? If not, why not?’ The students (100%) said yes, and some of their ideas are below.

S. 1, 3, 4, and 6 said it depends on the person. If he or she is interested in learning and desires that, vocabulary will be easy; for example, sometimes, when I see someone talking about important and new words, when I come home, I try to learn those words that I do not understand.

Q. 8 are you motivated in VLS in general and the VLS training sessions? If yes, in what way? If not, why not?” The majority of the students (98%) expressed motivation toward vocabulary learning strategies (VLSs) and the VLS training sessions, mentioning different reasons for their enthusiasm. They found that the training course was effective and practical. For instance, S. 9 enjoyed the sessions, while S. 8 mentioned that the training increased her motivation and confidence in completing tasks. Notably, the novelty factor, termed the “something different” effect, may have played a role in their positive perceptions.

Several students highlighted specific motivations for learning vocabulary. S.1 aimed to enhance communication skills and reported that VLS training helped students learn and use new words effectively. S. 2 said a wish to read English books, with VLS training helping him understand new words in context. Similarly, S. 3 aimed to watch English movies and TV shows and found that VLS training was beneficial for understanding dialog and word meanings. S. 7 sought improved job prospects, crediting VLS training by enhancing her writing skills. S. 10, motivated by learning a new language, found VLS training helpful in grasping language basics and acquiring new words. Additionally, S. 5 emphasized the importance of regular word reviews for effective memorization, linking strong motivation with better vocabulary retention. This motivation stemmed from a desire to expand vocabulary knowledge achievement and achieve higher scores on vocabulary tests.





4 Discussion

This research mainly aimed to investigate whether training in three specific vocabulary learning strategies (VLSs) influences learners’ capacity to acquire the vocabulary taught in the classroom. Therefore, the first research question aimed to determine whether there was a significant difference in vocabulary knowledge achievement test scores between the experimental and control groups before and after training.


4.1 Pre-and post-test results


4.1.1 Prettest

In this study, the Shapiro–Wilk test of normality was conducted on the presttest scores of both the experimental and control groups. The results showed a p-value greater than 0.05, indicating that the presttest scores for both groups did not significantly deviate from a normal distribution. The pretest scores are not significantly different (Table 1), indicating thereby, that the groups were equivalent in terms of vocabulary knowledge achievement before the commencement of the experiment. This homogeneity is crucial for ensuring that any subsequent differences in posttest scores can be attributed to the effects of the strategy training rather than initial discrepancies in vocabulary knowledge achievement. In agreement with this finding, Alzaidi (2017), Al Zahrani and Chaudhary (2022) reported no significant differences between the experimental and control groups in the pretest. The findings also showed that both groups had very low mean scores. According to Dilek and Yuruk (2013), students’ low proficiency in vocabulary can be attributed to traditional teaching methods that emphasize rote memorization of word lists rather than learning words in context. Consequently, students fail to acquire vocabulary in a manner that enables them to effectively store, retrieve, and use these words in new contexts.



4.1.2 Posttest

For the posttest, the Shapiro – Wilk test of normality was also used. In this study, the test was applied to the posttest scores of both the experimental and control groups. A p value above 0.05 indicated that the posttest scores in both groups did not significantly deviate from a normal distribution. This finding is important because it confirms that the t-test, which assumes normality, can be appropriately applied to posttest data.

In connection with research question one, the significant differences between the posttest results of the experimental and control groups (Table 2) suggest that the experimental group outperformed the control group on the posttest, indicating that vocabulary learning strategy (VLS) training had a positive impact on learners’ vocabulary achievement. Moreover, the experimental group likely outperformed the control group in terms of vocabulary knowledge achievement due to the implementation of specific vocabulary learning strategies. These strategies could include active engagement techniques, guessing, key word and semantic strategies and interactive learning platforms, which might have enhanced retention and understanding. On the other hand, the control group, lacking these targeted strategies, may have relied more on traditional methods or incidental learning, resulting in comparatively lower vocabulary knowledge achievement scores.

