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Abstract

Student note-taking strategies can provide an insight into how students learn
subject-specific terminology in L2 from L2 reading. This article explores the
relationship between reading, note-taking strategies, and the learning of English
terms among Swedish students. Students participated in an experiment in which
they were presented with new terminology and could take notes. Their learning
was measured with a multiple-choice test. Results show that students who took
more extensive notes and who engaged with the text better learnt more terms.
Pedagogical implications for subject and LSP teachers are discussed.

1. Introduction

Becauseof the increasingly important status of English worldwide,
learning the language is rapidly becoming an aim, if a secondary one, of
many university courses around the world. Typically, English
proficiency is expected of the many students in Europe and in other parts
of the world who attend courses in English instead of the local language.
However, it is not only these students who are expected to learn English
terminology. A growing number of studentstoday attend parallel-
language courses (Josephson 2005), in which they listen to lectures given
in their local language, buteadtextbookswritten in English (Graddol
2006, Kuteeva2011). Thesestudentsare primarily expected to learn
terminologyin their L1. However, thesecondaryobjective of many of

these courses is also the acquisition of terminology in English (Pecorari,
Shaw, Irvine, Malmstromand MeZzek2012), so thesestudentsare
expected to acquirbilingual scientific literacy in their L1 and English
(Airey and Linder 2008). Consequently, ashe subject-specific
terminology taught in the lectures is often in the local language, they are
usually expected to learn ne&nglish terminologyfrom their reading

only. How studentgead English textandlearn terminologyfrom them

is, therefore, ofinterest to both subjectteachersand teachersof
language/English forspecific purposes(LSP/ESP).In this article |
investigatethe relationshipbetween readingnd thelearningof English
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terms of Swedish students, with a specific focudhenstudents’ note-
taking strategies.

Learning subject-specific terminology in L2 diffdrem learning the
more general L2 vocabulary. In acquiring a new wdethnical or
otherwise, the learner needs to learn the word feneaning, and its
use (Nation 2001). In some cases, such as with mnlowohlevel
vocabulary, learners are able to map the formeftbrd onto a meaning
which already exists in their L1 (Jiang 2002, 2004)other cases, the
learner also needs to acquire the new meaning db WMeis is
predominantly the case when it comes to learningjestrspecific
terminology. Students learning terms in a subjeeaanew to them do
not only have to learn a new form; the conceptfisronew to them as
well. Subject-specific vocabulary is thus a “pafitaosystem of subject
knowledge” (Chung and Nation 2004: 252) acquireddnnection with
that new subject knowledge, both of which are, wieamnt, integrated
into the learner’s pre-existing knowledge (Koda200

In order for teachers to be able to offer adequ&® instruction to
students, we need to know how students learn dufpecific
terminology in L2. One way of investigating thistasstudy the students’
reading notes, as these provide insight into hay tmderstand the text
and the strategies that they employ to learn ttve teeminology. Note-
taking while reading to learn is a very common pcacamong students
(Hedgcock and Ferris 2009), which has been proeemredict test
success in several studies (Peverly, Brobst, Grahath Shaw 2003,
Peverly and Sumowski 2012). Taking notes promotesepd
understanding (Williams and Eggert 2002), sincenitolves several
processes: comprehension, selection, and produfimtat, Olive and
Kellogg 2005). To take notes successfully, studenis first need to
understand a text, after which they need to be @belect information
relevant to their learning goal. Subsequently, thegd to transform that
relevant information into a format that makes thatent of their reading
easily accessible and comprehensible to them. Nmaasthus provide
valuable information about how students attempe&on and what part
of the body of content they understand.

Various factors associated with note-taking havenbshown to
affect learning positively. One of these factorshis amount and type of
notes that students take and do not take. Stugenfisrm better on tests
if they take more notes (Kiewra and Benton 1988&eHg et al. 2003,
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Song 2011). They tend to remember more of the abwutiea lecture or a
text if they take copious notes in terms of the bemof words or
propositions. They also remember more details amgleoform non-note-
takers on tests if they note more high-level id€averly et al. 2003).

How notes are formulated has been shown to afé@ching success
as well. Some studies have looked at the languBgetes and analysed
them based on how close they were to the origadl(Piolat, Olive and
Kellogg 2005, Stefanou, Hoffman and Vielee 2008gf&hou, Hoffman
and Vielee (2008) looked at what proportion of stdnotes was a
verbatim copy, a paraphrase, or the student’'s oantribution. They
found that, unlike students who copied or paragttasformation from
the lecture, those who related it to their own sdparformed better on
the test following the lecture. Their findings seggthat students whose
notes contained unique ideas achieved a deeperstandéing of the
content, because they were able to draw conclusi@igheir peers who
mainly used verbatim copies and paraphrases wergh®to.

The closeness of notes to the original text (eegture) may be
connected with the comprehension of the contentle3its have claimed
that they use verbatim copies “to ensure fidelityvbat was said by the
teacher”, and paraphrases “to ensure that theyrstoodel the teacher’s
explanations” (Bonner and Holliday 2006: 797). $amy, in the context
of assessment writing, students have explained “dahetimes when
you paraphrase something, you just miss the pdititeobook” (Pecorari
2008: 104). These examples suggest that studemfist mge verbatim
copies when they are unsure they have understoedcdntent, and
paraphrases when they do understand. The closefesstes to the
source text may, therefore, indicate whether thdesits understood the
text and perhaps even whether they have reacheeeped level of
understanding of the content.

