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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

           In this chapter, the collected data is analyzed and the results are discussed based on the 

three research questions mentioned in Chapter One. First, the scores in the two 

tests—vocabulary test and reading comprehension test—are analyzed by applying Pearson 

product-moment correlation to see if there is significant correlation between vocabulary 

knowledge and reading comprehension. Then, the results of the two tests of the two groups 

before and after the lexical inferencing instruction are examined by Independent Samples 

t-tests to make sure if there is any significant difference made by the participants after the 

lexical inferencing instruction. The answers to the questionnaire of lexical inferencing 

strategy are also analyzed to check the knowledge sources and contextual cues used by the 

participants while inferring. Finally, participants’ responses in the interviews are described to 

show the participants’ lexical inferencing behaviors. 

       

        5.1 Correlation between Vocabulary Knowledge and Reading Comprehension 

            Scores of vocabulary and reading comprehension tests in the pretest and posttest were 

collected and analyzed to see if the correlation coefficients between the vocabulary and 

reading comprehension tests reached any significant level. In other words, analyses were 

carried out to determine if reading comprehension could be predicted from vocabulary 

competence. The results were presented in Table 5.1 and Table 5.2. 
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  Table 5.1 Means of the two tests before lexical inferencing instruction  
   

Group (n=34) Test Means Correlation 
C group Vocabulary 55.49 

 Reading 64.96 
.663** 

E group Vocabulary 55.89 
 Reading 66.19 

.683** 

          ** p<.01 
Note. C group= controlled group, E group= experimental group 

 
 

           Table 5.1 showed the mean scores attained by all participants on the two tests before 

lexical inferencing instruction. The mean score of the vocabulary test in the controlled group 

was 55.49 and it was 55.89 in the experimental group. The mean score of the reading 

comprehension test was 64.96 in the controlled group and it was 66.19 in the experimental 

group. The means of the two tests in the controlled group and the experimental group were 

close. Pearson product-moment correlation was then applied to decide whether there was a 

significant correlation between the two tests before lexical inferenicng instruction. The 

correlation between vocabulary test and reading comprehension test was .663 in the 

controlled group, and it was .683 in the experimental group before the instruction (Table 5.1). 

The correlations were both significant and positive.  

           The examination of correlation between vocabulary knowledge and reading 

comprehension was also conducted in the posttest. The results were presented in Table 5.2. 

 
 
Table 5.2 Means of the two tests after lexical inferencing instruction    
 

Group (n=34) Test Means Correlation 
C group Vocabulary 57.44 

 Reading 69.90 
.682** 

E group Vocabulary 85.03 
 Reading 98.53 

.777** 

          ** p<.01 
Note. C group= controlled group, E group= experimental group 
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Table 5.2 showed the mean scores attained by all the participants on the two tests after 

lexical inferencing instruction. The mean score of the vocabulary test was 57.44 in the 

controlled group and it was 85.03 in the experimental group. The mean score of the reading 

comprehension test was 69.90 in the controlled group and it was 98.53 in the experimental 

group. To examine the correlation between vocabulary and reading tests after lexical 

inferencing instruction, the mean scores were analyzed by Pearson product-moment 

correlation. The correlation between vocabulary test and reading comprehension test was .682 

in the controlled group, and it was .777 in the experimental group after the instruction (Table 

5.2). The correlations were statistically proved to be significant. 

            The significant correlations showed that the higher scores in the vocabulary test, the 

higher scores in the reading comprehension test. It provided statistical evidence that 

vocabulary knowledge was important to the comprehension of foreign language written texts. 

This result was also supportive of Mecartty’s (1994) and Dwaik’s (1997) 

findings—vocabulary competence could serve as good prediction of reading ability in a 

foreign language. We may thus suggest that the increase in vocabulary knowledge contribute 

to the advance of reading comprehension which is fundamental to L2 academic success of 

junior high school students in Taiwan. 

