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Abstract

The recent research investigated the relationship between Libyan English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) learners’ beliefs and their use of Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLSs). The
respondents were 200 students studying English at Tripoli University, Faculty of Education-
Janzour. The data was collected through two sets of instruments: (i) a questionnaire of
vocabulary learning strategies which was designed by Schmitt (1997) to determine the
frequency of VLS use and (ii) a questionnaire of Vocabulary Learning Self-Efficacy Beliefs
adapted from a study conducted by Tseng (2006). Collected data was quantitatively analyzed
utilizing the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences version 25. The results demonstrated
that respondents of this study were medium-level users of strategy with average rating of 3.4
and standard deviation of 0.5 for overall rating use of strategy. Furthermore, the most used
VLS category was determination strategies (3.74), while the category of metacognitive
strategies (M= 3.16) was the least used among all the five VLSs used by the participants. Based
on the results, learners had positive beliefs about vocabulary learning, which were
significantly positively related to their use of vocabulary learning strategies (r= 0.511), in
generally, and the use of five subcategories, in particularly. Thus, it was found that vocabulary
learning strategies use increases as the self-efficacy of students increases.

Keywords: Vocabulary Learning Strategies, Frequency of Strategy Use, Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Introduction

Vocabulary is a very vital aspect of the four language skills that will enable learners to read,
write, listen, and speak. With the knowledge of vocabulary, a learner can convey the meaning
of his or her ideas. In Libya, English is taught as FL (Altaieb, 2013) and vocabulary is a big
problem for most learners of them. Khalifa (2015) says that the main problem that learners
complain about is that they cannot recall the words taught or their meanings. Another issue
is orthography. Libyan learners find it difficult to spell the words correctly. In order to
memorize new words, most Libyan learners normally use the word repetition strategy. For
instance, they repeat the English word aloud with its Arabic translation or write it several
times on a piece of paper or notebook with the Arabic equivalent. Some of the learners feel
that using only the memorisation strategy does not generate any interest or enthusiasm to
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learn more new words on their own. Lastly, the learners have never been exposed to training
on different vocabulary learning strategies. Furthermore, research findings by other Libyan
researchers have mentioned that Libyan students have a smaller vocabulary size than what
has been required in the English Teaching Syllabus (Aljdee & Orafi, 2015).
In recent years, the topic of learners’ self-efficacy beliefs has gained much attention in
education. Self-efficacy was first conceptualized by Bandura (1986, 1997, 2007), who defines
self-efficacy as a personal assessment of one’s competency in the execution of specific
behaviors or achievement of specific results in the future; thus, they need not necessarily
represent a correct assessment of one’s actual level of competence (as cited in Shea &
Bidjerano, 2010).In this sense, perceived self-efficacy helps to explain why people’s behaviors
commonly vary even if they possess comparable abilities. Delcourt and Kinzie (1993) stated
that recognized self-efficacy mirrors a person's confidence in their capacity to conduct
behaviors necessary for producing particular outcomes. Ormrod (2008) states that social
cognitive theorists maintain that efficacy comes from one’s earlier successes and failures,
messages communicated by others, other people’s successes and failures, and a group’s
successes and failures. This means that individuals decide their self-efficacy by evaluating how
they have performed in past tasks, from the opinions of others on their performance, seeing
how others perform, and from the results of their efforts and the achievements of group
efforts in tasks that require collaborative effort.
In research on the relationship between self-efficacy and language learning strategies, Yang
(1999) found students with higher levels of self-efficacy use more strategies, think more about
their ability to perform specific duties, use more tactics, engage vigorously, and eventually
perform better. Similarly, the connection between self-efficacy and language learning
strategies was researched by Siew and Wong (2005).They revealed that pre-service educators
with high self-efficacy reported using language strategies more frequently than pre-service
educators with low self-efficacy. In a further study, Li and Wang (2010) studied the
relationship between reading self-efficacy and the use of reading strategies. the research's
results appeared that self-efficacy was significantly linked to the reading strategies' use,
especially meta-cognitive strategies. They added that highly self-efficient readers reported
more frequent use of reading strategies than those who were less self-effective.
Accordingly, since limited studies have been done on the relationship between students’ self-
efficacy beliefs and the use of vocabulary learning strategies (as shown in section 2.3), this
study investigates the issue. This study seeks to identify the frequency of VLSs employed by
Libyan EFL learners as well as their level of self-efficacy towards vocabulary learning.
Furthermore, it attempts to investigate the relationship between VLS use and vocabulary
learning self-efficacy. Therefore, in light of the objectives, the following research questions
were formulated:
1)  What are the VLSs employed by undergraduate Libyan students majoring in English
language?
2)  What is the level of Libyan university students’ self-efficacy beliefs towards learning
vocabulary?
3) Is there any relation between Libyan learners’ self-efficacy and their use of vocabulary
learning strategies?

Significance of the Study

The importance of this research is to bridge the neglected gap in research, in general, as
educational research lacks studies on the relation between self-efficacy and vocabulary
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learning strategies. Thus, this research contributes additional knowledge to the field of
learning vocabulary. It is anticipated that the findings of the current research can assist
instructors improve some personality abilities for learners, such as their learners' self-efficacy
beliefs to assist them learn a foreign/second language. The findings on vocabulary learning
strategies also have implications in relation to which vocabulary learning strategies could be
taught to poor learners. This is significant as vocabulary learning strategy instruction has been
found to positively influence vocabulary learning (Zhao, 2009, as cited in Ahmad, 2016, p. 15).

Literature Review

Research on Vocabulary Learning Strategies

According to Oxford (1990), language learning strategies are certain activities employed by
learners to facilitate their learning, making it faster, easier, more enjoyable, independent, and
further transferable to novel situations. The utilization of learning strategies is essential in
learning vocabulary and relies considerably on learners’ efforts. As such, researchers have
indicated a range of VLSs employed by learners (Kafipour, 2010). VLSs are a branch of
language learning strategies (Abadi & Baradaran, 2013; Zhi-Liang, 2010). VLSs are the
approaches adopted by language learners to acquire new English words (Jafari &Kafipour,
2013; Safian, Malakar & Kalajahi, 2014; Zarrin & Khan, 2014).

Below are some studies that have examined the way learners use VLSs. Research conducted
by Soheila and Mehdi (2017) investigated the possible relationship between Iranian learners’
breadth and depth of L2 vocabulary mastery and their use of cognitive and metacognitive
VLSs. The participants of the research were 36 intermediate EFL students from two language
institutes. The results of the research revealed that (a) cognitive vocabulary tactics were used
frequently, (b) the depth and breadth of vocabulary mastery were strongly linked with
cognitive and metacognitive strategies use, (c) metacognitive vocabulary strategies were
found to have a stronger correlation with the two measurable kinds (depth and breadth) of
vocabulary mastery, (d) the overall level of depth and breadth of vocabulary mastery
connected significantly and positively with the overall level of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies use. Since the vocabulary knowledge is correlated positively to cognitive and
metacognitive strategies, the researcher concluded that concentration on vocabulary
strategies leads to the increase of vocabulary.

Hagos and Deneke (2016) explored the VLSs employed by Ethiopian university learners
majoring in English. survey and interview were the instruments for gathering relevant data
for the study. A total of 134 students filled out the survey. The findings of the study indicated
that the high achievers employed VLSs (determination, memory, cognitive, and meta-
cognitive strategies) more frequently compared to the low achievers, but there was a lack of
any significant differences in respect to the strategies. Conversely, the low achievers
employed social strategies more frequently compared to the high achievers. However both
groups of learners made less use of the social strategies. Lastly, recommendations were made
for instructors to provide training to learners in the use of multifaceted VLSs to progress their
academic performance and language use.

