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Keywords

This article presents a comparative analysis of receptive and productive vocabulary
knowledge among adult language learners. It explores the distinctions between these
two types of vocabulary, emphasizing their implications for language acquisition and
teaching. The study is grounded in theoretical models proposed by Nation, 2001 &
Schmitt, 2000, highlighting the cognitive differences between understanding
vocabulary and using it in communicative contexts. A mixed-methods approach was
employed, incorporating both quantitative assessments—using the Vocabulary Size
Test (VST) and the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT)—and qualitative
insights through interviews and questionnaires. Findings reveal that while learners
demonstrate stronger receptive vocabulary skills, their productive vocabulary
remains limited, with average scores of 75% and 55% respectively. This gap is
attributed to factors such as insufficient output-based practice, language anxiety,
and limited contextual exposure. The article discusses pedagogical
recommendations, including interactive speaking tasks, guided writing exercises, and
enhanced lexical activation strategies, aimed at narrowing this disparity and
fostering balanced vocabulary development in adult learners.

Receptive vocabulary, productive vocabulary, adult language learners, vocabulary
acquisition, language teaching, mixed-methods approach.

CpaBHMTeanbIVI aHaun3 Mypto3oeBa Woauna Lyxpat ku3n

peuenTMBHOro U NPoAyKTUBHOro

murtozoyevashodiya@gmail.com
AccucmeHm npenodasameso

C/Z1I0BapHOro 3anaca y B3pocCablX, TawkeHmMckuli XUMUKO-mexHo02udeckul
I/I3yblal-0u.I,VIX VIHOCTpaHHbIe uHcmumym.
A3bIKN

AHHOTaUus B 0OaHHOU cmamee npedcmasneH CpasHUMesbHbIll GHANU3 PeyenmueHo20 U

npodykmugeHo20 C/108apHO20 3anaca cpedu 83pOC/blX, U3y4arOWux SA3bIK.
Uccnedyromea pasaudus mexoOy smumu 08yMA munamu C/108dpHO20 3anaca,
nodyepkueas ux 3HadeHue OJI1 yCBOeHUSA A3bika U npenodasaHus. ViccnedosaHue
OCHOBAHO HA Meopemud4yeckux Mooesnsx, npedaoxeHHelx Nation (2001) u Schmitt
(2000), komopele nod4yepkusarom KO2HUMUBHbIE pA3IU4UAs MexOy NOHUMAaHuem
C/108apHO20 3aNACa U €20 UCNO0/JIb308aHUEM 8 KOMMYHUKaMUBHbIX KOHMeKCMax.
Vicnoab3osasics cMewaHHelli Memoo, BKIYarWuli KoudecmeeHHble OUeHKU
(Vocabulary Size Test (VST) u Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT)) u
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kayecmeeHHble OaHHble, COOpaHHbIE Yepe3 UHMepsbo U aHKemsl. Pe3ysemamel
nokaselgarom, 4mo, xoms ydawjuecs deMoHcmpupyrom 6osiee Cu/bHble HABbIKU
peyenmueHo20 C/108dpHO20 3anacd, UX NpodykKmueHsili c/108apHeIl  3anac
ocmaemcs 02paHU4eHHeIM, co cpedHumu baanamu 75% u 55% coomeemcmeeHHo.
Amom paspeie obbAcHAeMcs makumMu akmopamu, Kak Hedocmamok Npakmuku
Ha ocHose gblgoda (output-based), A3biko8as MpPeBOXHOCMb U 02PAHUYeHHOe
KOHmMekcmyasneHoe eo30elicmeue. B cmamee obcyxdaromcs nedazoauyeckue
pekomeHOayuu,  eKIOHarWue  UHMepaKkmusHele  pa32080pHble  3a0aHus,
HanpaesieHHele NUCbMEeHHbIe yNpaxHeHUs U cmpameauu Jekcu4eckol akmueayuu,
HanpaesneHHele HA COKpdujeHUue 3mo20 paspeled U yayduleHue pd3eumus
C/108aGpHO20 3aNAca y 83poc/biX yHAUUXCA.

KnioueBble PeyenmueHsil cn1oeapHeili 3anac, npodykmueHell C/108apHbIU  3andc, 83poc/ele
cnoBa usydarowue A3bIK, ycB8OeHUe C/I08dpHO20 3andca, npenodasaHue  A3bIKd,
CMewaHHsIl Memoo.