However, understanding of the content in part ddpemn the time
the students have available to process the corteh® lectures, where
time is very limited, students have reported tlnaytmainly focus on
writing notes and not on understanding (Airey 200B)ne is also a
factor in learning from reading, as reading acadetakts in L2 takes
more effort and time, which results in studentsdieg less (Pecorari,
Shaw, Malmstrom and Irvine 2011). For these regsanss very
important for students to use efficient proceddoedearning during the
limited time they have available.



136Spela Mezek

Due to the number of students who are today legrfiom L2 texts,
it would be useful to know what kinds of strategibese students
employ. LSP teachers need to be able to help theskents become
more effective note-takers who adopt appropriat&tesjies for the time
they have available. Studies of student notes haoeever, primarily
focused on note-taking strategies from lecturee\iikda and Benton
1988, Song 2011, Stefanou, Hoffman and Vielee 20B8)ver studies
have investigated the effects of notes on learfiioigp reading (Peverly
et al. 2003, Peverly and Sumowski 2012). In paldicustudies of L2
students’ note-taking strategies have mainly foduselistening and not
on reading comprehension (Carrell, Dunkel and Mwill2004, Clerehan
1995, Song 2011). In addition, previous studiegxghlored the effects of
note-taking strategies on the learning of the gdrmmtent in the oral or
written texts, and not on the specific goal of téag terminology. The
effect of students’ note-taking strategies for ihereasingly important
task of learning L2 terminology from written textas thus not yet been
investigated.

2. Research questions

This article will explore the relationship betwesrading, note-taking
strategies, and the learning of English terms oé@sh students. More
specifically, it will focus on answering the folling questions:

1) What are the note-taking strategies of studentsnileg L2
subject-specific terminology from reading?

2) Are different strategies used for different vocalulitems?

3) Do the strategies of successful and unsuccessiiuides differ?

3. Methods

3.1 Participants

The participants in this study were undergradutieents at a major
Swedish university who were in their first termfglish studies. One
hundred and eighty-one (181) students took parthgn experiment,

which was a part of a larger study. A majority loé students (56%) were
21 years old or younger. Almost half of the studgAdB%) were new to
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university studies and 27% of students reportechdbdiilingual in
Swedish and another language. This sample is @pus/e of students
at this institution studying this particular sulijeStudents were aware
that participation was voluntary.

3.2 Materials

This experiment was a part of a larger study expipthe learning of
subject-specific terminology in the parallel-langaaenvironment (e.g.
Pecorari, Shaw, Irvine and Malmstrom 2011, Pecpréhaw,
Malmstrom and Irvine 2011, Pecorari et al. 2012)e Entire experiment
consisted of several parts. Students read an Bnighs on the subject of
rhetoric and listened to a short lecture on theestopic in Swedish. The
reading text presented fifteen terms, ten of whiehne also introduced in
the lecture. In other words, five terms were in teading only. The
students were tested on the terms at three pdietsre the reading and
listening event, immediately after, and after aagedf one week. They
were free to take notes on the reading sheet aa eaparate sheet of
paper which was collected before the immediate-fass$t They only had
access to the reading text while reading. As thislysfocuses on the
note-taking strategies of students learning tertoimofrom reading, the
data considered here are those notes taken oretires which were
presented only in the reading.

3.2.1 Reading text

The reading passage was a textbook-like introdoctio English to

rhetorical devices (see Appendix 1). The text was ®ords long and
students were given 15 minutes to read it, afteichvtime they were
asked to stop reading. They were instructed tolda terms in the text
using their usual learning strategies. Participavése instructed to read
as much of the text as they could, and, in the tetleat they did not

finish reading, to mark the point at which they lséabped reading when
time was called.

11t is important to note that while all of the seids who made a mark in the
reading text can be supposed to have read lessatham the text, those who
made no such marks could include some who readiiode text and some who
did not follow instructions.
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The first paragraph of the text was introductohg test of the text
was dedicated to terminology. The rhetorical temmese grouped into
five groups of three related terms, each group paragraph of its own,
and each group including one term which was inrélaeling only. Every
term group was introduced with a reference to thered group
characteristics. After that, the specific rhetdritgures were elaborated
on. Each term was given approximately similar treait. Each was
defined and exemplified with two to three exampbtdsthe rhetorical
figure, and every description also included someitemhal details. For
example,antimetabolewas described in a group of figures “relying on
repetition” (term group characteristic). It was désed as “involving
presenting terms in one part of a sentence andsiegethem with the
same grammatical function in another” (definiti@amd exemplified with
a famous quote by John F. Kennedy (detail): “Askwigat your country
can do for you, ask what you can do for your cogir(@xample).

In the order of presentation in the text, the tefowsised on in this
study are: oxymoron, prozeugma, antimetabole, parrhesiand
paramythia For details of these terms, see the reading #pgendix 1).

3.2.2 Immediate post-test

This fifteen-minute test was taken directly aftee tearning events. It
consisted of a portion asking participants whethey recognised words
and a multiple-choice component testing their gbith match the fifteen
terms in the text with their definitions. Sincethre target situation the
language of instruction is usually Swedish, evesugfn knowledge of
terms in English is expected, the students werergi definition of a
term in Swedish, and a choice of four terms in Ehglone of which was
the correct answer. The students received one foinévery correct
answer. The maximum score for this study was fiviats.

