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USING MNEMONIC DEVICES TO HELP COLLEGE ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
 
          LEARNERS IMPROVE SPELLING: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY  

 
Abstract 

  
by Suda Nasser Shaman, M.A.  
Washington State University  

August 2011 
  
  
  
Chair:  Tariq Akmal  
 
This exploratory study examined the effect of using mnemonic devices on English 

Language Learning (ELL) spelling skills. Two groups of college ELL students were 

taught to spell English words using either mnemonic techniques or the whole word 

proofreading technique (a traditional approach). Both groups were provided with a pre-

test and were taught either a traditional spelling technique or the mnemonic techniques 

(treatment) for misspelled words, followed by an immediate post-test. Three weeks later, 

they were given a retention test.  No significant differences occurred between the two 

groups in the first posttest; however, there were significant differences in the retention 

test at the level p. <.05.  The performance of ELLs who were taught with mnemonic 

devices was better than the performance of those who were taught through the whole 

word proofreading method. Findings of the study suggested that mnemonic devices 

should be used beside the traditional method to help ELL spellers to improve their 

spelling.   Implications of the study suggest a broader application of the mnemonic 

approaches for teaching spelling to students of all ages.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

INTRODUCTION  

Background 

 In Saudi Arabia, students are required to learn every subject in their native 

language, Arabic, and beginning at the fifth grade, are also required to learn English as a 

Foreign Language (EFL). Learning to write in English, however, is a complex task for 

Arab students and poses teaching and learning problems because of the vast differences 

between the two writing systems (Thompson-Panos & Thomas-Ruzic, 1983). It becomes 

critical, therefore, that teachers of Arabians learning EFL should consider the nature of 

the differences between the writing systems of the two languages. Among these, and the 

most obvious, is the Arabic alphabet, which consists of twenty-eight letters versus the 26 

used in English and are formed with different strokes. Most of the letters used in Arabic 

are a variant of four shapes based on their location in the words and there are no capital 

letters. Arabic is also written from right to left, which is directionally opposite of written 

English (Thompson-Panos & Thomas-Ruzic, 1983).  

 Arabic has a regular and consistent grapheme-phoneme correspondence, which 

greatly varies from the nature of English. Each letter is pronounced and written in the 

same way. That makes writing—especially spelling—in English difficult for Arab 

students. In fact, a 1979 study conducted with freshmen in composition courses at the 

University of Petroleum and Minerals in Saudi Arabia revealed spelling to be the most 

common mistake made. There was at least one error in ninety-eight percent of all 

examined paragraphs (Beck, 1979, as cited in Thompson-Panos, & Thomas-Ruzic, 
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1983).  

The Challenge of English Spelling  

 English spelling is different from other languages due to its irregularity, which 

exacerbates writing problems for both English native speakers and ELL (Cutler, 

Treiman, & Ooijen, 2010). English spelling is not consistent with the sounds of words 

and has a complex letter-sound correspondence, making English mastery difficult 

(Berkel, 2004; Horn, 1969, as cited in Templeton & Morris, 1999; Nassaji, 2007). Some 

words can be recognized by sound, but are not spelled phonetically. For example, when 

the word butter, is pronounced, it sounds like budder (Marland, 2002). Some letters are 

pronounced differently based on their location in the word, and vary when they are 

pronounced separately (Nassaji, 2007). English spelling, in addition, is challenging 

because of the irregularity of its alphabetic principles. “Although English orthography is 

an alphabetic system, it is not an ideal one–and far from it” (Savant, 2000, p. 45). 

English has twenty-six letters that form forty-four sounds; for example, the letter e can 

be pronounced in different ways while the letters s and c can present the same sound as 

s. English spelling is challenging because it was stabilized centuries ago, while the 

pronunciations have changed periodically (Savant, 2000).  

 English spelling also contains homophone words, which cannot be recognized by 

spoken language and phonics and only by written patterns and orthography (Templeton 

& Morris, 1999). In addition, English includes words adopted from other languages, 

which affects their spelling because they are spelled as pronounced in the original 

language (Templeton & Morris, 1999). Furthermore, English also employs words that 
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cannot be governed with rules, and the only way to spell them accurately is to memorize 

the order of the letters (Evans, 1965). There are no official spelling rules to control 

English spelling, for almost every commonly followed rule has an exception to it. For 

example, “i before e except after c or when sounded like a, as in neighbor and weigh.” 

The rule about the letters i before e does not work for all words, just in words with 

syllables with a long e sound. In addition, most of the rules have some exceptions when 

applying them to spelling and are not easy to remember (Savant, 2000).  

Other ELL Challenges Regarding Spelling  

 In order to examine bilingual students’ spelling skills, there is a need for 

consideration of their first (or mother or L1) language. Students from various languages 

have different ways of transferring the spoken language into the written or sight forms. 

There are three types of spellers and readers, which vary from one language to the other: 

shallow, deep, and syllabic. Shallow orthography spellers depend on the phonological 

system, such as those in Finnish, Spanish, and Malay. Deep orthography, such as 

Chinese, depends on the visual form of the script itself. Syllabic scripts are those where 

the writer uses a balance between the phonological and visual scripts, such as in Tamil 

and Japanese. A study of 285 second graders in Singapore (Dixon, Zhao & Joshi, 2010) 

compared the Chinese group with the Tamil and Malay groups when spelling unfamiliar 

vocabulary. There were statistical differences between these two groups, with Chinese 

students having more spelling errors compared to the other group when spelling the new 

words because of their lack of dependence on pronunciation and dependence on seeing 

the actual script. However, there were no differences between the two groups when 
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requiring the conventional spelling. Chinese students, therefore, do not depend on the 

pronunciation and usually resort to the memorization of the words (Dixon, Zhao & 

Joshi, 2010). Hayes-Harb, Nicol and Barker (2010) concluded that students must learn 

to spell each word independently instead of learning it from the phoneme-grapheme 

relationship. Hayes-Harb, Nicol, and Barker agreed that both English written and spoken 

skills of any word should be taught separately because of the differences in grapheme-

phoneme correspondence of their native and foreign languages.  

Possible Solutions  

 There have been many techniques used to address these problems. Changing or 

setting the spelling of the words based on how they are pronounced is unlikely because 

people from different regions pronounce words differently. Furthermore, there would be 

too many choices regarding pronunciation, which would cause words to end in different 

spellings based on geographical location (Templeton & Morris, 1999). Regarding the 

relationship between the ambiguous English spelling based on its pronunciation, some 

words can only be orthographically stored in memory, such as laff, a possible spelling of 

laugh, and scool for school (Berkel, 2004). Therefore, more practical solutions are 

needed.  

 As an ELL, I have struggled to spell many basic words and repeatedly misspelled 

them because of the irregularity of English, which is different from my native language 

of Arabic. For example, throughout my study at the Intensive American Language 

Center (IALC), I realized I always write two as tow and the teachers would mark a line 

under it—there was no way or rule to use to correct it. Later on, through my reading 
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about spelling I found a picture of the word two, where the letter t forms a tall person 

who has two ice-cream cones represented by the letter w, and one of the ice-cream tops 

falls beside the w to form the letter o. This type of method is called a mnemonic devices, 

and it helped me (and continues to help me) to never misspell the word two again 

because of the involvement of visual imagery.  

Statement of the Problem 

 As a Saudi Arabian national preparing to return to my home to teach English to 

college students, I am concerned by the problems that spelling will, most likely, pose for 

my students. This study, therefore, is concerned with the difficulty of English spelling 

for English Language Learners and aimed at helping them to improve their spelling 

skills.  There has, however, been limited research conducted with ELLs examining how 

mnemonic devices impact their spelling skills. The research question responded to this 

issue and guided this study: does the use of mnemonic devices help improve ELL 

spelling skills?  

