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Abstract 
The study investigates students’ perceptions and students’ use of vocabulary learning 
strategies (VLS) among non-English majors at Ho Chi Minh City University of Technology 
(HUTECH). Three main issues addressed are (1) to determine students’ perception in terms 
of their awareness and the level of the importance of vocabulary learning strategies; (2) 
students’ use in terms of frequency and preference; (3) the correlation between students’ 
perception in terms of the level of the importance of vocabulary learning strategies and their 
use in terms of frequency. Mixed method is applied in this investigation; additionally, 
questionnaires focus on social group, memory group, cognitive group, and metacognitive 
group with 350 sophomores from four different majors, and 10 sophomores are invited in 
structured interview. The results showed that the vocabulary learning strategies of the current 
study were well-aware. All those strategies were perceived importantly in learning 
vocabulary and four groups of vocabulary were used frequently. Students’ responses in terms 
of preference also confirmed students’ use in terms of frequency. On the other hand, students’ 
perception correlated with students’ use in only cognitive group of vocabulary learning 
strategies, but not the three others. 
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Introduction 
 
According to the Education First English Proficiency Index (EF EPI) in 2024, Vietnamese 
people’s proficiency in using English is assessed at low proficiency, ranking at 63rd out of 
116 countries and religions. In Asia, Vietnam ranked the 8th position out of 23 countries and 
regions. Therefore, enhencing the proficency in using English is very essential for 
Vietnamese learners. With the inevitable turning points of nation’s development and a 
government undertaking to enhance English as the second language in Vietnam education 
system (Le, 2024), the role of English is highly assessed and emphasized as a pivotal mission 
in the historical era. 
 
However, according to Dinh (2011), EFL students, undeniably, usually stick to common 
practices: (1) concentrating on word lists provided by their teachers; yet, they are normally 
unable to complete the list since they are not sufficiently motivated; (2) having no successful 
strategies to learn vocabulary or lacking effective application of vocabulary for outside 
classroom activities or even inside classroom situations. In fact, English teachers’ evaluations 
and students’ achievement in English subject recently show that the most salient issue is the 
lack of vocabulary of students. Moreover, the major problem encountered practically by 
students that teachers of English have been concerned about for years is deficient vocabulary 
(Mumary, 2017). Due to their inadequate word knowledge, students usually struggle to deal 
with performing the skills of English, even when they are provided with progressive English 
language education. It cannot be denied that vocabulary plays an important role in learning 
English; nevertheless, little is known about student’s perceptions and students’ use towards 
vocabulary learning strategies researches in the context of HUTECH. 
 
Therefore, this study seeks to obtain comprehensive data which would help to address the 
issues regarding vocabulary learning strategies, an investigation on vocabulary learning 
strategies is necessary to consolidate students’ vocabulary acquisition as well as enhance 
students’ vocabulary size with the following questions:  

(1) How do non-English major students in HUTECH perceive vocabulary learning 
strategies in terms of awareness and the level of importance of the strategies? 

(2) How do non-English major students in HUTECH use vocabulary learning strategies 
in terms of frequency and preference? 

(3) What is the correlation between students’ perception and their use of vocabulary 
learning strategies? 

 
Practically, the findings could make important contributions to raising students’ awareness in 
vocabulary learning strategies and expected to extend students’ recognition for strategies 
applied in vocabulary learning. Furthermore, with the data collected, the investigation is also 
beneficial for English teachers to review their strategies in vocabulary teaching and determine 
their students’ strategies in vocabulary learning, from which teachers can adapt their 
instruction or revise their syllabi in English language teaching. They could employ effective 
approaches in helping students to improve their English language in general and vocabulary 
learning in particular. Theoretically, the findings may provide additional evidences with 
respect to language researchers for references in relating to the perception and use of 
vocabulary learning strategies. 
 