         

5.2 The Effects of Lexical Inferencing on Vocabulary Learning and Reading 

Comprehension 

The analysis in this section focused on the significant differences on the vocabulary 

knowledge and reading comprehension between the controlled group and the experimental 

group after lexical inferencing instruction. The mean scores and standard deviations of the 
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two tests both before and after the lexical inferencing instruction were presented first, and 

then the results of Independent Samples t-test were displayed to see if there was any 

significant difference between the two groups on vocabulary knowledge and reading 

comprehension before and after lexical inferencing instruction, and if any significant progress 

was achieved by the experimental group. The participants in the experimental group were 

expected to accomplish significant progress than the participants in the controlled group in 

vocabulary tests after taking part in lexical inferencing instruction, and we also expected to 

find a significant improvement in their reading comprehension. The results were presented in 

Table 5.3. 

 

Table 5.3 Independent Samples t-test of the tests between the two groups 
 

Phase Group (n=34) Means of 
vocabulary test

t-test Means of 
reading test 

t-test 

Pretest C group 55.49 64.96 .731 
 E group 55.89 

.917 
66.19  

Posttest C group 57.44  .000** 69.90 .000** 
 E group 85.03  98.53  

**p<.01 
Note. C group= controlled group, E group= experimental group 

 
 

As indicated in Table 5.3, the result of Independent Samples t-test showed that there was 

no significant difference between the two groups in the pretest. The mean score of vocabulary 

test was 55.49 in the controlled group, and it was 55.89 in the experimental group. The mean 

score of reading comprehension test was 64.96 in the controlled group and it was 66.19 in the 

experimental group. The mean scores for vocabulary and reading comprehension tests were 

then computed by Independent Samples t-test. The results in Table 5.3 revealed that the 

differences between the two groups in vocabulary test (p = .917, p>.05) and reading 
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comprehension test (p = .731, p>.05) were both not significant. That is to say, each group 

consisted of students with similar proficiency level of vocabulary knowledge and reading 

comprehension before lexical inferencing instruction.   

    In the posttest, the mean score of the vocabulary test in the controlled group was 57.44 

and it was 85.03 in the experimental group (Table 5.3). This result indicated that the 

participants who were instructed in lexical inferencing did significantly better in the 

vocabulary test than those students who did not receive the instruction, and the difference 

between the controlled group and the experimental group reached a significant level after 

being examined by Independent samples t-test (p = .000, p<. 05). In other words, lexical 

inferencing was obviously effective in the development of vocabulary knowledge. The result 

of the t-test revealed that there was also significant difference on the comprehension test 

between the controlled group and the experimental group (p = .000, p<. 05), and the mean 

scores of the experimental group (means= 98.53) was higher than that of the controlled group 

(means= 69.90). That is, the participants who were instructed with the skills of lexical 

inferencing performed remarkably better on reading comprehension test than those who did 

not receive the lexical inferenicng instruction. This result indicated that lexical inferencing 

had a positive effect on the students’ vocabulary learning and reading comprehension in this 

study. Corresponding to the findings of the relevant studies (Hasstrupt, 1987; Patribakht & 

Wesche, 1999), the results in Table 5.3 support that lexical inferencing is an effective method 

in foreign language vocabulary learning and reading comprehension. 

 

       5.3 Comparison of Results in the Questionnaire        

           This section will present and discuss the descriptive analysis of the results of the 
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questionnaires which were mainly used to examine the knowledge sources and contextual 

cues the participants appealed to in the process of lexical inferencing while reading. The 

means of all the participants’ answers to these cues will be presented first, and then the 

comparisons of the means will be made between the two groups before and after lexical 

inferencing instruction. The results will include an account of inter-group differences in terms 

of the use of knowledge sources and contextual cues in lexical inferencing.   

    The questionnaire was organized mainly by twelve knowledge sources and contextual 

cues. There were twelve statements which described how to use these twelve cues to guess 

word meanings. For example, the statement of word morphology was “I will divide the 

unknown word into pieces of parts, and then try to recognize the familiar part.” Each 

statement was followed by an example to help students understand the statement better. For 

example, “They talked and laughed happily in the party. (happily=happy+ily，happily must be 

related to happy.)”. According to the frequency of using the cues, students gave their answers 

from number one to number five which referred to five levels of frequency. These five levels 

were level 1=never used, level 2=seldom used, level 3=sometimes used, level 4=often used, 

and level 5=always used. Students’ answers were scored and analyzed. Inter-group 

comparisons between the controlled group and the experimental group will be discussed in 

the order of pretest and posttest.  

