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Summary

This thesis investigates (i) the extent to which productive vocabulary knowledge tasks
can detect changes over a short period of time for two different proficiency groups and (ii)
how such a change might relate to aspects of speaking and writing abilities.

The thesis consists of four experiments (one cross-sectional and three longitudinal).
All of the experiments have been administered by the researcher. The first experiment (cross-
sectional, n = 105 A2 participants) compared a widely cited measure—the Productive
Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT)—with two tasks from Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017):
Lex30 and G_Lex. The first experiment reported that productive vocabulary knowledge is
task-dependent for a group of A2 proficiency participants.

The second experiment (longitudinal, » = 100 A2 participants) measured participants’
vocabulary knowledge with the same three productive vocabulary knowledge tasks from the
first experiment at two time intervals: 0 and 3 months. The second experiment reported that
productive vocabulary knowledge change varies according to task for a group of A2
proficiency participants.

The third experiment (longitudinal, n = 50 B2 participants) (i) measured participants’
vocabulary knowledge with the same three productive vocabulary knowledge tasks from the
first and second experiments but with an additional productive vocabulary writing task (the
LFP), and (i1) explored the extent to which productive vocabulary knowledge change (as
detected by different productive vocabulary tasks) might be consistent with infrequent words
use in a writing task at 0 and 3 months. The third experiment reported that (i) productive
vocabulary change varies according to task for a group of B2 proficiency participants; and (i1)
infrequent words use in writing consistently relates to productive vocabulary knowledge task

(the PVLT) score for the same group of B2 proficiency participants.



The fourth experiment (longitudinal, n = 45 A2 participants) explored potential
relationships between the vocabulary knowledge elicited by the same three vocabulary tasks
from the first, second, and third experiments, and aspects of speaking fluency at 0 and 3
months. The fourth experiment reported that aspects of L2 oral fluency inconsistently relate
to productive vocabulary knowledge task scores for a group of A2 proficiency participants.

The four experiments reported in this thesis allowed me to make three main broad
claims. First, the extent to which productive vocabulary tasks can detect productive
vocabulary knowledge change might be based on implicational and developmental scales.
The implicational scale-based change might relate to the quantitative change of specific
aspects of productive vocabulary knowledge (e.g., form, semantic appropriateness, or
grammatical accuracy) as detected by tasks with different elicitation characteristics. The
developmental scale-based change might relate to the qualitative change of productive
vocabulary knowledge (i.e., the ability to produce words in context and to perform
contextually demanding tasks) as illustrated by Jiang’s (2000) word development theory. This
claim of productive vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect change based on two different
perspectives might provide insights on how aspects of productive vocabulary knowledge
construct change over time for groups of different proficiency level.

Second, the extent to which productive vocabulary tasks can detect consistent
productive vocabulary knowledge change for two different proficiency groups (A2 and B2)
might be task-dependent. G_Lex was the only task (when compared with Lex30 and the
PVLT) that was able to detect consistent change between the two proficiency groups (A2 in
Chapter 4 and B2 in Chapter 5) in two short-term (three-month) longitudinal studies. This
claim of G_Lex sensitivity to detect consistent change might offer some useful insights to the
discussion about how to assess various (e.g., pre-sessional) short-term (i.e., 12-week)

language programs.



Third, the extent to which productive vocabulary tasks can detect productive
vocabulary knowledge change on IELTS writing and speaking tasks might be task-dependent.
The PVLT was the only task (when compared with Lex30 and G_Lex) that was able to detect
the infrequent words change in the IELTS Writing Task 2 for a group of B2 participants.
G_Lex, on the other hand, was the only task (when compared with Lex30 and the PVLT) that
was able to detect infrequent words in Part 3 of the IELTS speaking test for a group of A2
participants. This claim of both the PVLT and G_Lex sensitivity to detect infrequent words in
IELTS Writing and Speaking might offer some pedagogical implications to language
teachers, skill-based (e.g., speaking and writing) courses, and test preparation (e.g., [ELTS)
programs.

In addition to the previous three main claims and their potential implications, the
thesis developed different equivalent versions of two productive vocabulary tasks (a new
version of Lex30, and two new versions of G_Lex). The newly developed versions are
designed based on the original tasks’ criteria, and might be of a great assist for future

productive vocabulary knowledge studies.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Lexical knowledge (both receptive and productive) is arguably the focus of all
language teaching. Receptive knowledge, sometimes called “passive knowledge,” represents
the vocabulary we use in listening and reading. Productive knowledge, sometimes called
“active knowledge,” represents the vocabulary we use in speaking and writing.

1.1 Receptive Vocabulary Knowledge-Productive Vocabulary Knowledge Relationship

Both receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge might be highly related. As an
example, at an early stage of development, what learners can recognize might also relate
more closely to what they can produce (e.g., if learners can recognize the word “research” at
an early stage of lexical development, then it is more likely that they can produce it). Melka
(1997) considers productive vocabulary knowledge as being at one end of a continuum with
receptive vocabulary knowledge at the opposite end, where knowledge of vocabulary items
can be situated anywhere from “passive” (receptive) to “active” (productive). This receptive—
productive continuum has been often cited in vocabulary research (e.g., Henriksen, 1999;
Laufer & Goldestein, 2004; Palmberg, 1987; Schmitt, 2010) and remains strongly present in
the research literature to this day.

However, this receptive vocabulary knowledge—productive vocabulary knowledge
relationship might not be always straightforward (Elmetaher, 2021) mainly due to differences
related to (1) size; (i1) assessment; and (ii1) construct. First, there is an overall assumption that
the size of receptive vocabulary knowledge (i.e., needed for listening or reading) might be
bigger than productive vocabulary knowledge (i.e., needed for writing and speaking) (Laufer,
1998; Nation, 2001; Read, 2000; Webb, 2005; 2007). Not all that we can recognize will
always comfortably relate to what we can produce, probably because we do not need to

produce all the words that we can recognize.



18

Second, “productive vocabulary knowledge is believed to be more difficult to estimate
and assess [than receptive vocabulary knowledge] and reliable tools to assess it are very
scarce” (Miralpeix, 2019, p. 192). Nation and Webb (2011) identify at least two potential
reasons for this difficulty. They note that tests of productive vocabulary knowledge (i) face
more challenges in attributing credit for partial word knowledge than do tests of receptive
vocabulary knowledge (p. 304) and (ii) may have difficulty in producing results that are
representative of a learner’s entire lexicon (e.g., tests that rely on prompts to elicit productive
vocabulary run the risk of targeting lexical fields about which certain learners may not have
prior knowledge) (pp. 200-201).

Third, unlike receptive vocabulary knowledge, most researchers consider productive
vocabulary knowledge to be a multifaceted construct (Fitzpatrick, 2007; Fitzpatrick &
Clenton, 2010; 2017). In recent discussions of the construct of productive vocabulary
knowledge, Schmitt (2019) and Gu (2019) propose an extension of what is covered by
productive vocabulary construct insofar as they suggest that productive knowledge concerns
the encoding of communicative content. Schmitt suggests that productive vocabulary
knowledge “involves knowing a lexical item well enough to produce it when it is needed to
encode communicative content in speech or writing” (2019, p. 269). Gu (2019) suggests the
need to add consideration of “appropriateness in use, because real competency in
vocabulary.... entails the ability to know when to use what with whom in what context” (p.
273). Such multiple aspects of productive vocabulary construct might raise concerns about
how productive vocabulary tasks might estimate and assess productive vocabulary
knowledge.

1.2 Productive Vocabulary Knowledge Tasks
Productive vocabulary tasks vary and range from tasks that ask participants to provide

single word associations (e.g., Lex30; Meara, & Fitzpatrick, 2000) to tasks that ask
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participants to use word forms with semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy in
context (e.g., Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP); Laufer & Nation, 1995). Such variety in
productive vocabulary tasks with different characteristics and elicitation demands raises a
need for further studies to investigate how each task (i) taps into the productive vocabulary
knowledge construct, (ii) detects productive vocabulary knowledge change over time, and
(ii1) detects aspects of language production skills (speaking and writing) that change over
time. This third point of individual productive vocabulary tasks to potentially detect changes
in aspects of speaking and writing skills over time might offer some potential pedagogical
implications to language teachers, skill-based (e.g., speaking and writing) courses, and test
preparation (e.g., [ELTS) programs.

1.3 The Study

This thesis offers a novel approach to investigating the extent to which different
productive vocabulary tasks can detect changes over time. I focus on three productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks: Lex30 is designed to elicit single words using word stimuli
(Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000); G_Lex is designed to elicit single words using sentence stimuli
(Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017); and the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT) is
designed to elicit single predetermined words using sentence stimuli (Laufer & Nation,
1999).

The motivation for running three tasks in parallel comes from Chapelle (2006).
Chapelle situates the need for inferencing of test constructs not only in relation to the broader
“communicative language ability” framework (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996)
but also for “defensible inferences to appropriate constructs” (p. 54). She suggests that testing
should be conducted with more than a single method and, for reliable inferences to be made,
performance should be both dependable and generalizable to the extent that “the inference

[...] assumes that performance on the test task generalizes to performance on other similar
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tasks [and] also assumes that performance is dependable across tasks” (p. 55). Accordingly,
Chapelle’s paper highlights the need to concurrently employ multiple tasks that have been
validated and shown to be reliable to infer the extent to which tasks elicit the overlapping or
equivalent construct being investigated.

1.3.1 Investigating the Extent to Which Different Productive Vocabulary Tasks Detect
Changes over Time (Chapters 2—7)

Chapters 2—7 have been developed to investigate the extent to which different
productive vocabulary tasks detect changes over time. Chapter 2 presents the literature
review and is divided into three sections. The first section presents a review of four studies,
representing four different productive vocabulary tasks. The second section in this review
discusses three papers’ attempts to assess productive vocabulary knowledge in relation to
aspects of speaking and writing skills. The third and final section collects strands of the
discussions from sections one and two by discussing three papers that attempt to evaluate
productive vocabulary knowledge development.

To provide a solid background to the following experimental chapters, Chapter 3
explores the extent to which three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the
PVLT) capture contrasting and overlapping aspects of knowledge. Chapters 4 builds on
Chapter 3 to investigate the extent to which the three productive vocabulary knowledge tasks
detect change over time for a group of A2 proficiency level learners. Chapter 5 extends the
discussion from Chapter 4 to investigate (i) the extent to which the three productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change over time for a higher proficiency (i.e., B2) group
and (i1) whether the extent to which the three productive vocabulary knowledge tasks scores
change might be consistent with aspects of writing. To obtain a picture of both productive
language skills, Chapter 6 investigates the extent to which the three productive vocabulary

knowledge tasks’ scores might be consistent with aspects of speaking.
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Following the experimental chapters, Chapter 7 reflects on (i) productive vocabulary
knowledge tasks’ sensitivity to detect change for the two different proficiency groups (A2
and B2); and (i) productive vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect infrequent words change

in aspects of IELTS speaking and writing tasks for the same two different proficiency groups.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

The literature review presented in this chapter is divided into three sections. The first
section presents a review of four studies, representing four different productive vocabulary
tasks. The second section in this chapter reviews three cross-sectional studies that attempt to
assess productive vocabulary knowledge in relation to aspects of speaking and writing skills.
The third and final section in this chapter reviews longitudinal studies that relate to
productive vocabulary development. The literature review ends with a summary of the key
points of all three sections and sets up the research questions for the investigations to follow.
2.1 Productive Vocabulary Tasks

The four reviewed papers in this first section detail the four productive vocabulary
tasks used in the experimental chapters (3-7). Although all four tasks activate user
knowledge/ability (Meara, 1997), each might possess different task characteristics and
elicitation demands. Such differences in task characteristics and elicitation demands might
reveal different information about the productive vocabulary knowledge construct.

The section starts with a review of Laufer and Nation’s (1995) “Vocabulary Size and
Use: Lexical Richness in L2 Written Production” in which they present a productive
composition-based vocabulary task, the LFP. The second review is of Laufer and Nation’s
(1999) “A Vocabulary Size Test of Controlled Productive Ability” in which they present a
controlled productive word completion task, the PVLT. The third review is of Meara and
Fitzpatrick’s (2000) “Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive Vocabulary in an
L2” in which they present the word association task, Lex30. The final review is of Fitzpatrick
and Clenton’s (2017) “making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of Productive

Vocabulary Knowledge” in which they present a sentence completion task, G_Lex.
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2.1.1 Laufer and Nation (1995): Vocabulary Size and Use: Lexical Richness in L2 Written
Production

Laufer and Nation (1995) introduced a composition-based measure of lexical
richness, the Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP) (Appendix 1). The LFP reflects “the ability to
use a word at one’s free will as free productive ability” (Laufer & Nation, 1999, p. 37).

The LFP was validated through an experiment of three groups of different proficiency
participants (with group one being the lowest followed by group two, and then group three).
Group 1 comprised 22 participants from a university in New Zealand and represented the
lowest proficiency group. Group 2 (20 participants) and group 3 (23 participants) were from a
university in Israel and represented the second and the third proficiency levels, respectively.

Participants were required to respond to two compositions with at least 300-word
tokens in length for each. Compositions’ topics varied but were mainly for general debatable
topics (e.g., “It is always what you do not have as a child that is important to you as an adult.
Agree or disagree with this statement” (Laufer & Nation, 1995, p. 320)). Compositions were
corrected for misspellings and incorrectly used items, and then compared to vocabulary lists
by computer software. The LFP score consisted of tallying the percentage of infrequent
words (i.e., non-1k) a participant used in the two general composition questions.

The significant differences between the three groups were found to be proficiency-
based, with the participants in group 1 (lowest proficiency group) using more-frequent words
(i.e., 1k and 2k), Table 2.1 from Laufer and Nation (1995, p. 316). Laufer and Nation,
therefore, claim that the LFP was able to show different changes between different

proficiency groups.
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Table 2.1
Mean and Standard Deviations Percentages of Different Word Families for the Three

Different Proficiency Groups

1°' 1,000 27 1,000 UWL Not in Lists

Compl Com2 Compl Com2 Compl Com2 Compl Com?2

Group 1 86.5 87.5 71 70 32 41 33 28
SD 38 53 20 23 18 25 23 18
Group 2 79.7 79.4 67 68 81 78 56 66
SD 53 45 17 22 23 23 35 33
Group 3 77 74 66 56 81 101 75 87
SD 61 59 26 25 32 29 29 35

F-test 19.35 33.1 0.29 1.89 24.86 27.40 10,46 22.74

P-value 0001 0001 75 16 0001 0001 0001 0001

Note: Reprinted from “Vocabulary Size and Use: Lexical Richness in L2 Written
Production,” by Laufer and Nation, 1995, Journal of Applied Linguistics, 16(1), p. 316.

Copyright 1995 by Oxford University Press.