 
 
 



Literature 
 
In order to achieve fluent level in four language skills in English (listening, reading, writing, 
and speaking), vocabulary is asserted to be “the core or heart of language” (Lewis, 1993, p. 
89). Additionally, Nation (2001) stated that language use is enabled by knowledge of 
vocabulary; conversely, vocabulary knowledge leads to an increase in language use. 
Furthermore, Nation (1990) argues that a learner should know approximately 2,000 to 3,000 
words for using English effectively. Furthermore, in order to read in advanced, authentic and 
academic contexts, a learner is required to have at least 5,000 words (Hirsh & Nation, 1992). 
Similarly, Schmitt (2000) also agrees that 5,000 words are a necessary limit to become a 
better English learner. Consequently, learning and enhancing vocabulary effectively is a 
tremendous challenge for English learners in general and non-English majors in particular. 
Understanding this kind of students’ obstacle, many researchers (Oxford, 1990; Nation, 1990; 
Stoffer, 1995; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Kudo, 1999; Schmitt, 1997, 2000; Istvan, 2016) have 
been creating vocabulary learning strategies to help students learn vocabulary more 
effectively in order to develop the source of vocabulary needed for their language proficiency. 
 
In this study, the thesis researcher adopts Schmitt’s vocabulary learning strategies (1997) 
with the limitation of four groups for the questionnaire in investigation because the version in 
1997 was adequate and similar with students’ activitives in HUTECH recently. Firstly, 
memory strategies, the phrase “memory strategies” is abbreviated to “MEM” and known as 
mnemonics. These strategies relate to previous learned words or experiences, images of word 
form or meaning, and activities of memorable process (Schmitt, 2000). Secondly, cognitive 
strategies (COG), Oxford (1990) identifies cognitive strategies that are “manipulation or 
transformation of the target language by the learner” (p. 43). Cognitive strategies are similar 
to memory strategies but elaborative mental process is not the main remark. Repetition and 
mechanic are employed instead (Schmitt, 2000). Thirdly, the group of metacognitive 
strategies (MET), these strategies are considered as methods to review and evaluate students’ 
word knowledge in learning process generally (Schmitt, 2000). In particular, the activities 
include English-language media, spaced word practice, word self-testing, skipping or passing 
new words, studying new word over time, and vocabulary knowledge assessment at the end 
of a semester, a course or after a period of time are integrated in the process. Finally, social 
strategies, Schmitt (2000) argues that social strategies (SOC) comprise activities to interact 
with other people such as teachers, classmates, friends, foreigners or anyone for enhancing 
word knowledge. 
 
In the Vietnamese setting, vocabulary teaching and learning also attracts considerable 
attention from the local language scholars (e.g., Tran, 2008; Le, 2009; Le, 2010; Nguyen, 
2012; Nguyen, 2013) in teaching and learning of English as a Foreign Language (EFL).  
 
The conceptual framework of the current study is illustrated by the figure below. 



 
Figure 1: The Conceptual Framework of the Current Study 

 
Methodology 
 
Mixed methods approach is a combination of quantitative and qualitative data because with 
this design “words, pictures, and narrative can be used to add meaning to numbers” (Johnson 
& Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 21). Nagy and Scott (2000) also agree that “qualitative data (words, 
pictures, and narrative) combined with quantitative, numerical data from a larger-scale study 
on the same issue allow the generalization of our research results for future studies and 
examinations” (p. 3). Furthermore, McKim (2017) affirms “studies that use a mixed methods 
approach gain a deeper, broader understanding of the phenomenon than studies that do not 
utilize both a quantitative and qualitative approach” (p. 203). In the current study, specifically, 
students’ perception towards vocabulary learning strategies, and students’ use of vocabulary 
learning strategies were explored under quantitative researches with two questionnaires. 
Furthermore, qualitative research was conducted to recognize students’ use in terms of 
preference and their own VLS with individual interviews. By doing so, students’ strategies in 
learning vocabulary of non-English majors in HUTECH were obviously discovered in full 
details. 
 