In the section of pretest, the means of twelve knowledge sources and contextual cues 

were presented first, and the differences between two groups were examined by applying 

Independent Samples t-test to see if there was significant difference between the frequencies 

of the use of knowledge sources and contextual cues before and after lexical inferencig 

instruction. The original data can be found in Appendix XI and Appendix XII.     
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     Table 5.4 Means of 12 knowledge sources and contextual cues in the pretest 

 C group E group  
 Means SD Means SD t-test 
1.Morphology 3.24 .96 3.15 .96 .705 
2. Homonym 2.71 1.03 2.59 1.08 .647 
3.Word 

association 
2.91 1.08 2.91 .93 1.00 

4.Sentence 
meaning 

3.32 1.09 3.15 1.02 .494 

5.Sentence 
grammar 

3.06 1.04 2.76 .61 .161 

6.Punctuation 2.47 .96 2.44 .70 .886 
7. Definition 3.15 .99 3.09 .97 .805 
8. Cause and 

effect 
2.88 1.01 3.06 .78 .422 

9.Comparison 
or contrast 

2.82 .76 2.85 .78 1.00 

10. Discourse 
meaning 

3.15 1.13 3.21 1.15 .805 

11.Reflection 
of mood 

2.82 1.03 3.15 1.05 .204 

12.World 
knowledge 

2.74 1.08 2.82 .90 .716 

       Note. C group= controlled group, E group= experimental group 
 
 

         The means of knowledge sources and contextual cues presented in Table 5.4 

demonstrated that the use of knowledge sources and contextual cues for inferencing was 

similar between the two groups before lexical inferencing instruction. In the pretest, the 

participants both in the controlled group and the experimental group all regarded the twelve 

cues as seldom-used or sometimes-used cues. The means of these cues did not achieve 

often-used or always-used level. This indicated that the participants lacked general 

recognition of these cues. When the participants in both groups were asked if they would 

apply the twelve knowledge sources and contextual cues to infer word meanings, their 

answers were usually “seldom” or “sometimes”. In their past English learning experience, 
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they were seldom taught the skills of guessing word meanings, and thus had no opportunities 

to recognize the effectiveness of inferencing on comprehending the reading texts. They often 

consulted teachers and dictionaries for the meanings of unknown words. Although they 

agreed they would try using knowledge sources and contextual cues to infer, they were not 

equipped with sufficient knowledge to actually perform the inferencing tasks. So it was not 

easy for them to explore word meanings correctly while doing the reading themselves, and 

thus they tended to give up reading English. The participants in both the controlled group and 

the experimental group displayed similar responses in the use of knowledge sources and 

contextual cues in the pretest.  

                For more statistical evidance, the inter-group differences were computed by Independent 

Samples t-test. The results presented in Table 5.4 indicated no significant difference on the 

use of each knowledge source and contextual cue between the controlled group and the 

experiment group before lexical inferencing instruction (p>.05). The results of t-tests showed 

that the differences did not reach significant level.                              

        In the posttest, to examine inter-group differences in the use of knowledge sources and 

contextual cues after lexical inferencing instruction, mean values were calculated for twelve 

knowledge sources and contextual cues (see Table 5.5). Independent Samples t-test was then 

performed on the means of knowledge sources and contextual cues for the two groups (see 

Table 5.5).   
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Table 5.5 Means of 12 knowledge sources and contextual cues in the posttest 

 C group (n=34) E group (n=34)  
 Means SD Means SD t-test 
1.Morphology 3.44 .79 4.29 .63 .000** 
2. Homonym 2.44 .75 3.62 .60 .000** 
3.Word 
association 

2.74 .79 3.74 .67 .000** 

4.Sentence 
meaning 

3.41 .86 4.24 .61 .000** 

5.Sentence 
grammar 

3.18 .90 3.76 .61 .002** 

6.Punctuation 2.29 .87 3.44 .75 .000** 
7. Definition 3.06 .98 3.29 .76 .001** 
8. Cause and 

effect 
2.94 .92 3.59 .66 .001** 

9.Comparison 
or contrast 

2.71 .72 3.29 .76 .002** 

10. Discourse 
meaning 

3.21 1.04 4.09 .62 .000** 

11.Reflection 
of mood 

2.79 .95 3.62 .65 .000** 

12.World 
knowledge 

2.47 .83 3.62 .70 .000** 

     **p<.01 
Note. C group= controlled group, E group= experimental group 
 
 