Kafipour, Yazdi, Soori, and Shokrpourcm, kjhfmhgfdh, (2011) investigated the level of
vocabulary and vocabulary learning strategies of Iranian learners. The participants were 238
Iranian junior-level students from Semnan. Schmitt’s (1997) Vocabulary Learning Strategies
Questionnaire (VLSQ) and Nation’s Vocabulary Level Test (VLT) were employed to gather data.
The results showed that Iranian learners were in the middle-level of strategy use with an
overall strategy average score of 2.99. Moreover, the findings indicated that students had
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sufficient vocabulary knowledge at the 2000 and 3000-word levels. However, they did not
have sufficient word mastery at the 5000, 10000, and academic vocabulary levels.

Hamzah, Kafipour, and Abdullah (2009) conducted a research on VLSs of Iranian learners
studying EFL to indicate the relation between vocabulary size and VLSs. Their findings
revealed that the participating students were moderate users of VLSs. On the other hand,
they pointed to the fact that these learners had undergone and passed a study skills course
in the first semester of their university studies. Moreover, a positive connection was
discovered in their study among VLSs and the students’ vocabulary size.

In the Libyan context, Aljdee (2011) investigated Libyan EFL learners’ frequency of VLS use
with a VLS questionnaire. A correlation was established for the students’ answers and their
outcomes in two vocabulary tests utilized to assess the vocabulary mastery for students’
reception and controlled production. The results demonstrated that the students used
several VLSs, albeit with low frequency. It was also revealed that with regard to the use
frequency, discovery strategies scored higher than consolidation strategies. In addition, it was
revealed that the learners’ vocabulary knowledge and some VLSs, including the use of a
monolingual dictionary, contextual guessing, listing, making of words, and media use, were
very positively correlated. Furthermore, there was a clear pattern of lowering scores with
regard to frequency levels in receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge and lowering
average from receptive to productive knowledge. This implies that students were incapable
to utilize their receptive vocabulary in productive situations.

Taxonomies of Vocabulary Learning Strategy

In past decades, researchers have introduced various language learning classifications (Ellis,
1994; O’Malley& Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Stern, 1992). As for a Foreign Language (FL)
vocabulary learning, Gu and Johnson, (1996), Schmitt (1997), and Nation (2001) introduced
various classification which have proved to be the most outstanding. Among the researchers
above-mentioned, Schmitt (1997) offered a detailed inventory of learning vocabulary derived
from Oxford’s (1990) classification of language learning strategies, that has a range of
benefits, as mentioned by Jimenez-Catalan (as cited in Jafari & Kafipour, 2013). It is more
uniform and is efficient in gathering data from students. It is also relatively easy to code,
classify, and manage the data in computer applications. Additionally, it can be used with
different age groups who hail from various educational backgrounds and target languages,
which makes it possible to compare the findings of a study with those of other studies. As
such, Schmitt’s taxonomy of VLSs was employed as an instrument for collection of the needed
data from the study participants. The sections that follow will present a summary of three
vocabulary learning classification by Gu and Johnson (1996), Nation (2001), and Schmitt
(1997).

2.2.1 Gu and Johnson (1996)

Gu and Johnson (1996) studied the VLSs of advanced Chinese learners and used a
guestionnaire on vocabulary learning, proficiency tests, and a vocabulary size test. The
guestionnaire comprised two parts: one on learners’ beliefs regarding learning vocabulary
and the other ninety-one strategies. Based on this research, they grouped the VLSs into four
major groupings: (1) “metacognitive”, (2) “cognitive”, (3) “memory”, and (4) “activation
strategies”.

“Self-initiation strategies and selective attention” make up two sub-sets of metacognitive
strategies. Using selective attention involves the identification of the lexical items important
to the text's comprehension. Using different ways to comprehend the meaning of words is an

275



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN PROGRESSIVE EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Vol. 8, No. 4, 2019, E-ISSN: 2226-6348 © 2019

instance of self-initiation strategies. Cognitive strategies require “guessing techniques”,
“consulting dictionaries”, and “note-taking strategies”. Memory strategies encompass
“encoding and rehearsal tactics”. Finally, activation strategies refer to the use of unfamiliar
vocabulary in various contexts.

Nation (2001)

Different from categorizations of VLSs, Nation’s (2001) classification is fully hypothetical
instead of being based on any empirical evidence. Nation (2001) grouped the techniques into
three broad classes: (1) “planning vocabulary learning”, (2) “sources of vocabulary learning”,
and (3) “learning processes”, with a sub-section of classification for each of them.

Planning encompasses decisions on how, where as well as how often to concentrate on
words, and it consists of tactics for the selection of the words which would be most
appropriate to facilitate learning, word knowledge aspects, selecting the correct techniques
from a list of options, and also planning of repetition. “Consulting dictionaries” and “utilizing
word cards” to determine the words' knowledge are examples of planning. “Sources of
Vocabulary learning” involves seeking information regarding anew word by way of analysis of
the word form itself, reference sources such as first language (L1) and L2 dictionaries and
employing similarities with other learned languages, the context the word appears in. Based
on what learning objectives are, such details may encompass some or all word knowledge
aspects.

The third classification, “processes”, involves the establishment of word knowledge from
different sources or how to remember word by noticing, trying to retrieve, and producing
when necessary. Nation (2001) explains that noticing means identifying the vocabulary to
learn by adding it to the list of vocabulary, repeating visually and orally, and preparing flash
cards. He maintains that despite the simplicity of these strategies, they are fundamental to
in-depth processing of words. Retrieving entails recalling the earlier acquired words by using
productive or receptive abilities, either orally or visually, within or out of the context.
Generation of techniques involves the connection of novel aspects of knowledge to what is
established by way of word analysis and semantic mapping.

Schmitt (1997)

As this present research this particular grouping of VLSs is discussed in detail. Schmitt
examined 600 Japanese adult learners. His uses Schmitt’s (1997) VLS questionnaire as one of
the instruments, it is appropriate that research sought to identify the strategy types employed
by students and which ones they deemed most beneficial. To attain the study objectives, he
proposed a58-item classification of VLSs. The classification of VLSs was created on the basis
of the LLS taxonomy organized by Oxford (1990), encompassing the Memory, Cognitive,
Metacognitive, and Social categories. Although Oxford’s taxonomy was suitable in general, it
failed when categorizing “vocabulary-specific strategies” (Schmitt, 1997, p. 205) in several
respects. Schmitt proposes two aspects of VLSs: “discovery strategies” and “consolidation
strategies”. The former are strategies for uncovering the meanings of the words the learner
encounters at first glance, and students must utilize their mastery of the language or
reference materials to guess the novel meanings (Determination tactics), or inquire from a
person having knowledge (Social Strategies). Consolidation tactics are used to assist the
learner in internalizing the meaning when he or she comes across the word later.
Consolidation tactics include “cognitive”, “metacognitive”, “memory”, and “social strategies”.
(Schmitt, 1997)
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Determination tactics are utilized when students come across novel words attempting to
determine their meanings based on structural knowledge, context, and reference materials
in the absence of seeking the help of another person (Schmitt, 1997). Social strategies are
found in the two categories because they can be used to both discover and consolidate a
word. Social tactics are utilized in cases when the lexical items are acquired in the process of
social interaction. “Seeking the help of teachers for the first language translation”, “engaging
in group discussions”, and “asking classmates for the word meaning” are various forms of
using social techniques in vocabulary acquisition. On the other hand, “studying and practicing
the words in groups” and “speaking with native speakers” are further ways of using social
tactics to consolidate a vocabulary.

