CHAPTER FIVE : SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the findings of the study will tiecussed according to the order of
the research questions. It will be followed by moeendations and suggestions for future

research.

51 Findings of Research Question 1

What is the receptive and productive vocabulary size of urban and rural students
in the district of Kuantan?

A summary of the results is shown in the followtagle:

Table 5.1
Findings of the first research question

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 siuaents < Gap

between low frequency words of urban and rural estisl

Urban Low-frequency Productive vocabulary size ¥dRuow-frequency
Lex30 Productive vocabulary size

Note: > morethan
< smaller than
= isthesame as

From the analyses of the first research questivo® findings were revealed.

Generally, urban students have a larger vocabsiaeycompared to rural students. The

five findings will be discussed in greater detaitle following sections.
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5.1.1 Urban Receptive and Productive vocabulary s¢8 > Rural Receptive and

Productive vocabulary sizes

The first finding reports that urban students hsigaificantly larger receptive and
productive vocabulary compared to rural studenitiss $upports previous studies
conducted within and outside Malaysia. Rosli and/iad1990) in their study found that
urban students outperformed rural students in udeaptest by 19%. Lehr et.al. (2004)
found that urban children, in higher SES homes dpeare time interacting with their
parents, and hence, have larger vocabulary siz@aad to rural children in lower SES
homes. Researchers have also revealed that whdnechenter kindergarten, higher SES
children have “almost twice the usable vocabularjoav SES children” (Graves, Brunetti
and Slater, 1982, cited in Berne and Blachowic82(.314) (see CHAPTER 2 Section
2.7.1).

Urban students in this study appeared to haveeddnom ample access to
resources and aids, as well as having a positiitadd towards the English language by
having significantly higher vocabulary sizes. Theiral counterparts may have also
appeared to be at a disadvantage.

First of all, urban students enjoy the many peigés of having ample opportunity
of exposure and use. Their higher SES comparearab students may have also been a
factor, as it is said that higher SES families gmre verbal communication, hence,
fostering more opportunity to gain vocabulary (Lehal., 2004 , Graves et.al., 1982,
cited in Berne & Blachowicz, 2008) (see CHAPTEReZI®N 2.71). Another factor
which may have played a contributing role to tleisult is their school environment.
Students in both the selected urban schools are-radial. Thus, one of the lingua-franca

would naturally be English and this then promotesensage for practical purposes.
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In the case of the rural students, the resultsupprevious studies conducted
where rural students are at an obvious disadvamtatgems of exposure and use. In
Malaysia, rural schools are at a disadvantagermd®f resources, aids and attitude of
stakeholders (Lok, 2007)(see CHAPTER 2 Sectiorl?. Their lower family SES may
have also offered them fewer opportunities to comigate, not only in their L1, but even
more so in L2. With lower SES, they may also hawedr educational aspirations (Hu,
2003 and Xu, 2009) (see CHAPTER 2 Section 2.7nladdition, the school environment
of rural students may play a role as well. Thelrscaools selected for this study mainly
consist of a one-race population, in contrast Withurban schools, which are more multi-
racial. The use and need for English in these salabols may not have been widespread
enough to promote vocabulary gain. As most L1 a&avbrds are said to be learnt
receptively through reading or listening (Schn#@00), these students then are at a
disadvantage to gain greater vocabulary size,esshould have as L2 students. With no
practical purpose to acquire the language andheskahguage (except for a few hours a
week during lessons), they may then lack the mbtimao learn English. The community
they live in may also have even higher level ofateg connotation towards the language,
perhaps due to a concentration of one majority aackalso due to the history of past
colonization (Gaudart, 1987).

Therefore, this finding supports the results @vwus studies where urban
students are reported to have larger vocabulaeycsimpared to rural students. However,

the reasons behind this disparity may be worthshgating further in future studies.
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5.1.2 Insignificant difference between Receptive @nProductive vocabulary sizes of

Urban and Rural students

Another finding is that the difference between plheductive and receptive
vocabulary sizes of both urban and rural student®t statistically significant. Hence,
this indicates that the receptive and productiveabalary could be similar in size. This is
however, contrary to studies conducted, where teeepocabulary tends to be larger
(Webb, 2008 and Schmitt, 2000). A few factors maybntributing to this result.

