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ABSTRACT

Students must have a sufficient vocabulary size in order to improve other
English skills, as vocabulary is one of the most crucial aspects of
language acquisition. Therefore, it is necessary to teach vocabulary when
teaching a language. This study seeks to determine the effect of
vocabulary instruction on vocabulary achievement among senior high
school students. This study was a quantitative study, the sample was 30
students, and the data was collected using a pre-test and post-test.
Between the assessments, a seven-hour vocabulary education was
provided. Using the paired sample t-test and Wilcoxon signed rank test,
it was determined whether there was a statistically significant difference
between students' scores before and after the vocabulary training was
implemented. The results indicate a significant increase in vocabulary
scores among students. The results of the research indicate that explicit
vocabulary instruction should be incorporated into the teaching and
learning process since it has been shown to increase students' vocabulary.

Keywords: explicit vocabulary instruction, vocabulary level,
vocabulary achievement.

INTRODUCTION

Vocabulary is one of the most essential aspects of language
acquisition. Some EFL students may find it difficult to grasp vocabulary,
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although they are required to be proficient in this area. The student's
vocabulary reveals the extent to which they have mastered other English
abilities. In Indonesia, the teaching of vocabulary is not part of the
institutional curriculum; students learn vocabulary through textbooks,
and teachers employ grammar-translation as a method for teaching terms
(Lowenberg, 1991). Thus, this kind of instruction may prevent learners
from achieving their English learning objectives. Coxhead, Nation, and
Sim (2015) estimated that by junior high level, native speakers have
mastered 9,000 English words. Junior high school students in Indonesia
are expected to have mastered all vocabulary in the second 1,000 level,
whereas senior high school students are expected to have mastered the
third 1,000 level (Mustafa, 2019). However, the actual English
vocabulary size of Indonesian high school graduates does not surpass the
second 1,000 level for junior high school and the third 1,000 level for
senior high school, despite having finished two levels of education, i.e.
junior and senior high school levels (Mustafa, 2019).

Recent research has established a strong correlation between
vocabulary and academic achievement. In the context of EFL,
vocabulary helps the other four language skills (Yaghoubi & Seyyedi,
2017). Before going on to other language skills such as listening,
speaking, reading, and writing, students must learn vocabulary. Students
will express themselves simply via the use of words, whether orally or
in writing (Alqgahtani, 2015). With a large vocabulary size, learners have
a greater chance of comprehending what they read and hear, and can then
produce the language through speaking and writing (Nation, 2002).
Additionally, expanding learners’ vocabulary will enable them to
develop greater communicative ability (Schmitt, 2000). In addition,
students will have more vocabulary to fulfil their academic tasks
(Pirozzi, Martin, & Dziewisz, 2008).

Students need approximately 5,000 words to enjoy reading
difficult texts, such as English novels (Hirsh & Nation, 1992). In
addition, learners must have at least 3,000 word families and 5,000-6,000
words in order to be effective in academic reading and pass international
standardised examinations, such as the TOEFL and IELTS (Kurniawan,
2016). English instruction begins in junior high school, where learners
spend only four hours per week studying the language; therefore,
teachers should choose the most effective way possible. Although some
research has examined the effects of long-term vocabulary instruction
(Beck et al., 1982; Burns, 2016; McKeown et al., 1983), it is still
unknown if short-term vocabulary instruction will improve students'

463



The impact of vocabulary instruction on vocabulary achievement (A. Meutia, R.
Sahardin & G. M. Putra)

vocabulary achievement. Therefore, this study was aimed at finding out
whether there is a significant difference in the students' vocabulary
before and after the vocabulary was taught explicitly for seven hours.
This information is essential for teachers to determine whether teaching
vocabulary improves students' capacity to comprehend words.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Vocabulary

Developing a new language vocabulary is a crucial element of
language acquisition (Cameron, 2001; Novianti, 2016). According to
Hatch and Brown (1995), vocabulary is a set of words that communicate
meaning and are utilised by specific language speakers. Vocabulary is
seen as a crucial component of a language that is required for achieving
the goal of language learning (Ruth, 2021). Therefore, both teachers and
students should collaborate to improve students' vocabulary
achievement.

