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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to investigate the types of vocabulary learning
strategies employed by students in English reading in a natural setting, to investigate
the types of relationship between the students’ use of vocabulary learning strategies
and the specific variables of text difficulty, to investigate the types of relationship
between the students’ use of vocabulary learning strategies and students’ language
proficiency levels and to investigate the accuracy of constructed meaning of problem
words.

The research was carried out with 17 first year students studying in Chiang
Mai University, academic year 2005 with a mixture of 7 English majors from the
Faculty of Humanities, and 10 from other faculties (4 from the Education faculty, 2
each from Dentistry and Engineering, 1 each from Science and Agricultures), who
volunteered to participate in this study.

The research instruments employed in this study were vocabulary level test by
Schmitt, Schmitt and Clapham (2001), 2 sessions of verbal reporting (Think-aloud),
observation, interview, and concluded with a general questionnaire based on
Schmitt’s (1997) taxonomy framework and also Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory
for Language Learning (SILL), improvised and added to the questionnaire for use in
this study.
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Verbal-report data was analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively.
Descriptive statistics were employed to explore the differences across passages of
differing difficulties and subject groups, the qualitative analysis were used to illustrate
and exemplify the quantitative findings.

The findings were as follows:

1. The majority of the participants preferred the use of Cognitive, Memory,
Metacognitive and Social strategies in descending order.

2. There were great differences between the students’ use of vocabulary
learning strategies on texts of differing levels of difficulty. The types of strategies
used were also noted to be different when participants managed texts of differing
difficulty.

3. The types of vocabulary learning strategies between higher and lower
proficiency students indicated that higher proficiency students used more strategies
than lower proficiency students while handling the texts. The findings did not show
hint of any differences in strategy types used by students of differing proficiency
levels.

4. In investigating the effectiveness of strategies used in handling the problem
\words, the findings did not support the fact that students of high proficiency use more
accurate means of handling difficult words, but we can safely conclude that they used

the strategies more effectively than students of lower proficiency.



