
 

Chapter Four 

Results and Discussion 

This chapter aims to present, analyze and discuss in detail the findings of the 

current study. The main objective of this study is to find out the relative value of the 

two learning methods—learning L2 vocabulary by inferring from context and learning 

by translation—for students at two different levels of English achievement. Therefore, 

the results concerning the differences before and after the experiment are tested in 

terms of the statistical significance. The significance level is set at α< 0.05 through 

the whole study. 

The data of the present study for analysis are collected from two sources. One is 

from the self-developed questionnaire results. The other is the scores gained from the 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) questionnaire, Nation’s Vocabulary 

Levels Test (VLT), word-inferring test, and words-in-context test. All these collected 

data are utilized to find answers to the four research questions in Chapter One. To 

thoroughly examine the effects and efficiency of the experimental program, first of all, 

all the subjects’ learning strategy and vocabulary level examined through SILL and 

VLT are both analyzed by the statistical paired-samples t-test to see whether there is 

any significant difference between the four subgroups before and after the experiment. 

Subsequently, to clearly illustrate the effects of WMIFC, the results of the 

words-in-context test between the experimental group and the control group are also 

compared and analyzed by the statistical independent sample t-test to investigate the 

difference. Then the results of the word-inferring test score and the words-in-context 

test score in the experimental group are also recorded and analyzed to probe the 
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correlation. Eventually, through analysis of the questionnaire, between high and low 

achievers in the experimental group, the responses to WMIFC instruction are also 

discussed.  

4.1 Results from the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning Questionnaire 

 The following data analysis of the descriptive statistics reveals the subjects’ 

score changes in SILL questionnaire before and after the experiment. First of all, the 

results of SILL questionnaire are summarized in terms of frequencies. Afterwards, 

means and standard deviations of both the HA and the LA in the experimental group 

and the control group on SILL questionnaire will be displayed. Then the repeated 

statistical paired-samples t-test is used to examine the learning strategy the subjects in 

two groups adopt in order to see if significant difference does exist. 

 

Table 4.1 The Frequency Distribution of SILL Mean Scores of the High Achievers 
and the Low Achievers in the Experimental Group before and after the Experiment  

1.00~

1.49

1.50~

1.99

2.00~

2.49

2.50~

2.99

3.00~

3.49

3.50~ 

3.99 

4.00~ 

4.49 

4.50~

5.00
Experimental 

Group 

Mean 

Score 

Range No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.

HA (n=20) Before 0 1 7 6 2 2 2 0 

HA (n=20) After 0 2 1 8 4 4 1 0 

LA (n=20) Before 0 1 7 8 4 0 0 0 

LA (n=20) After 0 1 4 7 8 0 0 0 

Note: No. means number. 
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Table 4.2 The Frequency Distribution of SILL Mean Scores of the High Achievers 
and the Low Achievers in the Control Group before and after the Experiment  

1.00~

1.49

1.50~

1.99

2.00~

2.49

2.50~

2.99

3.00~

3.49

3.50~ 

3.99 

4.00~ 

4.49 

4.50~

5.00
Control 

Group 

Mean 

Score 

Range No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.

HA (n=20) Before 1 1 8 3 5 2 0 0 

HA (n=20) After 0 1 4 8 5 2 0 0 

LA (n=20) Before 0 4 10 5 1 0 0 0 

LA (n=20) After 0 0 7 8 5 0 0 0 

Note: No. means number.  
  

According to the results presented in Table 4.1, among the EHA, 13 of them, 

scores between 2.00 and 2.99 before the experiment, but 12 of them make certain 

progress by scoring between 2.50 and 3.49 after the experiment. And most of the ELA, 

15 of them, score between 2.00 and 2.99 before the experiment, but they score 

between 2.50 and 3.49 after the experiment. That is, both the EHA and the ELA make 

progress in SILL after the experiment. 

Based on the statistic shown in Table 4.2, 11, or 55% of the CHA score between 

2.00 and 2.99 before the experiment, and there are 12, or 60% of them, remain the 

same score range after the experiment. Among the CLA, a large majority of them—15, 

or 75% of them—score between 2.00 and 2.99 either before or after the experiment. 

The results indicate that the control group doesn’t show considerable improvement in 

SILL after the experiment. 

From the comparison of the results presented in Table 4.1 and 4.2, this 

phenomenon mentioned above suggests WMIFC instruction has positive effects on 

the experimental group and provides perceptible space of progress for them, but the 
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traditional teaching method doesn’t seem to have such effect on the control group. 