3.3 Analysis of student notes

The reading passage and notes pages with any t@testudents took
during the reading and the lecture were collectefdrie they took the
knowledge test. The notes were analysed accordirthe quality and
type of information the students had taken notegsetection), and how
they transformed that information into note fornfptoduction). The
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analysis thus focused on two aspects of notethdijypes of information
the students included or excluded from the noted, (&) the level of
language transformation of the original text intoten form. The
categories of analysis for the two aspects emefigad the data under
the guidance of categories in previous studies.

The types of information the students noted wee fibllowing:
‘general information on rhetoric’, ‘term’, ‘term gup characteristics’,
‘definition’, ‘example’, and ‘detail’. These are fileed and exemplified
in Table 1.

Table 1 Categories for the analysis of types of informatiiven

Category Definition Example

General Any information found in the Study of using language
information on  introductory paragraph of the ancient Greeks & Romans
rhetoric reading text Rhetorical skills

Term The name of rhetorical figure antimetabol®

Term group The characteristic the entire group repetition

characteristics  of terms have in common as
specified in the reading text

Definition An explanation of the rhetorical presenting reversing
figure (e.g. what it does, how it is
structured)

Example An example of the rhetorical figure  ask not

Detail Additional information found in JFK

the reading text which was not
necessary for the understanding of
the term
a. Student’s exampleantimetabole = repetition, presenting reversing KJ&sk not)

The notes were also analysed according to theegtest used to
transform the language of the source text. Catsiggrithe relationship
between two texts is inherently problematic. Fois theason, some
research on source use has simply counted worcsnimon rather than
establishing categories (Pecorari 2003, 2008),sammde of the previous
research on notes limited the strategies to varbatiopying,
paraphrasing, and students’ original ideas (e.gfaBbu, Hoffman and
Vielee 2008). This analysis, however, used seeatdgories to be able
to distinguish between levels of transformation.e Tbategories are
defined and exemplified in Table 2.
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Table 2 Categories for the analysis of transformation fthmoriginal text to note forin

Category Definition Example

Zero Word-for-word copy of lexical one verb working in
transformation: words or sequences from the  several clauses

Verbatim copying reading text

Non-lexical Addition or change of non- one verb working in several
additions lexical words (articles, clausesut with different

prepositions, etc.) which do not meaning
add new meaning

Close Transformation of a text by concentration

transformation changing the word class or use(1 verb)diff mean
grammar, abbreviating, using
symbols

Rephrasing Rewriting the text using the  using one verlbo function
students’ own words (e.g. in multiple clauses
synonyms)

Translation Direct translation or the samma verb olika mening
rephrasing of the English text [translation: same verb
into another language different meaning]

Original ideas Students’ own unique ideas notombined diff. meanings...
found in the text w/ verb...collocation?

a. All examples below are transformations pf] a concentrated style by using one
verb working in several clauses of a sentence affitima different meaning [...]
The text transformed using the transformation etyatin question is marked in
bold.

At the top of the table are ‘zero transformatiomé(batim copying’)
and ‘non-lexical additions’, which are strategidsene the changes to the
language of the original text are non-existent arimmal. The strategies
which follow, ‘close transformation’, ‘rephrasingnd ‘translation’, all
involve more originality and effort on the part tife student, as the
changes are more substantial, although still pilyndyvased on the
original text. Last in the table is the categoryasfginal ideas’, which is
the most advanced transformation of the text, asstbhdent establishes
and notes connections not specified in the texpoltant to note here is
that in some of the cases, including the examplesngin Table 2,
students used several strategies to transformiene pf text.

The results of the analysis of note-taking strategivere used to
determine the strategies students used in genedafoa different terms.
Their strategies were also correlated with perforceaon the knowledge
test.
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4. Results

A large majority of students (87%) who participaiacthis study took

notes during reading. The others chose not to takeing notes and
instead only read or occasionally underlined wadrdghe reading text.

Almost all note-takers wrote their notes on a safeapiece of paper;
only four students wrote all or a part of theire®tn the margins of the
reading text, and a small percentage of note-ta{&%) both took notes
and underlined words in the reading text. The nateshe rhetorical

terms focused on in this study were fairly brielh @verage, student
notes on the five terms were only twenty-four wdaig.

4.1 Selected types of information

Not all students who took notes copied the terny ttead about. For
example, while some students took notesorymoron the actual word
oxymorondid not feature in their notes. On average, stisgdgok notes
on four (4.08) of the five terms investigated, ngtia variety of
information about them, with definitions and exaegpimost common
(see Table 3).

Almost all (96%) of the students noted definiti@ideast once, with
the average student noting definitions for ovee¢hterms. Seventy-three
per cent (73%) of students wrote examples with eerame of 2.14.
Other types of information were less common. Owlgrity-four per cent
(24%) of students noted term group characteristics,this type of
information was overall rather uncommon.

Table 3 Percentage of students (n=158) using the givee tf information, and the
mean number of terms described using this typafofination

Definitions % students 96
M n terms 3.41
Examples % students 73
M n terms 2.14
Term group characteristics % students 24
M n terms 1.32
Details % students 15
M n terms 1.08
General information on rhetoric % students 11
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Very few students also noted details (15%) and igdneformation on
rhetoric (11%), probably because they had beenthaidthe terminology
would be the focus of the test. The students, tberechose definitions
and examples as the types of information which thelfeved would
help them learn the rhetorical terms. However, latfefinition and an
example were rarely given for the same term. Omames only one term
(1.04) in the whole set of a student’s notes waeatibive both. Examples
of the three most common types of notes in thidysaure in (1)-(3).