Firstly, the growth and development of studentsepgive vocabulary may be
stunted. Schmitt (2000) has noted that L2 studeatg lack an adequately rich exposure
for incidental learning of receptive vocabularyotur, even though experts (Schmitt,
2000 and Nation, 2002) have pointed out that reeepbcabulary is greatly gained
through incidental exposure. This study may refatmitt's concern. As have been
discussed under the earlier finding, the lack giosxre may be due to the school
environment. It may have played a role as studemni$ to communicate more in their L1
due to lack of opportunity and motivation to usegish. This may not only apply to rural
students, but to urban students as well. As thaesiis chosen in this study are all Malays,
it can safely be said that this community of stusémnexposed to L1 most of the time, in
school, at home and in the society, as Malay is\it®nal language and is the most
widely used language in Malaysia. Urban studentsfgored choice of lingua franca with
friends of other races may also be Malay, and mgigh. English may only be heard and
read sporadically, during lessons or while readivegoccasional magazines or books.
Hence, the sporadic exposure to English may naideguate to support and develop
incidental receptive vocabulary learning to itd pdtential.

Apart from that, the need to expand their vocalyutaay also be lacking. They

may see no need to expand their vocabulary to stadet conversations or messages in
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English, beyond what they study in school, as tbeaial situation does not call for it.
English perhaps is seen as an academic subjeetsamanedium of instruction for Science
and Mathematics subjects. Students may have tdithieir vocabulary knowledge is
sufficient for them to gain good marks in thoségeShe demand of the test is such that
students may be able to gain respectable marksveitieout a wide knowledge of words.
Hence, this may have resulted in the unwillingregsstudents to invest time and effort in
expanding their receptive vocabulary and henciyratexd receptive vocabulary size,
limited to only what they learn in school, for aeauc purposes.

Another possible explanation behind this may béshalents’ vocabulary growth
may be ‘fossilized’ (Long, 1997; Jiang, 2000; Lard, 1998, cited in Chen, 2009) . They
may have reached a stage where their vocabulawtlgie ‘stunted’. Hence, they may
then resort to ‘recycling’ and ‘reusing’ known weroh their daily lives and exams and get
by just as well. This may indicate the scenario igrstudents do not even need to actively
learn new words, what more passively gain new wasgheir environment is not
conducive enough. This may be a reason why the@ptése vocabulary is at par with
their productive vocabulary.

With such factors impeding receptive vocabularyghg productive vocabulary
should be even smaller. However, in this casergpeated practice and use of vocabulary
in teaching and learning may be the factor thtt tile scales into balance. As the
achievement of the English language is very mugedéent on examination results, the
testing methods may cause a backwash effect. Tdma érmat for the English language
tests dominantly the writing skills. Hence, studespiend a lot of time practicing how to
write good essays. They may be producing alreaalita words repeatedly, so as to
‘play it safe’ during exams. With this, they mak#l tise of their receptive vocabulary and

hence, a balanced receptive and productive vocabsilze.
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Another reason for this insignificant differenceveeen receptive and vocabulary
size may be the amount of word knowledge beingtest this study. The word
knowledge tested was only on the form and meatrirtige complete knowledge of the
word, for example, collocations or syntax, wereetainto account, the gap may have
been more significant.

Furthermore, the lenient scoring method may bedbrlee causes as well. If
stricter marking, in terms of spelling and gramnsemployed, the gap may have been
more significant. In Webb’s (2008) study, particips& vocabulary gap was greater when
they were scored using strict marking, where spglind grammar were taken into
account. In contrast, the ratio of productive amckptive knowledge was almost equal
when scored using a more lenient marking.