The present study employed convenience sampling due to the time constraint and the 
researcher could not involve all of the non-English majors studying at HUTECH. Because the 
sample is difficult to choose, convenience sampling which is based on the availability of a 
group of individual conveniently taking part in the study is suggested in the case (Fraenkel & 
Wallen, 2008). According to Comrey and Lee (1992), the sample size with distinct scale as 
100 = poor, 200 = fair, 300 = good, 500 = very good, 1000 and over = excellent (as cited in 
Matsunaga, 2010), the number of participants in the current study could be considered to be 
good sampling scale. Furthermore, non-English majors sophomore were selected as the 
sample for the current investigation. It is believed that after one year studying at tertiary level, 
sophomores have experienced certain English learning strategies applied by themselves or by 
their classmates; particularly vocabulary learning strategies and may plan or prepare to plan 
some for themselves. Thus, the sophomores can be considered to be a suitable sample for the 
study. After piloting, in the first semester, questionnaire 1 with 350 copies questionnaires 
were delivered to students from five different classes: Business Administration, Marketing, 
Pharmacy, and Mechanical and Electronic Engineering. The time allowance for the students 
to fill in the questionnaire was 20 minutes. In the second semester, questionnaire 2 with 350 



copies were delivered to students from the same five classes as in the first semester, with 20 
minutes to fill in the questionnaire. 
 
On the dimension of quantitative paradigm, the study applied close-ended five-option Likert-
scale questionnaire to query students’ perception and students’ use of vocabulary learning 
strategies. The quantitative data collected from the questionnaire were processed by the 
regression analysis with principal component analysis to extract the main strategies to 
understand students’ awareness, students’ perception, and students’ use in term of frequency 
towards each of vocabulary learning strategies. There were two sets of questionnaires based 
on four groups of Schmitt (1997)’s vocabulary learning strategies (MEM, COG, META, 
SOC). Questionnaire 1 delivered at the beginning of first semester to determine students’ 
awareness and the importance of vocabulary learning strategies. After finishing questionnaire 
1, students were encouraged to apply strategies in questionnaire 1 in learning vocabulary. At 
the end of the first semester, students participated in questionnaire 2 to recognize their 
frequency and preference towards the vocabulary learning strategies offered in questionnaire 
1. Among 58 vocabulary learning strategies of Schmitt (1997), the thesis researcher chose 19 
strategies which were surveyed regularly in previous studies and close to students’ 
vocabulary learning activities recently (Stoffer, 1995; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Schmitt, 1997; 
Kudo, 1999; Lin, 2001). Besides, 5 strategies were added more in the questionnaires after the 
thesis researcher had a conversation with students about how students have learned 
vocabulary recently. They are “connect new word with previous words” (MEM), “image 
position of letters in new word” (MEM), “learn word meaning with picture” (COG), “use 
applications in smart phone” (COG), “search information in English websites” (META). 
 
On the other hand, to collect the qualitative data, 10 sophomores included 5 ones from 
Business Administration major, 2 ones from Marketing major, 2 ones from Pharmacy, and 
one from Mechanical and Electronic Engineering participated in face-to-face individual 
interview. After investigating questionnaire 2, interview was implemented with one by one 
sophomores for qualitative research with both writing and recording, from five to thirteen 
minutes for each one. Furthermore, the sophomores participated in interview were different 
from students of main survey. On the dimension of qualitative paradigm, structured 
individual interview was applied in the current thesis to carry out students’ preference 
towards vocabulary learning strategies. Because students could provide their own opinions, 
feelings, experience and the researcher could control the questions for students (Crewell, 
2014). The interview protocol comprised 5 open-ended questions to explore students’ use and 
preference towards vocabulary learning strategies. Furthermore, the interview protocol was 
piloted with 2 random students to ensure students’ understanding about five questions before 
the individual face-to-face interviews were conducted with 10 students to collect the 
qualitative data. 
 