Memory techniques entail the use of established mnemonic methods to manage or change
the mental information to make it more unforgettable, like establishing a link between the
new word and earlier acquired knowledge to accelerate students’ learning. For instance,
information can be acquired and recalled using sounds such as by “studying the sound of a
word” or by using images such as “studying words by looking at pictures” representing a
word’s meaning, combining sounds and images by using a “keyword method”, gestures of
the body by “using physical actions when acquiring a word”, or by “associated location” (e.g.,
the Loci method) (Schmitt, 1997). The cognitive and memory techniques are not easy to
differentiate, but “the goal of both is to assist recall of words through some form of language
manipulation” (Schmitt, 1997, p. 205). However, the focus of cognitive technique is not on
the processing of manipulative mental; they consist of repetition and employing mechanical

”n o«

means to acquire and keep knowledge. “Verbal and written repetition”, “utilizing word lists
and flash cards”, “note taking in class”, “maintaining vocabulary notebooks”, and “sticking
English labels on physical objects” are some of the ways of employing cognitive techniques.

In Schmitt’s (1997) classification, metacognitive techniques are known as tactics that students
intentionally use to assess, have decisions, manage, and controlling their personal learning.
Utilizing linguistics media to increase second language exposure; practice self-testing, that
verifies the efficacy of one’s choice of tactics and offers a substantial quantum of input; and
avoiding and ignoring new vocabulary are examples of metacognitive tactics. Schmitt’s

grouping of VLSs is presented in Table 1.

The recent research investigated the relationship between Libyan English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) learners’ beliefs and their use of Vocabulary Learning Strategies (VLSs). The
respondents were 200 students studying English at Tripoli University, Faculty of Education-
Janzour. The data was collected through two sets of instruments: (i) a questionnaire of
vocabulary learning strategies which was designed by Schmitt (1997) to determine the
frequency of VLS use and (ii) a questionnaire of Vocabulary Learning Self-Efficacy Beliefs
adapted from a study conducted by Tseng (2006). Collected data was quantitatively analyzed
utilizing the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences version 25. The results demonstrated
that respondents of this study were medium-level users of strategy with average rating of 3.4
and standard deviation of 0.5 for overall rating use of strategy. Furthermore, the most used
VLS category was determination strategies (3.74), while the category of metacognitive
strategies (M= 3.16) was the least used among all the five VLSs used by the participants. Based
on the results, learners had positive beliefs about vocabulary learning, which were
significantly positively related to their use of vocabulary learning strategies (r= 0.511), in
generally, and the use of five subcategories, in particularly. Thus, it was found that vocabulary
learning strategies use increases as the self-efficacy of students increases.
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Keywords: Vocabulary Learning Strategies, Frequency of Strategy Use, Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Introduction

Vocabulary is a very vital aspect of the four language skills that will enable learners to read,
write, listen, and speak. With the knowledge of vocabulary, a learner can convey the meaning
of his or her ideas. In Libya, English is taught as FL (Altaieb, 2013) and vocabulary is a big
problem for most learners of them. Khalifa (2015) says that the main problem that learners
complain about is that they cannot recall the words taught or their meanings. Another issue
is orthography. Libyan learners find it difficult to spell the words correctly. In order to
memorize new words, most Libyan learners normally use the word repetition strategy. For
instance, they repeat the English word aloud with its Arabic translation or write it several
times on a piece of paper or notebook with the Arabic equivalent. Some of the learners feel
that using only the memorisation strategy does not generate any interest or enthusiasm to
learn more new words on their own. Lastly, the learners have never been exposed to training
on different vocabulary learning strategies. Furthermore, research findings by other Libyan
researchers have mentioned that Libyan students have a smaller vocabulary size than what
has been required in the English Teaching Syllabus (Aljdee & Orafi, 2015).

In recent years, the topic of learners’ self-efficacy beliefs has gained much attention in
education. Self-efficacy was first conceptualized by Bandura (1986, 1997, 2007), who defines
self-efficacy as a personal assessment of one’s competency in the execution of specific
behaviors or achievement of specific results in the future; thus, they need not necessarily
represent a correct assessment of one’s actual level of competence (as cited in Shea &
Bidjerano, 2010).In this sense, perceived self-efficacy helps to explain why people’s behaviors
commonly vary even if they possess comparable abilities. Delcourt and Kinzie (1993) stated
that recognized self-efficacy mirrors a person's confidence in their capacity to conduct
behaviors necessary for producing particular outcomes. Ormrod (2008) states that social
cognitive theorists maintain that efficacy comes from one’s earlier successes and failures,
messages communicated by others, other people’s successes and failures, and a group’s
successes and failures. This means that individuals decide their self-efficacy by evaluating how
they have performed in past tasks, from the opinions of others on their performance, seeing
how others perform, and from the results of their efforts and the achievements of group
efforts in tasks that require collaborative effort.

In research on the relationship between self-efficacy and language learning strategies, Yang
(1999) found students with higher levels of self-efficacy use more strategies, think more about
their ability to perform specific duties, use more tactics, engage vigorously, and eventually
perform better. Similarly, the connection between self-efficacy and language learning
strategies was researched by Siew and Wong (2005).They revealed that pre-service educators
with high self-efficacy reported using language strategies more frequently than pre-service
educators with low self-efficacy. In a further study, Li and Wang (2010) studied the
relationship between reading self-efficacy and the use of reading strategies. the research's
results appeared that self-efficacy was significantly linked to the reading strategies' use,
especially meta-cognitive strategies. They added that highly self-efficient readers reported
more frequent use of reading strategies than those who were less self-effective.
Accordingly, since limited studies have been done on the relationship between students’ self-
efficacy beliefs and the use of vocabulary learning strategies (as shown in section 2.3), this
study investigates the issue. This study seeks to identify the frequency of VLSs employed by
Libyan EFL learners as well as their level of self-efficacy towards vocabulary learning.
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Furthermore, it attempts to investigate the relationship between VLS use and vocabulary
learning self-efficacy. Therefore, in light of the objectives, the following research questions
were formulated:
1) What are the VLSs employed by undergraduate Libyan students majoring in English
language?
2) What is the level of Libyan university students’ self-efficacy beliefs towards learning
vocabulary?
3) Isthere any relation between Libyan learners’ self-efficacy and their use of vocabulary
learning strategies?

Significance of the Study
The importance of this research is to bridge the neglected gap in research, in general, as
educational research lacks studies on the relation between self-efficacy and vocabulary
learning strategies. Thus, this research contributes additional knowledge to the field of
learning vocabulary. It is anticipated that the findings of the current research can assist
instructors improve some personality abilities for learners, such as their learners' self-efficacy
beliefs to assist them learn a foreign/second language. The findings on vocabulary learning
strategies also have implications in relation to which vocabulary learning strategies could be
taught to poor learners. This is significant as vocabulary learning strategy instruction has been
found to positively influence vocabulary learning (Zhao, 2009, as cited in Ahmad, 2016, p. 15).