 On the other hand, the mean scores of the six strategy categories of SILL are 

listed in Table 4.3 and 4.4. Changes of the mean scores of SILL before and after the 

experiment between the two groups are compared by means of statistical 

paired-samples t-test in the following Table 4.5 and 4.6. 

 

Table 4.3 The Mean Scores of the Six Strategy Categories of SILL in the 
Experimental Group 

EHA ELA  

Before After 

 

Before After 

Memory 2.65 2.97 Memory 2.93 2.91 

Cognitive 2.76 2.94 Cognitive 2.46 2.71 

Compensation 3.28 3.28 Compensation 3.34 3.17 

Metacognitive 3.04 3.02 Metacognitive 2.58 2.63 

Affective 2.52 2.59 Affective 2.41 2.49 

Social 2.85 3.20 Social 2.55 3.03 

Strategy 
Category

Subgroup Subgroup
Strategy

Category
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Table 4.4 The Mean Scores of the Six Strategy Categories of SILL in the Control 
Group 

CHA CLA  

Before After 

 

Before After 

Memory 2.81 2.89 Memory 2.40 2.77 

Cognitive 2.59 2.83 Cognitive 2.18 2.58 

Compensation 2.88 3.00 Compensation 2.59 2.98 

Metacognitive 2.79 2.83 Metacognitive 2.28 2.68 

Affective 2.25 2.28 Affective 2.33 2.62 

Social 2.66 2.92 Social 2.37 2.77 

Strategy 
Category

Subgroup Subgroup
Strategy

Category

 

Table 4.5 Paired-samples t-test Results for the Mean Score Difference of SILL in the 
Experimental Group 

Before 

Experiment 

After 

Experiment 

Experimental 

Group 

 Mean SD Mean SD 

Mean 

Score 

Difference

t-value 
Significance

(p-value)

HA (n=20) 2.834 0.616 2.990 0.660 0.156 -1.74 0.097 

LA (n=20) 2.635 0.357 2.798 0.425 0.163 -2.29 0.033* 

Note: SD means standard deviation. 
* Significance at p<0.05  
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Table 4.6 Paired-samples t-test Results for the Mean Score Difference of SILL in the 
Control Group 

Before 

Experiment 

After 

Experiment 

Control 

Group 

 Mean SD Mean SD 

Mean 

Score 

Difference

t-value 
Significance

(p-value)

HA (n=20) 2.668 0.660 2.806 0.483 0.138 －1.306 0.207 

LA (n=20) 2.708 0.290 2.325 0.383 －0.383 5.345 0.000037*

Notes: SD means standard deviation. 
* Significance at p<0.05  
 

As seen in Table 4.3 and 4.4, the results indicate that among the six strategy 

categories “compensation” is most often used by all the subgroups, and that 

“affective” is least often used by the EHA, the ELA, and CHA. Among the CLA, the 

least frequent strategy they use is “cognitive”. Furthermore, the highest score in the 

rating is five and the lowest score is one, it can be observed from Table 4.5 and 4.6 

that the subjects’ overall learning strategy in learning English is at a medium degree, 

ranging from 2.325 to 2.990 through the whole experiment. According to Oxford’s 

(1989) key to understanding the averages, the subjects seem to “sometimes” use the 

learning strategies, which means the frequency of the use of the learning strategies 

tend to be not very high. From the findings mentioned above, English teachers at VHS 

level can incorporate strategy instruction in EFL class to teach students some common 

and effective learning strategies. 

The mean score difference (i.e. mean score after experiment minus mean score 

before experiment) of the ELA (0.163) is the highest among the four subgroups, 

followed by that of the EHA (0.156), the CHA (0.138), and the CLA (-0.383). It can 

be found that all the subgroups make a little improvement except the CLA. This 

implies that after the experiment, the CLA do not make considerable progress. On the 
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contrary, the low achievers in the control group do worse than before. It is quite likely 

that the CLA do not take the questionnaire survey seriously since the beginning of the 

experimental program. 

In addition, the statistics in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 indicates that high achievers 

report higher frequency of language learning strategies than low achievers. More 

specifically, among the HA, the mean score of the EHA after the experiment (2.990) 

is a little higher than that before the experiment (2.834); however, there is no 

significant difference (p= 0.097). As for the CHA, the difference between the mean 

score does not reach the significant level (p= 0.207) either, though the mean score 

after the experiment (2.806) is a slightly higher than that before the experiment 

(2.668).  

