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THE ISSUE OUR FINDINGS

Academic words are often used at university and many of them v’ Large variation in scores in a productive (gap-fill) test of the
are polysemous - but do university native-speaker students most frequent meanings of 20 frequent academic polysemous
know their meanings? words. Productive test scores didn’t differ between 15t and 37

year students.

WHY CARE v' Little variation in scores in a receptive (MCT) test of the most
frequent meaning of the same words. Receptive test scores

¢ help estimate native university students’ learning needs
3 V 2 didn’t differ between 15t and 3" year students.

» promote and inform explicit academic vocabulary

instruction in foundation and in-sessional EAP courses Vocabulary Size Test scores and receptive test scores

correlated significantly with productive test scores for both

student groups.
1. RATIONALE 3. RESULTS
. * 71.66% of the 427 AVL lemmas identified as N
_OUt of the ﬁrSt, 1000 lemmas useful for university students’ writing in at least How did students do in the tests?
in the Academic Vocabulary 90% of disciplines by Durrant (2016) are among
List (Gardner and Davies the 664 more frequent polysemous AVL words. s x|
So students need to know frequent polysemous
2 Okl 4)1_’. 6k64 agePpOI_y S;mf ;l 3 AVL words not only receptively but also
(Skoufaki and Petric 2017). productively. ool
/ 16
Little research on the o A test of students’ productive knowledge of :.:' g .'.f
: frequent academic words’ meanings is necessary. | £ 2
kno(\izvle('ige Olf (VOO of @l Findings from this test will also suggest receptive | 2 H 1
academic polysemous words knowledge of the meaning of these words (e.g., 3 o :
(Schmitt 1998) Laufer and Goldstein 2004). ) £ £
171 - -
Do university students who are « Examining this issue may help us see o ?eescteiﬂ::g&iid;;ftge
native speakel‘s of English whether instruction of the meanings of significantly between
develop their productive polysemous academic words and practice - 1] Years 1 and 3.
knowledge of these words with them would be helpful to some -t s Y Vs
without explicit teaching? students. Y, recepive st
Surprisingly, VST scores F""‘m“‘“‘ ‘
__ were significantly lower in
1 Year 3 than in Year 1 (U= Scores were
2. THE STUDY 172, p=03). Reniicanty
higher in
Testing words selected based on - the
frequency and part of speech from the zﬁcep,t“:;

“ . o an in the
first 664_ polysemous le_mmas in the 2 R -
Academic Vocabulary List. " test for Year

1(7=25,
Three vocabulary tests: . = g;‘fé)(a‘rn_do
* atest of productive knowledge with a p<01). ’
gap-fill task, which tested knowledge . ‘ I 5 b )
of the form-meaning link and the 52 32 20 el e Mean score for first sense item
ability to recall the form, if given a British English . . . . -
de firS;ion and sentence con%cext for20 Dativespeaker 1tyears 3t-years Do results in any test pair (productive, receptive, VST) correlate significantly?
; t pol demi ! d undergraduates
requent polysemous academic words. Spearman’s rho, Year 1 data Spearman’s rho, Year 3 data

He is interested in this political t
a test of receptive knowledge witha  (setofideas that explain something) Receptive | VST

- - - He hasat bout why the child didn’t
multiple-choice task, which tested the asek fif_;elp_ ( opm.zno::,h;'.‘;}; e ;21;M; " LESE

ability to recognise the most frequent  prove but which he thought was correct)

-

i * *k
sense of each word He explained to me the t behind his PradiGiiie | 57 458 Productive .44* 69
classroom teaching. (set of rules and test rest
. . rinciples on which an activity is base X es
* Vocabulary Size Test (Nation and principl ty is based) VsT 29 VST -

Beglar 2007) theory: he doesn’t like *= significant at .05 level
this theory. **= significant at .01 level
a. plan intended to 4. CONCLUSIONS

achieve something

b. kind of entertainment * Since a significant increase in scores was not found in either the receptive or the
c. something that people productive test between Years 1 and 3, it seems that students who come to

often do university with low productive knowledge of academic vocabulary could benefit

d. STt."f ideas tt}}‘:f‘t from direct teaching of academic vocabulary.
SEIES ST The significant and high correlation between the VST scores and the productive test

scores suggest a positive relationship between vocabulary size and the knowledge
of the senses of frequent academic words for these participants (see Schmitt 2014).
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