(1) parrhesia = being to direct/insult
Definition only
(2) sweet pain — oxymoron
Example only
(3) paramythia — expressing consolation encouragement
“tomorrow is another day”
Definition and example

4.2 Transformation strategies

Even though the students were writing in their seclmanguage, almost
all of them wrote the notes in abbreviated formlyQwo students used
complete sentences when describing terms (exampletlie rest wrote
the name of the term and then either inserted dslrempty space, or
similar, to separate it from the description of teem, as shown in, for
example, (1)-(3) in the previous section.

(4) Prozeugma is when one verb can be implied in skelnases.

Students used a variety of strategies when takistgsnand they
often mixed them. Table 4 shows the percentagdudfests who used
specific strategies when transforming the text ihtgir notes. The most
common strategy was zero transformation (verbatmpying). The
shortest sequence was one word long, and the Ibtwgesty-one words.
Almost all students used this strategy in theiresptwhich usually
consisted of copying the text word-for-word fronetheading text and
sometimes removing some of the non-lexical wordshss articles.

2 All examples given in the article are the studeowsn writing and no changes
have been made to them.
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Table 4 Percentage of students (n=158) using transfoomatirategies

% students
Verbatim copying 98
Close transformation 75
Rephrasing 46
Non-lexical additions 35
Original ideas 21
Translation 14

The second most common strategy was to transfoertekt so it
still closely resembled the original.

(5) Parrhesia — toaude ordirect.
[original: too directly or rudely insulting]

(6) 1verb— several clauses prozeugma
[original: oneverbworking in several clauses]

Many students changed the word class or the grapmasashown in (5)
where the student changed the adverbs (‘rudelyirectly’) into
adjectives (‘rude’, ‘direct’). Almost all of thesstudents also used
symbols to replace words or to transform the syofake text, which is
something that has previously been pointed out asrg common
strategy (Piolat, Olive and Kellogg 2005). Exam{@g shows the use of
arrows. Abbreviated words were generally less commihan
transforming syntax, as only about a half of thetsglents used them in
their notes.

Other strategies were used by fewer students, blit fairly
common. The strategy of rephrasing the text andguieir own words
was used by about a half of the students (46% nanedexical additions
by about a third (35%). These strategies were #&fyicused in
connection with others, as in (7), where it is sholow a student
rephrased a part of the sentence (‘playing withatuer of words [. . .]
the meaning’), used a close transformation (‘tecersg’) and then copied
the last half of the sentence verbatim (‘with treeme grammatical
function’).
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(7) Antimetabole— Playing with the order of words to reverse¢he meaning/
with the same grammatical function.
[original: presenting terms in one part of a serterand reversing them with
the same grammatical function in another]

Writing original or unique ideas was a strategy ckhnot many
students employed. Only thirty-three students (2h#ied any original
ideas. These were usually student attempts to eurtmarrow the
definition as in (8), or the students’ own examptegh as (9).

(8) Oxymoron — oppositiobut not love-hate
(9) Paramythia —[. . .It's not u, its me.

Only five students provided a mnemonic device.d@mple, in (10) the
student connects the entire form of the term toetaitlfound in the
original text. The student wrote that ‘Kennedy’ t@h, who was known

to useantimetaboleand whose famous quote was given as an example in
the reading text, ‘can’t’ (anti-) ‘metabolize’ (-tadole) ‘anymore’. In
this way the student connected the form of the terthe detail and even

to the example given in the reading text, even ghadie student did not
write it down.

(10) antimetabole = Kennedy can’t metabolize anymorehaiz dead

More students used formatting only for clues tortfeaning of the term.
For example, some students underlined ‘morordxgmoronand wrote
antimetaboleas ‘anti-metabole’.

Only twenty-two students (14%) chose to take sofrtbeir notes in
a language other than English, perhaps surprisiggign that only six
self-reported English as a first language. All loé thon-English notes
were in Swedish except for one in German and or&pamnish. Only two
of the students who took notes in a language dti@r English took the
entirety of their notes in one language, while othestead mixed the
two languages. For example, they would write aniédin in Swedish
and the example in English, as in (11), or they ldiaurite descriptions
of terms in two languages, such as in (12), or $ones vary the
language from term to term.
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(11) prozeugma smening med tvd motsattningar
He took a drink and photo...
[translation: sentence with two contradictions]
(12) (sweet/pain) mutually contradictory terms = oxymofta bort mening genom
motsat9
[translation: remove meaning through contradiction]

4.3 Note-taking strategies for different terms

As has been mentioned before, not all students hodés on all terms.
Table 5 shows that some terms were noted by a higkeeentage of
students than others. The percentage correlatéstit position of the
term in the textOxymoron which was at the beginning of the text, was
written down by most students (90%), wherpasamythia which was at
the end of the text, was noted by 56% of the stisddrhus the further
into the text the term was, the fewer studentsemjtiand made notes on
it, possibly because they were running out of tiarebecause their
interest was waning.

The note-takers used different strategies for diffe terms (Table
5). From a complex pattern, two things stand ouérwh comes to the
types of information the students wrote.

First, the further into the text the term was, tbeer students cited
examples for it, probably because they were runoutgf time. Second,
apart from examples, the information type strate@seich as definitions,
etc.) were used by a similar percentage of studentall terms except
antimetabole For antimetabole a smaller percentage of students wrote
definitions; instead, the percentages of studentsing term group
characteristics and details were higher than ferrést of the terms. The
cause of this could be that the term group chariatite(‘repetition”) and
detail (‘John F. Kennedy’) were more familiar teetbtudents than the
term’s fairly long and complex definition, so moseudents relied on
them instead of on the definition.