This finding aligns with those of studies by Al Zahrani and Chaudhary (2022), Al-Khasaweh and Al-Hawamdeh (2023) and Abebaw and Nuru (2023), Bayabel and Tahir (2023) who demonstrated that the implementation of various vocabulary learning strategies has a significant impact on the performance of English language learners. Additionally, this finding is in line with that of Gu and Johnson (1996), who reported that participants use a wide variety of vocabulary learning strategies. Similarly, Heidari et al. (2012) emphasized the benefits of systematic vocabulary training in enhancing students’ word utilization across diverse contexts, as well as improving their test scores, confidence, and motivation in learning English. Moreover, Marulis and Neuman (2013) underscored the effectiveness of teaching vocabulary through picture books or storybooks, facilitating word acquisition and usage in sentences through reading.

Al-Ghazo and Ta’amneh (2022), Kok et al. (2022) reported a significant difference of learners‟ vocabulary competence and reading comprehension achievements between the control and experimental groups due to the training in guessing vocabulary learning strategy. Furthermore, Solomon (2019) reported that the experimental group outperformed the control group in the posttest due to treatment in key word vocabulary learning strategy training. Further, Taheri and Davoudi (2016) and Al-Otaibi (2016) found that keyword and semantic mapping vocabulary learning strategies, respectively, enhanced students’ vocabulary knowledge achievement.

Besides, in agreement with this study Feng et al. (2023), strategies such as key words and semantic vocabulary learning strategies were found to increase students’ enthusiasm and participation in vocabulary learning activities. Also, the findings of Tağa and Kalenderoğlu (2022) revealed that vocabulary instruction integrated with writing exercises contributed to students’ better learning of target words, the permanence of their learning, and the development of word awareness. Besides, semantic mapping strategy training significantly differed between the experimental and control group posttest results (Dilek and Yuruk, 2013; Hamdan and Alharbi, 2017; Al Shdaifat et al., 2019; Al-Khasaweh and Al-Hawamdeh, 2023; Feng et al., 2023). Furthermore, Meutia et al. (2023) reported a significant increase in vocabulary scores among students due to training. Together, these studies provide robust evidence for the efficacy of vocabulary learning strategy training in enhancing vocabulary development, as demonstrated in the current study.

The observed superiority of the experimental group over the control group underscores the importance of employing effective vocabulary learning strategies in the English language classroom. By providing learners with structured training in VLSs, educators can facilitate the acquisition and retention of vocabulary knowledge achievement, ultimately enhancing overall language proficiency.

The findings provide strong evidence for the intervention’s effectiveness; with a substantial mean score improvement in the experimental group. This finding supports existing theories such as social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) and suggests broader application potential, warranting further investigation in diverse settings. The results open avenues for practical applications and policy changes in relevant fields.




4.2 Pearson correlation between pre and posttests

The experimental group showed a significant positive correlation between vocabulary learning strategy training and improved vocabulary ability, with reliance on strategies such as guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping positively impacting test scores. The significant positive outcomes in the experimental group can be attributed to the effective strategies they were trained to use, which engaged them more deeply and provided multiple pathways for memory retention. These findings emphasize the need for educators to incorporate structured and effective vocabulary learning strategies. This finding aligns with research by Khatimah (2018), whose results indicated that the VLSs used by students were correlated with their vocabulary knowledge achievement.

The no significant correlation in the control group further highlights the influence of vocabulary learning strategy training in the experimental group. Without the targeted intervention, students in the control group did not exhibit a significant relationship between their pre-and posttest results, indicating that their vocabulary learning outcomes remained relatively unchanged due to the absence of specific strategy training.



4.3 Vocabulary learning strategy before training


4.3.1 Discovery strategy

The study revealed that EG and CG students predominantly utilize determination strategies such as consulting dictionaries (Tables 5, 8), indicating a heavy reliance on these resources for vocabulary learning. A possible explanation for this finding could be that students prefer consulting dictionaries for vocabulary learning due to familiarity, perceived effectiveness, accessibility, time constraints, alignment with independent learning, perceived simplicity, cultural influences, and educational emphasis. This finding is in line with Abdulmalik Ali (2020), whose study showed that in understanding a reading text, EFL Saudi students tend to determine the meanings of unknown words, mainly by guessing word meanings. Additionally, this preference aligns with findings by Gu and Johnson (1996) and Schmitt (1997), suggesting that familiarity and ease of access drive this behavior. However, a balanced approach that integrates deeper processing strategies alongside dictionary use is crucial for fostering comprehensive language understanding (Gu and Johnson, 1996; Schmitt, 1997). In the context of Seto High School’s educational approach, emphasizing both dictionary use and deeper processing strategies can enhance students’ vocabulary acquisition skills.