However, looking at the raw scores of productivd eeceptive vocabulary, it is
interesting to note that productive vocabularyeisarted to be larger than receptive
vocabulary (see Table 4.1). Webb (2008) explaihatithis might have occurred because
students were tested for different receptive andyctive words. Students may be more
familiar with words from the productive test thateptive test and vice versa. A way to
overcome this may be to have two sets of testsravtlethe words could be analysed for
both receptive and productive knowledge.

Another reason that explains the slightly larg@dpictive vocabulary size is that
students may have encountered problems in thetreeg¢pst. They may have overlooked
a few matters when translating L2 words to L1 wopasticularly spelling and
pronunciation. For example, students tend to méestadultiple’ for ‘multiply’ (spelling)
and ‘fond’ for ‘pond’ (pronunciation). This may loleie to the fact that one word is more

recognizable and appears more frequently thanttier gmultiple vs. multiply) and also
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due to L1 interference (/f/ and /p/ in colloquialMy is interchangeable). Other examples

of errors can be seen in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2

Examples of errors in receptive translation test

Probable Cause of Errors Target Word Mistaken for
Affixes Lead Leader
Appoint Appointment / Point
Besides Beside
Pronunciation Ought Thought
Deed Need
Faith Fate
Eager Anger
Familiarity Expenses Expensive
Conscience Conscious
Arise Rise
Meaning Beyond Target
Fit Tight
Noble Pure

Hence, all these problems that were faced by thiecgpants may have reduced
their scores in the receptive translation test. elmv, this was not a problem when
translating L1 into L2 words (productive translatii@st), as they may have gained the
spelling of words through direct study of its sprjland meaning. This may also indicate
that these students acquire L2 vocabulary moregguesiplicit learning through sight rather
than incidental learning through sound. From te&ing strategy, it appears that the
ESL students here are actually more EFL. Anothertgo support this is that L1 and L2
learners’ gap between receptive and productiveludeay is supposed to be larger than
EFL learners’ gap (Webb, 2008) (see CHAPTER 2 8r@i3), whereas the results of
this study indicates the opposite. Hence, it appter participants of this study reflect an

EFL situation more than an ESL one.
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5.1.3 High frequency words > Low frequency words

Results have also shown that students have larglefiequency vocabulary
compared to low frequency words. This is true fothburban and rural students.

This finding shows that the students’ vocabularyeli@oment is in line with the
notion of vocabulary frequency. As some words appeae frequently than others, it is
only natural for students to gain more high frequewords, as they use and are exposed
to them more often than low frequency words, whicky only appear once or twice in
their lessons.

As experts have cited that L2 students’ practicall gs to gain the first 2000 most
frequency words (Schmitt, 2000) (see CHAPTER 2i8e@.4), this finding can add
value to the direction of the English curriculuntu@nts’ vocabulary development is
clearly pointing in the right direction. Howeveuyther studies have to be conducted to

determine the extent of the achievement of this.goa

5.1.4 Gap between high frequency words of urban andiral students < Gap

between low frequency words of urban and rural stuents

This result indicates that rural students areitrgibehind urban students in their
low frequency vocabulary more than in their higkginency vocabulary. This may be due
to their disadvantages as have been discussedrgade Section 5.1.1). With rural
students already at a disadvantage to gain expasrese of the language, they are left
behind even further and have a greater ‘slumpdw frequency vocabulary compared to
urban students.

As the nature of vocabulary knowledge is said tariemental’, the more

receptive vocabulary students gain, the more pribcRigocabulary students have access
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to. Similarly, the lesser the receptive vocabulgain, the lesser the productive vocabulary
to access. Hence, this results in the ‘MatthewdEffevhere the rich gets richer and the
poor gets poorer (Stanovich, 1986, cited in Letalet2004) (see CHAPTER 2 Section
2.7.2). With more receptive vocabulary, urban stsléhen have greater access to
productive vocabulary. In comparison, with an adsebmited and hampered receptive
vocabulary, the probability for rural students tzess their receptive vocabulary to be
productive vocabulary will be even less. This chdisthe need of greater emphasis and
exposure on the part of rural students to conlvisllbacksliding from getting more

detrimental, as they are already at an obviousldeaa@age compared to urban students.