Some language transformation strategies were aed by similar
percentages of students for all terms, such asatiarbcopying which
was the most popular, and translation and origithets which were on
average used by the smallest percentages of studdotvever, the
percentages of students using the other transfmmatrategies were
different for different terms.
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Table 5 Percentage of students (n=158) using strategiéadividual terms (in the order
of their appearance in the source text)

Terms
oXy pro anti parr para
Students n 142 137 132 120 89
writing .
term % 90 87 84 76 56
Definitions 84 88 67 90 92
:/0 n ”?ti“g Examples 53 45 36 33 25
eo
iz?ormation Term group characteristics 3 1 24 8 3
Details 1 1 16 3 0
Verbatim copying 91 91 83 86 80
Close transformation 18 37 37 40 30
%nusing Rephrasing 6 31 33 12 11
transformation ) -
strategy Non-lexical additions 6 22 16 5 2
Original ideas 8 10 8 3 10
Translation 6 9 10 7 10

For example, close transformation was used by r@ifgignt percentage
of students for all of the terms buokymoron Apart from this, the
percentages of students who used the differentegtess foroxymoron
were fairly similar toparrhesiaand paramythia The difference in the
use of close transformation could be explained ly fact that in
oxymoronthe definition and examples were two-word phrasééch
many students could quickly write using only theatgigy of verbatim
copying, whereas iparrhesiaandparamythiathey were more complex.
These types of text characteristics may also begason why a higher
percentage of students used non-lexical additiomd @ephrasing in
prozeugmaand antimetabole which had complex and long definitions.
Student strategies therefore appear to be steesedindividual
characteristics of the material to be learned.

4.4 Post-test results

The experiment was designed to present participaitts terminology
which was new to them, and indeed the pre-test stidWwat informants
had a very low level of knowledge of the terms tartswith. In general,
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neither the note-takers nor the non-note-takerfopeed particularly
well on the post-test. On average, both groups vadte to correctly
match the definition and term of fewer than twotohnieal figures (see
Table 6).

Table 6 Post-test results (max=5)

n % all Average test

students | students| score (SD)
All students 181 100 1.87 (1.47
Notes 158 87 1.87 (1.46)
No notes 23 13 1.87 (1.55

Nevertheless, a notable difference could be obderwhen
comparing the distribution of students among scofsscan be seen in
Figure 1, the percentage of note-takers who acHiéve scores zero to
three points did not vary (20-23%), whereas a nlagyer percentage of
students who did not take notes achieved one [§4B%), and a very
small percentage achieved three (4%). When it camélse top scores
(4-5 points), the students who did not take noerfopmed slightly better
than the note-takers. However, as the standarditifavs of both groups
are fairly similar (1.46-1.55), this difference Wween the groups is not
significant. The result of a chi-square test, a#i,weeans that a similar
conclusion needs to be drawyf (5, N=181) = 10.28,p=.07). These
results can only be suggestive though. The rangiheftest was very
small (0-5 points) and the group of non-note-takess small as well (23
students). The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality shdwieat neither of the
groups of students have a normal distribution (@takersp=.000; non-
note-takerg<.01), so parametric tests cannot be used. Théfseedices,
therefore, should not be taken as significantdoly as suggestive.
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Figure 1 Percentage of note-takers and non-note-takeligvac a particular score on
the knowledge test

Low knowledge test scores might be due to the éichieading time.
The students were instructed that if they did nmhglete the reading
passage, they should mark in the text where theypsd reading. None
of the non-note-takers made any such marks. Owttier hand, twenty-
nine (18%) of the students who took notes marketiénext where they
stopped reading, the large majority of whom (2Qdetus) were those
who achieved zero or one point. In addition, theege also many note-
takers who visibly changed their note-taking towgatide end of their
notes. Some students (20%) stopped taking noteshéoterms found
towards the end of the text, and some (6%) who toatks throughout
their reading underlined information in the readitext only at the
beginning of it. Many students, therefore, eithigl mbt manage to read
the entire text, or took less thorough notes towatte end of their
reading.

A comparison was done between the post-test sobraste-takers
who marked in the text that they did not managest all of the text,
and the note-takers who did not make any such mdaike result of
comparison between the two groups shows that tiwbsedid not make
any such marks learnt 41% of the terms they managadad about,
whereas the note-takers who did not finish theadieg only learnt 30%
of the terms they could find in the text markedesesd. This suggests that
perhaps those who read the entire text were ngt faster readers, but
also better learners.

Each of the five terms was learnt by 34-43% of #tedents.
However, there was a difference between note-takais wrote notes
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for certain terms and those who did not. For th& fivo terms, both the
students who took notes on the two terms, and thdse did not,

performed equally well on the questions about thkmias for the last
three terms that there were big differences. Alrhadft of the note-takers
who took notes (44%), but only 15% of those who il take notes on
the final three terms answered correctly. What théans is that at the
beginning of the reading the students were probably attentive to

what they were reading, regardless of whether tireye notes for those
terms or not. Taking notes while learning termshat beginning of the
text therefore did not prove to be an effectivaatsfyy, as not taking
notes proved to be just as effective. Towards te & the reading,
however, the note-takers who did not write notestlfimse terms were
affected negatively. This, again, could be an ¢ffet time. Some

students marked in the text where they stoppedngdmbcause they ran
out of time, so they were unable to learn all af tarms. Some other
students who did not make a mark in the text perhagtead stopped
being attentive and taking notes when they stami@ding out of time

and, consequently, also did not learn all of thenge

4.5 Strategies of successful and unsuccessfuldearn

In order to be able to compare the strategies afcessful and
unsuccessful learners, the students were groupedrdicg to their
knowledge test score. Students who scored zero®mere deemed to
be unsuccessful learners on this multiple-choise ®hose who received
two or three points were classed as intermediatgégs, and those who
achieved four or five successful learners.