Purpose 

 The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine whether a method of using 

mnemonics can aid college age ELLs in improving their spelling skills. Data were 

collected to answer the research question provided in the above paragraph. The 

significance of this study was that answering the research question would help ELL 

teachers develop a more effective means of teaching spelling and help the students write 

with less concern about spelling errors and to instead pay more attention to the writing 

style. Additionally, it will contribute to the knowledge of what assists ELL students to 
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improve their spelling. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Despite their interest in writing at a discourse level, applied linguists have paid 

little attention to the writing system itself. It is assumed that everyone knows 

how to spell, how to form letters, when to use capitals—why should it require 

research? Yet writing forms a complex linguistic system, which is important to 

all literate language users, and which has to be acquired by all literate people 

whether in the first language (L1) or second language (L2) (Cook, 2001, p.1).  

 The importance of writing requires literate people to spell correctly, which is 

difficult to master in English (Cutler, Treiman, & Ooijen, 2010). For example, consider 

the words two, to, and too. How would one be able to decide which word is correct for a 

fill in the blank sentence when one just started learning these words? If one were an 

ELL, would it be easy to recognize whether the correct spelling for laugh, is laff, laph, 

or lagh. Probably not. But, what if one were taught to spell this word using the example 

below?  

 

(This example was taken from a now-obsolete website). 

One will probably be able to remember spelling the word with this way! As Frederick R. 

Barnard noted when he allegedly introduced the phrase to the US in 1921, “One look is 

worth a thousand words,” (Barnard, The Phrase Finder, 

http://www.phrases.org.uk/meanings/a-picture-is-worth-a-thousand-words.html). This 
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illustrates the importance of using visual aids, and memory to remember to spell words 

with inconsistent sound-letter relationships.  

Learning Spelling Development  

 Both English L1 and L2 learners go through several stages in order to learn 

English spelling. The invented spelling stage is called the pre-communicative stage and 

appears before school begins. In this stage, children learning to write have no reference 

to the relationship between sound and letter and therefore write incomplete words 

(Bissex,1980; Nassaji, 2007; Read, 1986, as cited in Berkel, 2004; Templeton & Morris, 

1999). For example, when they want to spell “I like to play kickball,” they start with 

writing the consonant letters only: “I LK TO P KBL” (Templeton & Morris, 1999, p. 

105). In the alphabetic stage, students start learning the alphabetic function, recognize 

the sound-letter correspondence, and match spelling with sounds (Berkel; Nassaji; 

Templeton & Morris). For example, cigarette is spelled sigrit at this stage (Berkel, p. 

240). In the phonetic stage, children’s spelling consists of the words’ constituent sounds 

and word patterns (Berkel; Nassaji; Templeton & Morris). For instance, united maybe 

spelled younited (Berkel, p. 240). In the morphologic stage, spelling is representative of 

meaning and how learning shifts from patterns of words to the structure of them, and 

how sounds change in the words based on their morphological and lexical knowledge 

(Berkel; Nassaji; Templeton & Morris.). For example, even though the words have the 

same elements of meaning and letters, they have different sounds in some parts of the 

words, such as in critic and criticize (Templeton & Morris). 

 In a study of 215 fifth and sixth graders at a public school in Quebec, Morris 
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(2001) reported that ESL children relied on phonetic perception to spell unfamiliar 

words. Therefore, they sometimes came up with correct spelling, whereas other times, 

they added or ignored some syllables because of phonetic misapprehension. However, as 

my instructors at the IALC often told us in class, the irregularity of the English language 

makes learning spelling notoriously difficult, even for native English speakers. Almost 

all studies in this literature review were focused on the children’s learning development, 

and only Kemp and Bryant’s (2003) study talked about adult learners; however, children 

and adults were similar in utilizing the same strategy to spell new words.  The 

researchers of this study reported that both adults and children resort to spelling 

unfamiliar words with the plural ‘s’ to the frequency-based association instead of 

depending on the morphological knowledge (grammar rules).  

A Theoretical Framework 

Picture Word Inductive Model (PWIM) 

 Because language development theories regarding spelling are not yet fully 

defined in second language acquisition (Gass & Selinker, 2001), I am adapting 

mnemonics theory used for vocabulary development in children. The PWIM was 

developed by Emily Calhoun more than two decades ago and has been repeatedly tested 

in its usage (Joyce, Weil, & Calhoun, 2009). “PWIM is an inquiry-oriented language 

arts strategy that uses pictures containing familiar objects and actions to elicit words 

from children's listening and speaking vocabularies,” (Calhoun, 1999). Because this 

study is concerned with adults, rather than children, the model seems well suited to the 

approach used, as adults have a spelling repertoire upon which they can build.  
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 How does PWIM work? First, students are shown a complex, detailed picture 

that includes many objects, nouns, verbs, or adjectives. They are given time to examine 

the picture and then are asked to identify what they see in the picture. Next, the 

instructor draws a line from each identified object in the picture, says its name, writes it 

in the margin, and says it again. The students repeat the word out loud and its spelling. 

The students then categorize the words based on phonetics, content properties, and 

structures. Then, learners construct sentences followed by a combination of the 

constructed sentences to formulate a paragraph. Last, they title the paragraph with help 

from the teacher (Joyce, Weil & Calhoun, 2009). In this way, students expand their 

vocabularies, learn usage, and sentence to paragraph construction and relationships.  

PWIM has been found to be beneficial for beginning readers and writers, and 

older students using a modified type of activity (Calhoun, 1999). It builds students’ sight 

vocabulary, where they recognize the word by its spelling. This model enables students 

to transfer the spoken words seen in the picture to the sight words (read and written). In 

other words, they connect what they already naturally know to the new skills such as 

reading and writing. The primary focus of PWIM is on developing reading and writing 

skills, for both beginning literate and ELL students. It focuses on building inductive 

thinking skills besides teaching phonics and spelling (Calhoun, 1999). One of the goals 

of PWIM is to develop students’ spelling skills by correlating the letters with visuals. 

While this model assists students to learn reading and writing through connecting what 

they are already familiar with to the new materials, another approach, mnemonics, aims 

to achieve the same goal.  



	   11	  11	  

Mnemonic Devices  

As noted, both the mnemonic approaches and PWIM share the idea of using the 

known materials to remember and learn the new difficult materials to be retrieved. This 

approach has ancient roots related to the Greek Goddess of Memory, Mnemosyne. The 

mnemonic approaches presents cues to aid the memory to remember difficult materials 

(Negin, 1978). It works by relating the new information to known pieces, or something 

strange, nonsensical or silly to be remembered. For instance, to be able to spell 

‘arithmetic’ remembering this sentence would help:  “A Rat In Tom’s House Might Eat 

Tom’s Ice Cream,” (Taylor, 1987). This enables learners to transform unlearnable 

material to learnable, connecting pieces of information together in a meaningful way. 

According to Carney, Levin, and Levin (1993), this works in three steps:  (1) 

Recoding—making unfamiliar words to be familiar by finding a word or key term that 

sounds like the unknown words. (2) Relating—connecting the new words to the new 

information that must be remembered through pictures or phrases. (3) Retrieving—

bringing back information by imagining or recalling terms  

 Here is an example of how this works. When a student wants to spell the word 

nature, it might be spelled as natcher. The student can think of the word picture, which 

has a similar ending sound and provides a clue to the new word (Templeton & Morris, 

1999). ELLs resort to visual memory to be able to spell words, especially when they 

lack pronunciation skills (Berkel, 2004). Furthermore, memory plays a very important 

role in learning spelling (Henderson, 1990, as cited in Templeton & Morris 1999). The 

use of mnemonics is a helpful method for committing words to memory, and can 
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involve the spelling of a complete word by identifying a part of a word within another 

word. This could be verbal, such as a poem or phrase to help remember information. For 

example, a mnemonic for remembering the order of the letters “ie” in believe is “You 

would never believe a lie” (Marland, 2002, p18).  

The Power of Mnemonics  

 Mnemonics have been found to be an effective method in the acquisition of new 

language vocabulary. Barcroft’s (2009) study was conducted with students learning a 

foreign language to find out the most frequent method used and the impacts of these 

strategies on the acquisition of new vocabulary. He found that students used the 

mnemonic and picture association strategies more than the repetition and the L2 to L1 

translation. In addition, there was a positive relationship between the use of picture 

association and mnemonic strategies and the students’ ability to recall words.  