Literature Review

Research on Vocabulary Learning Strategies

According to Oxford (1990), language learning strategies are certain activities employed by
learners to facilitate their learning, making it faster, easier, more enjoyable, independent, and
further transferable to novel situations. The utilization of learning strategies is essential in
learning vocabulary and relies considerably on learners’ efforts. As such, researchers have
indicated a range of VLSs employed by learners (Kafipour, 2010). VLSs are a branch of
language learning strategies (Abadi & Baradaran, 2013; Zhi-Liang, 2010). VLSs are the
approaches adopted by language learners to acquire new English words (Jafari &Kafipour,
2013; Safian, Malakar & Kalajahi, 2014; Zarrin & Khan, 2014).

Below are some studies that have examined the way learners use VLSs. Research conducted
by Soheila and Mehdi (2017) investigated the possible relationship between Iranian learners’
breadth and depth of L2 vocabulary mastery and their use of cognitive and metacognitive
VLSs. The participants of the research were 36 intermediate EFL students from two language
institutes. The results of the research revealed that (a) cognitive vocabulary tactics were used
frequently, (b) the depth and breadth of vocabulary mastery were strongly linked with
cognitive and metacognitive strategies use, (c) metacognitive vocabulary strategies were
found to have a stronger correlation with the two measurable kinds (depth and breadth) of
vocabulary mastery, (d) the overall level of depth and breadth of vocabulary mastery
connected significantly and positively with the overall level of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies use. Since the vocabulary knowledge is correlated positively to cognitive and
metacognitive strategies, the researcher concluded that concentration on vocabulary
strategies leads to the increase of vocabulary.

Hagos and Deneke (2016) explored the VLSs employed by Ethiopian university learners
majoring in English. survey and interview were the instruments for gathering relevant data
for the study. A total of 134 students filled out the survey. The findings of the study indicated
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that the high achievers employed VLSs (determination, memory, cognitive, and meta-
cognitive strategies) more frequently compared to the low achievers, but there was a lack of
any significant differences in respect to the strategies. Conversely, the low achievers
employed social strategies more frequently compared to the high achievers. However both
groups of learners made less use of the social strategies. Lastly, recommendations were made
for instructors to provide training to learners in the use of multifaceted VLSs to progress their
academic performance and language use.

Kafipour, Yazdi, Soori, and Shokrpourcm, kjhfmhgfdh, (2011) investigated the level of
vocabulary and vocabulary learning strategies of Iranian learners. The participants were 238
Iranian junior-level students from Semnan. Schmitt’s (1997) Vocabulary Learning Strategies
Questionnaire (VLSQ) and Nation’s Vocabulary Level Test (VLT) were employed to gather data.
The results showed that Iranian learners were in the middle-level of strategy use with an
overall strategy average score of 2.99. Moreover, the findings indicated that students had
sufficient vocabulary knowledge at the 2000 and 3000-word levels. However, they did not
have sufficient word mastery at the 5000, 10000, and academic vocabulary levels.

Hamzah, Kafipour, and Abdullah (2009) conducted a research on VLSs of Iranian learners
studying EFL to indicate the relation between vocabulary size and VLSs. Their findings
revealed that the participating students were moderate users of VLSs. On the other hand,
they pointed to the fact that these learners had undergone and passed a study skills course
in the first semester of their university studies. Moreover, a positive connection was
discovered in their study among VLSs and the students’ vocabulary size.

In the Libyan context, Aljdee (2011) investigated Libyan EFL learners’ frequency of VLS use
with a VLS questionnaire. A correlation was established for the students’ answers and their
outcomes in two vocabulary tests utilized to assess the vocabulary mastery for students’
reception and controlled production. The results demonstrated that the students used
several VLSs, albeit with low frequency. It was also revealed that with regard to the use
frequency, discovery strategies scored higher than consolidation strategies. In addition, it was
revealed that the learners’ vocabulary knowledge and some VLSs, including the use of a
monolingual dictionary, contextual guessing, listing, making of words, and media use, were
very positively correlated. Furthermore, there was a clear pattern of lowering scores with
regard to frequency levels in receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge and lowering
average from receptive to productive knowledge. This implies that students were incapable
to utilize their receptive vocabulary in productive situations.

Taxonomies of Vocabulary Learning Strategy

In past decades, researchers have introduced various language learning classifications (Ellis,
1994; O’Malley& Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Stern, 1992). As for a Foreign Language (FL)
vocabulary learning, Gu and Johnson, (1996), Schmitt (1997), and Nation (2001) introduced
various classification which have proved to be the most outstanding. Among the researchers
above-mentioned, Schmitt (1997) offered a detailed inventory of learning vocabulary derived
from Oxford’s (1990) classification of language learning strategies, that has a range of
benefits, as mentioned by Jimenez-Catalan (as cited in Jafari & Kafipour, 2013). It is more
uniform and is efficient in gathering data from students. It is also relatively easy to code,
classify, and manage the data in computer applications. Additionally, it can be used with
different age groups who hail from various educational backgrounds and target languages,
which makes it possible to compare the findings of a study with those of other studies. As
such, Schmitt’s taxonomy of VLSs was employed as an instrument for collection of the needed
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data from the study participants. The sections that follow will present a summary of three
vocabulary learning classification by Gu and Johnson (1996), Nation (2001), and Schmitt
(1997).

2.2.1 Gu and Johnson (1996)

Gu and Johnson (1996) studied the VLSs of advanced Chinese learners and used a
guestionnaire on vocabulary learning, proficiency tests, and a vocabulary size test. The
guestionnaire comprised two parts: one on learners’ beliefs regarding learning vocabulary
and the other ninety-one strategies. Based on this research, they grouped the VLSs into four
major groupings: (1) “metacognitive”, (2) “cognitive”, (3) “memory”, and (4) “activation
strategies”.

“Self-initiation strategies and selective attention” make up two sub-sets of metacognitive
strategies. Using selective attention involves the identification of the lexical items important
to the text's comprehension. Using different ways to comprehend the meaning of words is an
instance of self-initiation strategies. Cognitive strategies require “guessing techniques”,
“consulting dictionaries”, and “note-taking strategies”. Memory strategies encompass
“encoding and rehearsal tactics”. Finally, activation strategies refer to the use of unfamiliar
vocabulary in various contexts.

Nation (2001)

Different from categorizations of VLSs, Nation’s (2001) classification is fully hypothetical
instead of being based on any empirical evidence. Nation (2001) grouped the techniques into
three broad classes: (1) “planning vocabulary learning”, (2) “sources of vocabulary learning”,
and (3) “learning processes”, with a sub-section of classification for each of them.

Planning encompasses decisions on how, where as well as how often to concentrate on
words, and it consists of tactics for the selection of the words which would be most
appropriate to facilitate learning, word knowledge aspects, selecting the correct techniques
from a list of options, and also planning of repetition. “Consulting dictionaries” and “utilizing
word cards” to determine the words' knowledge are examples of planning. “Sources of
Vocabulary learning” involves seeking information regarding anew word by way of analysis of
the word form itself, reference sources such as first language (L1) and L2 dictionaries and
employing similarities with other learned languages, the context the word appears in. Based
on what learning objectives are, such details may encompass some or all word knowledge
aspects.

The third classification, “processes”, involves the establishment of word knowledge from
different sources or how to remember word by noticing, trying to retrieve, and producing
when necessary. Nation (2001) explains that noticing means identifying the vocabulary to
learn by adding it to the list of vocabulary, repeating visually and orally, and preparing flash
cards. He maintains that despite the simplicity of these strategies, they are fundamental to
in-depth processing of words. Retrieving entails recalling the earlier acquired words by using
productive or receptive abilities, either orally or visually, within or out of the context.
Generation of techniques involves the connection of novel aspects of knowledge to what is
established by way of word analysis and semantic mapping.