There are at least three potential issues with the LFP. First, as Meara and Fitzpatrick
(2000, p. 21) have pointed out, free productive vocabulary tasks such as the LFP might be
“context-limited.” Task-takers would have to write about specific given topics about which
they may or may not be familiar. However, the effects of this limitation are usually
minimized by using “a broad subject base” (p. 21), e.g., discussing common knowledge or
general topics. Second, Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000) argued that it might be time-consuming
to elicit two essays of 300 words each (as required by the LFP) from non-native speakers. I

posit that this potential issue of being time-consuming might be even more challenging with
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lower-level learners. Third, as Laufer and Nation (1999) argued, the LFP elicitation demands
might not fully estimate learners’ productive vocabulary knowledge. Learners might prefer to
use more-frequent words over less-frequent ones when asked to respond to the LFP
compositions. Thus, Laufer and Nation (1999) proposed “a constrained context” productive
vocabulary level test that might be able to show learners’ productive vocabulary knowledge
at five different word-frequency levels as reviewed next.

2.1.2 Laufer and Nation (1999): A Vocabulary-size Test of Controlled Productive Ability

Laufer and Nation (1999) designed a controlled production measure of vocabulary,
the Productive Vocabulary Level Test (PVLT) (Appendix 2). The PVLT was introduced for
teachers to understand “the state of their learners’ vocabulary knowledge” and for researchers
to “draw on a variety of vocabulary measures to investigate the nature of vocabulary growth”
(p. 33).

Laufer and Nation conducted two studies to investigate the PVLT’s validity and
reliability. In the first study, a total of 79 participants were divided into four different
proficiency groups based on their class grade from lowest to highest: 10th grade, 24
participants; 11th grade, 23 participants; 12th grade,18 participants; and first-year
undergraduate students,14 participants (Laufer & Nation, 1999, p. 38). In the second study, a
total of 132 participants were divided into four different proficiency groups (n =45, 36, 33,
and 18). The second study participants were different from the first study.

In their first study, Laufer and Nation validated the ability of their PVLT task to
distinguish among the four different proficiency groups. Accordingly, a full version of the
PVLT was administered to the four groups. The PVLT consists of 90 selected words from
five different frequency levels: 2k, 3k, Sk, UWL (University word list), and 10k. The first
letters of each target word were provided in a sentence to restrict responses to a specific

target word as an example of the task:
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“The garden was full of fra flowers.”

The PVLT scores were processed as “correct/incorrect for each item” (p. 38). Simple spelling
and grammatical mistakes were ignored. Six scores were given to each learner (five
frequency levels plus a total score). Laufer and Nation found that the PVLT score changes as
general proficiency increases (University > 12" grade > 11" grade> 10™ grade), Table 2.2
from Laufer and Nation (1999, p. 39).

Table 2.2

Mean Scores, F-tests, and Total Score of the PVLT for the Four Different Proficiency Groups

100 grade 11" grade 12" grade University F-test

(n=24) (=23) (n=18) (n=14)

2,000 level 11.8 15.0 16.2 17.0 17.9 p=.0001
3,000 level 6.3 9.3 10.8 14.9 21.2 p=.0001
UWL level 2.6 53 7.4 12.6 34.6 p=.0001
5,000 level 1.0 3.9 4.7 7.4 12.6 p=.0001
10,000 level 0.0 0.0 0.9 3.8 13.6 p=.0001
Total 21.7 334 40.1 55.8 32.6 p=.0001

* F-test results indicate that “the differences between the four groups of learners for the total
scores and scores at individual frequency levels were significant.” (Laufer and Nation, 1999,
p. 40).

Note. Reprinted from “A Vocabulary-size Test of Controlled Productive Ability,”

by Laufer and Nation, 1999, Journal of Language Testing, 16(1), p. 39. Copyright 1999 by

SAGE Journals.

In their second study, Laufer and Nation created three new versions of the PVLT,

each with different items from the same five frequency levels (2k, 3k, Sk, UWL (University
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word list), and 10k). The four versions of the PVLT were administered to four groups of
learners. Each group responded to four different versions of a specific frequency level, e.g., a
group took four different versions of the 2,000-word frequency level. An analysis of four of
the five frequency levels (2k, 3k, 5k, and UWL) of the participants’ responses found that the
four versions of the task significantly correlated with each other (see Table 2.3 from Laufer &
Nation, 1999, p. 43).

Table 2.3

Correlations between 2,000, 3,000, UWL, and 5,000-word Levels of Four Different Versions

of the PVLT

A/B A/C A/D B/C B/D C/D
2,000 level 82% 82% i 83%* 81%* TT*
(n=45)
3,000 level T1* 0% 82% 82% hk .80*
(n=36)
UWL level 5% .80* .84* .83%* 76* .80*
(n=133)
5,000 level 72 .83%* .69 49 77 .67
(n=18) (p=.004) (p=.003) @p=.1 (p=.003) (p=.0006)

*Significant at .0001 level.
Note: Reprinted from “A Vocabulary-size Test of Controlled Productive Ability,”
by Laufer and Nation, 1999, Journal of Language Testing, 16(1), p. 43. Copyright 1999 by

SAGE Journals.

Laufer and Nation (1999) concluded that “the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test is a

reliable, valid, and practical measure of vocabulary growth” (1999, p. 44). However, there are
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at least three potential issues with the PVLT. First, the scoring responses for the three
versions of the PVLT were taken from an outdated corpus (Nation, 1983). An analysis of the
90 scoring responses of each version of the task with BNC-COCA (Nation, 2017) corpora
revealed that the total number of scoring responses was different for the three different PVLT
tasks: PVLT 1: BNC COCA total score = 85; PVLT 2: BNC COCA total score = 79; and
PVLT 3: BNC COCA total score = 78.

Second, the PVLT scoring system might obfuscate the extent to which the task can
detect knowledge. The task-taker is only given credit for responses that correspond to target
items. As Walters (2012) has highlighted, a task-taker “might choose a different word to
complete the [PVLT] sentence, with the further chance that this choice might be a less
frequent word, possibly indicating a broader productive vocabulary than the test would
reveal” (p. 173). In such cases, no credit would be given for knowledge of the less-frequent
word.

Furthermore, Laufer and Nation assumed that the provided first letters of the scoring words
should limit the possibility of using other words with semantical appropriateness but from
different frequency bands. However, some of the PVLT sentences might arguably accept
more than one possible response. As an example, from the University Word List level
sentences in the first version of the PVLT:

“There has been a recent tr... ....... among prosperous families towards a smaller number of
children.”

The scoring response for this sentence is “trend”’; however, other responses, such as “tragedy,
track, trouble, trauma, transition” might arguably work.

Another example from the University Word List level sentences in the first version of the
PVLT is:

2

“There are several misprints on each page of this te
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The scoring response for this sentence is “text”’; however, other responses, such as “textbook,
test, template” might arguably work.

Third, in relation to the earlier second point of the PVLT scoring system, Meara and
Fitzpatrick (2000) argued that the scoring system of the PVLT of only one correct response
for each task item might “identify what the learners do not know, but it is rather less
successful at identifying the full extent of what they do know” (p. 21). They added that the
PVLT might detect the knowledge of lower levels but not, for example, the 10,000-word
level as it might be hard to assume that only 18 items can represent thousands of words.

In response to the PVLT scoring system’s ability to detect a change in higher levels,
Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000) proposed a word-association productive vocabulary task,
Lex30. They believed that Lex30 can produce adequate “rich vocabulary output” (p. 22) to
better show learners’ productive vocabulary knowledge. Lex30 is reviewed in the next
section.

2.1.3 Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000): Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive
Vocabulary in L2

Meara and Fitzpatrick aimed to design an easy-to-use productive vocabulary task,
Lex30 (Appendix 3). The authors argue that their newly developed productive vocabulary
task is easy to administer, takes only a short time to complete, elicits adequate responses from
the participants, and has the potential to be administered online.

To validate the Lex30, Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000) conducted a cross-sectional
study with a group of 46 different L1 backgrounds. Their proficiency level was estimated by
their class teacher as “high-elementary level to proficiency level” (p. 23). Participants were
asked to complete the Lex30 along with a receptive proficiency “yes/no” English Vocabulary

Size Test (EVST). Both vocabulary measures were completed within the same week.
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Lex30 presents participants with a list of 30 English “stimulus words” taken from
Nation’s first 1,000-word list (Nation, 1984). Participants were requested to respond with up
to four L2 words to each stimulus. Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000) selected cues based on three
criteria: (1) high frequency from Nation’s (1984) 1,000 frequency level words; (ii) do not
elicit a primary response in comparison with first language (English) speaker data (Edinburgh
Associative Thesaurus; Kiss et al., 1973); and (iii) do not elicit common responses in
comparison with first language (English) speaker responses (Edinburgh Associative
Thesaurus; Kiss et al., 1973).

In their study, Meara and Fitzpatrick provided the Lex30 cues one by one and asked
participants to write at least three responses for each within 30 seconds. The 30 cues took
about 30 minutes to complete. Full responses were lemmatized and then processed with
software “similar to Nation’s Vocal Profile” (Heatley & Nation, 1998). The software reports
a full frequency-level profile for each participant. The Lex30 score consisted of a count of all
but the highly frequent (i.e., non-1,000) responses.

Meara and Fitzpatrick found that most of the elicited words were within Nation’s
(1984) “first thousand” category. Table 2.4 is from Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000, p. 24). They
also found, unlike second, third, and fourth responses, that the participants’ first response was

usually a frequent word.
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Table 2.4

Mean Frequency Profiles for Lex30

Level 0 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3+  Total Words Lex30

Mean 3.7 59.3 7.8 20.8 91.6 28.9

SD 3.6 13.9 3.6 11.4 242 13.9

Note: Reprinted from “Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive Vocabulary in

an L2,” by Meara and Fitzpatrick, T., 2000, System Journal, 28(1), p. 24. Copyright 2000 by

Elsevier.

Meara and Fitzpatrick then compared Lex30 scores with the EVST vocabulary test
scores as shown in Figure 2.1 from Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000, p. 25). They reported a

significant correlation (0.841, p <.01) between both Lex30 and the EVST, indicating that

both measures are quite predictive of one another.

Figure 2.1

EVST (ves/no) Test Scores Compared to Lex30 Scores

70

Lex30 scores

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000

yes-no test scores

Note: Reprinted from “Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive Vocabulary in
an L2,” by Meara and Fitzpatrick, 2000, System Journal, 28(1), p. 25. Copyright 2000 by

Elsevier.
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Meara and Fitzpatrick interpreted these results as (i) Lex30 might be used as “a
practical index of productive vocabulary” (p. 26) and (ii) Lex30 might be able to measure
vocabulary knowledge differences.

Lex30, however, might possess a main potential issue. In an evaluation of Lex30,
Walters (2012) introduced a sentence elicitation task to determine the extent to which “test
takers could also use the words they were able to recall in association with the [Lex30]
stimulus words” (p. 181). Based on her task elicitation responses, Walters suggested that
Lex30 might elicit different types of productive vocabulary knowledge as a function of a
learner’s level of L2 competence, leading her to conclude that “Lex30 may be a valid test of
productive vocabulary use for higher proficiency students, [whereas] it is more valid as a test
of productive recall at the lower levels” (p. 183). Walter’s point of Lex30 being “a valid test
of productive vocabulary use” for advanced learners might be supported by Fitzpatrick and
Meara’s (2004) study in which they found a significant relationship (p < 0.01) between the
PVLT and Lex30 for a group of intermediate to advanced proficiency level participants.

Walters” argument that Lex30 might be proficiency-based in eliciting productive
vocabulary knowledge, on the other hand, might issue an urgent call of investigating
productive vocabulary tasks elicitation abilities in relation to different proficiency levels.

In a recent study that aimed to better understand productive vocabulary task production,
Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) introduced (i) a vocabulary capture map to visually present
task’s ability to tap into the productive vocabulary knowledge construct and (ii) a new
productive vocabulary task, G_Lex. The G_Lex was devised as a point of comparison to

investigate the construct underlying Lex30. Their paper is reviewed in the next section.
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2.1.4 Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017): Making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of
Productive Vocabulary Knowledge

Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) attempted to investigate whether productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks are assessing similar knowledge. The paper reported three
separate studies in which the authors compared performance on four different productive
tasks.

Fitzpatrick and Clenton included three groups of participants of 80, 80, and 100,
respectively, all at a pre-intermediate to intermediate proficiency level. Participants were
from different faculty majors.

The first study compared 80 participants’ vocabulary scores on a word association
task, Lex30 (Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000; 2.1.3) to a composition task, the Lexical Frequency
Profile (LFP; Laufer & Nation, 1995; 2.1.1). Both tasks were not significantly correlated (r =
.186, p =.098). Despite adjusting LFP scores to reflect infrequent words in the same way as
Lex30, the correlation between the LFP adjusted scores and the Lex30 scores remained
insignificant (r = .108, p = .339). The authors highlighted the different task demands between
the two tasks (Lex30 and LFP); e.g., LFP is a “discursive” task and might be eliciting more
“function” words than Lex30.

In their second study, Fitzpatrick and Clenton devised a new Brainstorm Frequency
Profile (BFP) task to remove composition writing demands. The BFP maintains the LFP
question task, but elicits responses in single words as Lex30 does. The authors then compared
a new sample of 80 students’ BFP scores to the Lex30. The correlation between the scores
(Lex30 and BFP) remained non-significant (» =.153, p = .175). Even after they modified the
BFP point system to make it more similar to the Lex30, the tasks’ correlation scores were still
non-significant (r =.211, p = .061). The authors acknowledged that the non-significant

correlation between both Lex30 and the BFP scores might indicate that the nonsignificant
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correlation between Lex30 and the LFP in the first experiment might not relate to the LFP
demands of producing vocabulary in context.

In their third study, Fitzpatrick and Clenton developed a new gap-fill vocabulary test
(G_Lex; Fitzpatrick and Clenton, 2017). G_Lex (Appendix 4) is a sentence completion task
in which up to five words are required to complete each of 24 sentence gaps (totaling a
maximum of 120 possible responses, the same as for the Lex30 task). As with Lex30, any
infrequent word provided by a respondent (i.e., any word that is not within the first 1,000
most frequent English words) receives one point. Moreover, words are scored as long as they
“are spelled accurately enough to be identified” (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017, p. 856). The 24
sentences were designed to elicit an identical number (8) of nouns, adjectives, and verbs, and
each sentence met five criteria: (i) syntactically simple; (ii) consists of highly frequent words;
(ii1) potentially elicits five responses when trialed with first language (English) speakers; (iv)
does not elicit sets of lexical (e.g., brown, blue, red); and (v) does not elicit similar responses
in different sentences. To examine their assumption that the test performance difference
highlighted in their first experiment might be one of “sampling” that might relate to
“systematic differences in the quantity of elicitation prompts used” (p. 11), Fitzpatrick and
Clenton (2017) compared 100 participants’ scores of both Lex30 and their newly developed
task (G_Lex). Both tasks’ (Lex30 and G_Lex) correlation scores were significant (r = .645, p
=.01).

To make sense of such different results from their task comparisons and to compare
“differences and similarities between test tools in a holistic and transparent way” (p. 862),
Fitzpatrick and Clenton devised a “vocabulary test capture” model (2017, p. 860). They based
their model on Paribakht and Wesche’s (1993; 1996) Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS).
Originally, the VKS was devised to examine the vocabulary knowledge of 24 vocabulary

items on a 5-point scale (i.e., from (I) “I don’t remember having seen this word before” to (V)
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“I can use this word in a sentence”). Rather than adopting a single scale, Fitzpatrick and
Clenton’s (2017) vocabulary test capture model adopts two scales or axes to “map” or
interpret the productive vocabulary knowledge captured by different tasks. Their vertical axis
maps the quality, or depth of word knowledge (see Figure 2.2) while the horizontal axis maps
the quantity or breadth.