 Moreover, among the LA, the mean score of the ELA after the experiment (2.798) 

is a little higher than that before the experiment (2.635) and the difference has reached 

the significant level (p= 0.033). That is, the ELA improve significantly in 

performance on learning strategies. On the contrary, the mean score of the CLA after 

the experiment (2.325) is lower than that before the experiment (2.708) and the 

difference has reached the significant level (p = 0.000037). The results show that the 

CLA experiences a significant loss on the mean score difference. The reason to 

account for this may have to do with the fact that the CLA are not motivated in 

schoolwork, and thus they don’t care about the results in SILL questionnaire survey. 

The findings mentioned above support that the experimental teaching brings 

certain influence on ELA’s involvement in English studying. In other words, it can be 

concluded that WMIFC instruction has different effects on subjects in terms of 

English learning strategy, and the obvious significant effects especially can be seen in 

the performances of the ELA. 
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4.2 Results from Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) 

 The analysis of the effects on VLT performance also conducts descriptive 

statistics. First, the frequencies of each subgroup are presented in Table 4.7 and 4.8. 

Then the mean score and standard deviation of each subgroup are presented in Table 

4.9 and Table 4.10. 

 

Table 4.7 The Frequency Distribution of VLT Scores of the High Achievers and the 
Low Achievers in Experimental Group before and after the Experiment 

0 1~2 3~4 5~6 7~8 Experimental.

Group 

Score 

Range No. No. No. No. No. 

Before 1 3 7 9 0 HA 

(n=20) After 0 4 1 10 5 

Before 0 8 10 2 0 LA 

(n=20) After 0 6 7 7 0 

Note: No. means number. 
 

Table 4.8 The Frequency Distribution of VLT Scores of the High Achievers and the 
Low Achievers in the Control Group before and after the Experiment 

0 1~2 3~4 5~6 7~8 Control 

Group 

Score 

Range No. No. No. No. No. 

Before 1 4 10 2 3 HA 

(n=20) After 0 2 8 4 6 

Before 1 13 6 0 0 LA 

(n=20) After 1 12 3 4 0 

Note: No. means number. 
 

As far as the scores in both groups are concerned, all the subjects’ performances 

in VLT are quite poor. As Table 4.7 and Table 4.8 display, it is revealed that the 

highest score is 8 out of 18, and the lowest score is 0 after the experiment. It is worth 

mentioning that the score of 8 out of 18 indicates that approximately a half of the 
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vocabulary items at the 2,000-word level are still unknown to them. That is to say, the 

subjects do not have the 2,000-word level of vocabulary, and thus they should be 

given assistance with vocabulary learning. 

Among the experimental group, none of the HA belongs to the 7~8 score range 

before the experiment, while after the experiment, 5 high achievers jump from 5~6 

score range to 7~8 score range. Among the control group, three more high achievers 

score between 7 and 8 after the experiment. In general, the latter doesn’t show such a 

strong upward trend as the former. Namely, the EHA exhibit a slightly more 

improvement than the CHA. However, for both the ELA and the CLA, there is no 

difference in the distribution of 7~8 score range before and after the experiment 

though they both show some improvement in the 5~6 score range. From comparison 

of the results in Table 4.5 and 4.6, it can be concluded that the EHA perform better 

than any other subgroups—the ELA, the CHA, and the CLA—on VLT. 

 

Table 4.9 Paired-samples t-test Results of VLT for the Improvement Difference in the 
Experimental Group  

Before After Experimental 

Group Mean SD Mean SD 

Mean 

Difference
t-value 

Significance

(p-value)

HA (n=20) 3.850 1.631 5.050 2.114 1.20 -2.629 0.017* 

LA (n=20) 2.950 1.432 3.600 1.501 0.65 -1.378 0.184 

Note: SD means standard deviation. 
* Significance at p<0.05 
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Table 4.10 Paired-samples t-test Results of VLT for the Improvement Difference in 
the Control Group  

Before After Control 

Group Mean SD Mean SD 

Mean 

Difference
t-value 

Significance

(p-value)

HA (n=20) 3.650 2.007 4.950 1.932 1.30 -2.054 0.054 

LA (n=20) 2.200 0.951 2.700 1.720 0.50 -1.111 0.281 

Note: SD means standard deviation. 
*Significance at p<0.05 

 

From Table 4.9 and 4.10, both the experimental group and the control group 

show certain progress in VLT after the experiment. The mean score difference (i.e. 

mean score after experiment minus mean score before experiment) of the EHA, the 

ELA, the CHA and the CLA are 1.20, 0.65, 1.30 and 0.50 respectively. Specifically 

speaking, after the experiment the mean score of the EHA becomes 5.05, with the 

significance of progress (p= 0.017). The result reveals that the EHA outperform other 

subgroups. For the ELA, the CHA and the CLA, there is no significant difference 

despite their improvement after the experiment.  