5.1.5 Lex30: Urban Low-frequency Productive vocablary size = Rural Low-
frequency Productive vocabulary size

For Lex30, low frequency vocabulary production skdwo significant difference
between urban and rural students. This is in cehteathe results of the translation tests,
where urban students outperformed rural studentewwofrequency words.

Firstly, a reason behind this may be the formdheftest. One is a controlled test
(translation test) whereas the other is a freeyrtdn test (Lex30). For the controlled
translation tests, students were tested basectonteolled set of words, whereas in the
free production Lex30 test, students were freetolypce any words, based on the
stimulus given. This may suggest that a contraist such as the translation test may be
a better instrument to gauge students’ productoabulary development.

With greater freedom of production in Lex30, urlaawd rural students were found
to have the tendency to produce the same wordsl lsasthe stimulus words given. Most

of the low frequency words produced were techrtigahs related to their Science
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subjects, for example ‘Physics’, ‘Chemistry’, ‘pbeynthesis’, ‘organ’ and
‘microorganism’. This may be due to the fact thegse students use and produce a similar
set of words, as they share similar subjects warerltaught in English (Science and
Mathematics). As teenagers, computer and electgatdgets are also most relevant to
them. Hence, another set of popular response waritdchnical terms used in computers
and electronic gadgets, for example ‘computertetinet’ and ‘wireless’. Hence, their
‘uniformed’ answers could have caused the resalt®etsimilar. Other common low-

frequency responses can be seen in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3
Common low-frequency responses for Lex30
Stimulus Responses
Disease H1N1, dengue, SARS, contagious, feversada®ysis, pandemic,
asthma, flu, germs
Science Laboratory, scientific, circulatory, cells
Technology PDA, Facebook, portable, playstatioptdp, robot, e-mail

This finding may indicate that students have betteess to produce and are more
comfortable using subject-specific English termagdés rather than general English. This
may demonstrate their language use pattern, wheyenhay communicate and use
English mainly for academic purposes and for irsiesake, but not for daily use.
Furthermore, this may also imply that students Hawiéed access to low frequency
vocabulary, apart from terminologies.

Secondly, the implementation of Lex30 may alsa Ii@ctor contributing to this
result. In Meara and Fitzpatrick’s (2000) origisaldy, they set a time limit of 30 seconds
per stimulus words for participants to produce oeses. Participants were not able to
return to previous stimulus words to revise or addo their responses. However, in this

study, the students were given a maximum of 80 tes1to complete the translation tests
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and Lex30. Within that time limit, some studentspteted the tests by regulating back
and forth between the translation test and Lex3ilevdthers had 20 to 25 minutes to
complete Lex30 with the allowance to produce respsro stimulus words on their own
time and sequence. The difference in the way Lex&8 implemented may have brought
about a difference in results, where the previsusare controlled and sequenced while

the latter is more relaxed.

5.2 Findings of Research Question 2

What is the relationship between:
)] the overall receptive and productive vocabulary of urban and rural
students?
i) receptive and productive vocabulary at different word levels of urban
and rural students?

A summary of the results is shown in the followtagle.

Table 5.4
Findings of the second research question

Translation| Overall receptive vocabulary correlates with ovgrabductive vocabulary
Tests strongly, and also at every word level
Strength of relationships for urban students >Irsi@ents

Lex30 Only a weak correlation between Lex30 andlrstudents’ Receptive
vocabulary

Note: >greater than

From the analyses of the second research quettirae, findings were revealed.
Generally, receptive vocabulary correlates withdpigiive vocabulary and vice versa.
Hence, the size of one can predict the size oftemof he findings will be discussed in

greater detail in the following sections.
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5.2.1 Overall receptive vocabulary correlates witloverall productive vocabulary
strongly, and also at every word level

This finding may indicate that the vocabulary leglrban and rural students are
predictable, using the translation tests. Studerttslarger receptive vocabulary tend to
have larger productive vocabulary as well, and veeesa. This finding supports the
results of previous studies conducted. In MearaRatmbatrick’s (2000) study, they found
that the size of their participants’ receptive mdary is broadly proportionate to the size
of their productive vocabulary (see CHAPTER 2 Setf.6.1). With a clear indication of
the ability to predict, this may help researcharg] especially teachers, in gauging the
extent of the students’ vocabulary size. For examphen a student fails to recognize or
produce a high frequency word, he or she may hawglittle ability to recognize and
produce low frequency vocabulary as well.