To demonstrate how users should interpret their model, Fitzpatrick and Clenton
(2017) show, for example, that their newly devised G_Lex task likely captures the quality of
knowledge at levels 3 and 4 (i.e., semantic as well as grammatical knowledge) in addition to
multiple activation events (24 G_Lex sentences) suggestive of a relatively broad ‘capture
zone’. Their model serves to demonstrate that productive vocabulary tasks differ in terms of
the extent to which the tasks require contextual knowledge, in addition to the number of
conceptual activations. Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2017) Test Capture Model shows that
different tasks elicit productive vocabulary knowledge in different ways and that

interpretation of the construct, therefore, appears manifestly multifaceted.
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Figure 2.2

Vocabulary Test Capture: Lex30, LFP, BFP, and G_Lex

Quality of learner’s word Learner’s overall lexical resource (number of words
knowledge available for production)
1. can produce these word
forms 4
I
2. can use these words for  Lex30
appropriate referents or L1 words capture zone
- B S I
3. can use these words with 1
semantic appropriateness in 1
context 1
4. can use these words with LFP !
scmuntic.appruprintc:w_ss and capture -
grammatical accuracy in context zone - |
test task activation events

Note: Reprinted from “Making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of Productive
Vocabulary Knowledge,” by Fitzpatrick and Clenton, 2017, TESOL Quarterly Journal, 51(4),

p. 862. Copyright 2017 by TESOL International Association.

Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2017) study, however, might possess two potential issues.
First, their vocabulary capture map was based on task characteristics and not on how the task
is being scored. For example, their newly developed G_Lex task was placed at levels 3 and 4
(i.e., semantic as well as grammatical knowledge). They assumed that the task score might
reflect the ability to produce words with semantic appropriateness as well as potential
grammatical accuracy. However, the authors indicated that responses are scored as long as
they “are spelled accurately enough to be identified” (Fitzpatrick and Clenton, 2017, p. 856)
regardless of their semantic appropriateness or grammatical accuracy. Thus, an interpretation
of G_Lex scores might better place the task on level 2 (word meaning) of their vocabulary

capture map instead of levels 3 (semantic appropriateness) and 4 (grammatical accuracy).
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Second, more studies might be needed to validate Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s newly
developed G_Lex task. G_Lex was only validated by a single version of the task in a single
study of 100 “pre-intermediate to intermediate” participants. Further studies with different
proficiency levels and one or two more validated versions of the task might be needed.

To conclude, the earlier reviewed studies of the four productive vocabulary tasks (the
LFP, the PVLT, Lex30, and G_Lex) reveal two important points. First, the four tasks make
different claims that pertain to tapping into the construct of productive vocabulary
knowledge. They might do so differently and, arguably, may provide insight into different
aspects of productive vocabulary knowledge. The LFP is a composition-based vocabulary
task. It might reflect the ability to produce words in context that are both semantically
appropriate and grammatically accurate. The PVLT is a sentence completion task. It might
reflect the ability to produce communicative content that is both semantically appropriate and
grammatically accurate (Schmitt, 2019). Lex30 is a word association task. It might reflect the
ability to produce partial knowledge of word forms, namely, knowledge restricted to form or
to meaning. G_Lex is a sentence completion task. It might reflect the ability to produce
semantically appropriate responses (Gu, 2019) that may or may not be grammatically
accurate.

Second, the four tasks claim to discriminate between different proficiency levels.
Laufer and Nation (1995) claimed that the LFP was able to discriminate change between
different proficiency groups. Laufer and Nation (1999) claimed that the PVLT was able to
discriminate change between three different proficiency groups. Meara and Fitzpatrick
reported a strong correlation (» =.0.84, p <.01) between Lex30 and a receptive measure
(EVST) score, leading them to argue that Lex30 might be “sensitive to gross differences in
vocabulary knowledge” (p. 26). Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) reported a significant

correlation between their newly developed productive vocabulary task (G_Lex) and Lex30



38

scores (r = .645, p =.01), leading them to argue that both tasks might be largely predictive of
one another; thus, G_Lex might be as sensitive as Lex30 in measuring vocabulary knowledge
differences.

Vocabulary tasks (e.g., PVLT and Lex30) have been used in earlier studies to estimate
productive vocabulary knowledge in relation to aspects of language production skills,
speaking, and writing. Some of those earlier studies (e.g., Clenton et al., 2021; De Jong et al.,
2012; Johnson et al., 2016) are reviewed in the next section (2.2).

2.2 Vocabulary in Context

The three papers in this second section are reviewed to detail how the elicited
knowledge by productive vocabulary tasks might relate to aspects of language production
skills (speaking and writing). The section starts with a review of De Jong, Steinel, Florijn,
Schoonen, and Hulstijn’s (2012) “Facets of Speaking Proficiency” in which they explore
possible relationships between vocabulary knowledge and second language speaking
structure. The second review is of Clenton, De Jong, Clingwall, and Fraser’s (2021),
“Investigating the Extent to which Vocabulary Knowledge and Skills Can Predict Aspects of
Fluency for a Small Group of Pre-intermediate Japanese L1 Users of English (L2)” in which
they explore possible relationships between vocabulary knowledge and speaking fluency
measures. The third and final review is of Johnson, Acevedo, and Mercado’s (2016)
“Vocabulary Knowledge and Vocabulary Use in Second Language Writing” in which they
explore relationships between vocabulary knowledge and L2 writing performance.

2.2.1 De Jong, Steinel, Florijn, Schoonen, and Hulstijn (2012): Facets of Speaking
Proficiency

De Jong et al. (2012) attempted to investigate different aspects of second language
speaking proficiency. Their paper reported on a cross-sectional study in which they employed

eight speaking tasks and six linguistic skills tasks.
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De Jong et al. included 181 intermediate to advanced level second language learners
and 54 native speakers of Dutch. The 181 L2 participants were aged 20—56 years (M age =
29, SD = 6). The 54 L1 speakers (control group) were aged 18-45 years (M age =25, SD =
6).

The 14 speaking and linguistic skills tasks were presented to participants in two
sessions. In the first session, eight speaking fluency computer tasks were administered. In the
second session, two “linguistic knowledge” (vocabulary and grammar), three “linguistic
processing skills” (reaction time measures and listening skills), and a “pronunciation skills”
(speech sounds, word stress, and intonation) tasks were administered. The two sessions took
about 2 hours for the L1 speakers and about 2.5-3 hours for the L2 learners to complete.

The speaking tasks aimed to measure different aspects of speaking fluency: (i)
“complexity” (complex vs. simple topic); (i) “formality” (informal vs. formal setting); and
(ii1) “discourse type” (descriptive vs. argumentative) (De Jong et al., 2012, p. 13). Responses
to the speaking tasks were rated “in terms of the functional adequacy” by four judges on a
six-level scale, totaling from 1 to 30 points.

The vocabulary task aimed to measure productive vocabulary knowledge and consists
of two parts. The first part “elicited knowledge of single words” and was adapted from the
PVLT (Laufer & Nation, 1999) in which 90 items (9 words X 10 frequency levels) were
selected from the “Corpus Gesproken Nederlands” (CGN, Dutch Language Union, 2004). As
in the PVLT, the first few letters of each item were presented in a “meaningful” sentence.
The second part of the vocabulary task “elicited knowledge of multiword units” (p. 15). The
second part followed the same structure as the first part but with 26 “prepositional phrases
and verb—noun collocations” (p. 15). Both parts of the vocabulary task were processed with a

maximum possible score of 118 points.
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The grammar task aimed to measure different grammatical issues. Those grammatical
issues relate to adjectives, verbs, main and sub-clauses, articles, pronouns, auxiliary verbs,
and passive sentences. The grammar task was processed with a maximum possible score of
142 points.

The three linguistic skills tasks aimed to measure “lexical retrieval speed,”
“articulation speed,” and “sentence building speed” (De Jong et al., 2012, p. 203). The
listening task aimed to measure different aspects of listening skill (e.g., “vowels, diphthongs,
consonants, intonation, and word-stress”) (De Jong et al., 2012, p. 205). The four linguistic
processing and pronunciation skills tasks were administered and processed through different
software (e.g., “E-Prime software system”) (Schneider, Eschman, & Zuccolotto, 2002a;
2002b), and PRAAT (Boersma & Weenink, 2005).

De Jong et al. used structural equation modeling (SEM) to explore different aspects of
speaking proficiency. They reported two main findings. First, all linguistic skills, except two
articulations “measures in the delayed picture naming task” showed significant relationships
with “functional adequacy of speaking” (p. 28—-29). Second, unlike Higgs and Clifford’s
(1982) assumption that language “components might change as L2 learners” proficiency
increase over time. De Jong et al. found that different aspects of speaking proficiency were
quite the same among two groups of different proficiency. De Jong et al. also reported that
among functional adequacy language skills, vocabulary knowledge and pronunciation were
the best “predictors” of speaking proficiency. They concluded that speaking fluency might be

29 ¢¢

a matter of “declarative knowledge,” “processing knowledge quickly,” and “pronunciation
skills.” They suggested follow-up studies to investigate further factors that might affect
speaking proficiency.

In partial replication of De Jong et al.’s (2012) study, Clenton et al. (2021) conducted

a cross-sectional study in which they adopted a multifaceted approach to explore potential
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relationships between a battery of tasks and different measures of fluency. Clenton et al. used
the same three speaking tasks as those used in De Jong et al.’s (2012) study, but replaced
their use of the PVLT with Lex30. Clenton et al. assumed that Lex30 might better relate to
their pre-intermediate proficiency level participants (compared with the PVLT with
intermediate to advanced level in De Jong et al.’s (2012) study).

2.2.2 Clenton, De Jong, Clingwall, and Fraser (2021): Investigating the Extent to which
Vocabulary Knowledge and Skills Can Predict Aspects of Fluency for a Small Group of
Pre-intermediate Japanese L1 Users of English (L2)

Clenton et al. (2021) attempted to (i) explore potential relationships between the
knowledge elicited from a productive vocabulary knowledge task and the aspects of fluency
elicited from three speaking (fluency) tasks adapted from De Jong et al. (2012); (ii) compare
the vocabulary produced in response to the productive vocabulary task with the vocabulary
produced in response to the fluency tasks; (iii) compare receptive knowledge with aspects of
fluency; and, (iv) explore the speed and retrieval automaticity of the picture naming tasks in
the investigation. Their paper reported on a cross-sectional small-scale study in which they
employed various vocabulary knowledge and fluency elicitation tasks.

The study included 30 undergraduate adult L1 Japanese learners of English (M age =
19, SD = 1.3) with an average of 6.5 years of experience learning English. Participants
X _Lex (receptive vocabulary task) scores (M = 4048, Range = 2400—4800) indicated a pre-
intermediate proficiency.

Earlier studies on fluency (e.g., De Jong et al., 2012; 2.2.1) have shown strong and
significant correlations between fluency measures and productive vocabulary knowledge. De
Jong et al. (2012) explored fluency according to several fluency characteristics and reported

strong and significant correlations between fluency and a newly constructed Dutch version of
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a sentence completion task (Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT), Laufer & Nation,
1999).

Clenton et al. selected three speaking tasks as their productive vocabulary tasks from
De Jong et al. (2012) (except Lex30; Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000) along with an additional
receptive vocabulary task (X Lex; Meara & Milton, 2003). The three selected speaking tasks
(from De Jong et al., 2012) possess different demands: (i) a formal descriptive task (e.g.,
describing a crime scene to a policeman; (ii) a formal persuasive task (e.g., responding in a
town hall meeting to whether a new casino should be built next to an elementary school); and
(ii1) an informal persuasive task (e.g., responding to a view on climate change) (Clenton et
al., 2021). To investigate different aspects of fluency (e.g., silent and filled pauses), the three
speaking tasks were processed by PRAAT (Boersma & Weenink, 2005). Subsequently, the
articulation rate was calculated per second of speaking time (total time minus total silent
pausing time).

Lex30 (2.1.3) requires participants to respond with four words to each of the 30 cues.
Following original task scoring procedures, Lex30 responses were processed online
according to frequency using the Web VP. A Lex30 score consisted of a count of all but the
highly frequent (i.e., non-1,000) responses.

X Lex requires participants to respond to a “yes/no” task in which 120 words are
presented and answers that indicate knowledge of the 1,000—5,000 frequency bands. X Lex
score is automatically processed with a maximum score of 5,000.

To further explore the extent to which vocabulary used in the speaking tasks can be predicted
by measures of vocabulary knowledge and skills, Clenton et al. used three measures for
vocabulary skills: LRS (Response Latency - picture naming), RL (Response Latency -
delayed picture naming), and RD (Response Duration - delayed picture naming). Clenton et

al. reported four main findings. First, in broad terms, the findings from their study might be
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consistent with earlier fluency studies (e.g., De Jong et al., 2012) in that the productive
vocabulary knowledge (as elicited by Lex30) might significantly correlate with the number of
silent pauses. Second, unlike De Jong and Mora (2017), Clenton et al. did not find any
significant relationships between receptive vocabulary knowledge task scores (as measured
by X Lex) and different aspects of speaking fluency. Third, two significant correlations
related to speed and automaticity of retrieval were found: (i) a significant moderate
correlation between response latency-delayed picture naming and the number of silent pauses
per second in the speaking tasks (» = .37, p < 0.05); and (ii) a significant moderate correlation
between response latencies in delayed picture naming and mean syllable duration (» = —.44, p
< 0.05). Fourth, when correlating the vocabulary produced by both Lex30 and the speaking
fluency task, an overlap was reported at levels 2 and 0 of the Academic Spoken Word List
(ASWL; Dang et al., 2017).

To conclude, both Clenton et al. (2021) and De Jong et al. (2012) reported on a
multifaceted approach in which they attempted to explore relationships between vocabulary
knowledge and fluent speech. Both studies found significant relationships between
productive vocabulary knowledge (as elicited by Lex30 in Clenton et al., 2021; and the PVLT
in De Jong et al., 2012) and silent pauses. However, each study addressed specific
proficiency levels (pre-intermediate in Clenton et al., 2021; and intermediate to advanced in
De Jong et al., 2012). Thus, a possible partial replication might explore potential relationships
between the knowledge elicited from multiple productive vocabulary tasks and tasks that
elicit productive skills (e.g., speaking) for different proficiency level groups.

Regarding writing as the other productive language skill, the next reviewed study
(Johnson et al., 2016) aimed to explore potential relationships between the vocabulary

knowledge elicited by productive vocabulary tasks and L2 writing performance. As in De
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Jong et al. (2012), Johnson et al. (2016) employed the PVLT with a group of advanced
learners.

2.2.3 Johnson, Acevedo, and Mercado (2016): Vocabulary Knowledge and Vocabulary Use
in Second Language Writing

Johnson et al. (2016) attempted to explore possible relationships between “vocabulary
knowledge, vocabulary use, and L2 writing performance” (p. 702). Their paper reported on a
cross-sectional study in which they employed different vocabulary knowledge tasks
(Receptive vocabulary size test (Nation & Beglar, 2007); Aural vocabulary test (Fountain &
Nation, 2000); Productive vocabulary levels test (Laufer & Nation, 1999); and a TOEFL
independent writing task (ETS, 2005).