 An older study by Raugh and Atkinson (1975) consisted of four experiments to 

examine the effectiveness of mnemonic strategies, Keyword Method, on learning a 

second language vocabulary. All the following four experiments compared the 

mnemonic methods with different control approaches. The keyword method consists of 

two stages: (1) the acoustic link which means finding a keyword in English that sounds 

like the new word, and (2) the imagery link which means associating the English 

translation of the new Spanish word with the mental imagery. In the first experiment, all 

subjects were taught the keyword of 60 Spanish words. Then, they were divided into the 

Keyword group and the control group to learn the words’ translation in English. The 

keyword group had to use mental imagery to make associations between the keyword 
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and their translation in English. The control group had to associate the Spanish words 

with their English translation. In the second experiment, the same procedure was 

followed as the first experiment but without the pre-learning of the vocabulary keyword. 

In the third experiment, the experimental group used the keyword method while the 

control group was allowed to use any method except the keyword approach. In the 

fourth experiment, the same procedure was followed as the third experiment procedure 

but with the free choice for the subjects to use the keyword approach. The study found 

that mnemonics groups performed better in all the four experiments compared to the 

control groups when recalling the foreign language vocabulary.  

 Besides the powerful effects mnemonics have on learning language vocabulary, 

this literature review has shown—though in limited fashion as there are few studies 

directly examining spelling—the likely effectiveness of mnemonics on improving 

spelling. Negin (1978) conducted a study with English native speakers in which study 

subjects were divided into mnemonics and control groups. Each student was given a 

weekly list of ten misspelled words from her/his writing.  Both groups were provided 

with their misspelled words to be compared with the correct forms. The mnemonics 

group students were asked to build an associative bond through sentences focusing on 

the difficult part of the words. For instance, “My skin shows resisTANce to TAN.” 

(181). In contrast, the control group children were asked to write each word in a 

meaningful sentence. This study showed that there was a statistically significant 

difference between the mnemonics group and the control group. Subjects who used 

mnemonics wrote more correct spelling words when compared with the control group.  
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Practitioners strongly suggest the use of mnemonic approaches for their 

effectiveness on spelling skills. In an older article, Evans, a sixth grade teacher, taught 

students to spell using mnemonic devices over a three year period and declared that this 

improved his students’ spelling—especially words that were spelled with no certain 

rules. For example, the word dessert can be spelled correctly by reminding the students 

to think of the two s’ s as being in place of sweet stuff, then the double s will 

automatically come to mind when hearing the word (Evans, 1965).  At the high school 

level, Crist and Smith shared how teaching with mnemonic approaches helped their 

students to be proficient spellers (Crist & Smith, 2008).  

 Returning to Negin’s (1978) study—as it is informative to this one—the 42 sixth 

grade students in Florida were taught how to apply mnemonics over a 6-week period. 

Although, after weekly quizzes there were no significant differences in scores between 

the treatment and control groups when utilizing mnemonic devices, the later retention 

quiz, however, showed an improvement regarding long-term memory and ability to 

recall the correct word spellings. 

 Even though teachers find mnemonic strategies to work well with students of 

different ages (McDaniel & Pressley, 1987), limited research has examined the 

effectiveness of mnemonics on spelling.  This review of the literature discovered only 

one article (Negin, 1978) that examined the impact of mnemonics on students’ spelling. 

Negin’s experimental study measured the devices’ effects on young English native 

speakers. However, the researcher has not found any empirical works that tested the use 

of mnemonic approaches with adult ELL. The absence of this literature requires more 
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research for teachers like the researcher to benefit from this approach.  

 Negin’s study was done with 6th graders whose mother language was English, 

and testing this method with ELL college learners would require the researcher 

consideration of some related aspects: (1) the effect of L1 efficacy on L2 acquisition, (2) 

the differences and the similarities between native speakers and ESL students in their 

spelling performance, and (3) the differences between the way adults and children learn.  

The Relationship of L1 and L2 In the Acquisition of Language. 

 Many studies have been performed on the relationship between L1 skills and 

their effects toward L2 performance or attitude. In a theoretical paper, Sparks and 

Ganschow (1993) argued that first language efficiency plays one of the most important 

factors at succeeding in second language skills. Likewise, having difficulty with first 

language rules or the deficit system will influence the acquisition of the foreign 

language and result in problems. Sparks and Ganschow’s argument was supported by 

Scott, Bell and McCallum’s (2009) findings. Scott, Bell and McCallum conducted an 

experiment with a large sample of 278 college students enrolled in foreign languages 

courses. They found there is a strong relationship between the L1speaking, reading, 

writing, and listening skills and the level of achievement of these skills in the L2 (2009). 

Scott, Bell, and McCallum’s work, was the only study the researcher found that tested 

the attitude toward the new language. It revealed that there was a more positive or 

negative attitude toward the new language based on the students' performance at both 

spelling and reading in their native languages. Another study—longitudinal in nature—

of 54 high school level students in their second year of their second language study at a 
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rural Midwest school (Sparks, Patton, Ganschow, & Humbach, 2008), found that 

students’ proficiency in their second language was more likely to be affected by their 

first language literacy at the level of fourth grade. This study reached a conclusion that 

supported Sparks and Ganschow’s (1993) earlier argument that the impact of L1 literacy 

skills had on the acquisition of L2 skills even after mastering the L1 skills for several 

years.   

 Even though L1 impacts L2 acquisition, native speakers (NS) and ESL learners’ 

performance was found in the literature to be similar. Studies that tested ELL spelling 

and other literacy skills development revealed no differences between bilingual students 

and monolingual students in spelling performance. In addition, ELL students can 

perform at the same level of native language learners’ performance (in spelling) even 

when native speakers perform better in reading (Abu-Rabia & Siegel, 2002; D’Angiulli, 

Siegel & Serra, 2001; Da Fontoura & Siegel, 1995; Fashola, Drum, Mayer, & Kang, 

1996; Tompkins, Abramson, & Pritchard, 1999; Wade-Woolley & Siegel, 1997). Only 

D’Angiulli, Siegel and Serra’s (2001) study examined the learning of another language 

with predictable grapheme phoneme relationship, as well as the spelling performance of 

ELL and NS such as Italian, and found it to enhance learning the related phonological 

skills (word reading, spelling, and pseudoword) in English. Fashola et al. reported 

differences between the native Spanish speakers learning English and monolingual 

students only in the predicted errors and not regarding the non-predicted errors. Spanish 

students make more predicted errors than English speakers because of applying Spanish 

rules into spelling in English. Even though Fashola et al. found ELL have more 
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difficulty in spelling in English, they still performed equally to the monolingual students 

in the rest of the studies (Abu-Rabia & Siegel; D’Angiulli, Siegel & Serra; Da Fontoura 

& Siegel; Tompkins, Abramson, & Pritchard; Wade-Woolley & Siegel). 

Summary 

 Thus, while there are few studies that examine methods of teaching spelling to 

ELL students, even fewer provide empirical evidence that these methods work.  The 

gaps in the literature, coupled with anecdotal evidence, suggest this was an area that 

beard further exploration.  This study, then, intended to examine the use of mnemonic 

devices with ELL students to determine if it can be used to improve their abilities to 

spell words in English. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHOD 

 This was an exploratory study to examine whether the use of mnemonic devices 

helped improve ELL spelling skills.  Ideally, participants would have been selected 

through a randomized sample and also in larger numbers.  Being in a university 

community in rural Eastern Washington, however, meant that the selection pool was 

limited. The study was conducted through a quasi-experimental design because it would 

have been difficult to gather a randomized sampling and because participants had 

limited time in which they wished to take part in the study. Quasi-experimental, 

nonequivalent comparison group design is the same as the analysis of covariance, 

excluding the random assignment (Trochim, 2006; Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002). 

