CHAPTER FOUR : ANALYSIS OF DATA

This study seeks to explore the vocabulary sizeslmdn and rural students and
the possibility of it becoming a significant compeor in the teaching and learning of
English in Malaysia. As there is currently no datestudents’ current vocabulary size, the
first research question seeks to find out an estimidis study would also explore the
relationship between receptive and productive volzal of students, which would be
addressed in the second research question. Tioisée whether there is a pattern to
which vocabulary size can be predicted. To extawhbulary’s significance further, the
third research question seeks to find out to whkdrg vocabulary size correlates with
students’ ELA. The results of the analyses wilbbesented according to the research

guestions of the study.

4.1  The Receptive and Productive Vocabulary Size dfrban and Rural Students

in the district of Kuantan (RQ1)

The first research question, whicH'What is the receptive and productive
vocabulary size of urban and rural students indistrict of Kuantan?”is put forth to
investigate the receptive and productive vocabuags of urban and rural students. It
will be calculated through the means of descripsitaistics (means and standard
deviations). The overall mean scores will firstamalysed to visualize the general pattern
of the vocabulary sizes of the students.

The data analysis will be divided into two partsthe first part, the mean scores
are gathered from the translation tests, whichviestls based on the provided word list.

An analysis of these mean scores will also be ptedeat different word levels. The
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second part would be the analysis of the Lex30st&mtes, which tests the production of
low frequency words. Both the Lex30 scores (lovgfrency words, Level A+B) and

Lex30 Level C scores (high frequency words) willdmalysed. Lex30 Level C score will
only be used for analysis here to provide a basisdmparison to the Lex30 score. It will

not be analysed henceforth.

4.1.1 Receptive and Productive Vocabulary Size basen Translation Tests (Word
List)

As the translation tests used target words fraanatbrd list provided by the
Ministry of Education, the results reflect the vbakary size based on the word list. The
overall receptive and productive vocabulary siZasrlban and rural students will be
analysed first, followed by a more detailed analydidifferent word levels.

The descriptive statistics (means and standarchtiems) of the overall receptive

and productive translation test scores are repant@dble 4.1 and Figure 4.1.

. Table 4.1
Means and standard deviations for the overall ise2pnd productive scores of urban
and rural students

Mean Standard Deviation
Urban Rural Urban Rural
Receptive 222.68 174.52 44,584 35.257
Productive 224.60 175.78 36.095 37.510

Note. Maximum score = 300.
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Figure 4.1
Mean for the overall receptive and productive ssafeurban and rural students

The analysis revealed that the sizes of both re@ephd productive vocabulary
for urban students are larger than those of thed students. This reflects past studies’
results, where urban students outperformed rundiesits in terms of vocabulary (Rosli &
Edwin, 1990, Lehr et.al., 2004, Graves et.al., 1@82d in Berne & Blachowicz, 2008,
Hart & Risley, 1995, cited in Lehr et.al., 2004¢¢sCHAPTER 2 Section 2.7.1). One-way
repeated measures ANOVASs were conducted to prewatdtistical significance. Urban
students were found to have significantly largeepive vocabulary size, Wilks’ Lambda
=.57,F (1, 49) = 36.34p < .0005 and significantly larger productive vocialoy size,
Wilks’ Lambda = .50F (1, 49) = 49.13p < .0005, compared to rural students.
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Another observation is that urban and rural stuglgmmbductive vocabulary is
slightly larger than their receptive vocabulary wéwer, the difference between their
receptive and productive scores is marginal. Thamstudents’ receptive vocabulary
mean score was 222.68. It is only slightly less tthee productive mean score, 224.60. A
one-way repeated measures ANOVA was performedtermee whether there is any
statistical significant difference between recept@nd productive vocabulary sizes. The
results showed no statistical significance betweerptive and productive knowledge of
urban students, Wilks’ Lambda = .99(1, 49) = 0.325p > .0005. For rural students,
their receptive vocabulary mean score was 174.BB.i$ also slightly less than the
productive mean score of 175.78. Statistical amaiso showed no significance in the
difference of mean scores, Wilks’ Lambda = .998§]1, 49) = 0.112p > .0005. Hence,
there may not exist any difference in studentseptiwve and productive vocabulary. This
is contrary to the popular belief that studentsegalty have larger receptive vocabulary
size, or that students at this age and level hamera pronounced vocabulary size gap