The study included 100 adult L2 English learners (M age = 19.58, SD = 3.53).
Participants were enrolled in five different advanced-level classes at an educational
institution in Lima, Peru.

The four tasks (three vocabulary tasks and one writing task) were administered by the
classroom teacher with written instruction from the researchers with a one-week interval. Full
responses were collected from 62 of the 100 participants. Both receptive and productive
vocabulary tasks were processed and scored for each “correct” response. The aural
vocabulary task was re-scripted and scored according to Fountain and Nation (2000). Scores
were assigned for the “keywords.” The TOEFL independent writing tasks were holistically
assessed by two “experienced teachers” with a high interrater reliability rate between both (»
=.98). The two essays were also processed with British National Corpus (BNC) for up to the
5k words.

Sets of correlations between the different tasks were then conducted. Johnson et al.

reported that in general terms, the PVLT scores moderately correlated with the holistic
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writing scores (r = .38, p = .003). This particular finding led Johnson et al. to argue that
stronger L2 writers might know more of the infrequent words.

To conclude, as Clenton et al. (2021) and De Jong et al. (2012), Johnson et al. (2016)
highlighted potential relationships between productive vocabulary knowledge tasks and
contextual knowledge. The three studies reported on a multifaceted approach in which they
explored relationships between vocabulary tasks and aspects of productive language skills
(i.e., speaking fluency for Clenton et al., 2021 and De Jong et al., 2012; and L2 writing
performance for Johnson et al., 2016). In addition, as in Clenton et al. (2021) and De Jong et
al. (2012), Johnson et al. reported on a single proficiency level. Thus, a possible partial
replication might explore potential relationships between the knowledge elicited from
multiple productive vocabulary tasks and tasks that elicit productive skills (e.g., writing) for
different proficiency level groups.

The two earlier sections (2.1 and 2.2) illustrated different productive vocabulary tasks
and how they might relate to aspects of productive language skills (i.e., speaking and
writing). However, the above seven reviewed studies were all cross-sectional and did not
investigate how the knowledge elicited by productive vocabulary tasks might develop over
time. The following studies (i.e., Elgort, 2018; Housen et al., 2008; Crossley et al., 2009)
attempted to give an overview of how different aspects of productive vocabulary knowledge
might develop over time for participants of different proficiency levels.

2.3 Productive Vocabulary Knowledge Development

This section starts with a review of Elgort’s (2018) “Technology-mediated Second
Language Vocabulary Development: A review of Trends in Research Methodology in
Second Language Vocabulary Development (TMVD) Research” in which she presents a rich
description of 82 selected studies from 2010 to April 2017 on technology-mediated

vocabulary development. The second review is of Housen et al.’s (2008), “Investigating
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Lexical Proficiency Development over Time — the Case of Dutch speaking Learners of
French in Brussels” in which they attempt to investigate vocabulary knowledge development
of a group of Dutch-speaking learners of French in a three-year study. The final review is of
Crossley, Salsbury, and McNamara (2009), “Measuring L2 lexical growth using hypernymic
relationships,” in which they investigate vocabulary development in the spontaneous
speaking of L2 learners.
2.3.1 Elgort (2018): Technology-mediated Second Language Vocabulary Development: A
Review of Trends in Research Methodology

Elgort (2018) presented a meta-analysis of 82 selected studies from 2010 to 2017 on
Technology-mediated Second Language Vocabulary Development (TMVD) research.
Elgort reviewed the general methodological attributes of the 82 selected research papers. The
majority of studies used university participants (n = 64), mainly university students. The total
number of participants in each study varied, with an overall average of 67 and a standard
deviation of 54. Out of the 82 studies, there were 11 studies with L1 Japanese participants
and English was the main target language (n = 55).

Although teacher mediation was not included in most of the TMVD interventions, 60
studies were conducted in educational settings (e.g., class or a computer lab) and only 16
outside the formal educational settings by incorporating mobile-assisted language learning.
The studies focused on the language receptive skills activities (reading: n = 16; listening: n =
11) were almost double the studies that focused on language productive skills activities
(speaking and writing: n = 7 each). The target vocabulary words were between 5 and 156,
with an average of 38 and a standard deviation of 34. However, there was no “item number”
for some studies that did not focus on certain words or expressions. Interventions (e.g.,
language-focused activities, digital games, mobile-assisted language learning) ranged from a

single class to months-long studies. Most studies (n = 50) used a pre- and post-test design
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while 29 studies included a delayed post-test. Experimental or quasi-experimental designs
were mostly used (n = 63) either exclusively or with other approaches. Quantitative data were
mainly targeted with 50 studies and in combination with qualitative data in 28 studies.
ANOVA, MANOVA, t-test, Mann-Whitney tests, or Wilcoxon tests were mainly used to
analyze the quantitative data.

Upon analyzing the collected data, most of the reviewed studies (n = 67) investigated
vocabulary development as the main focus; however, the measured aspects of word
knowledge varied. The TMVD studies mainly measured participants’ L2 lexicon quality
(depth) of specific aspects of vocabulary knowledge rather than quantity (breadth) or size of
the vocabulary knowledge. Out of the 82 reviewed studies, Elgort reported that vocabulary
size, as a representative of vocabulary development, was investigated in only five studies,
wherein only three studies investigated both vocabulary size and depth.

For further research designs, Elgort encouraged researchers to (i) “estimate and report
participants’ L2 proficiency and the measures used to estimate it” (p. 19), noting that a lack
of sufficient information regarding general language proficiency (i.e., participants’ L2
lexicon size) might cause difficulties for future replications, and (i1) devote more attention to
studies that target fluency development. Elgort stated that out of the 82 reviewed studies,
there was only one study “that explicitly emphasized fluency development” (p. 12). Elgort
also noted that there is a shortage of TMVD speaking studies. Among the 81 selected studies,
only one study listed “speaking” as a keyword. Thus, the following section aims to review
two longitudinal studies (Housen et al., 2008 and Crossley et al., 2009) that attempt to
investigate aspects of productive vocabulary knowledge development in L2 learners’

speaking.
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2.3.2 Housen et al. (2008): Investigating Lexical Proficiency Development over Time - The
Case of Dutch Speaking Learners of French in Brussels

Housen et al. (2008) attempted to explore aspects of L2 lexical proficiency
development over time. Their paper reported on a longitudinal study in which they
investigated aspects of vocabulary development in French oral speech data: “unplanned oral
retellings of the wordless picture story, ‘Frog, Where Are You?” (p. 7).

The study included 19 L2 French learners and 19 L1 French speakers from “ten
different Dutch-medium secondary schools.” The 19 L2 French learners had studied French
for at least four years for an average of 150 minutes per week.

The “Frog” story task was administered three times over two school years (year 1 at
age of 12 and year 3 at the age of 14) for the L2 French learners. The same task was
administered only once (in year 2) for the L1 French speakers to provide a “benchmark™ for
the L2 French learners. In total, the “Frog” story task was administered four times, yielding a
corpus of 76 speech datasets. Each speech dataset was recorded and transcribed, and then
analyzed with CLAN software (MacWhinney, 2000).

Housen et al. calculated 42 different quantitative measures (only 22 were reported in this
study) to determine the extent to which the quantity (i.e., number) and quality (i.e., type) of
produced words by the L2 French learners would be similar to the quantity and quality of
produced words by the L1 French speakers. The 22 reported measures were divided into three
categories: standard (7 measures); class (9 measures); and frequency-based (6 measures).
Housen et al. reported that all their seven “standard” measures showed significant
development for their L2 French participants over the three collected data points (see Table

2.5 from Housen et al., 2008, p. 12).
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Descriptive Statistics for the Seven Standard Measures (All Types, Content Types, U-All, U-

Content, D-All, G-All, and G-Content)

Measure Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Benchmark
#- All types 58.53 66.00 72.47 103.53
(19.53) (32.39) (24.76) (15.90)
#- Content types 28.89 35.89 39.79 56.32
(9.98) (18.62) (14.25) (9.45)
U-All 9.33 10.07 10.25 12.55
(1.51) (1.58) (1.40) (0.79)
U-Content 8.13 9.34 9.72 12.18
(1.82) (2.14) (1.85) (1.33)
D-All 15.80 18.39 19.56 33.39
(7.90) (8.63) (8.18) (5.79)
G-All 3.82 4.25 4.37 5.64
(0.83) (0.91) (0.82) (0.40)
G-Content 3.15 3.67 3.87 4.86
(0.74) (0.91) (0.80) (0.45)

*Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

Note: Reprinted from “Investigating Lexical Proficiency Development over Time - The Case

of Dutch Speaking Learners of French in Brussels,” by Housen et al., 2008, Journal of French

Language Studies, 18(3), p. 12. Copyright 2008 by Cambridge University Press.
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In addition, all nine “class” measures (except two adjective measures) showed significant

development for the L2 French participants over the three collected data points (see Table 2.6

from Housen et al., 2008, p. 13).

Table 2.6

Descriptive Statistics for the Nine Class Measures (Nouns, G (N/N), G (N/All), Verbs, G

(V/V), G (V/All), Adjectives, G (4/4), and G (A/All)

Measure Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Benchmark

Nouns

# - Nouns 11.42 14.95 16.32 23.84
(3.20) (7.96) (5.68) (4.59)

G (N/N) 1.98 2.26 241 3.14
(0.57) (0.66) (0.60) (0.34)

G (N/AlD) 0.76 0.96 0.99 1.30
(0.15) (0.28) (0.23) (0.19)

Verbs

#- verbs 15.37 18.16 20.37 29.42
(6.29) (9.48) (7.85) (5.50)

G (V/V) 2.36 2.69 2.82 3.55
(0.57) (0.68) (0.62) (0.48)

G (V/Al) 1.00 1.17 1.22 1.60
(0.30) (0.33) (0.28) (0.23)



Adjectives

#- Adjectives 2.11
(1.52)

G (A/A) 0.95
(0.45)

G (A/AlD) 0.13
(0.08)

2.79

(2.25)
1.20

(0.66)

0.17
(0.12)

3.11
(1.82)
1.27
(0.43)

0.19
(0.08)
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3.05
(1.58)
1.18
(0.46)

0.17
(0.08)

*Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

Note: Reprinted from “Investigating Lexical Proficiency Development over Time - The Case

of Dutch Speaking Learners of French in Brussels,” by Housen et al., 2008, Journal of French

Language Studies, 18(3), p. 13. Copyright 2008 by Cambridge University Press.

Furthermore, the six “frequency” measures showed inconsistent development for their L2

French participants over the three collected data points (see Table 2.7 from Housen et al.,

2008, p. 14).

Table 2.7

Descriptive Statistics for the Six Frequency Measures (FF1, FF5, FR66, G-FF1, G-FR5, and

G-FR66)
Measure Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Benchmark

#-FF1 3.58 6.11 8.53 17.58
(3.67) (6.74) (6.92) (4.85)

#-FF5 10.63 13.05 14.42 20.89
(6.76) (14.47) (11.66) (7.09)

#-FR66 29.16 34.16 38.52 66.37
(14.99) (27.81) (21.89) (14.61)
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G-FF1 0.22 0.35 0.49 0.96
(0.23) (0.30) (0.32) (0.25)
G-FR5 0.67 0.76 0.83 1.12
(0.36) (0.54) (0.50) (0.31)
G-FR66 3.91 441 4.80 6.40
(1.15) (1.50) (1.28) (0.60)

*Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
Note: Reprinted from “Investigating Lexical Proficiency Development over Time - The Case
of Dutch Speaking Learners of French in Brussels,” by Housen et al., 2008, Journal of

French Language Studies, 18(3), p. 14. Copyright 2008 by Cambridge University Press.

Housen et al. concluded that although the quantity and quality of responses had developed
within the three data collection intervals, development was higher between the first two times
(Time 2 — Time 1) than the last two (Time 3 — Time 2).

To conclude, Housen et al. reported L2 lexical development in structured repeated
oral tasks for intermediate to advanced level participants. To obtain a full picture of lexical
development in speaking for different proficiency groups and, unlike Housen et al., Crossley
et al. (2009) investigated L2 lexical development in spontaneous speech for lower-level
learners.

2.3.3 Crossley, Salsbury, and McNamara (2009): Measuring L2 Lexical Growth Using

Hypernymic Relationships

Crossley et al. (2009) attempted to investigate aspects of vocabulary development in
spontaneous speaking of L2 learners. Their paper reported on a longitudinal study in which

they examined the growth of hypernymic relations and of lexical diversity (a semantic
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relationship between general (abstract, like “animal”) and specific (concrete, like “dog”)
lexical items.

The study included six English learners enrolled in an academic English program at a
university in the United States of America. The six participants were placed at the lowest
proficiency level (level 1) out of a 6-level English program. The six participants were
interviewed every two weeks over a full year.

The interviews were intended to elicit spontaneous speech in naturalistic settings.
Participants interacted through different elicitation materials (e.g., questions, pictures,
discussion topics). Participants were also encouraged to start their own topics. Each interview
lasted 30—45 minutes. The interviews were recorded and then transcribed, yielding a total of
99 transcripts. Coh-Metrix (Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse, & Cai, 2004) software was used
to measure both the quality (e.g., hypernymy values, word meaning values) and quantity
(e.g., Textual and Lexical Diversity) aspects of learners’ lexical development over the study
period.

Repeated measures ANOVA, linear curve, and two Pearson correlation tests were
used to investigate relationships between study time and both hypernymic and lexical
diversity development. Crossley et al. reported first that participants’ WordNet hypernymy
values decreased over time: F(5, 25) = 13.57; p < .001; #2 = .73 (see Table 2.8 from Crossley

et al., 2009, p. 320).
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Table 2.8

WordNet Hypernymy Mean and Standard Deviations over the 52-week Study Period

Week Mean SD (Standard Deviation)
2 1.44 0.22
4 1.34 0.18
16 1.23 0.15
32 1.19 0.13
50 1.02 0.08
52 1.05 0.11

Note: Reprinted from “Measuring L2 Lexical Growth Using Hypernymic Relationships,” by
Crossley et al., 2009, Language Learning Journal, 59(2), p. 320. Copyright 2008 by Wiley-

Blackwell on behalf of the Language Learning Research Club at the University of Michigan.

Second, the authors found participants’ MTLD (Measure of Textual Lexical Diversity) values
increased over time: F(35, 25) = 7.41; p <.001, n2 = .60 (see Table 2.9 from Crossley et al.,

2009, p. 323).
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Table 2.9

MTLD Values Mean and Standard Deviation over the 52-weeks Study Period

Week Mean SD (Standard Deviation)
2 28.43 7.27
4 25.37 4.55
16 32.26 7.27
32 31.12 3.78
50 34.88 4.25
52 35.43 2.92

Note: Reprinted from “Measuring L2 Lexical Growth Using Hypernymic Relationships,” by
Crossley et al., 2009, Language Learning Journal, 59(2), p. 323. Copyright 2008 by Wiley-

Blackwell on behalf of the Language Learning Research Club at the University of Michigan.