Schmitt (1997)

As this present research this particular grouping of VLSs is discussed in detail. Schmitt
examined 600 Japanese adult learners. His uses Schmitt’s (1997) VLS questionnaire as one of
the instruments, it is appropriate that research sought to identify the strategy types employed
by students and which ones they deemed most beneficial. To attain the study objectives, he

281



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN PROGRESSIVE EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Vol. 8, No. 4, 2019, E-ISSN: 2226-6348 © 2019

proposed a58-item classification of VLSs. The classification of VLSs was created on the basis
of the LLS taxonomy organized by Oxford (1990), encompassing the Memory, Cognitive,
Metacognitive, and Social categories. Although Oxford’s taxonomy was suitable in general, it
failed when categorizing “vocabulary-specific strategies” (Schmitt, 1997, p. 205) in several
respects. Schmitt proposes two aspects of VLSs: “discovery strategies” and “consolidation
strategies”. The former are strategies for uncovering the meanings of the words the learner
encounters at first glance, and students must utilize their mastery of the language or
reference materials to guess the novel meanings (Determination tactics), or inquire from a
person having knowledge (Social Strategies). Consolidation tactics are used to assist the
learner in internalizing the meaning when he or she comes across the word Iater.
Consolidation tactics include “cognitive”, “metacognitive”, “memory”, and “social strategies”.
(Schmitt, 1997)

Determination tactics are utilized when students come across novel words attempting to
determine their meanings based on structural knowledge, context, and reference materials
in the absence of seeking the help of another person (Schmitt, 1997). Social strategies are
found in the two categories because they can be used to both discover and consolidate a
word. Social tactics are utilized in cases when the lexical items are acquired in the process of
social interaction. “Seeking the help of teachers for the first language translation”, “engaging
in group discussions”, and “asking classmates for the word meaning” are various forms of
using social techniques in vocabulary acquisition. On the other hand, “studying and practicing
the words in groups” and “speaking with native speakers” are further ways of using social
tactics to consolidate a vocabulary.

Memory techniques entail the use of established mnemonic methods to manage or change
the mental information to make it more unforgettable, like establishing a link between the
new word and earlier acquired knowledge to accelerate students’ learning. For instance,
information can be acquired and recalled using sounds such as by “studying the sound of a
word” or by using images such as “studying words by looking at pictures” representing a
word’s meaning, combining sounds and images by using a “keyword method”, gestures of
the body by “using physical actions when acquiring a word”, or by “associated location” (e.g.,
the Loci method) (Schmitt, 1997). The cognitive and memory techniques are not easy to
differentiate, but “the goal of both is to assist recall of words through some form of language
manipulation” (Schmitt, 1997, p. 205). However, the focus of cognitive technique is not on
the processing of manipulative mental; they consist of repetition and employing mechanical

n  u

means to acquire and keep knowledge. “Verbal and written repetition”, “utilizing word lists
and flash cards”, “note taking in class”, “maintaining vocabulary notebooks”, and “sticking
English labels on physical objects” are some of the ways of employing cognitive techniques.

In Schmitt’s (1997) classification, metacognitive techniques are known as tactics that students
intentionally use to assess, have decisions, manage, and controlling their personal learning.
Utilizing linguistics media to increase second language exposure; practice self-testing, that
verifies the efficacy of one’s choice of tactics and offers a substantial quantum of input; and
avoiding and ignoring new vocabulary are examples of metacognitive tactics. Schmitt’s

grouping of VLSs is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Schmitt’s (1997) classification of L2 vocabulary learning strategies

Determination Strategies

“Discovery Strategies” ] ]
Social Strategies
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Social Strategies

Memory Strategies

“Consolidation Strategies”
Cognitive Strategies

Metacognitive Strategies

Researchers like Catalan (2003) state that Schmitt’s (1997) grouping of VLSs is superior to
many others. It has a higher level of standardization; using it for data collection, coding and
analysis is easy and uncomplicated; it can be employed for educational levels, various age
groups, and new languages; its basis is based on learning and memory theories; as well as it
also permit comparison with other researches. Thus, Schmitt’s (1997) VLS questionnaire was
adopted as a tool for the gathering of data in this research.

Research on VLSs and Self-Efficacy

Mizumoto (2012) studied how self-efficacy affected learners in their use of VLSs. The findings
indicate that there is a positive correlation between the degree of self-efficiency and the
learners’ vocabulary size. It was also found that in VLSs, self-efficacy affected the way
participants performed in their open-ended responses. The findings of text mining and
correspondence analysis indicated that learners who were highly self-efficient (participants
in the “Yes” response category) actively used VLSs, employing deep strategies, and showing
better metacognitivity compared to those with medium and low self-efficiency. Learners with
medium self-efficacy (participants in the “Not sure” category) also actively used VLSs but
opted for shallow strategies in comparison with the highly self-efficient ones. The low self-
efficacy learners (participants in the “No” category) had a tendency to be passive VLS users.
Parallel to this context, Heidari, 1zadi, and Ahmadian (2012) examined the relation between
Iranian EFL juniors’ beliefs and their utilize of strategies for vocabulary learning. the
researchers discovered that students had a high level of beliefs towards vocabulary, that was
related to their use of the sub-classification of vocabulary learning strategies generally, and
the utilization of memory tactics particularly. Highly self-efficacious learners revealed
significantly more use of vocabulary strategies than learners with low beliefs. Therefore,
highly self-efficient learners revealed considerably great use of vocabulary tactics than low
beliefs learners.

Methodology
This section includes the sampling as well as research design, data collection instruments and
processing in data utilized in the present study.

Sampling and Research Design

The population of the present research was included of 200 Libyan EFL learners at Tripoli
University, Faculty of Education-Janzor. They had been learning EFL for at least 11 years, and
they were in the third, fourth and fifth semesters of university. They were selected from the
population by using a homogenous purposive sampling method. The reason behind choosing
the third, fourth and fifth semesters is that they had already studied vocabulary development
as a subject in the first and second semesters. They would therefore be assumed to have more
experience than the first-and second-semester students. As a result, they would be able to
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report their beliefs about learning language, in generally, and VLSs, in particularly. The
research design adopted in this research is a cross-sectional survey design in which the
researcher gathers the data at one point in time. This design is more pertinent in this study
as “it can examine current attitudes, beliefs, and opinions” (Creswell, 2012, p. 403).

Data Collection Instruments

This research used two kinds of questionnaire to meet the goals of the study. They are as
follows:

1)The Vocabulary Learning Strategies Questionnaire, composed by Schmitt (1997), was used
to identify the VLSs' frequency of utilized by EFL students. Therefore, the researchers adopted
Aljdee’s (2008) versions (English and Arabic), which he modified and utilized to be more
understandable in the Libyan context. The instrument consists of 44 items on VLSs grouped
under five subcategories: determination strategies, including nine items; social strategies,
including seven items; memory strategies, with 14 items; cognitive strategies, with five items;
and metacognitive strategies, with nine items. The frequency of use is measured with a five-
point Likert-scale, which requires students to select one of five choices: Never 0%, Rarely 20%,
Sometimes 40%, Often 60%, and Always 80%—100%.