This may also imply that the translation test carubed as a placement tool for
teachers to determine the entry level of studerttsabulary. It may help teachers
determine the best methods and strategies to auapgtlassroom. In addition, as schools
in Malaysia use a ‘forecast system’ in terms ofilts(students’ end of the year results as
well as major examination results are ‘forecastdtig translation test may be part of a

larger test battery that can be conducted forghrpose.

5.2.2 Strength of relationships for urban students rural students

Results of the study have also shown that the gtineat relationships between
receptive and productive vocabulary for urban sttgles stronger than rural students at
every word level. This result also indicates thésam students’ vocabulary is more

predictable than rural students. However, resulthie study cannot be overgeneralized
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to represent the population of students in MalayBiee factors contributing to this can
only be based on the researcher’s limited backgtdmowledge of the students in this
study, as this area was not explored.

One of the factors behind this result may be thelarity of background of the
students. Urban students selected in this studylhaag more similar background
compared to rural students. Urban students may &lavest similar amount of exposure
and use of English, whereas rural students may égvesure and the opportunity to use,
ranging from different ends of the continuum, fradequate to very little. Hence, their
result from the test may have been unstable.

Another factor worth mentioning is the attituderafal and urban students to
taking the tests. As Nation (in Coxhead, 2005)r@tsd, the attitude of the test-takers
may influence the result of the test. (see CHAPPESRection 2.6.1) Urban students may
have a more serious attitude while taking thewdsreas rural students may have a more
negative attitude. First of all, urban students aye a higher level of expectations when
it comes to test-taking as they may see this axchrevement factor and motivation for
future job prospects (Xu, 2009) (see CHAPTER 2i8e@.7.1). Secondly, rural students
may view test-taking lightly as they may have lowaspirations and motivation for good
grades in exams, especially English (Gaudart, 1686 CHAPTER 2 Section 2.7.1.),
have had bad experiences with tests before (edlyeferaglish) and perhaps would have
done a lot of guesswork and did it quickly withguting it much attention. Hence, a
difference in the attitude of the test-takers mayeninfluenced the results, although other

factors which have not been explored may have ibanéd to this result as well.
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5.2.3 Lex30: Only a weak correlation between Lex3@&nd rural students’ receptive

vocabulary

When the results for the translation test wereetated to Lex30, the analysis
revealed only a weak correlation between Lex30ranal students’ receptive vocabulary.
This is in contrast with the study conducted by tbender of Lex30, Meara and
Fitzpatrick (2000), where their study showed thak30 correlates highly with a test of
receptive vocabulary. The reason may be due tdaitmeat of the receptive vocabulary
test used in the previous study and this curramdystThis study used a translation test,
whereas the previous study used a “yes/no” test.ditherence in test formats may have
yielded different results, as have been reportedexperts in the field (Webb, 2008,
Schmitt, 2000 and Meara and Fitzpatrick, 2000) (E¢APTER 2 Section 2.6). The
translation test in this study may have limited ¢hedents to only words from the word
list, whereas the “yes/no” test used in the previstwdy may allow their subjects to over-
estimation of their vocabulary knowledge. They rntiak “yes” to words which they may
not know the meaning of. Hence, this may havetelicdifferent responses, and perhaps,

even different scores.

5.3 Research Question 3

To what extent do the vocabulary sizes of urban and rural students correlate with
their ELA?

A summary of the results is shown in Table 5.5.
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Table 5.5
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

From the analyses of the third research quedtiamfindings were revealed.
Generally, vocabulary size correlates with ELA omlgderately to some extent. The

findings will be discussed in greater detail in tbbowing sections.