Crossley et al. also found that different aspects of learners’ lexicon developed over time.
Learners tended to (i) produce more concrete words (i.e., hyponyms, such as “dog”) at the
initial stage of immersion and (i1) produce more abstract words (i.e., hypernyms, such as
“animal”) over time with an increase in L2 (English) study time. Such differences in the
produced words’ quality as the L2 study time increased might support the earlier claim in 2.1
that aspects of vocabulary knowledge might be proficiency-based. Crossley et al. also
acknowledged some limitations for their study in which they suggested that further
longitudinal studies should use a larger number of participants.

While the above two studies (Crossley et al., 2009; Housen et al., 2008) longitudinally
described the development of quantitative and qualitative aspects of learners’ lexicon, their
findings were based exclusively on (i) a single vocabulary elicitation task (“interviews” for

Crossley et al. and a structured “story task™ for Housen et al.), which might not capture how
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productive vocabulary knowledge develops in its various forms, and (ii) a small participant
sample (n = 6 for Crossley et al. and n = 19 for Housen et al.).
2.4 The Current Study

Having reviewed some of the earlier vocabulary knowledge studies on productive
vocabulary tasks, their use, and development, I now turn to outline the main points from all
three earlier sections (2.1, 2.2, and 2.3) and close this section by setting up research questions
for the investigations to follow.

Section 2.1 reviewed different productive vocabulary tasks (LFP, the PVLT, Lex30,
and G_Lex) to see that each possesses different task characteristics. Although these tasks
claim to (i) tap into the construct of productive vocabulary knowledge and (ii) be able to
discriminate change, no study has been conducted to investigate the extent to which they
might detect changes over time for groups of different proficiency levels.

Section 2.2 reviewed studies that highlight relationships between the knowledge
elicited by vocabulary tasks and aspects of speaking and writing skills. Although the three
studies reported significant relationships between vocabulary tasks and aspects of speaking
and writing skills, they were mainly based on a single productive vocabulary task (for
specific level of proficiency) and did not investigate if such significant relationships might
remain consistent over time.

Section 2.3 reviewed productive lexical development studies. Crossley et al. (2009)
and Housen et al. (2008) reported different aspects of lexical development in L2 speaking.
However, their findings were based on a single productive vocabulary elicitation task for a
small number of participants (n = 6 for Crossley et al. and » = 19 for Housen et al.).
Concurrent studies of lexical development with multiple productive vocabulary tasks and a
larger number of participants might be needed. Those concurrent studies might also explore

different aspects of speaking (e.g., fluency) as suggested by Elgort (2018).
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The design of the next experimental chapters is intended to build on and respond to
gaps in these earlier reviewed studies in order to (i) investigate the ability of different
productive vocabulary tasks to detect change over a short period for two different proficiency
groups and (ii) provide implications for “global measures” (e.g., IELTS) in speaking and
writing courses. More specifically, I employ three tasks of productive vocabulary knowledge
(Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) with a group of A2 learners and B2 learners in four studies
(one cross-sectional and three longitudinal). Thus, in the next chapters, I attempt to answer
the following research questions:

Q1. To what extent do results from a cross-sectional study suggest that productive vocabulary
knowledge might be task-dependent?

Q2. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect change for a group of A2 learners?
Q3. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect change for a group of B2 learners?
Q4. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect changes in aspects of writing for a group of B2
learners?

Q5. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect changes in aspects of speaking fluency

for a group of A2 learners?
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Chapter 3 Exploring Differences between Productive Vocabulary Knowledge Tasks
3.1 Introduction

Consensus suggests that eliciting productive vocabulary knowledge is far from a
straightforward endeavor (e.g., Clenton, 2010; Fitzpatrick, 2007; Fitzpatrick & Clenton,
2010; 2017; Milton, 2009; Walters, 2012). Methods of assessment vary and tend to be based
on the extent to which items have been carefully selected according to frequency (Ellis,
2002), or that they relate to specific contextual concerns or specific task demands. Tests
based on frequency counts might be problematic for several reasons as frequency lists may
not comfortably relate to items produced in writing or speaking (Milton, 2009). Context
influences what learners produce in terms of sentence completion or composition tasks;
because the tests might vary, other factors, such as test type and test function that elicit
different task demands on test-takers, become the final issue to be addressed in the current
study.

Three recent papers (Fitzpatrick, 2007; Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2010; 2017)
investigate whether productive vocabulary knowledge tasks are assessing similar
knowledge. These studies suggest that research is equivocal in defining the construct
of productive vocabulary. Comparisons between different productive vocabulary tasks
reveal a mixture of findings. Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2010) report “that the tests are
assessing broadly similar constructs” (p. 545) when comparing the Productive
Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT) (Laufer & Nation, 1999) and Lex30 (Meara &
Fitzpatrick, 2000). Yet comparisons between two different productive vocabulary
tasks, Lex30 and the Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP) (Laufer & Nation, 1995) report
no statistical significance (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017). Such findings corroborate

Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2010) earlier claim that “designing a test to address a
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particular construct does not mean that it exclusively and comprehensively does so” (p. 545).

For the current discussion, I turn to Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2017) three task
comparisons devised to explore “differences and similarities between test tools in a holistic
and transparent way” (p. 862). They begin by comparing Lex30 (a word association task)
with the LFP (a composition task). Fitzpatrick and Clenton report that the correlation between
the two tasks is not significant (» = .186, p = .098). Despite adjusting LFP scores to reflect
infrequent words in the same way as Lex30, correlations remain non-significant (» =.108, p =
.339).

Fitzpatrick and Clenton highlight the different task demands between the two (Lex30
and LFP) tasks and devise a new Brainstorm Frequency Profile (BFP) task to remove
composition writing demands. The BFP maintains the LFP question task and elicits responses
in single words as Lex30 does. Fitzpatrick and Clenton report non-significant correlations
between the Lex30 and BFP tasks (» =.153, p = .175), and despite revising BFP (to reflect
LFP) scoring, re-analysis scores remain non-significant (» =.211, p = .061).

For their third task comparison, they devise a G_Lex (Gapfill) task. Their G_Lex
differs from their BFP task by presenting participants with “multiple activation events” rather
than a single LFP question prompt as presented in their BFP task; the G_Lex task is like the
LFP in the sense that the task requires test-takers to respond to context. A correlation analysis
(r=.645, p <.01) between the Lex30 and G_Lex tasks suggests that the two are broadly
predictive of each other.

To explore differences between these tasks, Fitzpatrick and Clenton devise a
“vocabulary test capture” model (2017, p. 19). The two-dimensional model, based on
Paribakht and Wesche’s (1993; 1997) Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS), maps the word

knowledge elicited by different tasks of productive vocabulary knowledge. The vertical axis
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maps the quality, or depth, of word knowledge that each task elicits. The horizontal
axis maps the quantity, or breadth, of word knowledge that each task elicits (see
Figure 2.2).

Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) suggest that the different axes of their model
need investigating further regarding the conceptualization of productive vocabulary
knowledge. The current chapter introduces an experiment to compare a widely cited
vocabulary measure, the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT) (Laufer &
Nation, 1995; 1999) with others from Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2017) model.
Accordingly, the research question for the current chapter is:

RQ. To what extent do results from a cross-sectional study suggest that productive
vocabulary knowledge might be task-dependent?
3.2 The study

To compare PVLT performance with the performance of other productive vocabulary
tasks, the PVLT was administered with two tasks from Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017): Lex30
and G_Lex. The three tasks are detailed below.

3.2.1 Measures

PVLT. The PVLT (Laufer & Nation, 1999; Figure 3.1) is a “controlled
productive” word completion task and is cited widely (e.g., Fitzpatrick, 2007;
Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2010; Laufer & Nation, 1995; 1999; Meara & Alcoy, 2010;
Read, 2012; Steehr, 2009; Webb, 2009). On the PVLT, the first few letters of each
target item are provided (between two and four letters) to restrict responses to a
specific target word. The test elicits knowledge of five frequency levels (2k, 3k, 5k,
UWL (the University Word List), and 10k) with 18 test sentences at each level
considered to represent 1,000 words (the UWL represents 836 words). For Laufer and

Nation (1999), the score one obtains on the PVLT corresponds to the total number of
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correctly provided items; “mastery” of one level is a “matter of judgement [and] is probably
around 15 or 16 out of 18 (85% or 90%)” (p. 41). This task was designed to allow task-takers
to demonstrate the ability to encode communicative content and its authors, moreover,
suggest that the PVLT may enable researchers to investigate the “developments [that] occur
in the different types of vocabulary over a period of time” (p. 45).

A main criticism of the PVLT relates to the view that the task might obfuscate test-
taker knowledge to the extent that a test-taker is only given credit for responses that
correspond to target items. As Walters (2012) highlights, a “test-taker might choose a
different word to complete the [PVLT] sentence, with the further chance that this choice
might be a less frequent word, possibly indicating a broader productive vocabulary
knowledge than the test would reveal” (p. 173). In such cases, no credit would be given for
knowledge of the less-frequent word. Nonetheless, the PVLT remains a widely used measure
for the assessment of learner productive vocabulary knowledge (e.g., De Jong et al., 2012).
Figure 3.1

The PVLT (Laufer & Nation, 1999)

1. I am glad we had this opp to talk.
2. There are a doz eggs in the basket.

3. Every working person must pay income t
Note: Adapted from “A Vocabulary-size Test of Controlled Productive Ability,”

by Laufer, B., & Nation, P., 1999, Journal of Language Testing, 16(1), p. 46. Copyright 1999

by SAGE Journals.

Lex30. Lex30 (Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000; Figure 3.2) is “basically a word
association task,” reportedly “less constrained” than “context-limited productive tasks”
(Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000, p. 22). Lex30 has been widely used and appears in several recent

research papers (e.g., Clenton, 2010; 2015; Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2010; 2017; Fitzpatrick &



Meara, 2004; Fitzpatrick, 2007; Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000; Walters, 2012). Lex30
requires participants to respond with up to four words to 30 stimulus words (totaling a
maximum of 120 words). Carefully selected based on three criteria, each stimulus
word: (i) is highly frequent and from Nation’s (1984) 1,000 frequency level words;
(i1) does not elicit a primary (predictable) response (e.g., dog, black) in comparisons
with first language (English) speaker data (Edinburgh Associative Thesaurus; Kiss et
al., 1973); and (iii) does not elicit common (frequent) responses in comparison with
first language (English) speaker responses (Edinburgh Associative Thesaurus; Kiss et
al., 1973). Completed Lex30 task papers are transcribed, lemmatized, and then
compared with online corpora to decide a Lex30 score. All function words, proper
nouns, numbers, and those words that fall within the first 1,000 frequency band do not
score. A Lex30 score consists of a count of all but the highly frequent (i.e., non-1,000)
responses. Lex30 scores are expressed as a simple count of the infrequent items. One
strength of Lex30 is the ability for task-takers to showcase productive vocabulary
knowledge activated by each of the 30 cues (Meara, 1997).

However, this ability to merely produce vocabulary items might hide
important data. In an evaluation of Lex30, Walters (2012) introduced a sentence
elicitation task to determine the extent to which “test-takers could also use the words
they were able to recall in association with the [Lex30] stimulus word” (p. 181).
Based on her elicitation task responses, Walters suggests that Lex30 may elicit
different types of productive vocabulary knowledge as a function of a learner’s level
of L2 competence: “Lex30 may be a valid test of productive vocabulary use for higher
proficiency students, [whereas] it is more valid as a test of productive recall at the

lower levels” (p. 183). In discussing task differences with the PVLT, Walters suggests
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that “Lex30 cannot be a replacement for a test like the PVLT” (p. 184) but reports “strong
correlations” between the two.
Figure 3.2

Lex30 (Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000)

1 attack
2 board
3 close

Note: Adapted from “Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive Vocabulary in an
L2,” by Meara, P., & Fitzpatrick, T., 2000, System Journal, 28(1), p. 28. Copyright 2000 by

Elsevier.

G_Lex. G_Lex (Fitzpatrick and Clenton, 2017; Figure 3.3) was devised to investigate
the construct underlying Lex30. G_Lex is a sentence completion task in which up to five
words are required to complete each of 24 sentence gaps (totaling a maximum of 120 words,
the same as for the Lex30 task). As with Lex30, any infrequent word provided by a
respondent (i.e., any word that is not within the first 1,000 most frequent words in English)
receives one point. Moreover, words are scored as long as they “are spelled accurately
enough to be identified” (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017, p. 856). The 24 sentences were
designed to elicit the same number (8) of nouns, verbs, and adjectives, and each sentence met
five criteria: (1) syntactically simple; (i1) consists of words from high-frequency bands; (iii)
potentially elicits five responses when trialed with first language (English) speakers; (iv) does
not elicit sets of lexical responses (e.g., brown, blue, red); and (v) does not elicit similar
words in different sentences. G_Lex and Lex30 differ in their approach to eliciting word
forms. Lex30 elicits single-word items from its single-word cues. G_Lex, however, uses

sentence cues to elicit single-word responses. The two tasks are reported to be “moderately
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predictive” of each other (2017, p. 856), with Fitzpatrick and Clenton reporting
significant correlations (r = .645, p <.01).

Although G_Lex has not been as extensively tested as the two other measures
used in the current study, G_Lex was retained for this study because its task
properties situate it between the elicitation demands presented by both Lex30 and the
PVLT. Unlike Lex30, G_Lex requires test-takers to consider the context (both in
terms of part of speech and in terms of appropriate meaning) in providing their
responses. However, G_Lex arguably is less “context-limited” than a task like PVLT
in which one single response is expected. The three tasks (PVLT, Lex30, and G_Lex)
have been summarized in Table 3.1.

Figure 3.3

G_Lex (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017)

1.She loved to over the phone.
2.When [ feel sad I always go to the
3.They think car-racing is

Note: Adapted from “Making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of Productive
Vocabulary Knowledge,” by Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017, TESOL Quarterly Journal, 51(4),

p. 856. Copyright 2017 by TESOL International Association.
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Table 3.1

Comparison between PVLT, Lex30, and G_Lex

Task | Elicitation Procedure Number of Items Scoring
PVLT | Fill in the blank 90 total 1 point for every target word
- eachitemelicits |- 18itemsat5 correctly provided
one target word frequency bands
- the first few (2k, 3k, 5k,
letters of the University word
target word are list, 10k)
presented
Lex30 | Word association 120 total 1 point for every word form

- 30items,upto 4 that is not within in the first

responses per item | 1k most frequent words

G_Lex | Fill in the blank (8 120 total 1 point for every word form
verbs, 8 nouns, 8 - 24 items,upto 5 that is not within in the first
adjectives) responses per item | 1k most frequent words

3.2.2 Participants

I assessed 105 (53 male, 52 female) second language (L2) undergraduate learners (of
English) from a university in western Japan, all with L1 Japanese. All participants were aged
18 years and in their first year at university. Participants’ TOEIC Bridge score ranged
between 128 and 138, indicating a proficiency level of A2 according to the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) (ETS, 2019). All participants were placed in
level 1 (lowest level of three) compulsory skills-based academic English classes (Listening I,

Listening I1I, Reading I, and Active English I) for 90 minutes a week.
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Participation in the study was voluntary with the right to opt out at any time.
Personal data were protected as mainly the average mean test scores were reported in
the study results, with no personal information collected from any of the participants.