(Laufer, 1998, cited in Meara and Fitzpatrick, 2000

To study this general picture in more detail, dgdiee statistic analysis was also

employed to explore individual word level scores\els A, B and C) of the receptive and

productive translation tests. Table 4.2 reportsiidia.
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Table 4.2
Means and standard deviations for receptive andyatove scores at different word levels

Mean Standard Deviation
Urban Rural Ratio Urban Rural

Receptive level| 60.57 36.46 60% 19.547 15.925
A

Receptive level| 72.79 58.76 81% 17.397 14.410
B

Receptive level| 89.33 79.30 89% 11.503 13.100
C

Productive 68.80 48.26 70% 16.183 15.721
level A

Productive 74.60 57.84 78% 15.043 16.215
level B

Productive 81.20 69.68 86% 8.894 11.4938
level C

Note : Maximum score = 100. Ratio = rural to urbarean scores.

The following line graphs illustrate the mean ssofor the receptive (Figure 4.2)

and productive (Figure 4.3) translation tests aheaord level.
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Figure 4.2
Mean scores for the receptive translation tesifegrdnt word levels
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Figure 4.3
Mean scores for the productive translation teslifédrent word levels

From the analysis, it can be concluded that thadrithe word frequency, the
higher the mean score. This is true for both raral urban students, as well as for both
the receptive and productive translation tests.ddehoth urban and rural students have
larger receptive and productive high frequency bo&ary size compared to lower
frequency vocabulary size.

Another observation which can be reported is ifferénce or gap, between urban
students’ scores and rural students’ scores. Tha@ge bigger when word frequency
reduces. The gap between rural to urban studesdses for receptive vocabulary
increased, from a ratio of 89% for Level C (higaduency words), to 81% for Level B
(mid frequency words) and to 60% for Level A (loduency words). The same pattern
is recorded for productive vocabulary, where the igareases from a ratio of 86% (Level
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C), to 78% (Level B) and to 70% (Level C). Hend¢gs shows that urban and rural
students’ vocabulary gap between high frequencyws/a smaller, compared to their gap
between low frequency words. Urban students halyeshightly more high frequency

words than rural students, but distinctly more fosgquency words.

41.2 Lex30

To look into the productive capabilities of stutsewithout the limitation of the
word list, the scores for Lex30 (Level A+B) and BéxLevel C was analysed using
descriptive statistics. Lex30 Level C score isuded in this analysis as a basis for
comparison between high frequency words (Levelr@)law frequency words (Lex30).
Henceforth, it will not be included in further aysils. The results are shown in Table 4.3

and Figure 4.4.

Table 4.3
Means and standard deviations for Lex30 score ax@Q Level C score

Lex30 Mean Standard Deviation
Urban Rural Ratio Urban Rural
Lex30 42.24 42.03 99.5% 9.279 12.326
Level C 57.29 58.71 102.5% 9.139 10.931

Note : Maximum score = 100. Ratio = Rural to urlmsoores.
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Figure 4.4
Mean scores for Lex30 and Level C

From Figure 4.4, it can be seen that both urbararal students showed similar
pattern in their word production. This figure idaged to note the different readings of
urban and rural students, as their mean scoregayelose. Both urban and rural
students produced more high frequency words (LEyelompared to low frequency

words (Lex30). The difference is statistically sfgrant after a one-way repeated
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measures ANOVA was conducted. The result showedsMilambda = .63F (1, 99) =
59.05,p <.0005.

The mean scores between urban and rural studeinésel C and Lex30, however,
are very close. From the raw data, urban studentiuped only marginally more low
frequency words than rural students and rural stisdgroduced slightly more high
frequency words compared to urban students. Thasrslhow that the gap between rural
and urban students is very small (99.5% and 102.5%jistically, the difference is
almost perfectly insignificant for low frequency s (Lex30), Wilks’ Lambda = 1.0,
(1, 49) = .01p = .921 and also statistically insignificant foghifrequency words (Level
C), Wilks’ Lambda = .99F (1, 49) = .554p = .460. From this analysis, it can be
concluded that urban and rural students produ@maast similar ratio of high and low

frequency words when not confined to a set of perdaned words (word list).