Cronbach’s alpha is a reliability coefficient that indicates how well the items are positively 
correlated one another. George and Mallery (2003) stated that if the Cronbach’s alpha value 
is lower than 0.700, the correlation statistics of item-total is processed to eliminate the items 
which make the result unacceptable. The process is kept running until the valuable of 
Cronbach alpha is acceptable. On the other hand, if the Cronbach’s alpha value is higher than 
0.900, the correlation statistics of item-total is run to carry out the most correlative item with 
others. Furthermore, Wang, Batt, Kessler, Neff, Iyer, Cooper and Kempton (2017) consider 
item-total correlation statistics as the contribution of each item to instrument consistency. 
Kumar (2015) confirms item-total correlation should be reckoned to decrease bias in the 
investigation significantly. In addition, Field (2009) demonstrates if any item’ values are less 



than 0.3 in correlation, they would be eliminated; in contrast, those ones are acceptable for 
further steps. 
 
Results 
 
Research Question 1: How do non-English major students in HUTECH perceive 
vocabulary learning strategies in terms of students’ awareness and the level of importance 
of the strategies? 
 
a. Students’ Awareness of Vocabulary Learning Strategies 
 
First of all, students’ awareness of four groups of vocabulary learning strategies were 
described with mean values. In cognitive group, students believed that “use applications in 
smart phone” was aware fully (mean = 4.51). Otherwise, “put English labels on physical 
objects” was aware slightly (mean = 2.94). Among strategies of metacognitive group, “search 
information in English websites” was well-aware (mean = 4.04) while “read English news 
(paper/online)” was aware with lower level than others (mean = 3.44). In the group of social 
strategies, “ask teacher for a sentence including new word” and “participate in group 
activities” were well-aware with the values of mean such as 4.09 and 4.04. Finally, all 
strategies in memory group were at the level of moderate awareness; for instance, “connect 
new word with previous words” (mean = 3.68) and “write a sentence with new word” (mean 
= 3.47). 
 
In summary, students were aware of all vocabulary learning strategies. Additionally, the 
strategies that received the highest level of awareness were “use applications in smart phone” 
(COG), “keep a vocabulary notebook with different topics” (COG), and “picture presents 
word meaning” (COG). 
 
b. Students’ Perception in Terms of the Level of Importance of VLS 
 
The effect of each item in each group of vocabulary learning strategies presented different 
values. The values of mean in the descriptive statistics approach prove that students perceived 
“repeat words orally” as the most important strategy in the cognitive group (COG), “read 
English news (paper/online)” as an important strategy in the metacognitive group (MET), 
“ask teacher for synonym of new word” as the most essential strategy in the social group 
(SOC) and “say new word aloud when studying” as a very important strategy in the memory 
group (MEM). Otherwise, while cognitive group (COG), social group (SOC), and memory 
group (MEM) were very important, metacognitive group (META) was at the level of 
importance. In addition, within four groups of VLS, students perceived memory group 
(MEM) that was more important group than three others with 4.30 of the average mean value 
(very important). The important level of the items within four groups of VLS was 
demonstrated in Table 1 as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 1: The Important Level of the Strategies 
 

                                                             

Mean 
04 - COG - Put English labels on physical objects 3.60 
05 - COG - Picture presents word meaning 4.17 
08 - COG - Use flash cards 3.97 
09 - COG - Keep a vocabulary notebook following A, B, C,… letter 4.12 
10 - COG - Keep a vocabulary notebook with different topics 4.10 
11 - COG - Repeat words orally 4.23 
14 - COG - Take notes in class 4.00 
24 - COG - Use applications in smart phone 4.03 

Average Mean 4.03 
01 - MET - Search information in English websites 3.65 
07 - MET - Watch English news (television/radio) 3.71 
15 - MET - Watch English television programs 3.73 
17 - MET - Read English news (paper/online) 3.92 
20 - MET - Watch English movies 3.26 

Average Mean 3.65 
02 - SOC - Ask classmates for meaning 4.01 
03 - SOC - Participate in group activities 4.01 
06 - SOC - Ask teacher for an L1 translation 4.04 
16 - SOC - Participate in English clubs 4.14 
18 - SOC - Ask teacher for synonym of new word 4.20 
19 - SOC - Ask teacher for a sentence including the new word 4.15 