Among social strategies, the significant use of group work by the experimental group and I ask for the L1 translation by the control group before training suggest a strong reliance on collaborative learning methods for vocabulary acquisition. A possible explanation could be that experimental group students heavily use group work for vocabulary learning, indicating a strong preference for collaborative methods. This reliance suggests benefits such as enhanced comprehension, shared knowledge, and a supportive learning environment, contributing to motivation and improved outcomes. Moreover, collaborative group work fosters engagement and retention through peer support and shared insights. Additionally, the use of L1 translations by the control group could be due to its quick ability to improve vocabulary comprehension, reduce cognitive load and enhance focus on other language aspects. These strategies serve as scaffolding, boosting confidence and independent use of new vocabulary while increasing motivation and making learning more enjoyable. Schmitt (1997) observation underscores the importance of collaborative learning as a social vocabulary learning strategy, particularly in reinforcing the meanings of newly encountered words through group interaction. Similarly, Nation (1990) highlights the role of group work not only in practicing known vocabulary but also in discovering new words within a supportive group environment. According to Nation (2001), L1 translations can serve as a confidence booster for learners. By quickly understanding new vocabulary through their native language, students feel more competent and are more likely to use new words independently. Additionally, in support of this study, Olana (2024) reported that using an L1n EFL classroom is inevitable.



4.3.2 Consolidation strategy

The experimental group (EG) highly used the strategy of saying new words aloud, enhancing vocabulary retention through auditory and vocal engagement. This approach highlights the importance of active, multisensory learning for effective vocabulary acquisition. Icht and Mama (2022) support this by noting that pronunciation experts can motivate L2 learners to vocalize words, aiding memory and vocabulary development. Educators should encourage vocal practice both in class and at home to enhance language learning. In support of this finding, Pérez and Alvira (2017) indicated that an association with pictures was understood by students as easy to handle and helpful for making the learning process interesting. On the other hand, CG used I connect the word to a personal experience highly. Supporting this, research by Paivio (1990) suggests that dual coding—combining verbal and experiential information—enhances memory. Educators can leverage this by encouraging students to relate new vocabulary to their own lives, thereby improving their language learning outcomes.

Among the cognitive strategies, I a vocabulary notebook that was highly used by both the experimental and control groups. This suggests that students use note book keeping to learn new words effectively. Keeping a vocabulary notebook helps in several ways: it aids active engagement, organization, personalization, and repetition, enhancing vocabulary retention. In agreement with this study, Baleghizadeh and Moladoust (2012), Hirschel and Fritz (2013), Kömür and Özdemir (2015), and Vela and Rushidi (2016) consistently demonstrate that notebook keeping is a valuable aid in L2 vocabulary acquisition.

With regard to metacognitive strategy use, I continue to study words over time that were highly used by both the experimental and control group students before training in the classroom. The widespread adoption of this metacognitive strategy before formal training indicates a level of maturity and strategic thinking in students’ approaches to vocabulary acquisition, setting a positive foundation for effective learning outcomes. In support of this study, Al-Khresheh and Al-Ruwaili (2020) reported high usage of continuing to study new words over time by learners.

The least frequently used strategies in this study by both the experimental and control groups before training were guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping vocabulary learning strategies, which suggests that, in contrast to other strategies, participants may not rely heavily on these methods. One possible explanation for the infrequent use of the guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping vocabulary learning strategies is the absence of formal training in these strategies among the students at Seto High School in the classroom. Without explicit instruction or reinforcement, students may be less inclined to adopt and apply unfamiliar strategies in their vocabulary learning endeavors. In support of this study, Ghalebi et al. (2020) reported that the number of Iranian students who used memory strategies such as the keyword vocabulary learning strategy was low. This finding is also in line with Hadi (2020) research findings, which state that Key word and semantic mapping vocabulary learning strategies were used at low levels among participants. However, this finding contradicts the findings of Hadi (2020) and Gebremedhin (2018) who reported from his survey that the majority of EFL students at Adigrat University, Ethiopia, were not familiar with most vocabulary learning strategies.