The results seem to answer the second research question. That is, under the 

WMIFC instruction, the EHA, who have better command of the language, are more 

likely to make efforts to learn about the meaning of a word than other subgroups. It is 

WMIFC instruction that equips them with better sensitivity to new words. 

4.3 Correlation between Word-inferring Test and Words-in-context Test 

 Pearson correlation is computed to examine the relationship between the 

experimental group’s performance in word-inferring test and words-in-context test. 

Table 4.11 demonstrates that the EHA’s inferring ability highly and positively 

correlate with their words-in-context performance (r = 0.886). Moreover, there also 

exists a positive correlation between the subjects’ performance in word-inferring test 
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and words-in-context test for the ELA (r = 0.870). In order to complete the 

words-in-context test, correct guesses of word meanings have to be made. Besides, a 

good understanding of a text implies more correct guesses of unknown word. That is, 

the relationship between the performance in word-inferring test and words-in-context 

test is consistent and definite. This result corresponds with the findings of several 

former studies (Jenkins, Stein, & Wysocki, 1984; Nagy, Anderson, & Herman, 1987; 

Nagy, Herman, & Anderson, 1985). 

 

Table 4.11 Correlation Coefficients between Word-inferring Test and 
Words-in-context Test 

EHA Word-inferring Words-in-context ELA Word-inferring Words-in-context

Word-inferring 1.000 0.886 Word-inferring 1.000 0.870 

Words-in-context 0.886 1.000 Words-in-context 0.870 1.000 

  

Table 4.12 Correctness Rate in Word-inferring Test 

Unit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Correctness 
rate 

EHA 3.00 2.20 2.60 2.70 3.30 2.35 3.60 3.10 4.00 4.10 2.10 3.30 61% Mean 

Score ELA 2.25 1.55 1.85 1.35 1.85 1.65 2.90 1.85 3.25 3.30 0.80 2.60 42% 

 

Additionally, the correctness rate in word-inferring test can lead to a clear 

understanding of the experimental group’s ability to use context for inferring word 

meanings. From the results in Table 4.12, it is obvious that learning vocabulary from 

inferring is more likely to happen for the EHA than for the ELA, who are less capable 

of inferring meaning from the context. The EHA are able to infer word meanings 

more successfully than the ELA. That is, the subjects’ English proficiency bears a 

significant relationship with their performance on word-inferring test. The ability of 
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learning vocabulary through inferring contributes to one of the many differences 

between the EHA and the ELA.  

4.4 Results from Words-in-Context Test  

 The results concerning differences between the words-in-context test scores 

gained by the subjects in the experimental group and in the control group are analyzed 

through the independent statistical t-test. 

 

Table 4.13 Words-in-context Test Results for EHA and CHA 
EHA (n=20) CHA (n=20) 

Subgroup 
Mean SD Mean SD 

Mean 

Difference
t- value 

Significance 

(p- value)

Score 3.317 0.719 3.642 0.614 0.325 -1.538 0.132 

Note: EHA means high achievers in the experimental group. 
   CHA means high achievers in the control group. 
     SD means standard deviation. 

* Significance at p<0.05 
 

Table 4.14 Words-in-context Test Results for ELA and CLA 
ELA (n=20) CLA (n=20) 

Subgroup 
Mean SD Mean SD 

Mean 

Difference
t- value 

Significance 

(p-value)

Score 2.375 0.469 3.138 0.567 0.763 -4.631 0.000042*

Note: ELA means low achievers in the experimental group. 
     CLA means low achievers in the control group. 
     SD means standard deviation. 
  *Significance at p<0.05 
 

 The results of the words-in-context performance presented in Table 4.13 and 4.14 

show that not only high achievers but also low achievers in the control group score 

higher than those in the experimental group. The possible explanations for this might 

be described as follows. First of all, 12 weeks is not enough for the experimental 

group to get used to word-inferring strategy. It is necessary for them to have longer 
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adaptation period because learning vocabulary from context is a gradual matter 