The means of knowledge sources and contextual cues presented in Table 5.5 indicated 

that the participants in the experimental group used the cues more often than the participants 

in the controlled group in the posttest. All the means in the experimental group were higher 

than those in the controlled group. In the posttest, the frequencies of using the twelve cues 

increased. After receiving lexical inferencing instruction, the participants in the experimental 

group were more familiar with the cues and used them more frequently. Among these cues, 

the participants used (1) word morphology, (2) sentence level meaning, and (3) discourse 

level meaning most often.  

In the posttest, the seldom-used cues in the experimental group were two discourse level 

cues—definition and comparison or contrast. This indicated that students comparably lacked 
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the knowledge to figure out textual relationship cues, such as definition and comparison or 

contrast. That is, students needed more instruction of discourse knowledge and textual 

relationships to help them get more information not only from word forms and sentences, but 

also from the whole discourse. 

To determine whether there was significant difference in the use of knowledge sources 

and contextual cues between the two groups after lexical inferencing instruction, Independent 

Samples t-test was performed. The result of the t-test presented in Table 5.5 indicated that the 

controlled and the experimental group differed significantly in the use of each knowledge 

source and contextual cue (p<.01). The participants in the experimental group used these 

twelve cues much more often than the participants in the controlled group did. This result 

demonstrated that lexical inferencing instruction did help the students make better use of 

knowledge sources and contextual cues while doing inferencing. 

                             

    5.4 Presentation of the Responses on the Interviews 

        In this section, the responses of the participants to the interviews will be described to 

present how the participants approach the inferencing task by using varied types of 

knowledge sources and contextual cues. Ten participants from the controlled group and ten 

from the experimental group took the interviews one by one with the researcher after lexical 

inferencing instruction. Each interview lasted for 10 to 15 minutes. The participants were 

presented with an article about water draught. 
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(25) Can you imagine not having enough water for growing food, swimming, or 
for washing cars? In the spring of 2002, this happened when Tainan had its 
worst drought in 20 years. By May, only 30 percent of the usual amount of 
rain had fallen. Kinmen Island had only enough water to last for 39 days. 
To help with the problem, Taiwan’s government told people to save water, 
and even bought water from China. The only real answer to Taiwan’s water 
problem is to get more rain, but unluckily we cannot make this happen any 
time we want! 

      

    They were asked to read the article, underline the unknown words, and guess the meanings of 

unknown words. After finishing reading and inferencing, the participants were asked three 

questions about their lexical strategies and the knowledge sources and contextual cues they 

used to infer word meanings. Examples of lexical inferencing will be presented in Appendix 

XV to show how the participants did inferencing by using varied types of knowledge sources 

and contextual cues. 

         Question one asked: “What was the text about? Was it easy to read, a little difficult or 

too difficult? Why? ” Six participants in the controlled group knew this passage was about 

lack of water. However, four participants could not figure out the main idea. The participants 

reported that this text was a little difficult to understand because of the unknown words. 

        As for the participants in the experimental group, it was easier for them to comprehend 

that the text was about not having enough water. The problem they encountered while reading 

was still lexical problem. However, being familiar with looking for contextual cues during 

lexical inferencing instruction, the participants in the experimental group were ready to do 

inferencing and the unknown words did not hinder their reading so much. They also 

comprehended better. 

 Question two in interviews was: “What words are you not familiar with? What did you 

do when you encountered those unknown words while reading? ” The unknown words 
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reported by the participants in the controlled group were drought, imagine, percent, amount, 

fallen, Island, government, answer, unluckily, and happen. Without receiving the 

instruction of lexical inferencing, the participants in the controlled group were bothered by 

the unknown words. “It is impossible for me to understand this article because there are so 

many words that I don’t know.” When asked how they would deal with the unknown words, 

they usually replied, “I skipped them and kept reading.” They ignored the unknown word 

while reading because they thought it did not affect the comprehension of the sentence and 

the paragraph, or because they felt they could not come up with an appropriate meaning for 

the word. Some participants reported that they would try guessing, but they also said, “I don’t 

think I can guess it right. I always make a mistake.”  