3.2.3 Methodology

Testing was conducted over three weeks, with a week-long interval between
each test. Classes comprised L1 Japanese students from different non-English majors
and were, in effect, four different classroom groups. To negate the likelihood of any
potential test effect, the three tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and PVLT; Appendices 2-4,
respectively) were presented in a different order to each classroom group.

Although all tasks awarded points only for infrequent (2k and less-frequent)
words in accordance with their original scoring procedures, the sources used by the
creators of each task to determine word form frequency were different. Responses
reported in the original Lex30 paper (Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000) were processed with
Nation’s (1984) word lists. Responses reported in the original G_Lex paper
(Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017) were processed with JACET8000 word lists (Ishikawa
et al., 2003). Correct responses to the original PVLT (Laufer & Nation, 1999) were
taken from the (GSL+UWL) 2k—10k lists (Nation, 1983).

To consistently evaluate responses to different productive vocabulary knowledge
tasks, recent papers (e.g., Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017) used a single frequency benchmark to
process participants’ responses. Accordingly, Fitzpatrick and Clenton used Japan Association
of College English Teachers (JACET) word lists that might better reflect their participants’
(L1 Japanese) learning experience. Fitzpatrick and Clenton argued that using a single
benchmark and identical scoring process for their participants’ responses to the three

productive vocabulary tasks (LFP, Lex30, and G_Lex) helped them to (i) compare learners’
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performance across different tasks and (ii) map potential overlaps among the three tasks
(refer to 2.1.4).

Following Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017), the current study employs a single
frequency benchmark (BNC-COCA; Nation, 2017) to compare responses to the different
tasks. The combined British National Corpus (BNC) and the Corpus of Contemporary
American (COCA) English represent the largest English language corpora. The BNC-COCA
has been used in earlier studies with L1 Japanese participants (e.g., Laufer & McLean, 2016;
McLean & Kramer, 2015). Dang (2020) suggested that BNC-COCA 2000 might better reflect
learners’ experience compared with other freely available corpora (e.g., New General Service
List (New-GSL)). Accordingly, responses for the three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30,
G_Lex, and PVLT) were processed using the same online BNC-COCA (Nation, 2017)
corpora. Task responses were first entered into individual computer text files. Scoring
responses were from all frequency bands excluding those from the BNC-COCA 1k. I
acknowledge that this approach represents a departure from the original PVLT scoring and
stress that only the originally intended responses found to lie beyond the 1k frequency band
in the BNC-COCA were accepted as scoring items for the PVLT.

In processing the PVLT with BNC-COCA, different versions of the PVLT generated
different total numbers of scoring responses (i.e., PVLT (version A): BNC COCA total score
= 85, not 90 as originally designed; refer to 2.1.2), whereas the two other tasks (Lex30 and
G_Lex) elicited the same potential maximum of 120 items. To restate, both Lex30 and
G_Lex raw scores consist of a count of all but the highly frequent (i.e., non-1,000) responses.
Lex30 and G_Lex scores are expressed as a simple count of the infrequent items. To allow
for comparison across the three tasks, each with a different number of maximum scoring
items (i.e., PVLT = 85; Lex30 and G_Lex = 120 each), the participant mean raw scores were

converted to percentages. The mean percentage scores represent (scoring items/possible
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scoring items x100) on all three tasks. The scoring items refer to the number of infrequent
(non-1k) responses for each task. The possible scoring items refer to the maximum number of
infrequent words that each task can elicit. As an example, if a participant produces a total of
100 words in response to Lex30. Among those 100 words, only 25 are infrequent. This
participant score on Lex30 is calculated as ((25/120) * 100) = 20.83%. The mean percentage
scores of the three tasks (PVLT, Lex30, and G_Lex) were then statistically processed using a
repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA).
3.3 Results

The results are presented in response to the following research question:
RQ. To what extent do results from a cross-sectional study suggest that productive
vocabulary knowledge might be task-dependent?
Table 3.2 shows the descriptive statistics for the three different productive vocabulary task
scores. Scores appear to vary according to the task: Lex30 score (15.341) is > PVLT (14.554)
> G _Lex (7.651). Table 3.3 shows significant moderate correlations between the three tasks:
Lex30 and PVLT scores (r =.534, p <.001); G_Lex and Lex30 scores ( =.548, p <.001);
and G_Lex and PVLT scores (r = .418, p <.001), suggesting that tasks might be capturing
overlapping aspects of knowledge.
Table 3.2

Descriptive Statistics for the Three Productive Tasks

Mean Std. Deviation Range
PVLT 14.554 6.860 32.940
Lex30 15.341 8.884 34.160

G Lex 7.651 3.874 15.840
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Table 3.3

Correlations between the Three Productive Tasks

PVLT Lex30 G Lex
PVLT —
Lex30 (0.534 *%*x* —
G Lex 0.418 *** 0.548 *** —

Note: * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001
3.4 Discussion

To restate, Miralpeix (2019, p. 192) highlights that “productive vocabulary
knowledge is believed to be more difficult to estimate [than receptive vocabulary
knowledge], and reliable tools to assess it are very scarce.” Thus, this chapter is focused on
three different approaches (tasks) to assessing productive vocabulary knowledge. The ways
these three tasks elicit productive vocabulary knowledge vary: Lex30 assesses the ability to
produce individual items activated in response to single-word stimuli (Meara & Fitzpatrick,
2000); G_Lex assesses the ability to produce appropriate individual words activated in
response to sentence word stimuli (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017); and the Productive
Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT) assesses the ability to complete individual sentences when
prompted with the first few letters of a specific predetermined item (Laufer & Nation, 1998).

Earlier studies (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017; Fitzpatrick, 2007) attempted to consider
task differences between the three tasks but independent of each other. The current study,
therefore, builds on these earlier studies to investigate whether productive vocabulary
knowledge varies according to the task. The experimental data appear to indicate significant
differences in overall task mean scores for the three productive vocabulary task measures.

Differences in mean scores might relate to task characteristics. For instance, only

minimal knowledge is elicited from the Lex30 task (or at least that the vocabulary knowledge
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Lex30 elicits can only be demonstrated with knowledge of a word form). The G_Lex task
elicits knowledge of context and, to some degree, semantics. There is more than one possible
response to each of the G_Lex task’s 24 cues and participant responses tend to fit the chosen
grammatical context. The PVLT elicits knowledge of individual items that can only fit the
specific grammatical gap available.

Correlations between the three tasks are moderately significant. Correlation between
the PVLT and Lex30 scores (r = .534, p <.001) is similar to that reported in the earlier
comparison by Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2010) ( = .504, p <.01) and suggests that the two
tasks are “assessing broadly similar constructs” (p. 545). The correlation between G_Lex and
Lex30 scores is also significant (» = .548 p <.001) but its effect size was not as strong as that
reported in Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) (r = .645, p <.01) and might relate to differences
in language proficiency. The correlation between G_Lex and PVLT scores was significant (»
=.418, p <.001), suggesting that both tasks might be moderately predictive of one another.

The differences between the three tasks can perhaps more readily be explained with
the modified vocabulary test capture model of Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017). Therefore, I
turn to Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2017) paper whose aim was to better understand and
interpret “Learner Performance on Tests of Productive Vocabulary Knowledge” by proposing
a vocabulary test capture model. Their model was devised to compare “differences and
similarities between test tools in a holistic and transparent way” (2017, p. 862) to advance
understanding of what the tools measure. Fitzpatrick and Clenton included Lex30 and G_Lex
in their original model, but not the PVLT. To support the discussion in the current chapter, |
elaborate on Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s model by adding the PVLT.

Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) describe their model as representing a “dual
development trajectory” (p. 16), involving both “quality” (their vertical axis), which relates to

whether individual tasks can capture different aspects of learner knowledge of individual
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items, and “quantity” (their horizontal axis), reflecting the number of words known. More
specifically, the y-axis is based on Paribakht and Wesche’s (1993; 1996) Vocabulary
Knowledge Scale (VKS) with a view to mapping the quality of depth of word knowledge
elicited by different tasks of productive vocabulary knowledge. The y-axis is divided into
four levels and should be understood as an implicational scale; for example, knowledge
demonstrated at level 3 (semantic appropriateness) implies knowledge at both level 2
(knowledge of meaning) and level 1 (knowledge of form) for the word form in question.
Fitzpatrick and Clenton assume that, with respect to knowledge elicited by different tasks, the
higher the capture zone for a particular task, the broader the different types of partial word
knowledge assessed in the task. The x-axis was intended to map the quantity, or breadth, of
word knowledge elicited by each task by taking into consideration the number of activation
events. In other words, tests that constrain learners to draw from a limited pool of items (by,
for example, targeting a small number of items) will have a smaller footprint than tests that
sample more broadly and, thus, presumably allow learners to showcase potential lexical
knowledge from a larger number of semantic fields.

Utilizing this map, Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) compared several different tasks of
productive vocabulary knowledge, showing, for example, that their newly devised G_Lex
task likely captures the quality of knowledge at levels 3 and 4 (i.e., semantic as well as
grammatical knowledge) in addition to multiple activation events (24 G_Lex sentences),
which is suggestive of a relatively broad “capture zone” (see Figure 2.2). Lex30, on the other
hand, is thought to crucially differ from G_Lex along the y-axis: given that Lex30 requires
single-word responses in response to single-word cues, learners may demonstrate word
knowledge at level 1 as well as levels 2-4. In addition, the two tasks also differ along the x-
axis. Despite an equivalent number of activation events (i.e., 120 potential responses), |

suggest that the G_Lex task likely elicits a smaller number of items than the Lex30 task
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because G_Lex appears to elicit items that match the semantic appropriateness of the
sentence elicitation cues, which I argue is likely more “context-limited” than having to
provide word association responses as in the case of Lex30.

At this point, I turn to the question of how best to integrate the PVLT into this map.
Unlike the Lex30 and G_Lex tasks, the PVLT only accepts one answer in response to each of
its 90 sentence elicitation gaps, meaning that the range of activation events is more limited
(and thus narrower along the x-axis). To provide a scoring response, learners must
demonstrate knowledge of semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy (level 4) in
context, meaning that the hypothesized capture zone for the PVLT is lower than that
suggested for the Lex30 and G_Lex tasks (see Figure 3.4).
Figure 3.4
Revised Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s “Vocabulary Test Capture Model” to Include Laufer and

Nation’s (1999) “Productive Vocabulary Levels Test”

Quality of learner’s Learner’s overall lexical resource
word knowledge (number of words available for production)
1. can produce these word
forms

2. can use these words for
appropriate referents or
L1 words

3. can use these words
with semantic
appropriateness in

Lex30
capture zone

context |
4. can use these words i G lex !
with semantic / capture zolhe PVLT
appropriateness and i capture zone
grammatical accuracy in | / :’
context ' : H

IR RN R R R R R R R R RN RN RN

Test task activation events
Note: Adapted from “Making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of Productive
Vocabulary Knowledge,” by Fitzpatrick and Clenton, 2017, TESOL Quarterly Journal, 51(4),

p. 862. Copyright 2017 by TESOL International Association.
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3.5 Conclusion

This chapter represents a first and new approach to evaluate vocabulary knowledge
according to task. The chapter employed three different validated productive vocabulary
knowledge tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and PVLT) for a group of 105 L1 Japanese participants.
The results indicate that (i) task scores appear to vary according to task (Lex30 >PVLT >
G_Lex) and (i1) task performances appear broadly predictive of one another; for example,
PVLT task scores broadly predict both Lex30 and G_Lex scores. To facilitate the discussion,
the chapter proposes a visual representation of the results, thereby building on Fitzpatrick and
Clenton’s (2017) recent vocabulary capture map with the aim of exploring the extent to
which the three different tasks capture contrasting and overlapping aspects of knowledge.

In the next chapter, I revisit Walters’ (2012) suggestion by investigating the extent to
which tasks might elicit different types of productive vocabulary knowledge as a function of
L2 competence. The next studies, therefore, replicate the current study to explore the extent
to which different productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change for different
proficiency groups. Whereas a small body of previous research (e.g., Clenton, 2010;
Fitzpatrick, 2007; Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2010; 2017; Walters 2012) attempts to tease apart
the relationship between tasks, constructs, and learner performance, I adopt a novel approach
to investigate the extent to which different productive vocabulary tasks detect changes over
time for two different proficiency groups. Thus, the following longitudinal studies allow me

to hypothesize the relationship between tasks and productive vocabulary change.
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Chapter 4 Investigating the Extent to which Three Productive Vocabulary Knowledge
Tasks Detect Change among an A2 English User Group
4.1 Introduction

Chapter three outlined the hypothesized task characteristics of the three productive
vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, PVLT) under study using Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2017)
vocabulary task capture model. The results in Section 3.3 indicate that productive vocabulary
knowledge might vary according to the task. The discussion in Section 3.4 details that the
three productive vocabulary knowledge tasks represent three contrasting, but to some extent
overlapping, scholarly interpretations of the productive vocabulary construct.

Building on Chapter 3 (Section 3.5), I longitudinally explore the extent to which
different productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change for a group of A2 learners.
The current chapter, therefore, replicates the experiment reported in Chapter 3 using the same
three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, PVLT) with A2 learners level learners, but
with an additional three-month longitudinal study with two testing times.

There are earlier examples of productive vocabulary test-retest (i.e., Fitzpatrick &
Clenton, 2010). Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2010) argue that (i) “Lex30 produces consistent
scores from learners over a short time period” (p. 549) and that (i1) Lex30 scores improved
after a teaching intervention for six weeks for a group of 40 pre-intermediate L2 proficiency
level learners. The current chapter is, therefore, re-employing Lex30 but with a longer period
(12 weeks), a larger number of participants (z = 100), and most importantly, with two more
productive vocabulary tasks (PVLT and G_Lex). Based on Fitzpatrick and Clenton’s (2017)
model, productive vocabulary knowledge is multifaceted; therefore, employing multiple tasks
in a longitudinal study would help investigate how different productive vocabulary tasks

detect change over time.
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The three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, PVLT) (i) are predictable of
each other (Chapter 3, Section 3.4) and (ii) appear to activate user knowledge/ability (Meara,
1997) although differences in the task characteristics (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1) are
expected to detect different aspects of productive vocabulary knowledge. The Lex30 task has
the potential to elicit all levels of partial word knowledge, namely, knowledge restricted to
form or to meaning, and the G_Lex task was originally designed to examine the validity of
Lex30. However, by examining participants’ responses, it would appear that participants
adhere to the parts of speech originally intended for the gaps; hence, the task appears to elicit
an understanding of semantic appropriateness. The PVLT was “designed to elicit specific
predetermined vocabulary items” (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017, p. 846) and appears to elicit
syntactic as well as semantic aspects of knowledge.

Accordingly, the research question for the current chapter is:

RQ. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect change for a group of A2 learners?

4.2 The study

In this chapter, I report on a study that explores the ability of the three productive vocabulary
knowledge tasks to detect change over time for a group of A2 learners.