(Moore, 1987). Moreover, their vocabulary knowledge is limited under 1,500 words, 

thus they may have difficulty developing the strategy. On the contrary, the subjects in 

the control group do not need to infer the meanings of the target words and therefore 

the words-in-context test is less challenging for them. Furthermore, the meanings of 

the target words inferred by the experimental group have not been checked or 

confirmed by the researcher during the process of experimental program. Accordingly, 

the subjects in the experimental group are not sure whether their guessing is correct, 

without one-to-one correspondence in meanings, their correct answers in 

word-in-context test might not be so satisfactory as those in the control group. Taking 

this point further, the researcher might assume that confirmation of the subjects’ 

guessed meanings might result in better words-in-context test performance. 

 On the other hand, the results in Table 4.13 and Table 4.14 show significant 

difference in words-in-context test between the ELA and the CLA (p=0.000042), but 

they turn out to be non-significant in words-in-context test performance for the EHA 

and the CHA (p=0.132). Therefore, the result should not be disappointing for the 

reason that mean score difference between the CHA and the EHA (0.325) is not so 

considerable as that between the ELA and the CLA (0.763). In other words, WMIFC 

and traditional learning have achieved different effect on vocabulary learning for low 

and high proficiency subjects. This reveals that WMIFC learning may have negative 

impact on vocabulary learning for the ELA when compared with traditional learning. 

That is, the ELA are not capable of improving their word knowledge through WMIFC, 

without knowing the definite Chinese equivalent while taking words-in-context test. It 

implies that direct instruction and explicit explanation are necessary for VHS 

students’ vocabulary learning in the EFL classroom, especially for low achievers. 
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4.5 Difficult Target Words to Infer 

 Parts of speech in English have a great deal of relation to burden in lexical 

learning. The major parts of speech—nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs—have 

different degrees of difficulty and thus affect lexical learning differently. Table 4.13 

presents the target words chosen by the EHA and the ELA respectively, whose 

Chinese equivalents are hard to figure out. According to the subjects’ responses, 

adverbs cause the heaviest learning burden for both subgroups, followed by adjectives, 

verbs, and nouns. The results mirror what Laufer proclaims “nouns seem to be the 

easiest; adverbs, the most difficult; verbs and adjectives, somewhere in between” 

(1990b, p. 298). 

 

Table 4.13 Difficult Target Words to Infer 
Noun (n= 30) Verb (n=20) Adjective (n=9) Adverb (n=1) 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

EHA (n=20) 9 30 7 35 7 78 1 100 

ELA (n=20) 8 27 8 40 7 78 1 100 

Part 
of 

Speech 

Proficiency 

 

4.6 The Subjects’ Reflections on WMIFC and Beliefs in Vocabulary Learning 

 With a view to investigating whether the subjects in the experimental group hold 

positive point of view toward the instruction, their perceptions of WMIFC instruction 

conveyed through the questionnaire are presented in Table 4.16. The results of the 

subjects’ responses to WMIFC instruction derived from the questionnaire are 

summarized and analyzed below Table 4.16. 
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Table 4.16 Questionnaire Results 
Subjects EG (n=40) EHA (n=20) ELA (n=20)

Questionnaire Items A D A D A D 

1. WMIFC is more interesting than other 

methods. 
29 

(73%)

11 
(27%)

15 
(75%)

5 
(25%) 

14 
(70%) 

6 
(30%)

2.WMIFC is more efficient than learning 

vocabulary from different methods. 
22 

(55%)

18 
(45%)

13 
(65%)

7 
(35%) 

9 
(45%) 

11 
(55%)

3. WMIFC helps me get good grades in 

English. 
20 

(50%)

20 
(50%)

11 
(55%)

9 
(45%) 

9 
(45%) 

11 
(55%)

4.WMIFC makes me enlarge my 

vocabulary. 
23 

(58%)

17 
(42%)

11 
(55%)

9 
(45%) 

12 
(60%) 

8 
(40%)

5.WMIFC makes me improve my English 

reading comprehension. 
33 

(83%)

7 
(17%)

18 
(90%)

2 
(10%) 

15 
(75%) 

5 
(25%)

6. I’m not so afraid of new words as before. 

I feel vocabulary learning has become 

easier for me through WMIFC. 