During the interviews, the participants had no access to dictionary. Some participants 

from the controlled group reported that they would have looked up some of the unknown 

words if a dictionary had been available. Furthermore, although the participants of this study 

knew that the researcher would not answer any questions about the text or provide any 

information about the unknown words during the interviews, they occasionally asked for 

assistance. The data collected from the interviews also suggested that some participants in the 

controlled group felt frustrated because they were not able to figure out the meanings of some 

of the unknown words. 

As for the participants in the experimental group, similar unknown words were also 

reported. However, most participants did not treat fallen and unluckily as unknown words 

because they could understand their meanings as soon as they saw them and figured out the 

features of word forms. They knew that fallen referred to “rain fall” because fallen=fall+en. 

They inferred unluckily referred to “not lucky” because they knew that the prefix “un-” made 
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the adjectives turn into the contrary meaning. The participants reported that they would 

ignore the unknown word only when they thought it did not affect the overall meaning of the 

text.  

When the participants in the experimental group were asked to read the text for general 

comprehension, they all read it silently. However, when they were asked to infer the 

meanings of the unknown words, many participants tended to read the text out, word by word, 

concentrating on the sentences containing the unknown words. Each of these sentences was 

usually read several times before any response was given. “I first try to understand the 

meaning of the sentences containing the unknown words. If I can’t get any cues, I will look 

for the cues in the whole paragraph.” The main strategy reported by the participants was to 

make sure they understand the general meaning of the sentence, sometimes focusing on the 

words immediately surrounding the unknown word in order to infer its meaning. 

The participants in the experimental group appeared to be more actively engaged in the 

reading and guessing process. They were constantly predicting and checking the meaning of 

the sentences containing the unknown words. Often they did this by going back to the 

beginning of a paragraph or sentence and rereading parts or all of it, and occasionally by 

asking themselves questions about the meaning they had constructed in an attempt to get the 

meanings of the unknown words. The participants in the experimental group revealed more 

confidence and familiarity during the process of lexical inferencing.  

The third question in interviews was: Talk about the meanings of these words. How did 

you get the meanings of these unknown words? Students’ responses to this question showed 

how the participants approached the inferencing task, and the different kinds of knowledge 

sources and contextual cues used in L2 lexical inferencing. They also highlighted the effect of 
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lexical inferencing instruction in the use of knowledge sources and contextual cues and in the 

successful inferences.  

The participants in the controlled group were unfamiliar with the skills in lexical 

inferencing and lacked confidence in constructing an appropriate meaning of the unknown 

word because they did not recognize the existence of the useful cues—the features of the 

words and the meanings of the sentence or the text. They easily gave up guessing the 

meanings of the unknown words. In some cases they tried to consult the interviewer for 

information of the unknown words or the whole text. They spent more time while trying to 

understand the text.  

The participants in the experimental group inferred the word meanings more actively 

and made use of variety of knowledge sources and contextual cues while inferencing. The 

most frequently used cues were word morphology, sentence level meaning, and then the 

discourse level meaning. This was also consistent with the results of questionnaires. The cues 

of comparison or contrast and cause and effect were comparably seldom used by the 

participants while inferencing. This may be that these cues did not exist in the reading text. 

This result reflected that there was the same problem existing in the reading texts in English 

textbook. The reading materials in the textbook for junior high school students were usually 

short and simple, and thus textual relations such as comparison or contrast and cause and 

effect comparably seldom existed in the contents. Supplement readings from English learning 

magazines or bilingual newspapers could be used to solve this problem. 

The responses collected from the interviews revealed that the participants in the 

experimental group used a variety of knowledge sources and contextual cues in word 

inferencing after lexical inferencing instruction. It was also noted that the participants used 
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multiple knowledge sources and contextual cues in the process. Examples of the interviews 

were presented in Appendix XV to illustrate how students applied knowledge sources and 

contextual cues to infer the appropriate meanings and to see the effects of lexical inferencing 

instruction.  

 

 

 