Average Mean 4.09 
12 - MEM - Connect the new word with previous words 4.34 
13 - MEM - Say new word aloud when studying 4.44 
21 - MEM - Write a sentence with new word  4.16 
22 - MEM - Image position of letters in the word 4.30 
23 - MEM - Learn a sentence that has new word  4.28 

Average Mean 4.30 
 
Research Question 2: How Do Non-English Major Students in HUTECH Use Vocabulary 
Learning Strategies in Terms of Frequency and Preference? 
 
a. Students’ Use of Vocabulary Learning Strategies in Terms of Frequency 
 
The effect of each item in each group of vocabulary learning strategy presents different 
values. In the group of cognition strategies, the frequent levels of the items are demonstrated 
in figure and tables as follows. In figure 2, there was a general view of frequent use of 
strategies in cognitive group. As can be seen, the level of frequency in cognitive group 
reached from “moderately frequent” to “very frequent”. Most of all, 8 strategies were highest 
at “frequent” level of use. Regarding table 4.15, the majority of students used “keep a 
vocabulary notebook with different topics” strategy (mean = 4.1657). On the other hand, “use 
flash cards” strategy was not used frequently than others (mean = 4.1200). 



 
Figure 2: The Frequent Use of Cognitive Strategies 

 
Figure 3 showed that most of students used “search for information in English websites” 
strategy frequently. Furthermore, among 5 strategies of metacognitive group, a significant 
number of students applied the strategy “watch English movies” in the group of very frequent 
level. 
 

 
Figure 3: The Frequent Use of Metacognitive Strategies 

 
Regarding metacognitive group (MET), the frequent level of use of 5 items was also frequent. 
The number of students used “watch English movies” strategy was the most (mean = 4.2971). 
Otherwise, “read English news (paper/online)” strategy was not used frequently than others 
(mean = 3.8800). 
 
Different from cognitive group and metacognitive group, the majority of students used 6 
strategies of social communication group very frequently. In the level of very frequent use, 
“ask teacher for an L1 translation” strategy was used in the most. Then, “ask classmate for 
meaning” strategy, “participate in group activities” strategy, and “ask teacher for a sentence 
including the new word” strategy were also applied very frequently. 
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Figure 4: The Frequent Use of Social Strategies 

 
In social communication group (SOC), the frequent level of use of 6 items was very frequent. 
“Ask teacher for an L1 translation” strategy was used mostly (mean = 4.4514). Otherwise, 
“participate in English clubs” strategy was not used as much as others (mean = 4.2714). 
 

 
Figure 5: The Frequent Use of Memory Strategies 

 
As shown in Figure 5, a significant number of students utilized memory strategies frequently. 
In addition, the number of students used “write a sentence with new word” strategy was 
higher than the others. The number of students used “write a sentence with new word” 
strategy was the most (mean = 3.9800). In contrast, “learn a sentence with new word” 
strategy was not used frequently than others (mean = 3.7229). 
 
b. Students’ Use of Vocabulary Learning Strategies in Terms of Preference 
 
Regarding favorite vocabulary learning strategies, ten students preferred social strategies for 
learning new words. It absolutely supported students’ use in terms of frequency that was 
presented above. It also meant that students’ preferable vocabulary learning strategies were 
used frequently. Specifically, all ten students prefer social strategies as “ask teacher for 
synonym of new word”, and “ask classmates for meaning”. For instance, “I usually ask 
teacher synonyms of new word for guessing its meaning” (Student 3, 4, 5, 7, 9 said) or “ask 
classmate next to me or those ones in a group for new word’s meaning” (Student 2, 4, 7 said). 
Next, cognitive strategies that reached second choice were “use applications in smart phone”, 
and “repeat words orally”. For example, “I spend a lot of time in smart phone, I also learn 
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vocabulary in English applications in smart phone” (Student 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 10 said); “I 
usually repeat orally when I learn new words” (Student 1, 2, 9, 10 said). Finally, memory 
strategies were not preferred as others. Because only Student 3 preferred a strategy of 
memory group as “say new word alound when studying” for learning vocabulary. Student 3 
said “I often learn vocabulary at home where I can say new words alound in my room for 
memory”. 
 