4.4 Vocabulary learning strategy after training


4.4.1 Discovery strategy

The increase in average scores for discovery strategy use post training reflects the effectiveness of the vocabulary learning strategy training program, indicating participants’ improved ability to initiate learning processes, leading to enhanced vocabulary skills. This is in line with the findings of Bayabel and Tahir (2023), who reported that the experimental group participants improved their vocabulary usage after training. This finding aligns also with that of Alqarni Ibrahim (2018), who noted an increase in determination strategy use due to training. The author observed that participants greatly benefited from the training, which not only enhanced their use of vocabulary learning strategies but also encouraged them to apply these strategies in other subjects, such as reading and grammar.

The increased use of the guessing vocabulary learning strategy by the experimental group after training indicates the positive impact of the strategy training program. Focused instruction, practical exercises, cognitive and linguistic benefits, increased metacognitive awareness, and motivational factors all contributed to this improvement. The results of this study concerning determination vocabulary learning strategies align with previous research, such as the studies by Ebrahimi et al. (2015) and Seffar (2020), which demonstrated that contextual guessing positively impacts students’ vocabulary learning and aids in the long-term retention of second language vocabulary. As mentioned in the literature review, contextual guessing falls under the category of determination strategies. The findings of the vocabulary learning strategy used in this study are also in line with the findings of Abdulmalik Ali (2020), who reported that the vocabulary learning strategy was effective at understanding unknown words; therefore, the experimental group outperformed the control group in the posttest. This finding on the guessing vocabulary learning strategy is also in line with the findings of Nation (2001), Ying (2001), and Abdulmalik Ali (2020), who reported that guessing the vocabulary learning strategy proved to be effective in comprehending unfamiliar words, resulting in the experimental group surpassing the control group in the posttest.

The increase in the use of both guessing strategies and dictionaries after training highlights the complementary nature of these approaches in language learning. Students appear to leverage guessing strategies for initial comprehension and use dictionaries for verification and deeper understanding. This combined use indicates a strategic, flexible approach to language learning, likely fostered by effective training. Educators should continue to encourage the development and integration of multiple strategies to support students’ linguistic proficiency and confidence. In support of the present study, research by Taghipour Ahangar (2023) demonstrated that learners who use a combination of strategies reported higher motivation levels and a greater sense of autonomy in their learning.



4.4.2 Consolidation strategy

The increase in average scores for consolidation strategy use after training by the experimental group reflects the effectiveness of the training, indicating participants’ improved ability to solidify acquired knowledge. This is in line with the findings of Bayabel and Tahir (2023), who reported that the experimental group participants improved their vocabulary usage after training. This finding also aligns with that of Alqarni Ibrahim (2018), who noted an increase in the use of a consolidation strategy by learners after training. The author found that learners greatly benefited from the training, which not only improved their use of vocabulary learning strategies but also encouraged them to utilize these strategies in other subjects, such as reading and grammar.

Additionally, there was also an increase in the usage of I discover new meaning through group work, and I say the new word aloud when studying. It is fascinating to see that students independently increased their usage of strategies such as discovering new meanings through group work and saying new words aloud, even without specific training in these strategies. This indicates a heightened awareness among students regarding the effectiveness of these methods, possibly driven by their own experiences and observations. The fact that these strategies were adopted autonomously highlights their perceived value and utility in language learning contexts. Recent studies by Brown and Lee (2020) support the efficacy of these strategies in enhancing language learning outcomes.

Based on survey findings after training, the high usage of I use verbal repetition of a word among cognitive strategies by the experimental group after training suggests that the participating students are in favor of employing this strategy, which does not involve complicated steps. Furthermore, these findings indicated that Seto Semero EFL students strongly believe in the use of repetition and thus received positive responses from the participants. These results agree with those observed in earlier studies (Gu and Johnson, 1996; Schmitt, 1997; Nation, 2001; Aljdee, 2007).