18 
(45%)

22 
(55%)

11 
(55%)

9 
(45%) 

7 
(35%) 

13 
(65%)

7. Before receiving WMIFC instruction, I 

paid less attention to the position of the 

word in the sentence. 

24 
(60%)

16 
(40%)

13 
(65%)

7 
(35%) 

11 
(55%) 

9 
(45%)

8. After receiving WMIFC instruction, I feel 

it is necessary to learn vocabulary with 

the help of the example sentences. 

39 
(98%)

1 
(2%)

20 
(100%) 

0 
(0%) 

19 
(95%) 

1 
(5%)

9. After receiving WMIFC instruction, I will 

adopt the method to handle unfamiliar 

words I encounter. 

40 
(100%)

0 
(0%)

20 
(100%) 

0 
(0%) 

20 
(100%) 

0 
(0%)

10.Generally speaking, I like WMIFC 

instruction. Please explain why. 
27 

(68%)

13 
(32%)

13 
(65%)

7 
(35%) 

14 
(70%) 

6 
(30%)

Note:  EG means experimental group. 
EHA means high achievers in the experimental group. 
ELA means low achievers in the control group. 
A means agree. D means disagree. 
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1. Regarding the first question as to whether learning vocabulary from WMIFC is 

more interesting, a total of 29, or 73% of the subjects, chooses the item “agree”, 

while 11, or 27% of the subjects, choose “disagree.” The result shows that most 

of the EHA and the ELA take interest in WMIFC because of its novelty. 

2. The second question addresses the issue of whether learning vocabulary from 

WMIFC is more efficient, 22, or 55% of the subjects, decide on the item of 

“agree;” however, 18 of them, or 45% of the subjects, choose “disagree.” The 

result reveals that the EHA and the ELA have different opinions of the efficiency 

of WMIFC. The EHA perform better on word-inferring test and words-in-context 

test than the ELA do. Having a sense of achievement, the EHA are slightly more 

supportive than the ELA. It seems that the ELA need more period of time to 

adapt themselves to WMIFC.  

3. When mentioning the third question as to whether learning vocabulary from 

WMIFC helps them get good grades, in total 20, or 50% of the subjects, prefer 

the item “agree;” at the same time, totally 20, or half of the subjects choose 

“disagree.” It is not surprising that 50% of the subjects reject the idea. Based on 

the research design, the target words are not supposed to appear in the 

vocabulary checklists of their previous 7 English textbooks—five in junior high 

school and two in vocation high school. It is commonly acknowledged that most 

students at VHS level are less motivated in schoolwork, so they rarely have 

chance to encounter these target words again. Thus, it is still too early to 

conclude WMIFC help them get good grades. 

4. When going on to discuss the fourth question regarding whether WMIFC enlarge 

the subjects’ vocabulary, a total of 23, or 58% of the subjects, select the item 

“agree.” In contrast, the other 17, or 42% of the subjects, choose the item  
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“disagree.” It is reasonable to come up with the result. Since vocabulary learning 

is a long-term process, it takes time and extensive practice to develop vocabulary. 

More importantly, most of them are used to learning vocabulary from bilingual 

word list. Thus the effect of WMIFC on vocabulary quantity is not so impressive. 

5. When asked whether WMIFC helps the subjects improve their English reading 

comprehension, in total 33, or 83% of the subjects, incline to answer “agree;” on 

the contrary, only 7, or 17% of the subjects, choose “disagree.” It is comforting 

for the researcher to find that a large majority of the ELA (75%) think WMIFC 

provides them with the needed knowledge to improve their language proficiency. 

At the same time, as many as 90% of the EHA hold positive attitude toward the 

importance of vocabulary knowledge for reading comprehension.  

6. Concerning the sixth question as to whether they think it is easier for them to 

learn vocabulary through WMIFC, 18, or 45% of the subjects, choose the item 

“agree;” while 22, or 55% of the subjects, prefer the item of “disagree.” The 

result implies that the ELA appear to take negative attitude toward this question 

item. That is because the ELA need more efforts to complete the learning task 

through WMIFC. What with lack of Chinese definition and what with poor 

command of English, they learn slower from context than from translation. 

7. In response to the seventh question as to whether they pay less attention to the 

position of the word in the sentences, 24, or 60% of the subjects, decide on the 

item “agree,” but 16, or 40% of the subjects, answer “disagree.” It is quite 

natural to have the answer to this question item because the subjects would rather 

wait for teachers to explain word meaning than deal with new words more 

actively in EFL environment in Taiwan. 