Because of this, the results cannot be generalized, but findings can still be useful.  

Concerns regarding the lack of comparability caused the researcher to compare the two 

groups’ performance on the pre-test and found no statistical differences between them.  

This comparison increased the validity of the sample and showed that limited selection 

bias existed in the groups.  Furthermore, participants were selected by the researcher and 

were purposely placed in either group, a quota sampling approach (MacMillan & 

Shumacher, 2001)—preventing participants from self-selection—in order to balance 

gender and language groups, which reduced threats to validity (Shadish, Cook & 

Campbell, 2002).   

Sample 

 The study sample consisted of college-age ELL students (N=40; 15 females and 
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25 males) made up of WSU undergraduates, graduates, and members of their families.  

Initially, the researcher had received permission from the Intensive American Language 

Center (IALC) to implement the study in classes there. Course enrollments during the 

term when data collection occurred, however, were too low in number for use of the 

students as a class group. Instead, the researcher was forced to locate volunteers from 

outside the IALC as well (at different levels of language development and different 

departments at WSU) to participate in the study. These students were identified and 

recruited by the researcher and data were collected over a period of 14 days including 

weekends. This process began at the IALC, where students were told about the research 

and the time required for participating in the study. They had to sign their names, 

provide some demographic information, such as gender, nationality, language level, and 

their contact information, and schedule the first meeting for the pretest. The researcher 

divided them into groups, mnemonics (treatment) and control, by balancing the factors 

between both groups as noted above. Fifty students from the IALC had initially signed 

and scheduled appointments with the researcher, but only 10-12 of them showed up 

(perhaps this was because the IALC director had told them they had to participate, but 

the consent form allowed them to withdraw from the study if they wished). The 

researcher realized students were leaving the study, which required her to find other 

sources to get more participants. Therefore, beginning with the remaining IALC 

students, additional contacts were made with their friends and families and other 

members of the international community known to the researcher.  In the end, 40 college 

age ELL students participated in the pretest. Although the small sample size was of 
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concern, according to McMillan and Shumacher (2001; 2006), a group size of 15 in each 

group is considered to be statistically equivalent; however, having 20 or 30 in each 

group provides more confidence. Thus, while a larger group size may be desirable, this 

size is acceptable for an exploratory study. 

 Gender. The participants were voluntary and non-randomly divided by the 

researcher into mnemonics and control group with fairly even numbers of males and 

females in each group. There were, as stated above, a total of 15 females divided into 7 

in the mnemonics group and 8 in the control group, while 25 males were split into 13 in 

the mnemonics group and 12 in the control group. Even though the sample was a small 

size, and characteristics of the participants were different in quantity, it was possible to 

compare them and the result to occur.  

 Native language and nationality. Participants were from various countries and, 

therefore different language groups. Though eight nationalities were included, they 

contained only four language groups: Spanish, Arabic, Chinese, and Korean. The 

mnemonics group consisted of 13 Arabians (10 Saudis, 2 Libyans, and 1 Palestinian), 1 

Korean, and 6 Chinese (4 Chinese and 2 Taiwanese). The control group consisted of 15 

Arabians (14 Saudis, 1Qatari) 2 Chinese, 2 Koreans, and 1 Spanish (Nicaraguan) 

student.   

 Language proficiency level. The participants were supposed to be divided as in 

the demographic questionnaire (see Appendix 1) into 4 levels, low, middle, high, and 

unknown, based on their language level. The standard used to divide levels was based on 

the IALC standard or TOEFL score. Level 1-2 was set to express low level, Level 3-4 



	   21	  21	  

was set to be middle, Level 5-6 to be high, and an unknown level for those who were not 

studying English or had not taken the TOEFL.   

Hypothesis and Ethics of the Study 

 The study hypothesis was that teaching ELL how to use mnemonic devices for 

spelling would improve their spelling skills. The null hypothesis was that there will be 

no differences between students’ spelling performance of the experimental group that 

received training in mnemonic devices for spelling and the comparison group that did 

not receive training in mnemonic devices for spelling. The comparison group received 

traditional spelling practice. Both procedures are detailed in the following section.  

 Institutional Review Board approval was received before starting the study, and 

each student was provided with a consent form (see appendix D), prior to the beginning 

the testing process. The consent form had enough explanation of the process of the study 

and the expectations of both the researcher and the students to inform them of the study 

and their rights as participants. It also provided them with the chance of withdrawing 

from the study at any time, as some did later.  

Instruments 

 Spelling test word list. Twenty words were used in the study, and were selected 

based on their common use and the difficulty of spelling these words. The researcher 

selected 30 commonly misspelled words and followed them with three statements (on 

familiarity, common usage, and likelihood of misspelling) per word and a Likert scale to 

rate the word (see Appendix D).  Then this list was given to two college-aged ELL 

students who were at a similar level of proficiency to the researcher to reach agreement 
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about whether these twenty words should be used in the study. The agreement was based 

on the familiarity with these words, how commonly these words were used among ELL, 

and the likelihood of these words being misspelled by ELL. There were disagreements 

on nine words concerning the three previous statements about the agreements, and the 

researcher used 20 words from the rest of the list and then agreement was reached.  

Background questionnaire. Students were asked to answer some background 

questions about their gender, nationality, native language, other languages obtained, 

degree sought, level of language proficiency, and parents’ educational backgrounds in 

order to analyze and identify other variables that may affect the findings and provide 

insights to student performance (see Appendix A). Knowing these factors about each 

participant helped the researcher to know what the characteristics of the individuals who 

improved their scores within the two groups were. For example, in this study, 

mnemonics worked better with Saudi students than with Chinese students. 

Testing   

 Similar to Negin’s study (1978), participants were given a pretest, followed by 

the treatment, post-test, and a retention-test three weeks later to discern which method 

was more effective over time. These tests consisted of 20 academic words, and were 

recorded by a native English speaker (Jen Walser), who usually teaches the 

pronunciation workshop at the IALC and is familiar with recording. Each word was 

pronounced twice:  the first time was followed by a 3-second pause and the second time 

by a 7-second pause to help students process the word or have enough time to erase or 

rewrite if needed. Having an English native speaker record the pronunciation of each 
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word made it fairer and clearer for all the participants than if the researcher did that and 

also provided a consistent pretesting format (the researcher is an Arabic native speaker 

and her pronunciation might be clearer for Arabians than other language speakers, which 

could have affected the results). Furthermore, the recorded words were spoken twice, so 

participants were more likely to be sure they heard the right word. As noted earlier, 

because there were not enough students at the IALC in a certain class to conduct the 

study in a classroom setting, this study was done in a one-on-one setting.  

Procedure  

 Participants met with the researcher individually in a one-on-one tutoring setting. 

The researcher chose one-on-one tutoring for several reasons. First, participants were 

from different levels or departments of the institution and most full-time students had 

different schedules, making it hard to match them in groups. Second, their different 

levels of proficiency required that more time be spent explaining some words than 

others for certain levels. Third, each student had a chance to practice specific words s/he 

was struggling with, rather than going over all 20 words. If a student misspelled almost 

all the list, s/he was taught no more than 10 words based on his/her choice in order to 

help him/her be engaged in learning the words. Negin’s (1978) study consisted of 10 

misspelled words per student with a 30 minute spelling activity, which revealed a 

significant result for measuring the mnemonic effectiveness on long-term memory. This 

study took a similar approach, but with 20 words, and the researcher judged that this was 

adequate for college-aged learners without adding too much stress. 

 During the initial meeting, students met with the researcher for about 30 minutes 
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each. They were given the background questions, which took about one minute. They 

were provided with a pre-test of the 20 academic words, followed by the correction of 

misspelled words, the teaching session, and the post-test. Having a small time interval 

between the pre-test and the post-test was not an issue in this case as it eliminated the 

loss of some participants (additionally, there was a longer interval between the post-test 

and retention test). Each student was taught the misspelled words with either the 

mnemonic methods or the control group method.  