4.1.3 Summary of the Results of Research Question 1

In summary to the first research question, theesrs to be a difference in the
vocabulary sizes of students, according to the tffgests. Based on the translation tests,
the study shows that urban students have largepti®e and productive vocabulary sizes
at every word level compared to rural studentshBoban and rural students also showed
higher scores for higher frequency words compavddwer frequency words. In terms of
the gap between urban and rural students’ vocapsiae at different word levels, the gap
increases as word frequency decreases. This ieditdaat urban students have only
slightly more high frequency words than rural studebut distinctly more low frequency
words. However, there is almost no difference betwihe sizes of the students’ receptive
and productive vocabulary, hence, there is a bathneceptive and productive vocabulary

size for both urban and rural students.
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In contrast, from the analysis of scores of Lex80Ban and rural students showed
no significant difference in the size of their IdMeguency productive vocabulary.
However, the result that remains constant is thatefts produced significantly more
high frequency words compared to low frequency word

Table 4.4 summarizes the findings.

Table 4.4
Summary of the findings of the first research goest

Urban Receptive and Productive vocabulary sizesiralRReceptive and

Productive vocabulary sizes

Translation| Insignificant difference between Receptive and Botisle vocabulary
Tests sizes of Urban and Rural students

High frequency words > Low frequency words

Gap between high frequency words of urban and siwaents < Gap

between low frequency words of urban and rural estisl

Urban Productive (low-frequency) vocabulary sizR@ural Productive
Lex30 (low-frequency) vocabulary size

Note : > more than
< smaller than
= is the same as
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4.2  The Relationship Between Receptive and Productived¢abulary (RQ2)

From the broad analysis on the receptive and ptogiucocabulary sizes of
students earlier, the second research questioks se@vestigate in greater depth, its
relationship with each other. The second reseanelstepn was:

What is the relationship between:

a) the overall receptive and productive vocabulafgtudents?

b) receptive and productive vocabulary at differentrd levels of urban and rural

students?

It seeks to find out whether the size of one ieffices the other and whether there exists a
predictive element.

Two types of relationships were identified to beastigated. First of all, the
relationship between the overall receptive and pctde vocabulary of rural and urban
students was explored. Secondly, the relationséiywden receptive and productive
vocabulary at different word levels was investigatehe Pearson Product Moment
Correlational analysis was used to explore thdiogighips.

(Note: Lex30 results will only be compared to tivemll vocabulary and not at different
word levels, as it represents students’ overallfil@guency productive vocabulary and

not at different word levels.)

4.2.1 The Relationship Between The Overall Receptive androductive Vocabulary

The relationship between the overall receptive @modiuctive vocabulary of urban
and rural students was analysed. The scores fanuabd rural students were combined
for both tests. This was done to investigate theiomship between receptive and

productive vocabulary, regardless of students’agioll background. Lex30 was also
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included in the analysis as it represents studewtrall low frequency productive
vocabulary beyond the confines of the word lisbl&€at.5 reports the results of the

analysis.

Table 4.5
Correlations between students’ overall receptivedpctive and Lex30 vocabulary

Correlations

Overall Overall
Receptive Productive Lex30

Overall Receptive Pearson Correlation 1 848" .081

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 423

N 100 100 100
Overall Productive  Pearson Correlation 848" 1 .078

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 443

N 100 100 100
Lex30 Pearson Correlation .081 .078 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 423 443

N 100 100 100

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Students’ overall receptive and productive vocatyutarrelate significantly, r =
.85, P <.01. It shows a strong positive relatigmsBased on these results, it is possible to
make predictions. It can be said that those wittpdiareceptive vocabulary sizes would
therefore have larger productive vocabulary sizesyersely, those with smaller
receptive vocabulary sizes would also have smpheductive vocabulary sizes and vice
versa. However, Lex30 is not in any way affectindgpeing influenced by the receptive
and productive vocabulary, hence, cannot predecbiterall receptive and productive

vocabulary of students.
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4.2.2 The Relationship Between Receptive and Productivedéabulary at Different

Word Levels

For the second part of the research questionglaganship between receptive
and productive scores at different word levels a@alysed. The analysis was done
separately for urban and rural students.

Urban students’ results will be reported firstJdaled by rural students’ results.