8. When asked whether they feel it is necessary to learn vocabulary with the help of 
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the example sentences, 39 of them, or 98% of the subjects, decide on the item  

“agree;” only 1, or 2% of the subjects, checks the item of “disagree.” Most of the 

subjects become aware that sentences help them more in understanding the 

meaning of the unknown words. 

9. Concerning the ninth question as to whether they will adopt the method to handle 

the unfamiliar word after receiving WMIFC instruction, all of the 40, or 100% of 

the subjects, decide on the item “agree.” The result indicates that all of the 

subjects are willing to develop the strategy, which they think a beneficial way to 

learn vocabulary. This inspires the researcher very much in teaching vocabulary 

with WMIFC. 

10. Regarding the last question as to whether they like WMIFC instruction, 27, or 

68% of the subjects, say they “agree;” however 13, or 32% of the subjects, prefer 

the item of “disagree.” Although the researcher aims to provide the experimental 

group with WMIFC instruction to enlarge their vocabulary by themselves instead 

of cramming them with enormous vocabulary knowledge, some of them think of 

explicit instruction as the effective way to aid their vocabulary learning. As a 

result, they don’t appreciate the vocabulary-learning strategy. From the 

perceptions revealed in the questionnaire, it is indicated that the subjects who 

don’t favor WMIFC instruction need to develop their willingness to make 

mistakes and a tolerance for inexactness.  

Generally speaking, based on the responses to learning vocabulary from WMIFC, 

there is a fairly general agreement that the experimental group shows appreciation of 

the instruction and expresses their willingness to use the strategy in their vocabulary 

learning. Both high and low proficiency subjects in the experimental group are 

inclined to be supportive in learning vocabulary from context. As shown in Table 4.16, 



 

64
 

though, the EHA’s and the ELA’s opinions are divergent on question item 2, 3, and 6. 

However, the results indicate that they take the questionnaire seriously and make 

realistic responses. Therefore, it is convincing to conclude that the subjects exhibit 

positive attitude toward learning vocabulary from WMIFC.  

The reasons why the EHA and the ELA have different opinions on question item 

2, 3, and 6 can be interpreted from the open-ended question item reported by them as 

follows. 

1. One possible reason why the ELA do not agree with the effectiveness of WMIFC 

is because of their insufficient vocabulary learning strategies or because of their 

habitual use of rote memorization in acquiring new English words. Besides, the 

ELA feel more comfortable while learning the words with Chinese translations. 

Compared with traditional vocabulary learning, WMIFC is time-consuming and 

is likely to be a very slow an error-prone process (Carter & McCarthy 1989). 

Kelly’s Study (1990) has shown students are more likely to fail to infer the 

correct meaning. Based on the open-ended statement, students express that they 

are often frustrated with this approach because they don’t know the exact 

meaning of a new word. In other words, learning by translation saves some time 

for the ELA to remember word items. That is the reason why the ELA do not 

consider WMIFC an efficient way to learn vocabulary. 

2. Generally, words that appear more frequently are more likely to be picked up and 

retained longer than words that appear only once. Low achievers are likely not to 

be interested in English. Therefore, they do not study English after school. It is 

quite impossible for them to encounter the target words again outside of the 

classroom. Certainly infrequent occurrence causes problems to them because of 

their limited encounters with those target words. Under the circumstances, 
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without reinforcement and reoccurrence of the target words, forgetting leads to 

the frustrating feelings and negative attitude toward WMIFC instruction. 

3. At vocational high schools in Taiwan, the approach to teaching and learning 

English has always been test-oriented. Studying textbooks and taking 

examinations are major tasks of English learning for students. Based on the 

research design, the target words don’t appear in their textbook and thus scarcely 

appear in the monthly and final examination. Therefore, half of the experimental 

group doesn’t think their grade will improve through WMIFC instruction. 

4. From the statements mentioned above, to facilitate second language vocabulary 

acquisition through WMIFC seems to be more beneficial to the EHA—

intermediate or advanced learners. While traditional vocabulary instruction is 

necessary for the ELA—basic or low intermediate learners. The difference found 

between the EHA and the ELA in the perception toward WMIFC instruction may 

result from the ELA’s lack of basic linguistic proficiency, active participation and 

strong motivation. What’s more, using contextual clues to infer word meanings 

takes more cognitive capacity and cause more difficulty. As a result, the ELA 

have to work much harder than before. 
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