Research Question 3: Is There Any Correlation Between Students’ Perception in Terms of 
the Level of Importance of VLS and Students’ Use in Terms of Frequency? 
 
First of all, both the students’ perception in terms of the level of the importance of VLS and 
students’ use in terms of frequency were examined by questionnaire with five-option Likert 
scale. Therefore, the correlation between students’ perception in terms of the level of the 
importance of VLS and students’ use in terms of frequency was recognized with each group 
of vocabulary learning strategies (COG, MET, SOC, MEM). Furthermore, the correlation of 
each group was determined by the value of significance firstly, and then the value of of 
Pearson. According to Cohen (1988), if the value of significance is smaller than 0.05, there is 
a correlation between students’ perception and students’ use in a participate group. If the 
value of significance is larger than 0.05, there is not correlation between students’ perception 
and students’ use. After existing the correlation between students’ perception and students’ 
use, the value of Pear (r) will be considered the level of the correlation between students’ 
perception and students’ use. Strong correlation has value from 0.70 < r < 1.00; medium 
correlation is from 0.40 < r < 0.70; and weak correlation has value from 0.10 < r < 0.40. 
 
Regarding the group of cognitive strategies, the value of significance showed that students’ 
perception correlated with students’ use (sig < 0.05). Moreover, students’ perception had 
strong correlation with students’ use (0.70 < Pearson’s r < 1). 
 

Table 2: The Correlation Between Students’ Perception and Students’ Use of 
Cognitive Strategies 

 

 COG - Students’ perception COG - Students’ use 
COG - Students’ perception Pearson Correlation 1 ,882* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 
COG - Students’ use Pearson Correlation ,882* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
On the other hand, in the metacognitive group, there was not significant correlation between 
students’ perception and students’ use because the value of significance was 0.230. Therefore, 
the value of Pearson had not meaning even its equal 0.961. 
 

Table 3: The Correlation Between Students’ Perception and Students’ Use of 
Metacognitive Strategies 

 

 MET - Students’ perception MET - Students’ use 
MET - Students’ perception Pearson Correlation 1 ,961* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,230 
MET - Students’ use Pearson Correlation ,961* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,230  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 



Similar to metacognitive group, there was no correlation between students’ perception and 
students’ use in social group of vocabulary learning strategies (sig = 0.120). 
 

Table 4: The Correlation Between Students’ Perception and Students’ Use of 
Social Strategies 

 

 SOC - Students’ perception SOC - Students’ use 
SOC - Students’ perception Pearson Correlation 1 ,753* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,012 
SOC - Students’ use Pearson Correlation ,753* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,012  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
Finally, there was no correlation between students’ perception and students’ use in memory 
group of vocabulary learning strategies (sig = 0.853). 
 

Table 5: The Correlation Between Students’ Perception and Students’ Use of 
Memory Strategies 

 

 
MEM - Students’ 

perception MEM - Students’ use 
MEM - Students’ 
perception 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,753* 
Sig. (2-tailed)  ,853 

MEM - Students’ use Pearson Correlation ,753* 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,853  

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
In summary, students’ perception in terms of the level of importance of VLS and students’ 
use in terms of frequency had a strong correlation in group of cognitive strategies. It meant 
not only students perceived that cognitive strategies were very important but they also used 
cognitive strategies more frequently. Conversely, students perceived that memory strategies 
were the most important while they did not use memory strategies frequently in learning 
vocabulary. Finally, the findings showed that there was a gap between students’ perception in 
terms of the important role of VLS and students’ use in terms of frequency with 
metacognitive strategies group (MET), social strategies group (SOC), and memory strategies 
group (MEM). 
 