 The mnemonics group was taught using different strategies of mnemonics such 

as Acrostics, Acronym, and Keyword. Acrostic and Acronym, are methods that can be 

implemented by combining letters to be cues to remember any item. Keyword method 

works in two steps; choosing a word from the native language that sounds like the new 

word in the foreign language, then imagining a visual that involves the chosen keyword 

with the meaning of the words (strategies taken from Study Guides and Strategies, 

1996). Because of the possibility of students struggling to create their own mnemonics 

and, therefore, increasing the time demands on them, the researcher devised and 

provided mnemonics adapted from various resources (Marland, 2002; Suid, 1981). 

Following this treatment, students were provided with the post-test.  

 The control group was taught with a self-correction technique called Whole Word 

Proofing (Goddard & Heron, 1998), which is a traditional spelling approach that uses 

drill and practice.  Each student was given a sheet of paper that was divided into five 

columns. The first column included the words that were taught. The second column was 

divided horizontally into two parts. Participants used the bottom half to write the words 



	   25	  25	  

as they were dictated by the recording.  Then the researcher checked participants’ 

spelling, marking ‘x’ in the upper half when the words were spelled incorrectly, and 

asking them to rewrite the misspelled words twice in the third and fourth columns. 

Finally, participants were given the post-test of misspelled words to fill the last column, 

while covering up the other columns. A slight adjustment to this approach was made. In 

the original approach, the students did the correction, but in this study, the researcher did 

it. Having the researcher correct the words saved time, and also prevented students from 

overlooking some of their own mistakes. In addition, students were asked to copy the 

correct form of only the misspelled words in the third and fourth columns instead of 

writing the whole list. 

 During the last meeting (the retention-test meeting), which was held three weeks 

later, students were asked two Yes or No questions: (1) Have you studied the words that 

the researcher taught you before? (2) Have you used the words that the researcher taught 

you?  These questions were given to determine whether the findings are related to the 

methods used or to the fact that students studied these words. Participants were then 

given the retention test. This test included all 20 words again. Three weeks were enough 

time to test students’ retention skills and had been shown by Negin (1978) to obtain a 

significant result.  

Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using a one-way ANOVA-repeated measure because of the 

use of many independent variables. Analysis included the central tendency, mean, and 

the standard deviation. The following procedures were followed in the analysis. First, a 
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comparison of pre-test and post-test of both groups, mnemonics and control, was made 

to see whether there were any differences between their performances. Because there 

was not a statistical significant difference between groups regarding the first meeting, 

there was not any need for running the post hoc tests. Second, a comparison of post-test 

and retention test scores of both groups was made to see whether there was any 

difference in groups’ performances regarding the long-term memory. There were 

significant differences between groups, which are explained in the next chapter. The 

post hoc test could have been run to see differences relating to factors within each 

group; however the sample size was not large enough to do so.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 Mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA), repeated measure of analysis, was used to 

compare the performance of 40 ELL college students at varying levels of study 

(bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral degrees), who were divided and assigned to either the 

mnemonics or traditional (comparison) group, to test spelling. They met with the 

researcher individually for 30 minutes, and were given the pre-test, treatment, and post-

test of 20 carefully chosen words. Three weeks later, participants were tested on the 

same words.  

 Concerning the first two tests, there was a significant difference in participants’ 

performance in their pre-test and post-test, and as expected both groups showed 

improvement in the immediate post-test, F=284.784, df=1, 38, p <.001 (see descriptive 

statistic Table 1, Graph 1 on pages 28-29). When participants were broken out by 

groups, mnemonics and control, there was a slight difference between the two groups’ 

means.  The mnemonics group mean difference between the pre-test and post-test was 

32.25 and the control mean difference was 28.00 (see Table 2, on page 28). However 

this difference was not significant (F=1.417, df=1, 38, p=.241).     
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Pre-Test and the Post-Test. 
 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Mnemonic 47.50000 21.914907 20 

Control 50.25000 23.534689 20 
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Total 48.87500 22.488957 40 

Mnemonic 79.75000 24.574002 20 

Control 78.25000 19.886189 20 
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Total 79.00000 22.077950 40 

                                   

Table 2.  Multivariate Tests of the Pre-Test and the Post-Test. 
 

Effect 
Value F 

Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. 

Pillai's Trace .882 284.784a 1.000 38.000 .000 
Wilks' Lambda .118 284.784a 1.000 38.000 .000 
Hotelling's Trace 7.494 284.784a 1.000 38.000 .000 
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t (
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Roy's Largest 
Root 

7.494 284.784a 1.000 38.000 .000 

Pillai's Trace .036 1.417a 1.000 38.000 .241 
Wilks' Lambda .964 1.417a 1.000 38.000 .241 
Hotelling's Trace .037 1.417a 1.000 38.000 .241 
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t *
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Roy's Largest 
Root 

.037 1.417a 1.000 38.000 .241 
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The graph below illustrates the scores of the mnemonics group and control group during 

their pre-test and post-test, given with 30 minutes of each other.  

Graph 1. Comparison of Group Performances in the Pre-Test and the Post test 

 

 At the second meeting three weeks later, only 32 participants chose to continue 

to participate, with 15 remaining in the control group and 17 in the mnemonics group.  

These 32 were tested using the same list of 20 words. The researcher compared the 

pretest and the retention test for both mnemonics and traditional groups. There was a 

significant difference between their performances, which was consistent with Negin’s 

(1978) study.  Participants showed improvement from Meeting 1 (pre-test) and Meeting 

2 three weeks later (retention test). There was a significant difference between both 
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groups (F=42.604, df=1, 30, p=.010) and Table 3 (on p. 30) provides details. As 

hypothesized, the mnemonics group showed more improvement than the traditional 

group.  And, while the groups were equivalent in the pre-test/posttest comparison, and 

different in the pre-test retention test, that means they were different in post-test and 

retention test. The post-test and retention test were also compared in order further 

examine the relationship and significant differences between groups were found 

(F=4.807, df=1, 30, p=.036.  

 Post hoc tests were not run to see whether there was any difference regarding 

factors within the mnemonics group, however, because the small sample size was not 

large enough to do so. Because this was an exploratory study, additional background 

data were collected for analysis as well. 

Table 3.  Descriptive Statistics of the Pre-Test and the Retention-Test. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Mnemonic 48.82353 21.471595 17* 

Control 43.33333 22.964776 15* 

Pr
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es
t  

 

Total 46.25000 21.997067 32 

Mnemonic 70.88235 20.173877 17 

Control 52.33333 26.583203 15 

R
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tio

n 
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st
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Total 62.18750 24.852387 32 

Note:  The change in N is due to attrition for the retention test. 
 
Table 4.  Multivariate Tests of the Pre-Test and the Retention-Test. 
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Effect 
Value F 

Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. 

Pillai's Trace .587 42.604a 1.000 30.000 .000 
Wilks' Lambda .413 42.604a 1.000 30.000 .000 
Hotelling's Trace 1.420 42.604a 1.000 30.000 .000 

preret1(Pre-
Test/ 3Weeks 
later Test) 

Roy's Largest 
Root 

1.420 42.604a 1.000 30.000 .000 

Pillai's Trace .201 7.532a 1.000 30.000 .010 
Wilks' Lambda .799 7.532a 1.000 30.000 .010 
Hotelling's Trace .251 7.532a 1.000 30.000 .010 

preret1 * 
Group 
(Pre-
Test/3Weeks 
later Test) 

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.251 7.532a 1.000 30.000 .010 

   

Almost all mnemonics group individuals showed improvement in their spelling 
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performance in both tests, post-test and retention test, while control group members did 

not in the retention test. This meant that mnemonics were more effective than the 

traditional Whole Word Proofreading technique concerning the long-term memory, 

which confirmed the results of Negin’s study in 1978. This led the researcher to question 

whether there was any difference between improvement regarding different 

characteristics. A criteria for comparing participants’ improvements was set up by 

looking at how many words were corrected by participants in the retention test as 

compared to the pretest. Correcting one to three words were categorized as low 

improvement while four and more were viewed as high improvement.   