2)The vocabulary learning self-efficacy beliefs questionnaire was adopted from Tseng (2006)
with reference to a subscale, “Self-Confidence,” used by Gardner, Tremblay, and Masgoret
(1997). The questionnaire was used to identify the current level of Libyan learners’ self-
efficacy. The scale made up of 10 items on Likert-scale. The learners were required to read
each item and select one of Likert's six-point responses: 1 Strongly Disagree, 2 Disagree, 3
Slightly Disagree, 4 Slightly Agree, 5 Agree, and 6 Strongly Agree. According to Tseng (2006),
when a student obtains a score above three (Slightly Disagree) in vocabulary learning self-
efficacy, this means that the student may have a positive belief in vocabulary learning.

Processing in Data

Descriptive statistics (for instance, mean scores, standard deviations, frequency counts, and
percentages) were utilized to analyze the first and second research questions. Descriptive
statistics were used to obtain information about the frequency of VLS use by the respondents
and the level of respondents’ self-efficacy beliefs and attitudes toward learning vocabulary.
Moreover, Pearson product-moment correlations were also calculated to investigate the
relationships among the respondent's self-efficacy and their use of VLSs to address the third
research question.

Findings

Tactics for Learning Vocabulary Utilized by Undergraduate Libyan Students

The data are presented in frequency counts and mean scores corresponding to the strategies
used by the respondents in acquiring new words. The participants of this research were
discovered to be medium-tactic users with a mean rate of 3.4 as well as standard deviation of
0.5 for total tactic use. This implies the convergence of the participants’ responses regarding
vocabulary learning strategies and non-dispersion of data from the mean rating. Table 2
presents the descriptive statistics on the use of VLSs utilized via the respondents
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the frequencies of VLSs sub-categories employed by

respondents
Strategy Category Rank N Valid N Items Mean Strategy Use
Determination Strategies 1 200 9 3.74 High
Memory Strategies 2 200 14 3.39 Medium
Social Strategies 3 200 7 3.35 Medium
Cognitive Strategies 4 200 5 3.22 Medium
Metacognitive Strategies 5 200 9 3.16 Medium

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of subcategories of VLSs employed by the
respondents, which show that determination strategies (M = 3.74) had the greatest average
score. This was followed by memory strategies (M = 3.39), then social and cognitive
techniques (M= 3.35; 3.22, respectively). Furthermore, metacognitive strategies (M= 3.16)
had the lowest mean score among all categories of the VLSs employed by the respondents.
Overall, the five categories were employed at either a high or medium level. This indicates
that the learners had knowledge of all categories of vocabulary strategies.

Level of Participants’ Vocabulary Learning Self-Efficacy

The participants were asked to choose responses from a six-point Likert-scale, as follows: (1)
Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Slightly Disagree, (4) Slightly Agree, (5) Agree, and (6)
Strongly Agree. According to Tseng (2006), when the students obtain a score above three
(Slightly Disagree) in vocabulary learning self-efficacy, this means that those students may
have a positive efficacy belief in learning vocabulary. From Table 3 it can be seen, the sum of
the three last choices (i.e., Slightly Agree, Agree, and Strongly Agree) was 122, which indicates
that the number of students who chose one of the last three choices was very high related to
the sum of the first three choices (i.e., sum = 78).This means that most of the respondents
had positive beliefs about vocabulary learning. Therefore, the respondents thought they were
basically finish tasks related to vocabulary. on the other hand, the mean average of the first
item for the students who had negative beliefs and the students who had positive beliefs
towards vocabulary were M= 26 and M= 40.7, respectively. This indicates the distance
between the students’ answers for the two groups and their divergence from the mean
average.

Table 3. Frequency of vocabulary learning self-efficacy responses

Item Strongly  Disagree Slightly Sum Mean  Slightly Agree Strongly Sum Mean
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

| feel | can

memorize

words 11 34 33 78 26.00 60 56 6 122 40.67

faster than

others.
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| can figure
out the
derivatives
of
vocabulary
easily.

23

37

68

22.67

66

57

132

44.00

| feel my
vocabulary
is larger
than
others.

13

55

38

106

35.33

50

36

94

31.33

I am good
at
vocabulary
tests.

11

17

32

60

20.00

70

54

16

140

46.67

| can
usually
solve most
of the
vocabulary
problems |
encounter.

10

24

28

62

20.67

68

67

138

46.00

| find
memorizing
words easy.

28

22

58

19.33

57

68

17

142

47.33

learning
vocabulary
seems easy
for me

12

20

32

64

21.33

47

67

22

136

45.33

| am not
scared of
learning
vocabulary

11

21

17

49

16.33

26

77

48

151

50.33

| have
confidence
in learning
vocabulary
well.

12

20

35

11.67

38

89

38

165

55.00

| feel my
vocabulary
grades are
better than
others.

11

45

34

90

30.00

56

46

110

36.67
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Relationship between Self-Efficacy of Libyan Learners and Their Utilize of Strategies for
Vocabulary Learning

Based on Table 4 outcomes, a positive moderate association through strategies for learning
vocabulary and self-efficacy beliefs was found (r= 0.511, p<0.01). Self-efficacy was
determined to have statistically positive connections with Determination Strategies (r= 0.400,
p< .01), Social Strategies (r= 0.295, p< .01), Memory Strategies (r = 0.407= .824, p< .01),
Cognitive Strategies (r= 0.379, p< .01), and Metacognitive Strategies (r= 0.419, p< .01). This
shows that learners’ positive self-efficacy leads them to employ vocabulary strategies more
often. This finding agrees with results from previous research (Heidari, lzadi, &Ahmadian,
2012), which discovered that self-efficacy had positively relation with the utilize of the
subcategories of vocabulary strategies, generally, and particularly with the utilize of memory
strategies.

Table 4. Correlation coefficients of self-efficacy and strategy use of lexical items

VLSs DET SOC MEM COG MET

Pearson Correlation .511"  .400"" .295"  .407" 379" .419™
If-
Se. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacy
N 200 200 200 200 200 200

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Discussion and Conclusion

The findings indicated that Libyan EFL university learners were in the middle -level of using
vocabulary learning strategies with a mean overall strategy score of 3.4 and standard
deviation of 0.5. Furthermore, the findings of the recent research presented that
undergraduate learners felt positive about completing tasks related to vocabulary. Moreover,
there was a positive connection between strategies for learning vocabulary and self-efficacy.
Although in their first and second semesters, the participants had undertaken a compulsory
vocabulary strategies course, questionnaire results showed that the use of different VLSs
among the students was limited. These results are consistent with the findings of other
researchers such as Hamzah, Kafipour, and Abdullah (2009) and Kafipour and Naveh (2011),
whose participants had undergone and passed a study skills course in their university studies
in the first semester. In both studies, the participants were in the middle level of strategy use.
This may be clarified by the actuality that, in both cases, the students had undergone a study
skills course earlier on, which gave them an advantage over other students without such
previous exposure to the English language. It is also pertinent to note that in the case of both
Libyan and Iranian EFL learners, English was considered as a foreign language rather than as
a second language as it is, for example, in Malaysia. It appeared that the average student was
not very enthusiastic about deriving benefit from the techniques. This may be due to several
reasons. First, the learners had already used a number of tactics that they found effective and
therefore they ignored learning and utilizing the rest. Second, some students used strategies
unconsciously, causing them to forget to write down these strategies when filling in the
survey. The participants in this study were given a program to learn vocabulary strategies, as
explained earlier. This program was conducted over fourteen weeks for two hours a week,
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only. This was probably not enough neither suitable time for the material taught in the first
undergraduate year. Where the course content has been taught at a very late level of
education and only for two semesters. Therefore, the researchers recommended the policy
makers should take into consideration that strategies for learning vocabulary have to be
taught at early ages (i.e. at secondary school level).