5.3.1 Overall vocabulary size correlates with ELA roderately

Based on this research question, it was founduttietn and rural students’
vocabulary shares a moderate relationship with ELiAs finding supports the results of
previous studies where vocabulary can influencepaadict language proficiency and
academic achievement. As academic achievementwvies@omprehension, experts have
“found a strong and persistent link between vocatyuhstruction and comprehension
based tasks” (Berne and Blachowicz, 2008, p.311.daid that with better vocabulary,
the achievement in academic subjects will be impdov In Morris and Cobb’s (2004)
study, their vocabulary profiling of TESL traineesound to be good predictors of
academic performance (see CHAPTER 2 Section 2.7.2).

This result shows that students’ vocabulary sizeiodeed predict and influence
their English test results. It can be said thadistion this issue conducted in different
context can be applied to Malaysia, specificallKt@mntan, as well. The results of the

other studies can act as an indicator to the patesftvocabulary here (see CHAPTER 2
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Section 2.7.2). It may be able to act as a prediotsechool readiness for young children
(Government of Canada Report, 2006) and Englislomsap university (Morris and
Cobb, 2004). However, upon closer examination sfriasult, the second finding for this
research question may raise considerable doubtg aliergeneralizing this. There is a
strong possibility that the difference in the egital background may influence the
pattern of correlation. This will be discussed atall in section 5.3.2.

This finding can suggest that the translation tesyg act as a tool to gauge
students’ English language test achievement. Hokyéveas to be fine-tuned further to
garner better predictability. The scoring methodhef translation tests in this study was
quite lenient. In Webb'’s study (2008), his stricbsng method yielded slightly different
results compared to lenient scoring. Hence, tadwdtter picture of the relationship in
this study, a strict scoring method can be usedetowhether there is a difference in
results.

Lex30 and students’ ELA, however, did not reveal statistically significant
relationship. This may be due to the different dedssand purpose of the test. Lex30
looks at the ability to produce low frequency wqonabereas the English test looks at the
overall structural aspect of presenting ideas enléimguage. The need to produce low
frequency words in the English test may be miniraatept for high achievers, which is a
minority group. This can be explained by the reaban the writing skill takes precedence
over the reading skill in the English test. Studenith little ability to access and use low
frequency words may get by in it, perhaps by usimgajority of high frequency words.
Hence, the English test may not be a good enougipamtive to gauge their production
of low frequency vocabulary. Apart from that, thajority of low frequency words that
students produced in Lex30 are scientific and teldgical terms. All these terms may be

of little use in their English test and the abilityproduce low frequency words apart from
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these subject-specific themes may be unaccounted@terefore, the basis of comparison
between the responses in Lex30 and the Englisimagtnot be accurate. A more detailed
study in this area is needed to shed more lightan vocabulary shares a relationship

with ELA.

5.3.2 Urban students’ ELA correlates with receptivevocabulary, whereas rural
students’ ELA correlates with productive vocabulary

The second finding reports that there is a diffeesim relationships, in terms of
which factor ELA shares with. Urban students’ ELl#owed stronger relationship with
their receptive vocabulary, whereas rural studdatsi showed stronger relationship with
their productive vocabulary.

Urban students’ result of the analysis is in linthyprevious studies, where
receptive vocabulary is greatly linked to readingfigiency and comprehension (Berne
and Blachowicz, 2008, Chall and Snow, 1988, Lelal.e2004, and Webb, 2008) (see
CHAPTER 2 Section 2.7.2). Hence, even as readiiigskniinimally tested in the
English test, it may be essential for studentsotavdll to gain better ELA. As urban
students have reportedly better ELA, this may be afrthe factors contributing to this
result.