4.2.2.1 Urban Students

The Pearson Product Moment Correlational analyasused to explore the
relationship between the variables in order tormeitge their direction, whether they share
a significant relationship and if they have thdigbfo influence and predict one another.
The analysis will correlate the relationships betwéhe different word levels of firstly,
the receptive vocabulary, secondly, the productv@abulary, thirdly, the receptive and
productive vocabulary and finally, the overall ngtvee, productive and Lex30

vocabulary. The following tables report the resoftthe analyses.
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Table 4.6
Correlations between urban students’ receptive lwadeay at different word levels

Correlations

Receptive level | Receptive level | Receptive level
A B C

Receptive level A Pearson Correlation 1 844" 637"

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000

N 50 50 50

Receptive level B Pearson Correlation 844" 1 776"

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000

N 50 50 50

Receptive level C  Pearson Correlation 637" 776" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000

N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.6 shows the correlation between the resepticabulary of urban
students at different word levels. The results adae that statistically significant
relationship existed between all of the word leveisrel A is significantly related to
Level B at a positively strong r = 0.84, P < .0t ance versa, and Level C at a positively
strong r = 0.64, P < .01 and vice versa. Level 8gsificantly related to Level C at a
positively strong r = 0.78, P < .01 and vice versaall three word levels quite strongly
and positively correlate with each other, it cafelyabe said that those who have a larger
receptive vocabulary size at any word level wiNdaelatively larger sizes for the other
receptive vocabulary word levels; conversely, theke have a smaller receptive
vocabulary size at any word level will have relatiwsmaller sizes for the other word
levels. For example, those with larger Level C ptiste vocabulary size, tend to have
larger Levels B and A sizes; conversely, those hdne smaller Level C receptive
vocabulary size, tend to have smaller Levels B@rsizes as well. Hence, it has the

ability to influence and predict each other.
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Table 4.7
Correlations between urban students’ productiveakatary at different word levels

Correlations

Productive level | Productive level | Productive level
A B C

Productive level A Pearson Correlation 1 797" 605"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 000

N 50 50 50

Productive level B Pearson Correlation 797" 1 649"

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000

N 50 50 50

Productive level C  Pearson Correlation 605" 649" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000

N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.7 shows the correlation of productive vdary of urban students at
different word levels. The results revealed thatistically significant relationship existed
between all of the word levels, similar to receptiocabulary. Level A is significantly
related to Level B at a positively strong r = 0.BOs .01 and vice versa, and Level C at a
positively strong r = 0.61, P < .01. Level B isrsfigcantly related to Level C at a
positively strong r = 0.65, P < .01 and vice veksance, it can safely be said that those
who have a larger productive vocabulary size atvaond level will have relatively larger
sizes for the other productive vocabulary word lgveonversely, those who have a
smaller productive vocabulary size at any word llewédl have relatively smaller sizes for
the other word levels. For example, those withdatgevel C productive vocabulary size,
tend to have larger Levels B and A sizes; convgrsebse who have smaller Level C
productive vocabulary size, tend to have smallereleB and C sizes as well. The

productive vocabulary of urban students, hencgradictable.
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Table 4.8
Correlations between urban students’ receptivepaaductive vocabulary at different
word levels

Correlations

Productive level | Productive level | Productive level
A B C

Receptive level A Pearson Correlation 701" 724" 682"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000 000

N 50 50 50

Receptive level B Pearson Correlation 763" 769" 612"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000 000

N 50 50 50

Receptive level C  Pearson Correlation 677" 683" 521"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.8 shows the correlation between recepindeproductive vocabulary of
urban students at different word levels. The res@teal that statistically significant
relationships existed between both receptive andymtive vocabulary at all of the word
levels. Receptive vocabulary at Level A is sigrafidy related to productive Level A at a
positively strong r = 0.70, P < .01, productive EEB at a positively strong r =0.72, P <
.01 and productive Level C at a positively strorg(.68, P < .01. Receptive Level B is
significantly related to productive Level A at asjtovely strong r = 0.76, P < .01,
productive Level B at a positively strong r = 0.P7< .01 and productive Level C at a
positively strong r = 0.61, P < .01. Receptive Ua&vas significantly related to productive
Level A at a positively strong r = 0.68, P < .Ofigguctive Level B at also a positively
strong r = 0.68, P < .01 and productive Level @ positively moderate r = 0.52, P < .01.
Productive levels A, B and C, hence, are signifiyarelated to receptive levels A, B and

C. As all three word levels between receptive amdlpctive vocabulary quite strongly
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and positively correlate with each other, it cafelyabe said that those who have a larger
receptive vocabulary size at any word level wiNdaelatively larger sizes for productive
vocabulary at every word level; conversely, tho$® wave a smaller receptive
vocabulary size at any word level will have relatiwsmaller productive vocabulary sizes
at every word level, and vice versa. For examplese with larger Level C receptive
vocabulary size, tend to have larger productiveabotary at Levels A, B and C;
conversely, those who have smaller Level C receptocabulary size, tend to have

smaller productive vocabulary at Levels A, B and<Gwvell.