4.2.1 Measures

The study employs the same productive vocabulary tasks from Chapter 3 (Lex30,

G _Lex, and the PVLT, see Table 3.1). Because the experiment reported in this chapter is
based on two test times, different equivalent versions of each task were required. On the basis
that original versions were currently available for PVLT (3), Lex30 (2), and G _Lex (1), I
developed one more Lex30 task and two more G_Lex tasks based on each original task

creation criteria.
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The new version of Lex30 (C, Appendix 3) was created using the same original task
criteria as Meara and Fitzpatrick (2000). Accordingly, the Lex30 cues were selected as long
as they (i) were highly frequent as per Nation’s (2017) 1,000 frequency level; (ii) did not
elicit a primary response in comparisons with first language (English) speaker data
(Edinburgh Associative Thesaurus; Kiss et al., 1973); and (iii) did not elicit common
responses in comparison with first language (English) speaker responses (Edinburgh
Associative Thesaurus; Kiss et al., 1973).

The two G_Lex versions (B and C, Appendix 4) were created according to the
original task criteria as Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017). Accordingly, the 24 G_Lex sentences
were designed to elicit an identical number (8) of nouns, adjectives, and verbs with each
sentence: (i) being syntactically simple; (ii) consisting of only highly frequent words; (iii)
eliciting five responses when trialed with first language (English) speakers; (iv) not eliciting
lexical sets (e.g., brown, blue, red); and (v) not eliciting similar responses in different
sentences.

4.2.2 Participants

I assessed 100 (60 males and 40 female) second language (L2) undergraduate
learners (of English) from a university in western Japan, all with L1 Japanese. The
participants in this study were different from the participants in the last study. All
participants were aged 18 years and in their first year at university. Participants’

TOEIC Bridge score ranged between 128 and 138, indicating a proficiency level of
A2 according to the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) (ETS,
2019). All participants were placed in level 1 (lowest level of three) compulsory
skills-based academic English classes (Listening 11, Listening V, Reading II, and
Active English II) for 90 minutes a week.

Along with their coursework materials, participants were provided with self-
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study vocabulary activities. The self-study activities included a variety of academic
vocabulary questions (e.g., true/false, multiple choice, sentence completion, matching,
spelling). Participants were strongly encouraged to use the self-study vocabulary words in
their different class activities.

Participation in the study was voluntary with the right to opt out at any time. Personal
data were protected as mainly the average mean test scores were reported in the study results
with no personal information collected from any of the participants.

4.2.3 Methodology

Participants took two equivalent versions of the three productive vocabulary tasks:
Lex30 (Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000), G_Lex (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017), and the PVLT
(Laufer & Nation, 1999) (Appendices 2-4). I conducted testing at two test points: at the
beginning of their semester and at the end of the semester, three months later. To negate test
effects, i.e., familiarity with the task’s instruction and format, I presented the three tasks in
different orders at each of the two test times.

As was the case in Chapter 3, individual responses to the productive vocabulary tasks
were scored using the BNC-COCA online frequency corpora. A repeated measures ANOVA
was conducted to explore the potential differences in the test mean percentage scores at the
two time points. Samples of participants’ responses are provided in Appendices 5-7.

As outlined in Chapter 3, percentage scores were used to address two main issues: (1)
the different potential number of items for each task (because the PVLT elicits a potential
maximum of 90 scoring items, whereas both Lex30 and G_Lex elicit a potential maximum of
120 scoring items); and (ii) the fact that different versions of the PVLT (Time 1 and Time 2),
when processed with BNC-COCA, generate a different total number of scoring responses
(the PVLT 1 (version B): BNC-COCA total score = 79); PVLT 2 (version C): BNC-COCA

total score = 78), (Appendix 2). The mean percentage scores represent (scoring items/possible
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scoring items x100) on all three tasks at the two time points. Table 4.1 presents the changes
between the test mean percentage scores at the two testing times.
4.3 Results

Table 4.1 reports the different productive vocabulary task mean scores at the two
different test times (Time 1, Time 2). Two-way repeated-measures ANOVA was used to
examine the effect of Task and Time on the test mean scores percentage. There were
significant main effects for both Tasks (£ (2, 198) =20.299, p <.001) and Time (¥ (1, 99) =
48.326, p <.001). Moreover, there was a statistically significant interaction between the
effects of Task and Time (F (2, 198) = 11.797, p <.001). Post hoc comparison tests with
Bonferroni correction were then performed to compare the mean differences across the two
time points for each test. The post hoc tests showed that whereas scores on both Lex 30 and
G_Lex significantly improved over time (p <.001), no such significant improvement was
recorded for PVLT (p =.718).
Table 4.1

Changes between the Test Mean Percentage Scores at the Two Testing Times for A2

Participants

N=100 Mean Score
Lex30 G Lex PVLT

Time 1 12.20 (7.33) 11.19 (5.67) 10.62 (5.99)

Time 2 16.35 (8.37) 13.30 (6.34) 11.32 (6.75)

Changes between time points
Time 2 — Time 1 4.15%** 2. 11%%* i

(5.69) (5.42) 4.77)

Note: *p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction). Numbers in parentheses are

standard deviations.
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The findings from the study indicate significant changes over time for both Lex30 and G_Lex
scores but not for PVLT scores among this group of A2 level participants.
4.4 Discussion

The introduction to this chapter outlined the need for a longitudinal investigation to
explore the extent to which three different productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect
change for a group of A2 learners. The research question asked: To what extent do results
from a longitudinal study suggest that three different productive vocabulary knowledge tasks
might detect change for a group of A2 learners?

The research question facilitated an investigation that explored the extent to which
productive vocabulary knowledge is being detected by the three different tasks that capture
contrasting and overlapping aspects of knowledge. Although the three tasks claim to tap
productive vocabulary knowledge, the use of longitudinal data potentially indicates that
Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT are not consistently detecting the same kind of productive
vocabulary knowledge. The findings indicate that Lex30 elicits a larger percentage of scoring
items than the G_Lex and the PVLT tasks in both testing times (Time 1: Lex30 (12.20) >
G _Lex (11.19) > PVLT (10.62) and Time 2: Lex30 (16.35) > G_Lex (13.30) > PVLT
(11.32)). Both Lex30 and G_Lex scores show significant increases over time but not for
PVLT scores among this group of A2 level participants (Time 2 — Time 1: Lex30 (4.15),

G _Lex (2.11), and PVLT (.7).
4.5 Conclusion

This chapter investigated the extent to which three productive vocabulary knowledge
tasks detect change with a group of A2 first language (L1) Japanese over a three-month
longitudinal study. The results allow me to contribute to discussions detailing the kinds of
information being detected by the three different productive vocabulary tasks that relate to

productive vocabulary knowledge. Productive vocabulary knowledge change appears to
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depend to some extent on the specific productive vocabulary task used. Both Lex30 and
G_Lex scores appear to indicate some degree of significant change, but the PVLT scores do
not.

Such inconsistent significant change among the three tasks might relate to
proficiency. The participants’ low English proficiency level (A2) might determine the extent
to which they can respond to different contextual demands. Thus, a replication with different
(higher) proficiency populations and an extra productive writing vocabulary task (LFP) might
shed some light on the extent to which productive vocabulary tasks might (i) detect change
for a higher proficiency group (higher than the A2 level reported in this study) and (ii) relate

to aspects of writing.
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Chapter 5 Investigating the Extent to which Three Productive Vocabulary Knowledge
Tasks Detect Change among a B2 English User Group

5.1 Introduction

Chapter four outlined that productive vocabulary knowledge change appears to
depend to some extent on the specific productive vocabulary task used for the group of A2
learners. The results reported in Section 4.3 indicate significant changes over time for both
Lex30 and G_Lex scores but not for PVLT scores. The discussion in Section 4.4 indicates
that the longitudinal data of the three administered productive vocabulary tasks might not
consistently detect the same kind of productive vocabulary knowledge as Lex30 elicits a
larger significant percentage of scoring items than G_Lex and PVLT at both testing times.

Section 4.5 suggests that such inconsistent significant change among the three tasks
might relate to proficiency, which can be interpreted with respect to Meara’s (1990; 1997)
“network” metaphor. Milton (2013) explains: “[a] word that is recognized as a word in a
language, but where nothing more is known about it, has no links and is not networked [...]
Words, which have this network of links around them can be said to be known more deeply
than those, which are not known in this way” (p. 61). Thus, Walters (2012) suggests that
lower-level learners may have less densely structured lexical networks. Higher-level learners,
on the other hand, provide responses that they might be able to use in context and that may
reflect their more densely structured networks. Following Milton (2013) and Walters (2012),
I suggest that productive vocabulary knowledge task scores mean different things for
different L2 proficiencies; hence, I might expect to see significant changes in written
vocabulary knowledge, as measured by the lexical frequency profile (LFP) task, with learners
from a different proficiency level than those reported in Chapter 4.

Unlike Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT, the LFP is based on composition. The LFP has

been used in earlier cross-sectional and longitudinal studies with beginner level learners (e.g.,
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Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017; Horst & Collins, 2006). Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017) report a
non-significant correlation for the LFP and Lex30 in a cross-sectional study with pre-
intermediate L1 Japanese learners. Horst and Collins (2006) report inconsistent decline in
their participants’ infrequent written productive vocabulary knowledge when using the LFP
(in response to picture prompts) in a longitudinal study with beginners L1 French.

To obtain a more complete picture of the development of infrequent written
vocabulary knowledge, both studies (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017; Horst & Collins, 2006)
suggest follow-up studies with learners from different levels of L2 proficiency. Therefore,
Chapter 5 replicates Chapter 4 with (i) higher proficiency populations than the CEFR A2
level, the pre-intermediate level in Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017), and the beginner level in
Horst and Collins (2006); and (ii) an extra productive writing vocabulary task (the LFP) to
examine the extent to which CEFR B2 learners use of infrequent written productive
vocabulary might change over time.

Accordingly, the research questions for the current chapter are:

RQ 1. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect change for a group of B2 learners?
RQ 2. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect changes in aspects of writing for a group of B2
learners?

5.2 The study

In this chapter, I report on a study that explored productive vocabulary knowledge change

over time as measured by Lex30, G_Lex, the PVLT, and the LFP.
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5.2.1 Measures
The study employs the same productive vocabulary tasks from Chapters 3 and 4 (Lex30,
G _Lex, and the PVLT, see Table 3.1) but with an additional productive vocabulary task (the
LFP).

The Lexical Frequency Profile (the LFP). The lexical frequency profile (the LFP;
Laufer & Nation, 1995; 2.1.1) is a measure of vocabulary use and has been used in a few
studies (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017; Laufer, 1994; Laufer & Nation, 1995). The LFP
requires participants to write two paragraphs of about 300-350 words each. However, to
allow longitudinal comparison across the four tasks, only one composition of 250 words was
requested at each testing time. For ecological validity, I opted for a cap of 250 words in 40
minutes (rather than 350 words in 60 minutes as is conventionally required for the LFP task
(Laufer & Nation, 1995, p. 314) to respond to the condition learners encounter in “high-
stakes” writing tests (i.e., IELTS). Table 5.1 provides a summary of the differences between
the LFP and the IELTS Writing Task 2.
Table 5.1

Differences between the LFP and IELTS Writing Task 2

LFP IELTS Writing Task 2
Number of compositions Two One*
Type of composition Argumentative Argumentative
Word count 300-350 words each 250 words
Time 60 minutes 40 minutes

* Laufer and Nation (1995) found that the LFP score was quite stable between compositions
of different topics produced by the same students.
The two composition topics were adapted from IELTS (2019a) sample writing topics.

The first LFP composition topic was “The threat of nuclear weapons maintains world peace.
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Nuclear power provides cheap and clean energy. The benefits of nuclear technology
far outweigh the disadvantages. To what extent do you agree or disagree?” The
second LFP composition topic was “The first car appeared on British roads in 1888.
By the year 2000, there may be as many as 29 million vehicles on British roads.
Alternative forms of transport should be encouraged and international laws
introduced to control car ownership and use. To what extent do you agree or
disagree?” Following the original task scoring procedures, the completed LFP task
papers were typed up and corpora were then compared with online frequency counts.
To statistically compare learners’ profiles across different tasks (Lex30, G_Lex,
PVLT, and LFP) and as in Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017), I used the same scoring
protocol for all tests where the LFP score consists of a count of all but the highly
frequent (i.e., non-1k) responses.
5.2.2 Participants

I assessed 50 (9 males and 41 females) second language (L2) undergraduate
learners (of English) from a university in Southern France. The participants in this
study were different from the participants in the last two studies. All participants
reported considering French to be (one of) their native language(s). All participants
were enrolled in their fourth semester of a six-semester degree in English studies
program. Participants were on average 20.26-years-old (range: 18-27, SD = 1.44).
Participants were at a higher proficiency level (CEFR B2) than the participants in
Chapter 4 as reported by their classroom teacher.

Along with their coursework materials, participants were provided with self-
study vocabulary activities. The self-study activities included a variety of academic
vocabulary questions (e.g., true/false, multiple choice, sentence completion, matching,

spelling). Participants were strongly encouraged to use the self-study vocabulary
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words in their different class activities.

Participation in the study was voluntary with the right to opt out at any time. Personal
data were protected as mainly the average mean test scores were reported in the study results
with no personal information collected from any of the participants.

5.2.3 Methodology

Participants took two equivalent versions of the four productive vocabulary tasks:
Lex30, G_Lex, PVLT, and LFP (Appendices 1-4). Testing was conducting at two points: at
the beginning of their fourth semester of study and at the end of the semester three months
later. To negate test effects, Tasks were presented in a different order at each of the two test
times by the classroom teacher. Samples of participants’ responses to the four measures are
provided in Appendices 8-11.

As was the case in Chapters 3 and 4, individual responses to the productive vocabulary tasks
were scored using the BNC-COCA online frequency corpora. A repeated measures ANOVA
was conducted to explore the potential differences in the test mean percentage scores at the
two time points.

As outlined in Chapter 3, percentage scores were used to address two main issues: (1)
the different potential number of items for each task (because the PVLT elicits a potential
maximum of 90 items, whereas both Lex30 and G_Lex elicit a potential maximum of 120
items, and the LFP elicit a potential maximum of 250); and (i1) the fact that different versions
of the PVLT (Time 1 and Time 2), when processed with BNC-COCA, generated a different
total number of scoring responses (the PVLT 1 (version A): BNC-COCA total score = 85; the
PVLT 2 (version B): BNC-COCA total score = 79). The mean percentage scores represent
(scoring items/possible scoring items x100) on all four tests at the two time points. Table 5.2

below presents the changes between the test mean percentage scores at the two testing times.
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5.3 Results

Table 5.1 shows the different productive vocabulary task mean scores at the two
different test times (Time 1, Time 2) for the CEFR B2 participants. A two-way repeated
measures ANOV A was used to examine the effect of Task and Time on the test mean scores.
While there was a significant effect for Task (£ (3, 147) =401.510, p <.001), no significant
effect was revealed for Time (F' (1, 49) = 1.028, p = 0.315). There was a statistically
significant interaction between the effects of Task and Time (F (3, 147) = 14.847, p <.001).
These results were further explored via post hoc comparison tests with Bonferroni correction.
The post hoc tests showed that whereas scores on G_Lex significantly changed over time (p <
.001), no such significant change was recorded for Lex30 (p = 1.000), the PVLT (p = .439),
or for the LFP (p = .861).
Table 5.2

Changes between the Test Mean Percentage Scores at the Two Testing Times for B2

Participants
N=50 Mean Score
Lex30 G Lex PVLT LFP
Time 1 33.45 (9.28) 15.73 (8.02) 53.48 (12.99) 16.71 (5.45)
Time 2 34.75 (10.12) 24.17 (7.76) 50.63 (15.07) 14.65 (6.34)

Changes between time points
Time 2 — Time 1 1.30 8.44% % —2.85 —2.06

(11.95) (10.46) (15.10) (8.32)

Note: *p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction). Numbers in parentheses are

standard deviations.
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5.4 Discussion

The introduction to this chapter outlined the need for a longitudinal investigation to
explore the extent to which the four different tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, PVLT, and LFP)
consistently detect the productive vocabulary knowledge change of higher-proficiency
populations (CEFR B2) than those reported in Chapter 4. The research questions asked:
RQ1. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect change for a group of A2 learners?
RQ2. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect changes in aspects of writing for a group of B2
learners?