Teachers are necessary to comprehend the concept of vocabulary
level in order to assist students in acquiring vocabulary. The vocabulary
level describes the frequency of occurrence of word lists in various types
of writings. Nation (2006) enlarged the fourteen thousand word-family
levels that are most prevalent in all discourses, based on comprehensive
data from the British National Corpus (BNC). The coverage of the first
through fourteenth word levels is displayed in Table 1.

Table 1. Average coverage of word levels.

No. Levels Coverage
1. 11,000 78% - 81%
2. 21,000 8% - 9%
3. 31,000 3% -5%
4. 40 _-5%1,000 3%

5. 6"—-9% 1,000 2%
6.  10M—14% 1,000 <1%

In addition to the lexical classification offered by Nation (2006).
Schmitt and Schmitt (2014) categorised vocabulary into three more
broad categories, namely high-frequency, low-frequency, and mid-
frequency word levels. They calculated that high-frequency vocabulary
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refers to the first three thousand word families; nevertheless, Nation
(2006) defined high-frequency vocabulary as including only the first two
thousand most common word family. High-frequency vocabulary is the
common word that is typically present in all discourses and gives the
greatest coverage for any subject matter (Masrai, 2019). This level of
frequency vocabulary is worthwhile to study because they appear
frequently in texts (Siregar, 2020). The second group, mid-frequency
vocabulary, consists of words between the preceding level, i.e., 3,001
and 9,000 (Schmitt & Schmitt, 2014). They stated that raising the
frequency of mid-frequency words would encourage students to use
English for authentic purposes, such as reading English textbooks in the
educational discipline, reading for pleasure, and watching movies. In
addition, low-frequency vocabulary refers to words that are rarely used
in dialogue. This level contains words in the 9,000-plus word family. As
they occur just once per one thousand words in a text, students should
not be forced to spend too much time studying them (Nation, 1983;
Nation & Waring, 1997). Furthermore, Nation (2006) and Coxhead
(2000) anticipated that students should acquire vocabulary from high to
low frequency since words that appear frequently in a variety of text
types will be more valuable to learn than terms that appear infrequently.

The English language has a great number of words, so numerous
scholars have sought a method for selecting and teaching language
learners the most pertinent terms (Safari, 2019). Since 1953, the General
Service List (GSL) published by West has gained popularity in language
learning. The GSL comprises the 2,000 most significant word families
in written English. Using a range of criteria, such as frequency,
simplicity of learning, coverage of useful concepts, and stylistic level, he
compiled the word lists. However, numerous researchers have debated
its size (Engels, 1968), age (Richards, 1974), and scope (Nelson, 2000).
Several decades later, language education practitioners recognised that
language learners require a more precise word list and sought out a
comprehensive collection of academic discipline vocabulary. Academic
Word List (AWL) was compiled by Coxhead (2000) from 3.5 million
running words in the Academic Corpus and 570 word families with good
coverage of academic texts. She claimed that the academic word list is
essential for establishing vocabulary objectives for English for
Academic Purpose courses, creating relevant instructional resources, and
designing learning activities for language learners.
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Vocabulary Instruction

As vocabulary is recognised as the most important feature of a
language (Tahir, et al., 2021), education in vocabulary becomes a crucial
component for students learning English as a foreign language
(Algahtani, 2015). Thus, emphasis should be placed on teaching and
mastering vocabulary for language learners (Yaghoubi & Seyyedi,
2017). Consequently, coordination between language learning
practitioners, researchers, teachers, and students is necessary to fulfil the
goal of vocabulary instruction (Schmitt, 2008). Students must
comprehend the meaning of words and be able to apply them in a variety
of settings in order to benefit from vocabulary learning (Beck &
McKeown, 2004). In addition, the objective of vocabulary training is to
help learners acquire a sufficient vocabulary size to comprehend
literature in the target language (Beck, Perfetti, & McKeown, 1982; Beck
& McKeown, 2004). Moreover, because English has a huge vocabulary
size, language learning practitioners, researchers, learning material
developers, and teachers should select appropriate teaching strategies
with care.