Pajares (2003) claimed that most of the difficulties of students are due to their beliefs. EFL
instructors should therefore raise students’ self-efficacy in vocabulary strategies as this will
increase their stimulation to learn, and this, in turn, contributes to their performance.
Zimmerman (1990) pointed out that strategies for learning have been connected to the
progress of self-efficacy leading to anticipation of success in learning. These findings indicate
that there is an impact of self-efficacy on the use of vocabulary learning strategies and that
efficiency of tactics for learning vocabulary can be increased through enhancing self-efficacy.
It is therefore recommended that EFL instructors exploit this solid foundation (positive beliefs
towards vocabulary) and provide the learners with the materials that will cement these
building blocks to achieve effective language learning. This implies that positive self-efficacy
in vocabulary leads learners to learn more vocabulary and use it productively in writing and
speaking. As Bandura (1997) proposed, people who possess a high level of self-efficacy believe
that they can execute tasks well, which later acts as an incentive for them to perform activities
even in adverse situations. In contrast, negative self-efficacy leads learners to depend only on
their teachers. As a result, learners keep in mind only vocabulary they are asked by teachers
to memorize. In this way, learners only fulfil the needs of the teachers that may influence
their perception of their roles in learning English. Thus, instructors have to identify self-
efficacy for learners’ vocabulary, which is the perception of vocabulary that can develop
better comprehension to further their possibility of succeeding in an academic area.

The current research contributes to the review of literature, by providing a guide to the
relationship between vocabulary learning strategies use and vocabulary learning self-efficacy.
Therefore, this research contributes to the field of learning vocabulary by investigating the
relation between vocabulary learning strategies and EFL Learners’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs in the
Libyan context. It, thus, provides an investigation considered as widening for limited prior
studies in this field. Consequently, information gained from this study may be used as a
database for future reference, widening the scope of further academic research.
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Researchers like Catalan (2003) state that Schmitt’s (1997) grouping of VLSs is superior to
many others. It has a higher level of standardization; using it for data collection, coding and
analysis is easy and uncomplicated; it can be employed for educational levels, various age
groups, and new languages; its basis is based on learning and memory theories; as well as it
also permit comparison with other researches. Thus, Schmitt’s (1997) VLS questionnaire was
adopted as a tool for the gathering of data in this research.

Research on VLSs and Self-Efficacy

Mizumoto (2012) studied how self-efficacy affected learners in their use of VLSs. The findings
indicate that there is a positive correlation between the degree of self-efficiency and the
learners’ vocabulary size. It was also found that in VLSs, self-efficacy affected the way
participants performed in their open-ended responses. The findings of text mining and
correspondence analysis indicated that learners who were highly self-efficient (participants
in the “Yes” response category) actively used VLSs, employing deep strategies, and showing
better metacognitivity compared to those with medium and low self-efficiency. Learners with
medium self-efficacy (participants in the “Not sure” category) also actively used VLSs but
opted for shallow strategies in comparison with the highly self-efficient ones. The low self-
efficacy learners (participants in the “No” category) had a tendency to be passive VLS users.
Parallel to this context, Heidari, Izadi, and Ahmadian (2012) examined the relation between
Iranian EFL juniors’ beliefs and their utilize of strategies for vocabulary learning. the
researchers discovered that students had a high level of beliefs towards vocabulary, that was
related to their use of the sub-classification of vocabulary learning strategies generally, and
the utilization of memory tactics particularly. Highly self-efficacious learners revealed
significantly more use of vocabulary strategies than learners with low beliefs. Therefore,
highly self-efficient learners revealed considerably great use of vocabulary tactics than low
beliefs learners.

Methodology
This section includes the sampling as well as research design, data collection instruments and
processing in data utilized in the present study.

Sampling and Research Design

The population of the present research was included of 200 Libyan EFL learners at Tripoli
University, Faculty of Education-Janzor. They had been learning EFL for at least 11 years, and
they were in the third, fourth and fifth semesters of university. They were selected from the
population by using a homogenous purposive sampling method. The reason behind choosing
the third, fourth and fifth semesters is that they had already studied vocabulary development
as a subject in the first and second semesters. They would therefore be assumed to have more
experience than the first-and second-semester students. As a result, they would be able to
report their beliefs about learning language, in generally, and VLSs, in particularly. The
research design adopted in this research is a cross-sectional survey design in which the
researcher gathers the data at one point in time. This design is more pertinent in this study
as “it can examine current attitudes, beliefs, and opinions” (Creswell, 2012, p. 403).

Data Collection Instruments

This research used two kinds of questionnaire to meet the goals of the study. They are as
follows:
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1)The Vocabulary Learning Strategies Questionnaire, composed by Schmitt (1997), was used
to identify the VLSs' frequency of utilized by EFL students. Therefore, the researchers adopted
Aljdee’s (2008) versions (English and Arabic), which he modified and utilized to be more
understandable in the Libyan context. The instrument consists of 44 items on VLSs grouped
under five subcategories: determination strategies, including nine items; social strategies,
including seven items; memory strategies, with 14 items; cognitive strategies, with five items;
and metacognitive strategies, with nine items. The frequency of use is measured with a five-
point Likert-scale, which requires students to select one of five choices: Never 0%, Rarely 20%,
Sometimes 40%, Often 60%, and Always 80%—100%.

2)The vocabulary learning self-efficacy beliefs questionnaire was adopted from Tseng (2006)
with reference to a subscale, “Self-Confidence,” used by Gardner, Tremblay, and Masgoret
(1997). The questionnaire was used to identify the current level of Libyan learners’ self-
efficacy. The scale made up of 10 items on Likert-scale. The learners were required to read
each item and select one of Likert's six-point responses: 1 Strongly Disagree, 2 Disagree, 3
Slightly Disagree, 4 Slightly Agree, 5 Agree, and 6 Strongly Agree. According to Tseng (2006),
when a student obtains a score above three (Slightly Disagree) in vocabulary learning self-
efficacy, this means that the student may have a positive belief in vocabulary learning.

Processing in Data

Descriptive statistics (for instance, mean scores, standard deviations, frequency counts, and
percentages) were utilized to analyze the first and second research questions. Descriptive
statistics were used to obtain information about the frequency of VLS use by the respondents
and the level of respondents’ self-efficacy beliefs and attitudes toward learning vocabulary.
Moreover, Pearson product-moment correlations were also calculated to investigate the
relationships among the respondent's self-efficacy and their use of VLSs to address the third
research question.

Findings

Tactics for Learning Vocabulary Utilized by Undergraduate Libyan Students

The data are presented in frequency counts and mean scores corresponding to the strategies
used by the respondents in acquiring new words. The participants of this research were
discovered to be medium-tactic users with a mean rate of 3.4 as well as standard deviation of
0.5 for total tactic use. This implies the convergence of the participants’ responses regarding
vocabulary learning strategies and non-dispersion of data from the mean rating. Table 2
presents the descriptive statistics on the use of VLSs utilized via the respondents

lT)aeglce;if)-tive Statistics For The Frequencies Of VlIss Sub-Categories Employed By Respondents
Strategy Category Rank N Valid N ltems Mean Strategy Use
Determination Strategies 1 200 9 3.74 High
Memory Strategies 2 200 14 3.39 Medium
Social Strategies 3 200 7 3.35 Medium
Cognitive Strategies 4 200 5 3.22 Medium
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Metacognitive Strategies 5 200 9 3.16 Medium

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of subcategories of VLSs employed by the
respondents, which show that determination strategies (M = 3.74) had the greatest average
score. This was followed by memory strategies (M = 3.39), then social and cognitive
techniques (M= 3.35; 3.22, respectively). Furthermore, metacognitive strategies (M= 3.16)
had the lowest mean score among all categories of the VLSs employed by the respondents.
Overall, the five categories were employed at either a high or medium level. This indicates
that the learners had knowledge of all categories of vocabulary strategies.