The increase in the use of keyword and semantic mapping strategies by the experimental group at Seto High School after training indicates the positive impact of the vocabulary learning strategy training program. Structured instruction, hands-on practice, cognitive and metacognitive benefits, and motivational factors all contributed to this improvement. These findings highlight the importance of incorporating effective vocabulary learning strategies into the curriculum and supporting students in their application to enhance vocabulary acquisition and retention. These findings also align with those of Sagarra and Alba (2006), who suggested that vocabulary learning strategy training, such as the keyword method, ultimately results in better student memory retention.

This finding is also in agreement with that of Jenpattarakul (2012), who emphasized that the keyword method strengthens the link between target idioms and their meanings through both verbal and visual imagery. Additionally, this method can enhance creativity and encourage the imagination of EFL learners, aiding them in associating mental images with word meanings. This approach fosters meaningful learning and may reduce the extent of forgetting. This finding contradicts the findings of Zarei and Ramezankhani (2018), who found that semantic mapping was least used by learners to study vocabulary.

This finding is also in line with Seal (1991), who justifies the use of semantic organization for two main reasons: it provides learners with a sense of structure, and it aids in guessing the meanings of unfamiliar words within a vocabulary set. Additionally, Gairns and Redman (1986) argue that semantic organization helps students understand semantic boundaries, recognize usage restrictions, and identify areas where meanings overlap. Consequently, semantic organization assists learners in identifying semantically related words and adds coherence to the text.

Moreover, among metacognitive strategies, there was also an increase in the use of ‘I continue to study words over time’ by the participants even though no training was given on this strategy. The increased use of metacognitive strategies such as ‘I continue to study words over time’ by participants, even without specific training, reflects a heightened awareness of effective learning practices. This autonomous adoption of metacognitive strategies aligns with recent research by Brown and Lee (2020) and Efklides and Schwartz (2024), emphasizing the importance of self-regulated learning and persistence in language acquisition. These findings suggest that students are becoming more adept at recognizing and implementing strategies that promote long-term retention and understanding. Educators can build upon this intrinsic motivation by creating environments that foster metacognitive awareness and providing tools that support ongoing vocabulary study.

The findings align with the established sociocultural theory of Vygotsky (1978), an existing body of knowledge that emphasizes collaborative learning, culturally responsive teaching, and scaffolding techniques. They contribute to understanding effective educational interventions, showcasing how sociocultural principles enhance learner performance. These results strengthen the existing body of knowledge in education and psychology.




4.5 Semi structured interviews before training

The interviews were conducted with student learners to triangulate data collected through questionnaires on vocabulary learning strategy use before and after training, and their responses are discussed below.

Regarding the outcomes of the semi structured interviews before training, the majority of participants said they used the dictionary. In support of the above findings, Rubin (1987) found that learners often use a combination of strategies to learn vocabulary. She also found that learners’ preferences for different strategies vary depending on their learning styles and preferences. Dictionary most frequently used. In support of this finding, a study by Schmitt (2010) and Zhang et al. (2021) found that looking up words in a dictionary was the most frequently used vocabulary learning strategy, reported by 95% of the respondents. This suggests that it is a popular and effective way to learn vocabulary. However, this strategy is not always sufficient. To learn a word, it is important to use it in context and to practice using it.

According to the interview responses, students use combinations of VLSs such as, “I say the new word aloud when studying,” “I keep a vocabulary notebook,” and “I continue to study words over time.” In support of this finding, Dawit (2019) reported that students use combinations of vocabulary learning strategies such as discovery and memory strategies. Nation and Meara (1999) found that students who used a variety of vocabulary learning strategies were more likely to learn new vocabulary than those who did not. Schmitt (2005) also found that students who used a combination of strategies were more likely to retain new vocabulary than those who used only one strategy. Another author (Kim, 2010) found that students who used a combination of strategies were more likely to be able to use new vocabulary in their writing than those who used only one strategy. This contradicts the findings of Gebremedhin (2018) and Asefaw (2021), who indicated that most students were unfamiliar with many vocabulary learning strategies and relied on only one strategy.

A positive finding (98%) was that when students were asked whether they needed training in vocabulary learning strategies or not, suggests that, they were aware of the importance of learning vocabulary.



4.6 Semi structured interviews after training

In regard to the outcomes of the semi structured interviews after training, when the participants were asked whether they used the vocabulary learning strategies they were trained in, the results revealed that all ten (100%) interviewees answered yes, indicating the effectiveness of training in these strategies.