There were some differences between the three grofipearners
and the types of information they noted (Table 7).

The first difference is that on average the sudukssarners copied
almost all terms in their notes (4.57), whereas uhsuccessful wrote
fewer (3.78), and, consequently, learned feweheifrt (see Section 4.4).
Thus it seems that unsuccessful learners achieweddores due to their
low-quality reading/learning, and possibly alsowsleeading. Second,
while the percentages of students noting defintisrere similar (95-
97%), unsuccessful learners noted this type ofrinédion for fewer
terms. On average, they wrote definitions onlytfoee terms out of five,
whereas the successful learners wrote them for fohigher percentage
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of successful learners (86%) than unsuccessfuhdesar(75%) also used
examples. In addition, successful learners alsd bséh a definition and
an example slightly more ofterME1.29) than the intermediate and
unsuccessful groups of learners. The group ofrimeiate learners was
typically between the two groups, with a few excam. A noticeably
smaller percentage of these students wrote exanapldsnotes which
touched on the characteristics of the entire grofuthree terms rather
than one specific term. In short, all students Ugu#ose to note only
one type of information for each term, althougls tvas especially true
for the group of unsuccessful learners.

Table 7 Percentage of students from three learner graigisg the given type of
information, and the mean number of terms descritsiayg this type of information

Points on the
knowledge test
0-1 2-3 4-5

n students 69 68 21
Terms written in the notes average 3.78 4.24 457
Definitions % students 96 97 95

M n terms 3.06 355 4.1
Examples % students 75 66 8¢

M n terms 210 222 2.06
Term group characteristics % students 25 22 P9

M n terms 1.29 120 1.67
Details % students 13 16 19

M n terms 1.11 1.09 1.0€
General information on rhetoric % students 14 7 10

There were some differences in the types of tramsition strategies
different groups of learners used (see Table 8).
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Table 8 Percentage of students from three learner grasjpg the given transformation
strategy

Points on the

knowledge test

0-1 2-3 45
n students 69 68 21
Verbatim copying 96 100 10¢
Close transformation 64 84 81
%nusing  Rephrasing 39 49 62

transformation ] -

strategy Non-lexical additions| 35 35 33
Original ideas 25 16 24
Translation 14 10 24

A higher percentage of successful learners thanasessful learners
used close transformations, in particular abbrewiat More of them
also used rephrasing and translation. The detaigtd show that these
differences are also reflected in the types of rm#ttion noted. The
successful learners used the higher-level strategigch as rephrasing,
for the least frequently recorded information typgsneral information
on rhetoric, details, and term group charactessti'riting about term
group characteristics might thus make for deeparlag, which has
been shown in other studies, where noting highHeleas lead students
to achieve better results on tests and to draw twn conclusions
(Peverly et al. 2003). Similarly, successful leasneere more likely to
change and abbreviate examples and definitions ttheuess successful
learners.

Interestingly, in some instances, the intermediesgners deviated
from the position between the unsuccessful andesstal learners here
as well. As can be seen in Table 8, a smaller ptage than the
unsuccessful and successful learners used a lamgihgr than English
and noted their own original ideas. On the otherdha slightly higher
percentage of them used close transformation.

5. Discussion and conclusion

This study investigated note-taking strategies wkdsh students and
how these affected their learning of English terfinesn reading. The
strategies which were investigated included talangiot taking notes,



152Spela Mezek

the type of information the students chose to ndemguage
transformation strategies they chose the employl sinategies for
different vocabulary items. These different strasgwere then also
related to the students’ test scores.

The first research question sought to explore tlode-taking
strategies of students who are learning L2 sulgpetific terminology
from reading. The analysis of notes focused on wthat informants
selected to write in their notes, and how theydfammed that selected
information into note format. The results show thadst informants
selected definitions and examples to help thermld¢he terminology.
Fewer informants noted general information on rhietadetails, and
term group characteristics, which could be onehef teasons for the
general low scores on the knowledge test, as mempopitions, such as
term group characteristics in this study, have bglown to scaffold
students’ knowledge and help them retrieve lowepgsitions (Peverly
et al. 2003). Few students also used the highet-ldanguage
transformation strategies such as rephrasing, lat@ms and original
ideas. Instead, many students relied on zero tamstion (verbatim
copying) and making slight changes to the languégen-lexical
additions and close transformations). As using didavel
transformation strategies can contribute to undadihg of the text
(Howard, Serviss and Rodrigue 2010), and conselyuaisop learning of
the content, students’ choice of transformatioatstyies may be thought
to have contributed to the poor learning of terrogy under time
pressure as well.