Level of Participants’ Vocabulary Learning Self-Efficacy

The participants were asked to choose responses from a six-point Likert-scale, as follows: (1)
Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Slightly Disagree, (4) Slightly Agree, (5) Agree, and (6)
Strongly Agree. According to Tseng (2006), when the students obtain a score above three
(Slightly Disagree) in vocabulary learning self-efficacy, this means that those students may
have a positive efficacy belief in learning vocabulary. From Table 3 it can be seen, the sum of
the three last choices (i.e., Slightly Agree, Agree, and Strongly Agree) was 122, which indicates
that the number of students who chose one of the last three choices was very high related to
the sum of the first three choices (i.e., sum = 78).This means that most of the respondents
had positive beliefs about vocabulary learning. Therefore, the respondents thought they were
basically finish tasks related to vocabulary. on the other hand, the mean average of the first
item for the students who had negative beliefs and the students who had positive beliefs
towards vocabulary were M= 26 and M= 40.7, respectively. This indicates the distance
between the students’ answers for the two groups and their divergence from the mean
average.

Table 3.
Frequency of vocabulary learning self-efficacy responses

ltem Strongly  Disagree Slightly Sum Mean  Slightly Agree Strongly Sum Mean
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

| feel | can

memorize

words 11 34 33 78 26.00 60 56 6 122 40.67
faster than

others.

| can figure
out the
derivatives
of
vocabulary
easily.

8 23 37 68 22.67 66 57 9 132 44.00

| feel my

vocabulary

is larger 13 55 38 106 3533 50 36 8 94 31.33
than

others.
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| am good
at
vocabulary
tests.

11 17 32 60 20.00 70 54 16 140 46.67

| can

usually

solve most

of the 10 24 28 62 20.67 68 67 3 138 46.00
vocabulary

problems |

encounter.

| find
memorizing 8 28 22 58 19.33 57 68 17 142 47.33
words easy.

learning
vocabulary
seems easy
for me

12 20 32 64 2133 47 67 22 136 45.33

| am not
scared of
learning
vocabulary

11 21 17 49 1633 26 77 48 151 50.33

| have

confidence

in learning 3 12 20 35 11.67 38 89 38 165 55.00
vocabulary

well.

| feel my

vocabulary

gradesare 11 45 34 90 30.00 56 46 8 110 36.67
better than

others.

Relationship between Self-Efficacy of Libyan Learners and Their Utilize of Strategies for
Vocabulary Learning

Based on Table 4 outcomes, a positive moderate association through strategies for learning
vocabulary and self-efficacy beliefs was found (r= 0.511, p<0.01). Self-efficacy was
determined to have statistically positive connections with Determination Strategies (r= 0.400,
p< .01), Social Strategies (r= 0.295, p< .01), Memory Strategies (r = 0.407= .824, p< .01),
Cognitive Strategies (r= 0.379, p< .01), and Metacognitive Strategies (r= 0.419, p< .01). This
shows that learners’ positive self-efficacy leads them to employ vocabulary strategies more
often. This finding agrees with results from previous research (Heidari, 1zadi, &Ahmadian,
2012), which discovered that self-efficacy had positively relation with the utilize of the
subcategories of vocabulary strategies, generally, and particularly with the utilize of memory
strategies.
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Table 4.
Correlation Coefficients of Self-Efficacy And Strategy Use of Lexical Items

VLSs DET SOC MEM COoG MET

Pearson Correlation .511"  .400"" .295"  .407" 379" .419™

Self-

Efficacy Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 200 200 200 200 200 200

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Discussion and Conclusion

The findings indicated that Libyan EFL university learners were in the middle -level of using
vocabulary learning strategies with a mean overall strategy score of 3.4 and standard
deviation of 0.5. Furthermore, the findings of the recent research presented that
undergraduate learners felt positive about completing tasks related to vocabulary. Moreover,
there was a positive connection between strategies for learning vocabulary and self-efficacy.
Although in their first and second semesters, the participants had undertaken a compulsory
vocabulary strategies course, questionnaire results showed that the use of different VLSs
among the students was limited. These results are consistent with the findings of other
researchers such as Hamzah, Kafipour, and Abdullah (2009) and Kafipour and Naveh (2011),
whose participants had undergone and passed a study skills course in their university studies
in the first semester. In both studies, the participants were in the middle level of strategy use.
This may be clarified by the actuality that, in both cases, the students had undergone a study
skills course earlier on, which gave them an advantage over other students without such
previous exposure to the English language. It is also pertinent to note that in the case of both
Libyan and Iranian EFL learners, English was considered as a foreign language rather than as
a second language as it is, for example, in Malaysia. It appeared that the average student was
not very enthusiastic about deriving benefit from the techniques. This may be due to several
reasons. First, the learners had already used a number of tactics that they found effective and
therefore they ignored learning and utilizing the rest. Second, some students used strategies
unconsciously, causing them to forget to write down these strategies when filling in the
survey. The participants in this study were given a program to learn vocabulary strategies, as
explained earlier. This program was conducted over fourteen weeks for two hours a week,
only. This was probably not enough neither suitable time for the material taught in the first
undergraduate year. Where the course content has been taught at a very late level of
education and only for two semesters. Therefore, the researchers recommended the policy
makers should take into consideration that strategies for learning vocabulary have to be
taught at early ages (i.e. at secondary school level).

Pajares (2003) claimed that most of the difficulties of students are due to their beliefs. EFL
instructors should therefore raise students’ self-efficacy in vocabulary strategies as this will
increase their stimulation to learn, and this, in turn, contributes to their performance.
Zimmerman (1990) pointed out that strategies for learning have been connected to the
progress of self-efficacy leading to anticipation of success in learning. These findings indicate
that there is an impact of self-efficacy on the use of vocabulary learning strategies and that
efficiency of tactics for learning vocabulary can be increased through enhancing self-efficacy.
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It is therefore recommended that EFL instructors exploit this solid foundation (positive beliefs
towards vocabulary) and provide the learners with the materials that will cement these
building blocks to achieve effective language learning. This implies that positive self-efficacy
in vocabulary leads learners to learn more vocabulary and use it productively in writing and
speaking. As Bandura (1997) proposed, people who possess a high level of self-efficacy believe
that they can execute tasks well, which later acts as an incentive for them to perform activities
even in adverse situations. In contrast, negative self-efficacy leads learners to depend only on
their teachers. As a result, learners keep in mind only vocabulary they are asked by teachers
to memorize. In this way, learners only fulfil the needs of the teachers that may influence
their perception of their roles in learning English. Thus, instructors have to identify self-
efficacy for learners’ vocabulary, which is the perception of vocabulary that can develop
better comprehension to further their possibility of succeeding in an academic area.

The current research contributes to the review of literature, by providing a guide to the
relationship between vocabulary learning strategies use and vocabulary learning self-efficacy.
Therefore, this research contributes to the field of learning vocabulary by investigating the
relation between vocabulary learning strategies and EFL Learners’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs in the
Libyan context. It, thus, provides an investigation considered as widening for limited prior
studies in this field. Consequently, information gained from this study may be used as a
database for future reference, widening the scope of further academic research.
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