The answers given by all the students (100%) showed that the subjects selected the VLS, not variously. The subjects used the VLS in combinations—for example, all students used ‘guessing from context, keyword, and semantic mapping vocabulary learning strategies’. This suggests that they are aware of the importance of using strategies to learn vocabulary after training in the classroom. This finding is supported by previous research, such as the following:

In support of the findings of the present study, Abebaw and Nuru (2023) reported that students enhance their frequent use of a variety of vocabulary learning strategies after training. Additionally, Nation and Meara (1999) reported that students who used a variety of vocabulary learning strategies were more likely to learn new vocabulary than were those who did not. Schmitt (2005) also found that students who used a combination of strategies were more likely to retain new vocabulary than those who used only one strategy. Another author (Kim, 2010) found that students who used a combination of strategies were more likely to be able to use new vocabulary in their writing than those who used only one strategy.

When students are asked, do you think training VLS makes you more aware of vocabulary learning? If yes, in what way? If not, why not?’, the majority of them (99%) said yes. This suggests that they are in favor of training. According to Nation (2001), Ellis (2003), and Schmitt (2010), there are reasons why learners may be in favor of being trained in VLSs. First, VLSs can help learners learn vocabulary more effectively. There are various VLSs, each with its strengths and weaknesses. By learning about different VLSs, learners can choose the ones that are most effective for them. Third, VLSs can help learners improve their overall language skills. Vocabulary is essential for communication. Learning new vocabulary can improve their ability to speak, read, write, and listen.

The discussion in this section was used to answer research question 3: Does whole strategy training in class affect the EFL experimental group’s motivation toward vocabulary learning and vocabulary learning strategies? The semi structured interviews were carried out and analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. A summary of the interviewees’ responses is provided here.

So, regarding motivation of students, due to training in the classroom, self-regulating learning, including vocabulary learning strategies, tends to motivate students because it allows them autonomy (Dörnyei, 2003) and encourages them to continue learning beyond any given course or training (Pavicic Takac, 2008). Additionally, in agreement with this finding, Schmidt and Watanabe (2001) stated that learners should be motivated to learn vocabulary because they find the learning process interesting and engaging. In line with the present findings, Filgona, et al. (2020) stated that motivated students are likely to learn readily and make any class fun to teach, while unmotivated students may learn very little and generally make teaching painful and frustrating.

The findings suggest that extrinsic (grades and recognition) motivation for learning vocabulary strategies through training was greater than intrinsic (knowledge) motivation goals. To pass the course, the learners tended to review the vocabulary very often before the exam, hoping that most of the words would be stored in their memory. In support of this study, Oxford and Ehrman (1992) stated that the more motivated and encouraged learners are, the more they employ such strategies. Schmidt and Watanabe (2001) also found motivation to be one of the most obvious influences on vocabulary learning strategy choice. Nation and Meara (1999) found that learners interested in learning vocabulary were likely to use vocabulary learning strategies. Kim (2010) also reported that learners who were aware of the benefits of using vocabulary learning strategies were more likely to use them. This finding is also in line with that of Almansour and Almaneea (2024), whose study showed that motivation had the most significant effect on learners’ utilization of all strategies.

In addition, in support of the above results, Williams and Burden (1997) argued that students should be taught different vocabulary learning strategies to select the ones that work best for them. They also argued that students should be encouraged to reflect on their learning strategies and use various vocabulary learning strategies to find the most effective strategies. Another author, Marttinen (2008), indicated that Finnish ESL students with high motivation employed a wider range of VLSs than those with low motivation.

Implementing a diverse array of vocabulary learning strategies can significantly enhance student engagement. This finding is in line with that of Feng et al. (2023), whose results revealed that the semantic mapping technique was advantageous for improving EFL learners’ vocabulary learning and learning motivation. Moreover, these findings are in agreement with those of Al Shdaifat et al. (2019), who stated that training in semantic mapping can boost students’ learning motivation. Additionally, research supports the notion that incorporating interactive and varied approaches can lead to higher levels of intrinsic motivation (Schunk et al., 2014).