The second research question explored whether regidesed
different strategies for different terms. The natof notes for different
terms was affected by the position of the termhi@ teading text and
probably by the language, complexity, and lengtthefterm description.
The position of the term in the text affected howany students wrote
down terms and examples; fewer students noted teants wrote
examples for the terms at the end of the readixigthe@n for those at the
beginning. The position of the term, therefore, dmt only affect the
likelihood of the student writing notes on the terbmut also the
likelihood of the student writing examples. Langaiamnd complexity of
the term description in the reading text also afféstudent strategies to
some extent. Terms with longer and more complexrg#ions were
often described using several language transfoomadgirategies, and
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term descriptions with words more familiar to thadents tended to be
described with verbatim copies or close transfolonat Students thus
used different strategies for some of the termgedding on the
characteristics of the term description. To my kleuge, this type of
interaction between text characteristics and notenfhas not been
reported previously. The students, therefore, astetegically and did
not only perform routines. However, due to low gsgiit is unclear how
much these different strategies for different teafiscted the learning of
these terms.

The comparison of unsuccessful and successful dearfresearch
guestion 3) produced findings which, as noted iotiSe 4.4, are not
statistically significant but can be consideredi¢ative of a trend. The
findings suggest that certain strategies were usgdmore of the
successful learners than the unsuccessful learfiess.of all, successful
learners tended to write notes on more of the teéhas the unsuccessful
learners, and their notes differed in quality asll.w&he notes of
successful learners had more definitions and ex@snphd more of them
also used the higher-level language transformasimategies such as
rephrasing, translation and original ideas. Quamtitnotes, such as the
number of terms described in the notes and the auwfdefinitions and
examples, therefore, contributed to learning, whiels been shown in
other studies as well (e.g. Peverly et al. 2003)gS2011). Quality of
notes, such as transforming the language of thginati text into your
own, also appeared to contribute to learning, fshbalue to the
students’ higher engagement with the text.

The students who did not take notes on average=\asthisimilar
scores on the knowledge test as note-takers, widsmot been the case
in other note-taking studies (e.g. Peverly et #02 Peverly and
Sumowski 2012). As in some L2 reading research. (8lsaw and
McMillion 2008), one major hindrance to students ftinis study
achieving high scores appeared to be time. Timifigceed whether
students took notes on terms or not, so lower p&rges of students
took notes on terms which were further into the.tRon-note-takers did
not mark that they were unable to read throughetitérety of the text,
whereas some note-takers did. A possible explandtiothis could be
that they did not manage to read the entire teshlbge they were slowed
down by note-taking. In this sense, high achiedhglents who did not
take notes more correctly judged the task and, ezprently, adopted a
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more effective strategy for learning than the rntateers who were unable
to finish reading the text, such as the group dofugnessful learners
where almost a third of them marked that they wamable to finish
reading the text.

Time also affected the intermediate group of leangho learnt two
or three terms. In this group, only some studecksi@vledged that they
were unable to finish reading the text, so theyasarage managed to
take notes on more of the text that the unsucdelesftners. However,
the strategies this group used did not alwaysfid the expected pattern.
Some strategies were in fact used by a lower ptagerof intermediate
learners than unsuccessful learners. A lower peagenof intermediate
learners wrote examples and used higher-level fsamation strategies
such as translations and original ideas. What thésans is that the
guality of the intermediate learners’ notes wasame respects lower
than those of the unsuccessful learners. Thus whigeccessful learners
took notes on fewer terms, they used some of tlagesfies which have
been shown to contribute to learning more tharintegemediate learners.
In other words, the notes of unsuccessful learwerg of higher quality,
but lower quantity, whereas the notes of intermediaarners were of
higher quantity, but lower quality. If the studestmsciously chose this
strategy, perhaps this could be interpreted asrnmdiate learners
attempting to read through more of the text andifsging some of the
guality for quantity, which is something studentpected to read in L2
may find themselves doing, given the limited amoohtime they are
willing to devote to study reading (Pecorari, Shavalmstrém and
Irvine 2011).

In conclusion, my findings show that, in this stuclylture, a large
majority of students learning from reading takeesoteven when they
will not be keeping them. Note-taking can, therefdre seen as not only
a device for future reference, but also as a lagrsitrategy. Student
note-taking strategies are affected by severabfacFirst, the strategies
the students use depend on the characteristidsea$ttident: degree of
engagement with the text, depth of understandimg, #he student’s
assessment of the task. Second, the strategiesaffeeted by the
characteristics of the task and text: the time lalke for reading, and
conceptual and linguistic complexity of the texheTresults also confirm
that the quantity and quality of student notes aiffhe success of
learning subject-specific terminology in L2. Stutkeemvho write more
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complete notes with descriptions of more of themterand their

characteristics, especially the high-level ideashsas definitions, are
more likely to learn the terms. Students who uske-teking strategies
focusing on deeper engagement with the text, suchetormulating

descriptions of terms into their own words, alsmeenber more subject-
specific terminology in L2. The different strategistudents employ,
however, are probably less affected by the chatiatitss of the different
terms and more by how quickly the students are tablead.

The pedagogical implications following from thisudy are that
content and LSP teachers should teach studentstakitg strategies.
However, it is important to highlight that readiagd lectures are very
different situations particularly in L2, and requlifferent strategies and
teacher advice. Teachers need to teach studentsohagjust their note-
taking and reading strategies to the reading/legrobnditions, as well
as their personal learning style. It is importdnattthe students are aware
of the trade-off between time and reading quaditythat they are able to
make informed decisions about whether to take nmtewmt, as they may
sometimes actually benefit from not taking notesadhers should also
encourage their students to take the time to reamigh the entire text
and to take extensive notes on all of the conteey heed to learn (e.g.
Kiewra and Benton 1988, Peverly et al. 2003). Thhguld especially
focus on the advantages of noting the high-levebsd(Peverly et al.
2003), which are, as in this case, usually signblethe structure of the
text and topic sentences. Furthermore, as showisrstudy, there is a
tendency for notes to be limited to the areas aavday the text, with
relatively few students using their notes to retatetopic of the reading
to ideas and experiences that form part of thear gnowledge. Given
the beneficial effects of making such connectiogtefanou, Hoffman
and Vielee 2008), students should be encouragedate them using
their own words, as using their own words may dbute to their better
understanding of the text (Howard, Serviss and igadr2010). Using
their own words is likely to imply a greater use ldf, in contrast to
much earlier note-taking advice. Students manifesied training in
note-taking strategies if they are to go beyond tisd by making
connections to pre-existing knowledge.