Studying or Using the Words 

 Studying or using the words after the first meeting and before the second meeting 

indicated higher improvement compared to those who did not do so in the mnemonics 

group. In the mnemonics group, there were 4 students out of 17 who studied the words, 

and 13 out of 17 who used these words in their daily lives in any form. In contrast, 10 

out of 15 in the control group used these words while none of them studied the words. 

There were differences in the participants’ performance regarding studying or using the 

words. Some students who studied or used the words showed improvement in their 

spelling in both groups while others did not.  

Gender  

 Of the 32 participants who completed the study, the mnemonics group consisted 

of 7 females and 13 males. As mentioned before, both categories in the mnemonics 

group showed improvement, so the rate of improvement was of interest and analyzed. 
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Table 5, Comparisons of Gender Performance in Mnemonics group.  

Gender(Mnemonics) Low High Total  

F 3 3 6 

M 4 7 11 

 

Table 6, Comparisons of Gender Performance in Control group.  

Gender (Control) Low High Total  

F 5 1 6 

M 7 2 9 

 

As shown in the above tables, males appeared to have improved more than females in 

the mnemonics group, while there appeared to be no differences between the genders’ 

performances in the control group. 

Native Language and Nationality 

  Eight out of 11 Arabians, 1 out of 6 Chinese, and the single Korean showed high 

improvement in their retention-test representing the mnemonics group.  In contrast, only 

3 Arabians (Saudis) showed high improvement in the control group and they were out of 

12 Arabians, 1 Chinese, and 2 Koreans who completed the study. Again, the 

comparisons of low and high improvements were based on how much the scores were 

raised. Correcting three or less words were categorized as low improvement, while four 

and more were viewed as high improvement.  Chinese students showed less high 

improvement than Arabians and Koreans in the mnemonics group. Mainland Chinese 
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participants, however, showed greater improvement than Taiwanese participants in the 

mnemonic group.  The only Libyan student in the study also showed a high 

improvement. Saudis also showed higher improvement than other nationalities in the 

control group. 

Proficiency Language Level 

The mnemonics group consisted of 13 from the high level, and 7 from the middle 

level, while the control group consisted of 1 low, 7 middle, 11 high, and 1 unknown so 

numbers were fairly comparable.  The mnemonics group seemed to show only slight 

differences between middle level participants than with the high level participants, with 

middle levels scoring higher. 

Parents Academic Background 

Participants’ parents academic backgrounds were diverse with 13 high level 

(attended college), 6 middle level (middle or high school), and 1 low level (literate) 

represented in the mnemonics group, while 16 high level, and 4 middle level were 

represented in the control group. It was interesting that the lower the educational level of 

parents of the participants the better the mnemonics approach seemed to work with 

them. For example, students who were raised with one or both parents who only finished 

high school (or less) showed more “high improvement” than those whose parents 

attended college. 

Educational Degree 

Mnemonics included 13 bachelor’s students, 5 master’s students, and 2 doctoral 

students, while the control group included 15 bachelor’s, 4 master’s, and 1 doctoral 

student. As stated above, mnemonics seemed to work better with participants whose 
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parents were lower educated than higher educated. Mnemonics group members also 

showed high improvement with participants with lower educational degree than those 

with higher degree. For example, regarding the mnemonics group, students who were 

seeking or already enrolled in a bachelor degree (N=13 participants) showed higher 

improvement than those who were seeking a master’s degree (N=3 participants). 

However, when compared to the single doctoral student in the study, the opposite was 

found, as the doctoral student showed a high improvement compared to the other 

groups. This may have worked with the doctoral student because s/he is at the level of 

obtaining more knowledge easily. 

Summary 

  This study examined the effectiveness of mnemonic methods on college age 

ELL spelling skills. A comparison between groups, mnemonics and control, in the pre-

test/post-test was done and showed no differences between groups, which was expected. 

In contrast, comparisons between pre-test/ post-test and pre-test/ retention test also were 

done and showed statistical differences between groups. The mnemonics group showed 

more improvement than the control group concerning the long-term memory. Therefore, 

because learning is a long-term goal not a short-term goal, mnemonics were found to 

work better than the traditional method (WWP) in improving ELL spelling skills. 

 

 

 

CHAPTER FIVE 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 This study set out to measure the effectiveness of using mnemonic techniques on 

ELL spelling skills.  Forty ELL students were taught with either mnemonics or the 

Whole Word Proofreading method and their performances were compared. The 

hypothesis of the study was that mnemonic devices would help college age ELL 

improve their spelling skills, and this hypothesis was supported. 

 The findings of the present study were consistent with the findings of the Negin 

study (1978), where there was no significant difference between the mnemonics group 

and control group performance in spelling initially; however, there was a significant 

difference when comparing both groups in the retention test. Just as in the Negin study, 

even though there was no immediate difference, the mnemonic techniques worked better 

than the whole word method for improving spelling in students’ long-term memories. 

The mean difference in the pre-test and the post-test for the mnemonics was 32.25, and 

for the control group it was 28.00; both groups improved, but there was no statistical 

difference between them. It was not surprising to find that both groups improved in the 

immediate time because any treatment might affect the participants’ spelling even if it 

were limited to just seeing the words as a list. However, when comparing the pre-test 

and the retention test, the difference between the means was 22.06 for the mnemonics 

group and 9.11 for the control group, so there was a difference between them. This 

means that mnemonic devices worked more in relation to the long-term memory while 

the traditional method worked equally well for the short-term memory. The purpose of 

this study was to examine the effectiveness of the mnemonic techniques of teaching 
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spelling for college-age ELL students.  The study results indicate that the mnemonic 

technique works well for this purpose.   

 The background questionnaire also provided interesting insights to students’ 

performance on the spelling tests.  Curiously, almost all individuals within the 

mnemonics group improved their spelling, a fact that requires further discussion in the 

following subsections. 

Studying or Using the Words 

 While mnemonics methods were found to work for almost all students, there was 

a variety of improvement between individuals. Students who studied or used the words 

in the time between the pretest and the retention test showed higher improvement than 

those who did not—a finding that is hardly surprising.  Some would argue the result 

might have happened because of studying the words, especially when there was no one 

that studied in the control group. While higher scoring students in the control group 

were those who used the words (N=10), a similar number of students also used the 

words in the mnemonics group (N=13). So, the result might have occurred because of 

using the words and not the treatment. However, if the improvements occurred because 

of using the words, the control group should have shown improvement too—especially 

when there were a comparable number of those who used the words in both groups. 

There were also four students who studied in the mnemonics group. Having no one in 

the control group who studied the words made it difficult to compare with those who did 

so in the mnemonics group. However, and as was mentioned earlier, the students who 

studied and improved were the same ones who used the words and improved in the 
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mnemonics group.  

Native Language and Nationality 

The largest groups based on native language were Arabians and Chinese with 

Arabian students showing higher improvements than Chinese. This difference could be 

because of the comfort with the researcher where they spoke the same language, 

however, the study—and all the meeting and tutorials—was in English to avoid creating 

that very bias. Perhaps the difference between these two also relates back to Dixon, 

Zhao, and Joshi (2010), who described Chinese speakers as orthographic spellers 

because of their dependence on seeing the visual script to spell new words.  In this case, 

because they have a reliance on memorizing new words rather than utilizing word 

associations, the mnemonics method might not work with them as it does with other 

ELLs.  

Concerning different nationalities, Saudis may have shown more improvement 

because of being from the same country as the researcher; however, Libyan and Korean 

students also showed high improvement in the mnemonics group. Further, Saudis also 

showed more improvement in the control group than other nationalities. However, Saudi 

students’ improvement did not have an effect on the result because of having them 

divided in both groups, and the control group showed less improvement than the 

mnemonics group.  

 

Observations of Student Reactions to Either Method 

 In this study, the researcher noticed just as in the Dixon, Zhao, and Joshi (2010) 
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study, that Chinese ELL students tended to leave a blank when they could not spell the 

word. Some of them indicated that they were not sure about the word or did not know it.  