Another factor may be students’ ecological factot Eearning styles. As urban
students may have more exposure to English, theyfraae gained more incidentally and
hence, a more ‘reliable’ L2 receptive vocabulamessompared to rural students. Rural
students, due to their lack of exposure, may havweegl more of their so-called ‘L2’
English receptive vocabulary through explicit leagy perhaps in an EFL situation (see

SECTION 5.1.2). Hence, the different ecologicalkmgound and different vocabulary
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learning style may have put their receptive andipctive vocabulary gains on a different
continuum altogether. This then, may have a sndvelff@lct, resulting in the difference in
the outcome.

Based on a more ‘reliable’ L2 receptive vocabulérig possible to predict urban
students’ ELA. However, their productive vocabulprgved otherwise. This may be due
to the fact that words tested in the translatiststavere only from the word list. Hence, it
may not reflect their actual productive vocabulsige. This may be improved by
conducting a more encompassing test which inclat@® words to be tested to gain
better results.

For rural students, their questionable ‘L2’ receptvocabulary may not be able to
predict their ELA. However, there may be otherdastat play. Their attitude towards the
test, the limited words in the test, the formathaf ELA itself, their family background
and their personal learning styles may contribatenis result. Further studies have to be
conducted to investigate this in greater detailvkhger, in terms of productive
vocabulary, it showed a significant relationshiphaELA. One reason behind this may be
rural students’ ample opportunity to practice, thuéhe backwash effect of the exam,
where the writing skill is given importance. Hentteey improve on their productive
vocabulary, perhaps recycling already known wordiss brings about the ‘Matthew
Effect’ (Stanovich, 1986, cited in Lehr et.al., 200where the more they produce
(writing), the better they get at it (see CHAPTERé&ttion 2.7.2). This may be the reason
why rural students displayed a relationship betweerr ELA and productive vocabulary,

albeit a weak one.
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5.4  Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study, a few recomuaéions can be made to
teachers, curriculum developers and test developers

First of all, as the results have shown that votalgudoes indeed have an
influence on students’ ELA, teachers can provideents with more structured
vocabulary instruction which requires more quatitgcessing and constant recycling.
This can help ensure that students take on a notikee@and serious attitude towards
vocabulary while providing them a platform for espoe and practice, as their
surrounding environment may be inadequate. The ddraBEnglish tests can also be
structured in such a way that deeper vocabularyledge is tested and students are
given credit for low-frequency vocabulary use. Blesi teachers can monitor their
students’ vocabulary progress through ready-meste ter placement and diagnostic
purposes. By having an idea of their studentsydetrel and problem areas in
vocabulary, teachers can perhaps devise tailorédane and strategies to help their
students and prevent backsliding from getting ramhpBo expand the receptive
vocabulary, teachers can also integrate the egiséiading project in the schools, NILAM
(Nadi llmu Amalan Membaca or The Pulse of Knowledgm the Reading Habit), and
award it a higher level of importance.

Secondly, curriculum developers can devise a autno to include vocabulary in
its specifications and objectives. This will puttabulary instruction on a higher pedestal
and a more structured and focused instruction cbelderived from it. Another extension
to this suggestion may be the inclusion of moreabodary items in the English language
tests. Furthermore, the word list in the curriculcmald also be revised and perhaps,
revamped, to make it more current and relevaniolmal needs. The selection of words

should be carefully carried out as some words neambre useful than others in the local
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context, which may differ, from the British and Anean contexts. The list can also be
made more meaningful if words are categorized basddequency and broad themes.
This may ease practitioners in planning suitabl@gytor their students.

Thirdly, students can start taking on an active tolimprove on their vocabulary.
They can counter the lack of exposure and prabiyjaeading extensively. They can also
devise personal strategies to consolidate theialvalary learning by methods such as

actively consulting the dictionary and keeping @ bmok on new words.

55 Suggestions for Further Research

Due to the limitations of this study and after adesing the results, a few
suggestions can be made for further research.