Collaborative learning strategies, such as group discussions and peer teaching, also contributed positively to student motivation. The social aspect of learning in groups created a supportive environment where students could share knowledge and learn from one another, thereby increasing their motivation (Vygotsky, 1978). This collaborative approach not only made learning more enjoyable but also fostered a sense of community and shared goals among students. The study’s findings are well supported by existing educational research demonstrating the effectiveness of diverse vocabulary learning strategies in enhancing student engagement. These results align with prior studies and motivational theories of Dörnyei (2003), suggesting practical applications for educators and policymakers. Continued research and varied teaching methods are essential to maximize student engagement and learning outcomes.




5 Conclusion

This study investigated the impact of vocabulary learning strategy training on the vocabulary achievement of EFL learners. The results indicated that systematic training in guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies positively influenced learners’ vocabulary acquisition. The experimental group outperformed the control group in the posttest, demonstrating the effectiveness of the strategy training. Additionally, the study explored the frequency of vocabulary learning strategy use before and after training, shedding light on the specific strategies preferred by students. The findings contribute valuable insights into the diverse approaches students employ in vocabulary learning.



6 Implications and significance


6.1 Implications


6.1.1 Impact of vocabulary learning strategy training

This study investigated the impact of vocabulary learning strategy training on EFL learners’ vocabulary achievement. Systematic training in guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies significantly enhanced learners’ vocabulary acquisition, with the experimental group outperforming the control group in the posttest. These findings highlight the critical role of targeted strategy training in improving vocabulary outcomes.



6.1.2 Implications for teachers

The implications for teachers are substantial. (a) Vocabulary strategy learning should be integrated into regular course activities through exercises that teach and apply these strategies. (b) Training students in these strategies enables them to choose the most effective strategies for themselves. (c) Teachers should have a strong understanding of vocabulary learning strategies to better support their students.



6.1.3 Implications for curriculum developers

For curriculum developers, the study’s findings emphasize the need for a more comprehensive treatment of key vocabulary learning strategies in course books. The low use of guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping strategies before training suggests that these strategies are not well known or understood by students. Curriculum developers should ensure that these strategies are effectively taught and utilized, underscoring their relevance in enhancing vocabulary learning.



6.1.4 Implications for policy makers

The findings highlight the need for policy makers to inform curriculum development with evidence-based practices, enhancing student motivation and engagement by incorporating effective strategies. Additionally, using survey data to guide resource allocation and professional development can improve vocabulary instruction and student outcomes.




6.2 Significance of the results

The study reveals the efficacy of various vocabulary learning strategies, guiding educators toward more targeted and effective teaching methods and enhancing learning outcomes. It also highlights the link between learning strategies and student motivation, fostering a more engaging educational environment. Additionally, the survey on strategy use frequency offers practical insights for tailoring instructional approaches to student preferences and habits, significantly benefiting educational practices.




7 Limitations

The study had some limitations. The results of this research study were interpreted carefully and viewed within the context under which it was conducted. The limitations faced during the study on the effects of guessing, keyword, and semantic mapping vocabulary learning strategy training at Grade 11 of the Seto High School are as follows:


7.1 Resource constraints

Limited access to teaching materials and technology, including laptops, mobile devices, and consistent electric power, hampers effective vocabulary learning. Network limitations further restrict access to online resources. These constraints are known to create a challenging environment for both teachers and students in Ethiopia.



7.2 Teacher-related constraints

Inadequate training and experience sharing among teachers hinder their proficiency in utilizing and teaching vocabulary learning strategies. Many educators lack professional development opportunities in this area. This disparity in expertise affects the quality of instruction.



7.3 Time constraints

The limited duration or frequency of training sessions impacts the comprehensive coverage of vocabulary learning strategies. Insufficient time for students to practice and reinforce these strategies reduces their effectiveness. Continuous practice is crucial for mastery, and time constraints undermine this process.



7.4 Contextual factors

School-specific dynamics and environmental influences significantly impact vocabulary learning strategy success. Curriculum demands often limit focused vocabulary training. Additionally, a lack of interaction with native speakers restricts students’ exposure to practical language use and cultural nuances.
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Appendix A

Normality Test Results.



TABLE A1
 Tests of normality of the pre-test.




TABLE A2
 Tests of normality of the post-test.
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42.1 continue to study words over time 30 4.07 0691
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