However, the researcher also noticed that some Arabic speaking students did the same 

thing. In addition, some Saudi, Spanish and Korean participants spelled words correctly 

in the pre-test and misspelled them in the post-test, which meant the correct form 

occurred by chance. Further, some participants in the control group copied some words 

incorrectly and then continued to misspell the word on the post-test.  The traditional 

method of learning spelling is simply copying the words, but if the students copy the 

words incorrectly, the traditional method may not be the best technique to help them 

learn their spelling.  

 Some students from the mnemonics group grasped the method directly, enjoyed 

it, and started creating their own. For example, the investigator provided an acrostic 

mnemonics for the first part of the word beautiful, which is beau, as in “Big elephants 

are ugly.” Then a student created her own mnemonic by saying, “Beau means beautiful 

in French and it works for me to spell the word beautiful.” Another student commented 

that he “preferred to use the keyword method more than the acrostic one to avoid having 

to remember a long string of words.” For instance, he changed the mnemonic for 

because “Big elephant can always upset small elephants” into the mnemonic “be the 

cause.”  

 As noted in Chapter 3, each student had opportunity to choose which words to be 

taught if s/he had more than ten mistakes.  During analysis, every word on the list was 

examined instead of examining chosen words per person. It would be extremely difficult 
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to analyze different words for different students because each participant chose to learn 

different words, more or less, based on their learning speed or vocabulary knowledge.  

For example, some participants who had more vocabulary in English learned faster than 

others because they could understand mnemonics sentences and build on them. For 

instance, if the student did not know the word or the meaning of cement s/he took longer 

time learning the sentence or the spelling of the word announcement from “Ann wrote 

her announcement on cement.”   

Limitations of the Study  

As with most, if not all studies, there are limitations; this study also has a few. 

First, the study has a small sample size due to geographical location and an abnormally 

small enrollment at the IALC. Second, recruiting such a small size sample into groups 

was not random (Quota Sampling, as explained by McMillan & Schumacher, 2001, was 

used) because of the requirement of balancing the independent variable, gender, within 

each group. Other variables were also considered when dividing groups, which made 

groups be more comparable. In addition, participants were selected and matched into the 

groups based on the variable that could have affected the result in order to avoid bias 

toward a treatment, and then the result may occurred because of the result (Shadish, 

Cook, &Compball, 2002). Participants having no chance to select in which group to 

enroll, reduced the internal threat to validity and had no other causal relationship than 

the treatment. Therefore, the findings from the study may be generalized for students 

with the same characteristics of the enrolled students in the study (McMillan, & 

Schumacher, 2001), but are still limited. Third, twenty words may be too few for 
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deciding whether mnemonic devices would work or not. Fourth, the mnemonic 

approaches is a non-traditional method that may have required students more time to be 

familiar with it, which may affect the result. However, this did not seem to affect the 

result because the mnemonics group improved more than the control group. Fifth, 

participants in the mnemonics group may have told other students from the control 

group about the method, which may affect the research validity. This probably did not 

occur because the participants were from different classes and departments—though it 

must be acknowledged that the international community is small. Last, some students 

may have studied the word list before the retention test, however, this was known by 

asking the previously stated questions about whether they have studied or used these 

words between the two meeting times.  

 Just as there were some weaknesses of the study there were some strengths. First, 

the researcher controlled the time within each group members in order to be consistent 

and not be biased toward gender, nationality, or other variables involved in the study. 

All individuals had a chance to choose the words from the list to be taught, so they were 

motivated to study and all learn the words they wanted. Students who have a choice in 

their assignments or learning, increase their enjoyment, engagement, and then improve 

their skills (Skinner, Pappas, & Davis, 2005). The words were recorded twice and the 

time was controlled to avoid more repetition for some participants and not the others.  

The study was done in one-on-one tutoring setting which provided the same help for 

each student. Both groups used the last two minutes to review the words they were 

taught. All students were provided with the same materials, such as the mnemonics list, 
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created for them to avoid the researcher bias toward certain categories.  While dividing 

participants into two groups to provide balance concerning other variables, this may 

minimize the internal validity of the result, and what occurred were relating to the 

treatment. Further, both groups consisted of participants with similar characteristics, 

which can be comparable and the result occurred because of the treatment.  

Three participants dropped out from the mnemonics group and 5 from the control 

group, in the last stage, because all the participants had the opportunity to do so. 

Therefore, the researcher had to compare the losing participants’ performances with the 

rest of both groups to make sure whether that had affected the result or not. The 

participants who opted out from the control group were above the average while the 

mnemonics dropped out individuals were both above and below the average. This may 

have an effect on the result, but more research is required in a larger, more structured 

study (such as a classroom), where the dropping out can be reduced, to investigate the 

effectiveness of the treatment on the group.  

Conclusion 

 This study investigated the usefulness of mnemonic techniques on developing 

college level ELL spelling skills, something that has not been tested before. In this case, 

students in the mnemonics group improved their spelling skills compared to the control 

group, as was expected. The use of mnemonic devices as a tool to improve spelling 

worked for almost all participants from different nationalities, different language level, 

native language, different academic degrees, parents’ educational background, and 

different genders. It also worked with both students who studied or used the words 
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between the pretest and the retention test and students who did not. 

Recommendations and Implications of the Study 

 This study looked at the two different methods:  a traditional spelling approach 

(Whole Word Proofing), and an associative word strategy (mnemonics) for teaching 

college ELL students spelling. The mnemonics strategy worked better than the 

traditional method in helping students retain the correct spelling over a longer period of 

time.  As the findings of this study suggest, college teachers should think of these 

techniques and consider utilizing the mnemonic approaches for their college ELL 

students in order to help them improve their spelling skills.  Furthermore, adding this 

study’s findings to Negin’s (1978) findings may show that using mnemonic approaches 

to teach spelling may have benefit for almost all students of any age or background and 

may have implications for struggling spellers.  At a more specific level, while 

mnemonics mean relating or connecting new information to known information, this 

study suggested that mnemonics flash cards can be used to teach ELL students’ new 

vocabulary. One side of the card can include a word and the other side can either include 

a visual that better expresses the word or the translation of the word in the native 

language.   

 As is almost always the case with studies like this, more research is needed. This 

study showed significant differences between groups, however the small size and non-

random sample reduces the ability to generalize from it. Therefore, research with 

random and larger sample will be beneficial and will help generalize the study’s findings 

(Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). The future research should be done in K-12 schools 
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to strengthen the study in several ways: a reduced attrition rate (participants will not 

leave), weekly meetings can be done, more words can be tested, and a longer retention 

period can be tested too. Additionally, it would be interesting to test different types of 

mnemonic strategies to find out whether they have different levels of effectiveness on 

spelling or not.  

 Given the opportunity to repeat this study, the research can be performed in 

school by dividing participants non-randomly into two groups, mnemonics and control.  

They can then be fairly matched based on the different variables between them. Both 

groups should be given a pre-test and followed by either method then the post-test. 

Then, each group should be split randomly into half. One half of the mnemonics group 

would receive the treatment again to examine the benefit of additional treatment, while 

the other half would receive no instruction. One half of the control group is also 

introduced to the treatment while the other half receives no instructions (Shadish, Cook, 

& Campbell, 2002) 

 This was a small exploratory study that investigated the use of mnemonic 

devices, which have not been tested with the college ELL students before. Even though 

this study was done through a small size and with a limited list of spelling words, it 

provided useful insights about the possibility of the mnemonics method and how well it 

worked. The results of this study can now be added to the literature and, combined with 

the results of Negin’s (1978) study, offers the possibility of benefit to various ages.  
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Appendix A 

Background Questionnaire 

What is your name?  

*  

Where are you from?  

*  

Where have you lived if not in your country? And for how long?  

*  

What is your native language?  

*  

Besides your native language and English, do you speak any other language?  

1. Yes   2. No  

If you answered yes, how many languages? And what are they?  

1.   2.   3.  