Discussions 
 
Vocabulary learning strategies were a significant issue from 1990 and many researches were 
published by famous researchers. However, as time goes by, vocabulary learning strategies of 
frequent use in the current study showed that students had a tendency to apply technology to 
learn vocabualry as “use applications in smart phone” (COG) or “watch English movies” 
(MET). Definitely, “use applications in smart phone” (COG) and “watch English movies” 
(MET) were prefer mostly among vocabulary learning strategies. It meant that in the 
development of high technology, as a trend, strategies related to products of hi-tech would be 
used more than others. Because those strategies are interesting and convenient to help 
students learning vocabulary outside of classroom effectively. 
 
On the other hand, the correlations between students’ perception in terms of students’ opinion 
of the level of importance of VLS and students’ use in terms of frequency were not fully 
congruent. Students’ perception correlated with students’ use in only cognitive group of  VLS. 
However, there were not a strong correlation between students’ perception and students’ use 



in metacognitive group, social group, and memory group of VLS. It meant that students 
realized the importance of VLS but they did not used those strategies frequently.  
 
The results of perceptions towards vocabulary learning strategies in this study were similar to 
the research of Asyiah (2017). The strategies were well aware and students agreed that 
vocabulary learning strategies were important in vocabulary learning process. There was also 
a comparison between Schmitt’s survey (1997) and the current investigation.  
 

Table 6: The Most Used Strategies in Four Groups 
Between Schmitt’s Survey (1997) and the Current Investigation 

Strategy Groups Schmitt’s survey (1997) The current investigation 
Metacognitive strategies (none) Watch English movies 

Cognitive strategies Verbal repetition Keep a vocabulary notebook 
with different topics  

Social strategies Ask classmates for meaning Ask teacher for an L1 
translation 

Memory strategies Say new word aloud Write a sentence with new 
word 

 
A significant difference between Schmitt’s research and the current study. Schmitt’s research 
had not the most used strategy in metacognitive group. There were only the most used 
strategies in other groups. Table 6 illustrated that three significant strategies in Schmitt’s 
survey were “verbal repetition” strategy (COG), “ask classmates for meaning” strategy 
(SOC), and “say new word aloud” strategy (MEM). In contrast, there were the most used 
strategies in four groups. Moreover, four significant strategies in the current study were 
“watch English movies” (MET), “keep a vocabulary notebook with different topics” (COG), 
“ask teacher for an L1 translation” (SOC), and “write a sentence with new word” (MEM). 
Although there were differences between Schmitt’s research and the current study, 
vocabulary learning strategies (COG, MET, SOC, MEM) surveyed in the current study were 
used frequently by non-English major sophomores in HUTECH. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The investigation was conducted to recognize vocabulary learning strategies of non-English 
majors. Firstly, the results of the study proved that students were well aware of vocabulary 
learning strategies. Hence, students should consider suitable vocabulary learning strategies to 
enhance vocabulary knowledge and use them frequently. Secondly, students tend to apply 
techology in learning vocabulary as “use applications in smart phone” strategy. It means that 
English teachers should consider teaching approaches related to students’ trend as well as 
give students advices about valuable applications in smart phone. Moreover, students usually 
combine or use multi-strategies in learning vocabulary such as “look up dictionary”, “go to 
travel”, “watch English videos in youtube chanel”, “learn new word from lyric of English 
song”, “learn new word from subtitle of English movies”, “learn new word from English 
pages on facebook application”. Thirdly, regarding congruent correlation between students’ 
perception and students’ use, students should concerntrate on strategies applied frequently for 
learning vocabualry because all vocabulary learning strategies were considered very 
important. 
 
On the other hand, the limitation of  the study is persisted obviously. Firstly, due to practical 
constraints, this study does not provide a comprehensive review of lexical issues. Hence, it 



mainly concentrates on students’ perceptions and students’ use of vocabulary learning 
strategies within memory strategies (MEM), cognitive strategies (COG), metacognitive 
strategies (MET), and social strategies (SOC). Secondly, the target sample in this 
investigation is focused on sophomores of non-English majors at HUTECH and students of 
other levels are not involved in the study. 
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