Voyaga yetganlar tilini Murtozoyeva Shodiya Shuhrat qizi
. . . . murtozoyevashodiya@gmail.com
o'rganuvchilar orasida retseptiv ; P
. ) . . Assitent O'qituvchi

va samarali Iug at bilimlarini Toshkent Kimyo-Texnologiya Instituti

qgiyosiy tahlil gilish

Annotatsiya Ushbu magqolada katta yoshdagi til o’rganuvchilarning lug’atni tushunish va undan
muloqgot jarayonida foydalanish bilimlarining qiyosiy tahlili keltirilgan. Unda
lug‘atning bu ikki turi o’rtasidagi farglar o’rganilib, ularning til o’zlashtirish va
o'gitishdagi ahamiyati ta’kidlanadi. Tadqiqot Nation, 2001, & Schmitt 2000, taklif
etgan nazariy modellarga asoslanib, lug'atni tushunish va undan muloqgot
jarayonida foydalanish o’rtasidagi kognitiv farqlarni yoritadi. Tadqgiqotda aralash
usullar qo’llanilgan bo’lib, ular miqdoriy baholashni (Lug'at hajmi testi (VST) va
Mahsuldor lug’at darajasi testi (PVLT) yordamida) hamda sifatli ma'lumotlarni
(suhbat va so’rovnomalar orqali) oz ichiga oladi. Natijalar shuni ko'rsatadiki,
o'rganuvchilarda retseptiv lug‘at ko'nikmalari kuchliroq bo’lsa-da, ularning
mahsuldor lug‘at boyligi cheklangan bo’lib, o'rtacha ko'rsatkichlar tegishlicha 75%
va 55%ni tashkil etadi. Bu tafovut natijaga asoslangan amaliyotning yetarli emasligi,
til bilan bog'liq xavotir va cheklangan kontekstual ta'sir kabi omillar bilan
izohlanadi. Magqgolada ushbu nomutanosiblikni kamaytirish va katta yoshli
o‘quvchilarda so’z boyligini muvozanatli rivojlantirishga qaratilgan interaktiv nutq
vazifalar, yo'naltirilgan yozma mashqlar va kengaytirilgan leksik faollashtirish
strategiyalari kabi pedagogik tavsiyalar muhokama qilinadi.

Kalit so’zlar Lugatlari gabul qilish, lug‘atlardan foydalanish, katta yoshli til o’rganuvchilar, so’z
boyligini egallash, til o'qitish, aralash usullar yondashuvi.
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Introduction

In the field of language acquisition,
understanding  the  differences  between
receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge
is crucial for educators and learners alike. These
two dimensions of vocabulary knowledge play a
significant role in shaping language proficiency
and  communicative  abilities.  Receptive
vocabulary refers to the words that learners can
recognize and understand when they encounter
them, typically in listening or reading contexts.
Conversely, productive vocabulary encompasses
the words that learners can actively use in
speaking or writing. Although learners often
acquire receptive vocabulary more easily and in
greater quantity than productive vocabulary,
both are essential for effective communication.
This article aims to explore the distinctions
between these two types of vocabulary
knowledge, analyzing their implications for
adult language learners. As noted by Laufer
(1998), vocabulary is a fundamental component
of language proficiency, and its mastery directly
influences communicative competence.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for
understanding the comparative analysis of
receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge
among adult language learners is grounded in
several key linguistic theories and empirical
studies. One prominent model is the distinction
between receptive and productive vocabulary
proposed by Nation (2001), which emphasizes
that receptive vocabulary is typically larger than
productive vocabulary due to the different
cognitive processes involved in understanding
versus using language. This model suggests that
while learners may recognize and comprehend a
wide range of words, their ability to actively
produce these words in speech or writing is
often limited. Furthermore, Schmitt (2000).
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highlights the importance of d epth and
breadth in vocabulary knowledge. Depth refers
to the richness of understanding a word,
including its meanings, collocations, and
grammatical forms, while breadth pertains to
the number of words known.

Schmitt argues that effective language
learning requires not only a broad vocabulary
but also a deep understanding of how words
function in various contexts. This dual focus is
essential for adult learners who must navigate
complex language use in both academic and
social settings. Kroll & Stewart (1994). support
the notion that the processes of word
recognition and production are interconnected
yet distinct. Their findings indicate that learners
often rely on their receptive vocabulary to
inform their productive vocabulary, suggesting
a developmental relationship where increased
exposure to words enhances the ability to use
them actively. This aligns with Zhang (2013),
who noted that adult learners often experience
a lag in productive vocabulary development due
to limited opportunities for practice and the
psychological barriers associated with language
use.

Moreover, the role of context in
vocabulary acquisition cannot be overstated.
According to Laufer (1998), the context in which
vocabulary is learned significantly impacts its
retention and use. Adult learners, who may have
varying degrees of exposure to different
contexts, often find that their productive
vocabulary is constrained by their experiences
and the contexts in which they have practiced
using the language. This highlights the necessity
for educators to create immersive and varied
language experiences that encourage both
receptive and productive vocabulary growth.
The interplay between these types of vocabulary
knowledge is further emphasized by the work of
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Gass & Selinker (2008). who argue that the
acquisition process is influenced by both
interaction and exposure, underscoring the
dynamic nature of language learning.