Table 4.9
Correlations between urban students’ overall regepproductive and Lex30 vocabulary

Correlations

Overall Overall
Receptive Productive Lex30

Overall Receptive Pearson Correlation 1 846" -.105

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 467

N 50 50 50
Overall Productive  Pearson Correlation 846" 1 .032

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 824

N 50 50 50
Lex30 Pearson Correlation -.105 .032 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 467 824

N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

With a strong statistically significant relationghbetween receptive and

productive vocabulary at every word level, recep@nd productive vocabulary revealed
an overall positively strong relationship, r = .85< .01. A large receptive vocabulary size
would indicate a large productive vocabulary siad @ice versa. A large productive

vocabulary size would also indicate a large regeptbcabulary size and vice versa.
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However, Lex30 scores did not show any significamtelation between the
overall receptive and productive scores. This shibmsLex30 is not in any way affecting

or influenced by the receptive and productive ssar&d vice versa.

4.2.2.2Rural Students

Table 4.10
Correlations between rural students’ receptive katay at different word levels

Correlations

Receptive level | Receptive level | Receptive level
A B C
Receptive level A Pearson Correlation 1 579" 348"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 013
N 50 50 50
Receptive level B Pearson Correlation 5797 1 527"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 000
N 50 50 50
Receptive level C  Pearson Correlation 348" 527" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .013 .000
N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Where rural students are concerned, Table 4.1@sHtwe correlation within the
receptive vocabulary at different word levels. Tasults revealed that statistically
significant relationship existed between all of thard levels, although slightly lower than
urban students’ results. For rural students, reoefhievel A is significantly related to
Level B at a positively moderate r = 0.58, P <ad#l Level C at a positively weak r =
0.35, P < .05. Level B is significantly related.tevel A at a positively moderate r = 0.58,
P < .01 (as have been reported) and Level C asigiymy moderate r = 0.53, P < .01.
Level C is significantly related to Levels A andB have been reported. As all three word

levels quite moderately and positively correlatéhvaach other, it can safely be said that
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to some extent, those who have a larger receptigabwulary size at any word level will
have relatively larger sizes for the other receptigcabulary word levels; conversely,
those who have a smaller receptive vocabularyatizay word level will have relatively
smaller sizes for the other word levels. For exanga some extent those with larger
Level C receptive vocabulary size, tend to havgdatevels B and A sizes; conversely,
those who have smaller Level C receptive vocabudeny, tend to have smaller Levels B
and C sizes as well. Hence, the ability to ‘prédiod ‘influence’ one another for rural

students’ receptive vocabulary exist, but is wedkan that of urban students’.

Table 4.11
Correlations between rural students’ productiveabadary at different word levels

Correlations

Productive level | Productive level | Productive level
A B C

Productive level A Pearson Correlation 1 670" 620"

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000

N 50 50 50

Productive level B Pearson Correlation 670" 1 534"

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000

N 50 50 50

Productive level C  Pearson Correlation 620" 534" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000

N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.11 shows the correlation between the mtbdivocabulary of rural

students at different word levels. The results adae that statistically significant
relationship existed between all of the word leysisnilar to the receptive vocabulary
test. Again, the value of significance here ishdliglower than that of urban students.

However, it is slightly stronger than the significa level of rural students’ receptive
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scores. Productive Level A here is significantliated to Level B at a positively strong r
=0.67, P < .01 and vice versa, and Level C atsitigely strong r = 0.62, P < .01 and vice
versa. Level B is significantly related to LevebCa positively moderate r = 0.53, P < .01
and vice versa. Hence, it can safely be said Hustet who have a larger productive
vocabulary size at any word level will have relatwlarger sizes for the other productive
vocabulary word levels; conversely, those who regenaller productive vocabulary size
at any word level, will have relatively smallereszfor the other word levels. For
example, those with larger Level C productive vatdaty size, tend to have larger Levels
B and A sizes; conversely, those who have smabeelL.C productive vocabulary size,

tend to have smaller Levels B and C sizes as well.