First of all, the study can be expanded to studkeater population. More students
can be involved to gain a more reliable insight mbcabulary in Malaysia. As students in
Malaysia have different L1s, the study can be adgdrto study the different vocabulary
patterns. A longitudinal study can also be condiitbeexplore the vocabulary gain (and
perhaps slump) of students from primary to secondaeven tertiary level. This may
provide an informational basis to curriculum dey&is and linguists in the design of
curriculum to come. Besides, a thorough study adestts’ background may provide
deeper understanding of the factors contributingpimabulary size. Students’ family
background including their SES, L1, aspirations emghmunication may be looked into
in greater detail. Students’ exposure to the dfiemethods of vocabulary instruction as
well as their learning styles may also be expl@sd may also play a vital role in their

vocabulary development.
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Secondly, different test formats can be explordus $tudy used a self-devised
translation test and a word association test. # guate a tedious process when it came to
scoring and it was difficult to choose words whase suitable for translation, given the
limited words in the word list. The use of othesttlormats may also yield different and
new findings. Other formats worth exploring mayabgmple yes/no test as it may
consume less time and all the words in the listimmcluded. Another format worth
considering may be ready-made vocabulary testsseltweuld save time preparing and
pilot-testing and also be able to gauge studemtisabulary levels in general, beyond the
limitation of the word list. For more localized msg a better designed test that is user-
friendly and cost-effective can be devised to bémedchers and students alike. However,
the best choice of test format would inevitably elegh on the purpose of the test and
study.

Apart from that, the scoring method of the transhatests in this study can also be
revised. As this study adopts a lenient scoringttfe purpose of gaining an insight to
their vocabulary size, a strict scoring method also be implemented if the researcher is
interested to find out students’ level of vocabylarastery. A strict scoring method may
also used as a diagnostic tool, in which casenitprasent areas where students are good
at and weak in. Again, this depends a lot on thpgae of the study to be conducted.

A separate study on localized word frequency mag bk useful. As vocabulary
use in Malaysia may differ from countries where Esfgis the L1, the frequency of
certain words may differ. A Malaysian English casman be studied to gauge these
differences.

Researchers can also re-visit and re-investigatstdtus of English in Malaysia.
As students in this study have demonstrated tlegt dhe more EFL learners rather than

ESL learners, perhaps it may be crucial to reagbesSnglish situation. This could have
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major implications in educational policies, curtiom and even the use of English in
governmental and business dealings.

Furthermore, as it has been reported that vocapshares a significant
relationship with other language skills by manywas studies and supported here, it
may be useful for future studies to investigategbmt at which vocabulary can help and
perhaps, improve students’ language proficiency\dderesearchers can specifically look
at how vocabulary assists students and the extteoniributes to their language

proficiency.

5.6  Conclusion

This study has achieved its aims and objectivdsastdiscovered the vocabulary
sizes of urban and rural students, where urbarestagroved to have larger vocabulary
sizes than rural students. It has also confirmattbcabulary shares a significant
relationship with English language achievement lagrce, is able to influence and predict
ELA, to some extent. With this, the stakeholders i@ap relevant and current insights
into vocabulary and how it can benefit and impkcianguage achievement. This may
also sway the fashion of language teaching in faebvocabulary. However, more
studies have to be conducted to extend the scotesagtudy in order to benefit a greater
population.

Nevertheless, this can serve as a valuable andwtake-off point for further
research in this area. With the new policy, MBMMB&t by the Ministry of Education
and millions of ringgit being allocated to it inetihecent Malaysian financial budget, it
shows the government’s commitment and sincerigjeteelop and strengthen the

proficiency of languages, in this case, a specaiton of the English language in
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particular. It makes sense that vocabulary shoeldxplored further in addressing this
policy as this study supports previous studies ootedl, where the role of vocabulary in
the representation and transmission of ideas Mgprto be an established relationship.
This provides more than enough reasons for edwtdarot only notice it, but
place vocabulary on a higher pedestal. All theedtalders, be it curriculum developers,
the education departments, researchers, teachergatextbook writers, language tutors,
teachers or students alike can play a role in lgghhg vocabulary instruction. With an
active participation and approach to vocabulargaesh, especially in the local Malaysian
context, it can expedite the success of the goventisimission and thus, contribute

meaningfully to the aspiration of its people.
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