There are essentially two methodologies that can be utilised in
vocabulary learning, namely explicit and implicit methods. The explicit
method is characterised as explicitly teaching words (Ellis, 2015). In this
context, the teacher selects some target words, and then demonstrates
their meanings, forms, and word families in a structured plan, followed
by activities to promote students' vocabulary acquisition and retention
(Schmitt, 2000), such as the use of rote learning and drill techniques in
vocabulary instruction. In rote learning, learners are taught to memorise
a vocabulary list by repetitive acts without a thorough knowledge of the
meaning (Yang & Dai, 2011). Egbert (1991) noted, however, that rote
memory is an excellent method for teaching vocabulary. Similarly to rote
learning, vocabulary memorisation is emphasised through a drill. A drill
is an audiolingual approach involving the repetition of model-provided
words or phrases through oral exercise (Malik et al., 2020). Furthermore,
according to Qian (1996), the most effective technique to teach words to
students is by memory, since according to Nation (1990) memorising
word lists is considered the first stage in acquiring vocabulary; hence, it
can expand students' vocabulary and improve their vocabulary recall
(Schmitt, 2000). To increase learners’ vocabulary knowledge, it is more
effective to integrate previous learning strategies with meaningful
learning. Meaningful learning is a method of teaching that demands
students to have a clear knowledge of the notion of vocabulary (Rupley,
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Blair, & Nichols, 2009), and this is required to improve vocabulary
retention and recognition among students (Mayer, 2002). Think-Pair-
Share (TPS), a strategy created by Lyman (1981), can be used to teach
vocabulary in order to create a meaningful learning experience. TPS is a
form of collaborative learning that encourages students to think
independently, discuss their ideas in pairs, and share their thoughts with
their classmates (Flora, Raja, & Mahpul, 2020). According to a study by
Amelia (2016), TPS is helpful for enhancing students' vocabulary, hence
it should be used in teaching vocabulary.

In contrast to the explicit technique, the implicit approach is
indirect instruction that occurs organically during the learning process
and focuses on word usage (Ellis, 2015; Schmitt, 2000). Koda (2005)
recommended that while children are acquiring vocabulary, they should
be actively engaged in comprehending the meaning of words since this
helps them retain vocabulary more successfully than memorisation.
Vocabulary is best taught in conjunction with other language skills
(Harmer, 2007); therefore, the instructor can use reading texts to teach
vocabulary implicitly, and this activity is supposed to motivate students
to use words in a variety of circumstances. Therefore, both explicit and
implicit approaches should be incorporated into the learning process
(Schmitt, 2000; Yaghoubi & Seyyedi, 2017) in order to build students'
vocabulary, as vocabulary development improves students' language
skills (Schmitt, 2000; Yaghoubi & Seyyedi, 2017).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study employed a pre-experimental design with a one-group
pre-test and post-test design. In a pre-experimental design, students
received vocabulary treatments. A pre-test was administered prior to the
treatment, and a post-test was administered afterwards to evaluate the
effectiveness of the treatment. Only one group was given pre-and post-
tests, and the treatment outcome was determined by comparing pre-and
post-test results. The sample for this research was selected using cluster
random sampling, and one class was selected, consisting of 30 students.

For the research instrument, the authors selected 30 words
comprising verbs, nouns, adjectives, and adverbs as the target vocabulary
for the instrument based on the four recount narratives being tested. The
level of selected vocabulary was between 2™ to 51 1,000 word families
based on the level proposed by Nation (2006).
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A controlled experiment was used to collect the data. The author
collected data by administering a pre-test, an experiment as the
treatment, and a post-test. The learners were given 30 open-ended
vocabulary questions in the first meeting. Students had 15 minutes to
finish the examination. They were instructed to answer the questions
without utilising a dictionary. The initial treatment consisted of teaching
the students explicitly about nouns and adjectives, including their
definitions, examples, and how to recognise them in sentences. Think,
Pair, and Share (TPS) was employed as a teaching method in this study.
After the treatment, the learners were given a post-test.