Table 4.12
Correlations between rural students’ receptive @oductive vocabulary at different
word levels
Correlations
Productive level | Productive level | Productive level
A B C
Receptive level A Pearson Correlation 536" 4217 4217
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .002
N 50 50 50
Receptive level B Pearson Correlation 638" 400" 4327
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .004 .002
N 50 50 50
Receptive level C  Pearson Correlation 656" 595" 521"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 50 50 50
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.12 shows the correlation between receptiveproductive vocabulary test

scores of rural students at different word levélse results revealed that statistically
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significant relationship existed between both réeepand productive vocabulary at all of
the word levels. When compared to urban studentsetational results, the analysis for
rural students, in general, showed slightly weakkationships. For rural students,
receptive vocabulary at Level A is significantlyated to productive Level A at a
positively moderate r = 0.54, P < .01, productiex&l B at a positively moderate r =
0.42, P < .01 and productive Level C at also atpwedy moderate r = 0.42, P < .01.
Receptive Level B is significantly related to protive Level A at a positively strong r =
0.64, P < .01, productive Level B at a positivelgdarate r = 0.40, P < .01 and productive
Level C at a positively strong r = 0.43, P < .0&cBptive Level C is significantly related
to productive Level A at a positively strong r 66, P < .01, productive Level B at also a
positively strong r = 0.60, P < .01 and productiezel C at a positively moderate r =
0.52, P <.01. Hence, productive levels A, B anar€significantly related to receptive
levels A, B and C as well. As all three word levieédween receptive and productive
vocabulary positively correlate with each other eradely, it can be said that to some
extent, those who have a larger receptive vocapgiae at any word level will have
relatively larger sizes for productive vocabularg®eery word level; conversely, to some
extent, those who have a smaller receptive vocapsiae at any word level will have
relatively smaller productive vocabulary sizes\arg word level, and vice versa. For
example, those with larger Level C receptive votatysize, to some extent, tend to have
larger productive vocabulary at Levels A, B ancc@jversely, those who have smaller
Level C receptive vocabulary size, to some extemd to have smaller productive
vocabulary at Levels A, B and C as well. Hence atidity to predict and influence one

another is reinforced.
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Table 4.13
Correlations between rural students’ overall regepproductive and Lex30 vocabulary

Correlations

Overall Overall
Receptive Productive Lex30

Overall Receptive Pearson Correlation 1 7337 280

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 049

N 50 50 50
Overall Productive Pearson Correlation 733" 1 127

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 378

N 50 50 50
Lex30 Pearson Correlation 280 127 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 049 378

N 50 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

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

With a moderate statistically significant relatibigsbetween receptive and
productive vocabulary at every word level, the alleeceptive and productive
vocabulary of rural students revealed an overdaltpely strong relationship, r = .73, P <
.01. This relationship is naturally slightly lowtan urban students’ overall results,
considering the prior analyses (see TABLES 4.140.1@). From this result, it can be
interpreted that a large receptive vocabulary siaeld indicate a large productive
vocabulary size and vice versa. A large productiveabulary size would also indicate a
large receptive vocabulary size and vice versacklea strong ‘predictability’.

Lex30 also shares a statistically significant relahip with the overall receptive
vocabulary, r = 0.28, P < .05. This is in contragh the result of the urban students’
analysis, which did not show any significant caten. As this is quite a weak
relationship, it can be said that rural studentedpction of lower frequency words may
be influenced by their receptive vocabulary sizedme extent; conversely, their

receptive vocabulary size may be influenced byptieeluction of low frequency words.
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Hence, those who produce more low frequency woralg mave larger receptive
vocabulary size to some extent; conversely, thdse produce less low frequency words
may have smaller receptive vocabulary size to sextent. The opposite is also true.
Hence, Lex30 has some ability to predict and infbgerural students’ receptive

vocabulary.

4.2.3 Summary of the Results of Research Question 2

In summary, the response to the second reseasedtio shows that both urban
and rural students’ receptive and productive volalgihave a statistically significant
positive relationship between the overall scoreseoéptive and productive vocabulary.
This indicates that receptive and productive votatylare influenced by and can predict
one another. However, there was no significanticelahip between receptive and
productive vocabulary and Lex30.