Methodology

To conduct this comparative analysis, a
mixed-methods approach was employed.
Quantitative data were gathered through
standardized vocabulary tests administered to a
diverse group of adult language learners. The
tests included tasks designed to assess both
receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge,
allowing for a comprehensive evaluation of
learners' abilities. Specifically, the Vocabulary
Size Test (VST) was used to measure receptive
vocabulary, while the Productive Vocabulary
Levels Test (PVLT) assessed learners’ ability to
actively produce words in context. These
instruments were chosen for their established

validity and reliability in second language
acquisition research.
Additionally, qualitative data  were

collected via semi-structured interviews and
open-ended questionnaires to gain deeper

insights into  learners' experiences and
perceptions  regarding  their  vocabulary
acquisition  processes.  Participants  were

encouraged to reflect on their study habits,
exposure to the language, and challenges faced
when attempting to use new vocabulary in
speaking and writing. This qualitative dimension
complemented the numerical data by
highlighting individual variation and the
influence of affective and contextual factors. The
integration of multiple data sources not only
enhanced the credibility and depth of the
analysis but also allowed for the identification of
patterns that would be difficult to detect
through quantitative measures alone. As noted
by Creswell (2014). mixed methods research
enables a more nuanced understanding of
educational phenomena by  combining
qualitative and quantitative approaches within a
single coherent framework.
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Results

The findings of this study reveal notable
and statistically significant disparities between
receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge
among adult EFL learners. Quantitative test
results clearly demonstrated that participants
consistently  performed  better on the
Vocabulary Size Test (VST), which assessed
receptive knowledge, than on the Productive
Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT). On average,
learners scored 75% on the receptive vocabulary
test, while their scores on the productive test
averaged 55%, indicating a 20% performance
gap. This discrepancy was observed across all
proficiency levels within the sample, suggesting
a consistent trend regardless of learners' age or
background.

Moreover, the standard deviation in
productive vocabulary scores was notably
higher, indicating greater variability in learners'
ability to actively use vocabulary. This suggests
that while most learners are able to recognize
and understand new words, their ability to
retrieve and use these words accurately in real-
time communication varies widely. Qualitative
data obtained through interviews further
supported these findings: many learners
reported that they often understood new words
encountered in reading or listening activities but
struggled to recall and use them during
speaking or writing tasks. This aligns with the
findings of Peters (2016). who emphasized the
difficulty adult learners face in converting
passive vocabulary into active use.

Discussion

A variety of interrelated factors contribute
to the observed gap between receptive and
productive vocabulary knowledge. First and
foremost, the asymmetry in language input
plays a central role. Adult learners are frequently
exposed to input-rich environments, such as
reading passages, podcasts, or academic
lectures, which naturally enhance their receptive
vocabulary. However, opportunities for output-
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based interaction, such as speaking and writing,
are often limited in formal educational settings.
This imbalance in input and output exposure
leads to a situation where learners accumulate a
large pool of passive knowledge without
developing the retrieval fluency required for
productive use.

In addition, affective variables such as
language anxiety, lack of confidence, and fear of
making mistakes further inhibit learners’
willingness to use new vocabulary in
communicative contexts. As highlighted by
Macintyre & Gardner (1991), language anxiety
can significantly reduce learners’ willingness to
communicate, thereby limiting their
opportunities to practice and internalize new
lexical items. These psychological barriers often
result in a cycle where learners prefer to remain
passive participants in classroom discussions,
reinforcing the discrepancy between recognition
and usage.

Another contributing factor is the depth
of vocabulary processing. While learners may
encounter new words multiple times through
reading and listening, they often fail to engage
in tasks that require semantic elaboration,
collocational awareness, or contextualized
output. Without such engagement, words
remain superficially known and are unlikely to
transition into productive vocabulary. Therefore,
instruction that emphasizes lexical activation,
collocation practice, and meaningful language
use is crucial for narrowing the receptive-
productive gap.

Given  these
imperative ~ for

it becomes
educators to

findings,
language
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implement pedagogical strategies that foster
both recognition and active usage of
vocabulary. For instance, integrating interactive
speaking tasks, guided writing exercises, and
collaborative learning activities can significantly
enhance learners’ confidence and competence
in using new words. As Thornbury (2002) rightly
noted, vocabulary teaching should not only
focus on word recognition, but also on the skills
necessary for productive deployment in real-life
communication.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the comparative analysis of
receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge
among adult EFL learners underscores a
persistent and meaningful divide between the
two aspects of lexical competence. While
learners demonstrate a relatively high ability to
recognize and comprehend words, their
capacity to produce these words accurately and
fluently in communicative contexts appears to
lag significantly behind. This finding carries
important implications for language instruction,
particularly — in  settings  where  output
opportunities are limited or undervalued. To
bridge this gap, educators must adopt a
balanced and integrated approach to
vocabulary teaching - one that values both
comprehension and production, and that
provides learners with regular, low-stakes
opportunities to use new vocabulary in speech
and writing. Moreover, addressing psychological
barriers such as anxiety and fear of error is
essential to create a supportive classroom
environment where learners feel comfortable
experimenting with language.
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