The data were analysed using inferential statistical analysis. Before
the hypothesis was tested to find out whether there was a significant
difference in the student's score before and after the treatment, a normal
distribution was checked using Shapiro Wilk test. Finally, the
significance test was performed using paired sample t-test, and the
hypothesis was rejected at the significance level of 0.05.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Results

The results are based on the pre-and post-test scores of 30 students
in accordance with the objectives of this study, which was to examine
the effect of vocabulary explicit instruction on students' vocabulary
achievement. Figure 1 displays the pre-and post-test vocabulary test
scores.

W Vocabulary Pretest ~ m Vocabulary Posttest

Figure 1. The comparison of results.
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Figure 1 demonstrates an increase in students' test results before
and after the administration of the instructions. All students scored in the
bottom third of 33 on the pretest, meaning they did not answer at least
ten questions correctly, resulting in a minimum average score of 17, and
their scores improved on the posttest. One student achieved a score of
90, several students scored over the average, and only one student
received a score of 30, resulting in a significant improvement in the
average score to 58. In addition, inferential statistical techniques were
employed to establish whether the improvement was significant or the
result of random chance.

Before evaluating the hypothesis, the normality of the data was
evaluated to decide which test was appropriate. The authors utilised the
Shapiro-Wilk test to determine if the variables in a given population
followed a normal distribution. Table 3 displays the results of the
normality test.

Table 2. Normality test.
Test Mean SD Statistic p-value
Vocabulary Pretest 5.000 1.597 0.955 0.236
Vocabulary Posttest 17.286 4.016 0.961 0.335

The scores on the pretest (p-value = 0.236) and posttest (p-value =
0.335) were normally distributed, since the p-value was greater than
0.05. The paired sample t-test was used to evaluate the scores to find out
whether there was a significant difference between the pre-and post-test
scores of the learners. The results of the vocabulary significance tests are
provided in the table below.

Table 3. Significance test.

Test Mean Statistic p-value
Pretest 5.000
Posttest 17.286 18.631 0.001

The difference between students' scores on the vocabulary pretest
(M =5, SD = 1.6) and posttest (M = 17.3, SD = 4) was more than
adequate to be statistically significant (M = 12.285, SD = 3.611, t =
18.631, p=0.001).
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Discussions

The purpose of the study is to discover significant evidence of the
improvement of students' vocabulary achievement before and after
vocabulary instruction. The results of inferential statistical studies
indicate that students' vocabulary scores improved substantially on the
final examination.

There was a statistically significant difference between students'
vocabulary scores before and after vocabulary teaching, indicating that
vocabulary education influenced students' vocabulary development. This
improvement is anticipated since teaching designed to improve students'
vocabulary knowledge has been found to improve their performance in
understanding words (Hairrell, Rupley, & Simmons, 2011). According
to Heidari, Karimi, and Imani (2012), systematic vocabulary training
assists students in better utilising words in a variety of settings in order
to attain higher test scores; this also improves students' confidence and
interest in learning English. In addition, Marulis and Neuman (2013)
argued that teaching words through picture books or storybooks
contributes to the improvement of students' vocabulary. Since reading
helps students learn words and how to use them in sentences, this has
contributed to the improvement of students' word acquisition. Moreover,
in the twenty-first century, teachers are expected to incorporate
computer-mediated vocabulary instruction into the teaching-learning
process, and Chiu (2013) stated that this type of instruction has been
demonstrated to be advantageous for vocabulary acquisition.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION

This study seeks to determine the effect of vocabulary instruction
on vocabulary achievement. According to the findings of this study,
teaching vocabulary explicitly with the Think-Pair-Share method led to
a significant increase in vocabulary scores among students. However, the
instruction was not given in a long-term fashion, which may impact the
accuracy of the data. Furthermore, long-term vocabulary teaching is
advised for future research that focuses on enhancing students'
vocabulary, as rigorous vocabulary instruction is substantially associated
with enhancing students' vocabulary. In addition, it can be argued that
explicit vocabulary instruction should be incorporated into the teaching-
learning process because it has been shown to increase students'
vocabulary achievement in the present study.
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