When correlating the scores at different word Ileveeparately for urban and rural
students, statistically significant positive redaships were found. Urban students’
correlation results revealed generally strongati@hships compared to rural students’
results in all areas for this part of the analysigept when compared to Lex30. Urban
students’ receptive and productive vocabulary scarere not statistically significant to
Lex30. However, where rural students are concethedt, receptive vocabulary score was
statistically significant with Lex30, but it is gnd weak relationship.

Hence, it can be said that the receptive and ptoducocabulary of students are
predictable. The size of one may be able to predecsize of the other. When receptive
vocabulary is large, the productive vocabulary &swls to be large, to some extent, and
vice versa. Urban students’ scores also tend todre predictable than rural students’

scores. However, Lex30 scores, or the ability twpce low frequency words, cannot be
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predicted as it does not share statistically sigaiit relationships with the other variables,
although it may influence or be influenced slighilyrural students’ receptive
vocabulary.

Table 4.14 summarizes the findings related to duemd research question of the

study.

Table 4.14
Summary of the findings of the second researchtopures

Translation| Overall receptive vocabulary correlates with ovgoadductive vocabulary
Tests strongly, and also at every word level
Strength of relationships for urban students >Irsiaents

Lex30 Only a weak correlation between Lex30 andlrstudents’ Receptive
vocabulary

Note : >greater than

4.3  The Extent of the Correlation between Vocabular Size and ELA (RQ3)

With past research and studies showing significantelation between vocabulary
size and ELA (Berne & Blachowicz, 2008, Chall & 8nd 988, Morris & Cobb, 2004,
Zareva et.al., 2005) (see CHAPTER 2 Section 2.th® study seeks to explore this
possibility with Malaysian students. With encouragresults from the previous findings
from research questions one and two, the analizsg¢svill be conducted here will shed
more possibilities to the significance of vocabylerthe teaching and learning of English

in Malaysia.
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The third research question of this studyfis what extent do the vocabulary sizes
of urban and rural students correlate with theirghish language achievement (ELA)?’
To answer this research question, ELA was corréhaith firstly, the overall vocabulary
size (receptive + productive) using the Pearson@®ioMoment Correlational analysis.
Separate analysis was also carried out to disthgogtween urban and rural students’
correlation. Lex30 results were not correlated asly represents students’ low frequency

productive vocabulary.

4.3.1 Overall Correlation between Vocabulary Size and ELA

To gain an overview of the extent of the correlato@tween students’ vocabulary
sizes and ELA, regardless of the ecological faatat the different vocabulary types
(receptive and productive), an overall correlatlaralysis was done. The overall
vocabulary size is derived form the total receptind productive vocabulary scores of

urban and rural students. The following table réptre result of the analysis:

Table 4.15
Correlations between students’ overall vocabularg and ELA

Correlations

Overall

Vocabulary Size

ELA Pearson Correlation 503"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 100

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The result of the analysis revealed that a stediltyi significant relationship
existed between the overall vocabulary size and,ElzA0.50, P < .01. This means a

statistically significant positive relationship sted between the overall vocabulary size
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and ELA of students. The relationship between Wwe\ariables is moderate. To some
extent, those who have larger vocabulary sizesti@sdore better in the English test, and
conversely, those who score better in the Engéishtend to have larger vocabulary sizes
as well.

To investigate this moderate relationship furthiee, analysis was also conducted

separately for urban and rural students.

4.3.2 Correlation between Urban Students’ Vocabular Size and ELA
The analysis for the overall vocabulary size ahé will be presented first,

followed by separate analyses between receptiveeottlictive vocabulary and ELA.

Table 4.16
Correlations between urban students’ overall volzaksize and ELA

Correlations

Overall

Vocabulary Size

ELA Pearson Correlation 201"
Sig. (2-tailed) .041
N 50

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

The overall vocabulary size of urban students sldoavstatistically significant
relationship with their ELA, r = 0.29, P < .05chncurs with the overall finding.
However, this relationship is quite weak. Urbardstts’ vocabulary size affect and
predict their ELA and vice versa only to some ekten

The following separate analysis between receptivepoductive vocabulary sizes

and ELA may shed more light on this result.
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Table 4.17
Correlations between urban students’ overall regepiocabulary size and ELA

Correlations

Overall Receptive

Vocabulary Size

ELA Pearson Correlation 281"
Sig. (2-tailed) .048
N 50

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

The results of the analysis (Table 4.17) revetiatia statistically significant
relationship existed between the overall receptov@abulary size and ELA, r =0.28, P <
.05. This also supports the previous results, whesyeals a positive relationship and the
strength of it concurs with the overall resultgleé urban students. Hence, the ability to
influence and predict between urban students’ te@egocabulary and ELA can only be

reliable to some extent.