While this study has investigated several differkimids of note-
taking strategies, there are others which havebaenh investigated, but
which could provide valuable insight into note-takiand learning (e.g.
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linear and non-linear note-taking, visual elemests,). In addition, it
should be noted that generalisation of the resfltthis study can be
made for this study culture, and that students timero educational
environments might approach note-taking differentign the Swedish
students in this study. Future research should fiheiss on other note-
taking strategies, and aim to investigate and coenpaote-taking
strategies of students in various educational enwiients.
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Appendix 1
Rhetoric: How language works

It's long been known that the way we formulate dooughts helps
determine the likelihood that our words will chantjee way people
think, feel and behave. The study of using languagafluence goes
back at least as far as the ancient Greeks and mmeho valued
rhetorical skills, and developed a set of termsldecribe language use,
and the forms and functions of language.

Many of these terms describe figures of speech hwipeople
recognize easily, even if they don’t know the tetself. We've all heard
jokes based on the idea that some phrasesnlikry intelligenceor
political goodwill are contradictions in terms, or descriptions oklas
sweet pain Such mutually contradictory terms are calde@moron. In
slang and in poetry we want to make our langualgi @ore poetic and
one way is to call something by the name of onitsgbarts, like calling
a carwheels or a new persoa new faceThis is calledsynecdoche
Another device we use every day ligotes; this term refers to
expressions likenot undesirablefor something excellent, omot
unattractivefor a beautiful object, that is referring to sonethas if it
was less than it really is.

Some of the rhetorical figures have to do with lsmmtences, clauses
and phrases are put together, and these can dadtesdul to refer to the
style of various writers. When clauses are assamblgthout
conjunctions (words like ‘and’ or ‘but’), that's lbed asyndeton as in
Churchill’'s famous speech that weWfe shall fight on the landing
grounds, we shall fight in the fields and in theests, we shall fight in
the hills; we shall never surrenddgdn the other hand, when long strings
of clauses are created with conjunctions, thatled@olysyndeton The
writer Ernest Hemingway was fond of this, with sates likel said,
‘Who killed him?’ and he said ‘I don’t know whol&d him, but he’s
dead all right,” and it was dark and there was wastanding in the
street and no lights and boats all up in the towd arees blown down
Many writers create a concentrated style by usimg werb working in
several clauses of a sentence often with a diffemsaning, likeShe
broke his golf-club and his heaotr He took a drink and a photograph.
This kind of concentration is callgntozeugma
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Many rhetorical figures rely on repetition. For eyde, John F.
Kennedy was famous for sayifgk not what your country can do for
you, ask what you can do for your countmyd a folk expression says
You can take the boy out of the country, but ysmitdake the country
out of the boyThat figure of speech, involving presenting teim®ne
part of a sentence and reversing them with the sgraenmatical
function in another, is calleghtimetabole A similar device is using the
same word several times in different grammaticah which is called
polyptoton, like in Brad Pitt’s line frontight Club: The things you own
end up owning yowr the joke Working hard or hardly working?
Another familiar device is repetition of a commoanme with different
functions: once to designate an individual and ohmesignify the
gualities that the individual usually hasoys will be boyswar is war.
This is calleddiaphora.

Some rhetorical figures are not examples of effec8peech, but
rather the opposite. For example, some peopleeer to show off their
learning and pepper their speech with foreign wanad phrases. When
this results in an unattractive mix of too manydaages There’s a
soupcon of the Zeitgeist in his charigmiéis calledsoraismus Another
bad feature that we quite often see in writingatachresis the use of a
word in a context that differs from its proper apation, like usingsight
unseenfor a recording one has not listened to or usirigr when you
meanimply. Parrhesia is being too directly or rudely insulting, which
might not be wise, as in the classic “yo’ mama’gekyo’ mama so old |
told her to act her age and she diedYo’ mama so old that when she
was at school there was no history class.

Other rhetorical terms refer for things that a pief text does, the
functions it performsMempsis is expressing complaint and seeking
help, something some of us recognize from scam Ierfr@m people
who are in trouble and need our help to rescueg thehey or like a
politician who needs our help to mend broken BritAWhen a speaker
expresses happiness or gratitude for good luck-ethie avoidance of
bad luck—that’s callegpaenismus as inHow wonderful everything has
been todayr Thank goodness it didn’t rain on the day of thenjuiclf a
speaker expresses consolation and encouragemeing ghings like
We’'re all with you and it’s sure to get bet@rTomorrow is another day
the term isparamythia. It may seem strange to give formal names to
these ordinary functions of speech, but the anciameks were, and
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modern rhetoricians are, very keen to help us d$weugh what
politicians, or scam email writers, are doing tawpalate us.

Sources: Wikipedia and Silva Rhetoricae (http:Aohie.byu.edu/)