What is the highest degree you are seeking?  

1. Bachelor degree  2. Master degree  3. Doctoral degree  

If you are not seeking a degree, what is your current degree?  

*  

The level of academic background of both or either one of your parents:  

1.  High level of education. (Attended college)  

2.  Middle level of education. (Middle school, high school)  

3.  Low level of education. (Elementary school, being able to read and write).  
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What is your language proficiency level?  

1.  Low (IALC level 1 or 2/ TOEFL score of less than 400)  

2.  Middle (IALC level 3 or 4/ TOEFL score of 400-500)  

3.  High (IALC level 5 or 6/TOEFL score of 500 or higher)  

4.  Unknown  
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Appendix B 

Spelling Test Word list 

necessary 

laugh 

announcement 

appointment 

attention 

believe 

business 

embarrassing 

friend 

knowledge 

misspell 

piece 

separate 

tomorrow 

because 

occasion 

weather 

trouble 

beautiful 

hear 
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Appendix C 

Mnemonic Word List 

1.  Necessary:Never eat cucumber eat salmon sandwiches and remain young. 

2.  Laugh: Laugh and u get happy. 

3.  Announcement: Ann wrote the announcement in cement. 

4.  Appointment: This is a happy appointment. 

5.  Attention: Pay attention at ten. 

6.  Believe: Never believe a lie. 

7.  Business: There is a bus in business. 

8.  Embarrassing: It is doubly embarrassing to forget the double r (rr) and double s (ss) 

in embarrassing 

9.  Friend: There is no end with a friend. 

10. Knowledge: knowledge gives you the edge. 

11. Misspell: Miss Pell can’t spell misspell. 

12. Piece: I want a piece of pie. 

13. Separate: There s a rat in separate. 

14. Tomorrow:  Who will you meet with tomorrow? Tom or Row. 

15. Because: Big elephant can always upset small elephant. 

16. Occasion: Eat candy, cookies, and sweet on special occasion. 

17. Weather:   We eat her food in all the weather. 

18. Trouble: Turn right off uncle ben’s last exit.  

19. Beautiful: Big elephants are ugly. 

20. Hear: We hear with our ear. 
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Appendix	  D	  
Word	  Agreement	  List	   	   	  
#Necessary
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  

Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Principal	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

#Laugh
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
#Announcement
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Appropriate	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree

This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree
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#Appointment
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  

Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Attendance	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

#Attention
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
#Believe
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Business	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
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#Career
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Embarrassing	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

#Forgotten
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
#Friend
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Grammar	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
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#Knowledge
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Misspell	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

#Occasion
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
#Piece
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Separate	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree

This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
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#Tomorrow	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  
	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  
	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

	  
#Weather
	   This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
#Approval
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Because	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
#Trouble
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree
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#Beautiful
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
#Hear	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

#Funny
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  

	  
#Little
This	  word	  is	  well	  known	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  commonly	  used	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree	  
	  

This	  word	  is	  hard	  to	  spell	  
Strongly	  Agree	  
Agree	  
Some	  what	  agree	  
Some	  what	  disagree	  
Disagree	  
Strongly	  disagree
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Appendix E 

 
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 

College of Education 
 
 

Research Study Consent Form 

 
Study Title: Using mnemonic devices to help English Language Learners improve their spelling 

skills 
Researchers: 
   Suda Shaman, College of Education. 509-330-6568. 
Sponsor:   

You are being asked to take part in a research study carried out by Suda Shaman. This form 
explains the research study and your part in it if you decide to join the study.  Please read the 
form carefully, taking as much time as you need.  Ask me to explain anything you don’t 
understand. You can decide not to join the study. If you join the study, you can change your mind 
later or quit at any time.  There will be no penalty or loss of services or benefits if you decide to 
not take part in the study or quit later.  This study has been approved for human subject 
participation by the Washington State University Institutional Review Board. 
 
What is this study about? 
 
This research study is being done to examine the effectiveness of mnemonic devices on English 
Language Learner’s spelling skills in Pullman, WA.  The purpose of this study is to help you 
learn a spelling technique to improve your spelling skills and to examine if this technique is 
effective in helping you. You are being asked to take part because English is not your first 
language.  Taking part in the study will require two separate meeting times.  The first meeting 
will be about 30 minutes in duration, followed by a second one for about 5-7 minutes.  If you are 
under 18 years of age, you cannot take part in this study. 
 
What will I be asked to do if I am in this study? 
 
If you take part in the study, you will be asked to answer some questions about your 
background and educational experience.  You will also meet twice with me in order to 
learn the new spelling technique and to test that technique.  In the first meeting, you will 
be given a pre-test of a list of often commonly used words to spell.  Then, you will be 
taught how to spell these words for approximately 18-20 minutes, and then I will give 
you a post-test of the same words.  The entire meeting should take about 30 minutes. 
Our second meeting will be three weeks later.  There, you will be asked to take the test of the 
same words.  The results of both tests will be shown to you and a copy provided if you would 
like one.  No one else will know about your score and your name will not be identified in the 
research.  If you have taken the TOEFL or attended the IALC English program, I would like to 
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ask you about your English proficiency level.  If you do not wish to share this, that is okay.  
 
Are there any benefits to me if I am in this study? 
The potential benefits to you for taking part in this study are that you you will learn a new 
technique to help improve your spelling. 
 
Are there any risks to me if I am in this study? 
The potential risks from taking part in this study are: 
Some of you might be uncomfortable with taking a spelling test and/or working one-on-
one in this tutoring situation.   

Will my information be kept private? 
The data for this study will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by federal and state law.  
No published results will identify you, and your name will not be associated with the findings.  
Your records will be stored in Shaman's home and no one except the researcher will be able to 
access them.  The results of this study may be published or presented at professional meetings, 
but the identities of all research participants will remain anonymous.  The data for this study will 
be kept for 3 years after the completion of the study as required by WSU. 
 
Are there any costs or payments for being in this study? 
You will not receive money or any other from of compensation for taking part in this study, nor 
is their any cost associated with being in the study. 
 
Who can I talk to if I have questions? 
If you have questions about this study or the information in this form, please contact the 
researcher Suda Shaman, 675 SE forest way # 611 Pullman Washington, 99163. 
suda.shaman@email.wsu.edu. 509-330-6568 or her supervisor, Dr. Tariq Akmal in the 
Department of Teaching & Learning (takmal@wsu.edu or 509-335-4703).   
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or would like to report a 
concern or complaint about this study, please contact the Washington State University 
Institutional Review Board at (509) 335-3668, or e-mail irb@wsu.edu, or regular mail at: 
Albrook 205, PO Box 643005, Pullman, WA 99164-3005. 
 
What are my rights as a research study volunteer? 
Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary.  You may choose not to be a 
part of this study. There will be no penalty to you if you choose not to take part.  You may choose 
not to answer specific questions or to stop participating at any time.   
 
What does my signature on this consent form mean? 
Your signature on this form means that: 

� You understand the information given to you in this form 
� You have been able to ask the researcher questions and state any concerns 
� The researcher has responded to your questions and concerns 
� You believe you understand the research study and the potential benefits and risks 
that are involved. 
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Statement of Consent 
I give my voluntary consent to take part in this study.  I will be given a copy of this consent 
document for my records. 
 

__________________________________  _____________________ 
Signature of Participant     Date 

 
 
__________________________________ 
Printed Name of Participant 
 
 
Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent 
 
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect. 
 
I certify that when this person signs this form, to the best of my knowledge, he or she 
understands the purpose, procedures, potential benefits, and potential risks of participation. 
 
I also certify that he or she: 

� Speaks the language used to explain this research 
� Reads well enough to understand this form or, if not, this person is able to hear and 

understand when the form is read to him or her 
� Does not have any problems that could make it hard to understand what it means to take 

part in this research. 
 
 
__________________________________  _________________________ 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent   Date 

 
 
__________________________________  _________________________ 

Printed Name of Person Obtaining Consent  Role in the Research Study 
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