Table 4.18
Correlations between urban students’ overall prodeiwocabulary size and ELA

Correlations

Overall Productive

Vocabulary Size

ELA Pearson Correlation .279
Sig. (2-tailed) .050
N 50

However, the same cannot be said of the relatipristween urban students’
productive vocabulary size and ELA. The resultsskaswvn in Table 4.18, reveal that there
is no statistically significant relationship betwetdem. In the output, the correlation is a

low r = 0.28, which is not statistically signifidanvhere the P value is 0.050. Hence, the

68



productive vocabulary size of urban students do¢snfluence their ELA; conversely,
their ELA does not predict or determine their prcttite vocabulary size.
This may be the reason why urban students’ oveoatklational strength is quite

weak.

4.3.3 Correlation between Rural Students’ Vocabulary Sizeand ELA
For rural students, the results of the analysdsoeipresented similar to the
sequence of the urban students. However, the asahere reports contrasting results

compared to urban students’ results.

Table 4.19
Correlations between rural students’ overall vo¢atysize and ELA

Correlations

Overall

Vocabulary Size

ELA Pearson Correlation .257
Sig. (2-tailed) .075
N 49

The overall correlational analysis between runatiehts’ overall vocabulary size
and ELA revealed no significant relationship. Timay have contributed to the overall
moderate relationship between vocabulary size aid Bence, rural students’ overall

vocabulary size cannot indicate their ELA and wieesa.
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Table 4.20
Correlations between rural students’ overall regeptocabulary size and ELA

Correlations

Overall Receptive

Vocabulary Size

ELA Pearson Correlation .164
Sig. (2-tailed) .254
N 50

Rural students’ overall receptive vocabulary sils® concurs with this result. The
analysis revealed that there is no statisticafipiicant relationship between the overall
receptive vocabulary size and ELA, r = 0.16, P54.2T'his means that the overall
receptive vocabulary size of rural students doé¢sfiect or influence their ELA and vice

versa.

Table 4.21
Correlations between rural students’ overall praisdecvocabulary size and ELA

Correlations

Overall Productive

Vocabulary Size

ELA Pearson Correlation 281"
Sig. (2-tailed) .048
N 50

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

However, the overall productive vocabulary sizeural students painted a
different picture. The results revealed that the statistically significant relationship
between the overall productive vocabulary sizeBbd (Table 4.21). In the output, the

correlation recorded r = 0.28, P < .05. This isyaniveak relationship which may not
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have been significant enough for it to contributeural students’ overall vocabulary size
to indicate any significant relationship with ELAence, this can only suggest that rural
students who have larger productive vocabulary siag also do well in the English test;
conversely, those who have smaller productive voleap size may not do as well in the

English test.

4.3.4 Summary of the Results of Research Question 3

In summary, the study have shown that there exsgiraficant relationship
between ELA and the receptive and productive taeditgit a moderate one. The
correlational results are indicative that studemtgabulary sizes have the ability to
predict their ELA to some extent. However, urbad aural students’ separate analyses
showed different patterns in their correlationrsEof all, urban students’ overall
vocabulary size, receptive vocabulary size in paldir, revealed that it can only predict
ELA marginally, due to a weak relationship. Secgndiral students’ overall vocabulary
size did not reveal any ability to predict ELA; eetheless, their productive vocabulary
size may do so marginally.

Table 4.22 provides a summary of the findingsteeldo the third research

guestion.

Table 4.22
Findings of the third research question

Translation| Overall vocabulary size correlates with ELA modehat

Tests -Urban students’ overall vocabulary size correlatgl ELA
-Rural students’ overall vocabulary size does wotetate with ELA
Urban students’ receptive vocabulary size corrslatéh ELA, whereas
rural students’ productive vocabulary size coredatith ELA
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All the analyses on the three research questiottaoftudy have revealed
encouraging results. These findings may indicaté\tbcabulary is an area which is worth
exploring. The following chapter will discuss inegter detail the factors and possibilities

pertinent to these findings.
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