A comparison of the findings in Chapter 5 with those of Chapter 4 might better
respond to the research questions. Chapter 4 reported a longitudinal study in which I tested
CEFR A2 level learners with Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT. Chapter 5 reported on a
longitudinal study in which I tested CEFR B2 level learners with the same three tasks in
addition to the LFP. The longitudinal data from the two different proficiencies allow me to
make two important claims.

First, although the administered tasks claim to tap into the construct of productive
vocabulary knowledge, they might detect different types of productive vocabulary knowledge
once proficiency is factored into account. Chapter 4 (4.4) reports that Lex30 elicits a larger
percentage of scoring items than the G_Lex and the PVLT tasks in both testing times for A2
learners (Time 1: Lex30 (12.20) > G_Lex (11.19) > PVLT (10.62) and Time 2: Lex30
(16.35) > G _Lex (13.30) > PVLT (11.32)). Chapter 5 (5.3) reports that the PVLT elicits a
larger percentage of scoring items than the Lex30, G_Lex, and LFP tasks in both testing
times for B2 learners (Time 1: PVLT (53.48) > Lex30 (33.45) > LFP (16.71) > G_Lex

(15.73) and Time 2: PVLT (50.63) > Lex30 (34.75) > G_Lex (24.17) > LFP (14.65)). These
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differences between the results in Chapters 4 and 5 suggest that factors other than task
characteristics influence the test scores; for example, factors such as L2 proficiency (Milton,
2013; Walters, 2012) appear to play a role in determining the extent to which different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change.

Second, the administered tasks uncovered inconsistent change over time for different
proficiency levels (Table 5.3). For Chapter 4 A2 level learners, both Lex30 and G_Lex scores
significantly increase over time but PVLT scores do not (Time 2 — Time 1: Lex30 (4.15),

G Lex (2.11), and PVLT (.7)). For Chapter 5 B2 level learners, G_Lex scores significantly
increase over time but Lex30, the PVLT and the LFP scores do not (Time 2 - Time 1: G_Lex
(8.44), Lex30 (1.30), LFP (—2.06), and PVLT (—2.85). These differences between the results
in Chapters 4 and 5 suggest that L.2 proficiency might play a role in determining the extent to
which different productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect consistent change.

Table 5.3

Significant Changes across Time as Measured by Lex30, G_Lex, PVLT, and LFP among

Different Proficiency Levels

Task Chapter 4 (A2 level) Chapter 5 (B2 level)
Lex30 Significant change (4.15) No significant change (1.30)
G Lex* Significant change (2.11) Significant change (8.44)
PVLT No significant change (.7) No significant change (—2.85)
LFP NA** No significant change (—2.06)

* Only G_Lex showed significant change across the two proficiency levels.
** Horst and Collins (2006) report an inconsistent decrease in participants’ infrequent written
productive vocabulary knowledge when using the LFP in a longitudinal study with beginners

L1 French.
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The discussion above indicates that the administered productive vocabulary tasks
might inconsistently detect different types of productive vocabulary knowledge at different
proficiency levels. In general terms, tasks allude to a significant gain in participants’
productive vocabulary knowledge but not all tasks (i.e., PVLT for CEFR A2 and B2 and
Lex30, LFP for CEFR B2). In terms of relevant gains, the highest gain is seen in G_Lex
scores followed by Lex30, LFP, and PVLT scores for the CEFR B2 participants, and for
Lex30 scores followed by G_Lex then PVLT scores for the CEFR A2 participants. I will
return to these discussion points of task consistency and gain in my discussion chapter.

5.5 Conclusion

This chapter longitudinally investigated the extent to which the four tasks of
productive vocabulary knowledge (Lex30, G_Lex, the PVLT, and the LFP) detect productive
vocabulary knowledge change over time for a group of B2 participants. The study was
conducted over three months with testing at 0 and 3 months. Only G_Lex scores appear to
indicate some degree of significant change; however, Lex30, the PVLT, and the LFP do not
show significant change with this group of B2 participants.

To restate, Chapter 3 showed significant correlations of Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT
tasks but did not indicate the extent to which these tasks might detect productive vocabulary
knowledge over time. This, therefore, led to Chapter 4, which investigated the three tasks’
ability to detect change among a group of A2 level learners. Chapter 5 extended Chapter 4’s
investigation of the tasks’ ability to detect change but with a group of B2 level learners and
an extra productive writing vocabulary task (the LFP). Both chapters (4 and 5) concluded that
L2 proficiency (Milton, 2013; Walters, 2012) might influence the extent to which different
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change.

Having investigated writing, I turn now to speaking, the other productive skill.

Moreover, in my final experimental chapter (Chapter 6), I wanted to return to investigating
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A2 level students on the basis that the majority of L1 Japanese university students are at
beginner to pre-intermediate L2 level (Barrow, Nakanishi, & Nishino, 1999; McLeana, Hogg,
and Kramerc, 2014; Shillaw, 1995).

Earlier studies have addressed different aspects of speaking in relation to a single
productive vocabulary task, e.g., Lex30 (Clenton et al., 2021) and the PVLT (De Jong et al.,
2012), suggesting that aspects of productive vocabulary knowledge and the ability to
showcase such knowledge might vary according to proficiency. In Clenton et al. (2021),
participants were of pre-intermediate level and in De Jong et al. (2012), participants were of
intermediate to advanced level proficiency level. The final experimental chapter in this thesis
examines the extent to which productive vocabulary knowledge detected by three productive
vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) might consistently relate to aspects of the

multifaceted construct of fluency.
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Chapter 6 Investigating the Extent to which Three Productive Vocabulary Knowledge
Tasks Consistently Detect Aspects of Oral Fluency Change among an A2 English User

Group

6.1 Introduction

A comparison of the findings in Chapter 5 with those of Chapter 4 (Section 5.4)
indicated that L2 proficiency (i.e., the ability to produce words in context and contextually
demanding tasks) may play a role in determining the gain of vocabulary knowledge elicited
by a given task. In Chapter 4, the highest gain was seen in Lex30 scores followed by G_Lex,
and then the PVLT scores for the CEFR A2 participants. In Chapter 5, the highest gain was
seen in G_Lex scores followed by Lex30, the LFP, and then the PVLT scores for the CEFR
B2 participants. The different gains among the two proficiency levels might support the claim
that the extent to which productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change might be
proficiency-based.

In the current chapter, I continue the theme for the earlier chapters (3-5) by using the
same three productive vocabulary tasks (G_Lex, Lex30, and PVLT). I return to investigating
A2 level L1 Japanese university students on the basis that a large population of L1 Japanese
university students are at beginner to pre-intermediate L2 level, with an average vocabulary
size of between 2,300 (Barrow, Nakanishi, & Nishino, 1999; Shillaw, 1995) to 3,715 words
(McLean, Hogg, & Kramer, 2014). Having investigated writing for B2 level in Chapter 5, 1
now turn to “speaking.”

One of the main indicators of general speaking ability is fluency, as reflected in the
rating descriptions of standardized English tests (i.e., [IELTS). While the broad sense of
fluency appears to relate to overall or global proficiency, the narrow sense of fluency (for
diagnostic purposes) “refer(s) to one, presumably isolatable, component of oral proficiency”

(Lennon, 1990, p. 389). Within narrow fluency, fluency is often measured as a component of
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speech with multiple aspects, referring to quick and perhaps “smooth delivery of speech
without (filled) pauses, repetitions, and repairs” (De Jong et al., 2015, p. 235).

Earlier papers on fluency have explored fluency in relation to a single productive
vocabulary task (e.g., the PVLT) (De Jong et al., 2012) and Lex30 (Clenton et al., 2021,
Table 6.1). De Jong et al. (2012) administered a cross-sectional study of 179 intermediate to
advanced level adult learners of Dutch with eight computer-administered, semi-spontaneous
speaking tasks designed to elicit aspects of L2 fluency in relation to “L2 linguistic knowledge
and processing skills” ranging in terms of complexity, formality, and discourse type, and a
newly constructed Dutch version of the PVLT.

Clenton et al. (2021) administered a cross-sectional study of 30 pre-intermediate
undergraduate adult L1 learners of English with three speaking tasks (from De Jong et al.
(2012)), a productive vocabulary task (Lex30), and a receptive vocabulary task (X Lex).
Both studies were (i) cross-sectional, (ii) used experimental speaking tasks, and (iii)
confirmed significant correlations between vocabulary knowledge and aspects of fluency
(i.e., significant negative correlation between number of silent pauses and PVLT (» =—.39, p
<.05) for De Jong et al.’s participants and Lex30 (» = —.39, p <.05) for Clenton et al.’s
participants.

The current chapter builds on De Jong et al. (2012) and Clenton et al.’s (2021)
suggestion of follow up studies to investigate consistent relations between additional and
different vocabulary measures and aspects of fluency. The current study, therefore, is (1)
longitudinal, (i1) employs multiple productive vocabulary tasks (G_Lex, Lex30, and PVLT),
and (ii1) employs a full IELTS speaking test (for ecological validity, IELTS is a common

high-stakes test in Japan).
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Speaking in Relation to a Single Productive Vocabulary Task
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Study Participants Tasks Results Findings
DeJong | 179 Eight computer- Both studies Both studies
et al. intermediate to | administered, confirmed significant | suggest that
(2012) advanced level | semi-spontaneous | correlations between | vocabulary

learners of speaking tasks vocabulary knowledge and
Dutch knowledge and fluent speech
Dutch version of aspects of fluency may to some
the PVLT (i.e., significant extent be
Clenton | 30 pre- Three speaking negative correlation | proficiency-
et al. intermediate tasks from De Jong | between number of | dependent
(2021) level learners of | et al. (2013) silent pauses and
English PVLT (r=-.39,p
Lex30 <.05) for De Jong et
X Lex al.’s participants and
Lex30 (r=-.39,p
<.05) for Clenton et
al.’s participants)

Accordingly, the research question for the current chapter is:

RQ. To what extent do results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different

productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect changes in aspects of speaking fluency

for a group of A2 learners?
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6.2 The study
In this chapter, I report on a study that explores the extent to which three different productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change over time in relation to different speaking fluency
measures.
6.2.1 Measures
The study employs the same productive vocabulary tasks from Chapters 3-5 (Lex30, G_Lex,
and PVLT, see Table 3.1) but with a full [IELTS speaking test as measured by three speaking
fluency measures (phonation rate (De Jong, 2012), speech rate (Segalowitz, 2010), and
articulation rate (De Jong, 2012).

IELTS Speaking Test. The IELTS speaking test assesses the use of spoken
English with a rubric of four main band descriptors: fluency and coherence, lexical
resource, grammatical range and accuracy, and pronunciation. The test lasts between
11 and 14 minutes during which test-takers discuss different topics with an IELTS
examiner. The test contains three parts:

Part 1: Introduction and Interview. This part uses a question-response format
to assess the test-taker’s ability to respond to everyday topics. The examiner asks the
test-taker general questions about themselves (e.g., current living places, work, study,
etc.) and a range of familiar topics (e.g., favorite music, food, weather, movies, etc.).
The examiner might ask some follow-up questions, e.g., “why” or “why not” in order
to extend the discussion and elicit more speaking from the test-taker. This part lasts
between 4 and 5 minutes.

Part 2: Individual Long Turn. This part uses a card—response format to assess
the test-taker’s ability to speak for a longer time on a specific topic with appropriate
language and ideas. The examiner gives the test-taker a task card with a speaking

prompt and asks them to respond to it. The topics usually require the test-taker to
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describe or state their opinion on certain topics (e.g., “describe something you own that is
very important to you” (IELTS, 2019a). Test-takers should have a minute for preparation,
followed by up to two minutes of speaking. The examiner might ask a couple of questions on
the same topic.

Part 3: Two-way Discussion. This part uses a follow-up questions format to assess
the test-taker’s ability to discuss abstract issues and ideas. The examiner asks more questions
related to the topic in Part 2. As an example, in relation to the earlier speaking topic in part 2,
a follow-up question from the examiner might be: “What makes things important for you?”
This part of the test takes about 4—5 minutes to complete.

6.2.2 Participants

I assessed 40 (16 males and 24 female) second language (L.2) undergraduate learners
(of English) from a university in western Japan, all with L1 Japanese. The participants in this
study were different from the participants in the last three studies. All participants were aged
18 years and in their first year at university. Participants’ TOEIC Bridge score ranged
between 128 and 138, indicating a proficiency level of A2 according to the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) (ETS, 2019). All participants were placed in
level 1 (lowest level of three) compulsory skills-based academic English classes (Listening II
and Listening V) for 90 minutes a week.

Along with their coursework materials, participants were provided with self-study
vocabulary activities. The self-study activities included a variety of academic vocabulary
questions (e.g., true/false, multiple choice, sentence completion, matching, spelling).
Participants were strongly encouraged to use the self-study vocabulary words in their
different class activities.

Participation in the study was voluntary with the right to opt out at any time. Personal

data were protected as mainly the average mean test scores were reported in the study results
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with no personal information collected from any of the participants.
6.2.3 Methodology

Participants took two equivalent versions of the three productive vocabulary tasks:
Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT (Appendices 2-4) along with two full equivalent versions of
IELTS speaking test. I conducted testing at two test points: at the beginning of their first
semester of study and at the end of the same semester three months later. To negate test
effects, I presented the productive vocabulary tasks in a different order at each of the two test
times.

As was the case in Chapters 3-5, individual responses to the productive vocabulary
tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) were scored using the BNC-COCA online frequency
corpora. As outlined in Section 3.2.3, percentage scores were used to address two main
issues: (i) the different potential number of items for each task (because the PVLT elicits a
potential maximum of 90 items, whereas both Lex30 and G_Lex elicit a potential maximum
of 120 items) and (i1) the fact that different versions of the PVLT (Time 1 and Time 2), when
processed with BNC-COCA, generate a different total number of scoring responses (the
PVLT 1 (version A): BNC-COCA total score = 85 and the PVLT 2 (version B): BNC-COCA
total score = 79). The mean percentage scores represent (scoring items/possible scoring items
x100) on all four tests at the two time points.

The IELTS speaking tests were administered according to their original procedures by
a certified IELTS examiner. To measure aspects of fluency, (i) the speaking tests were
recorded and then transcribed; (i1) word syllables were counted for all participants; (iii)
participants’ speaking time was counted and abstracted from the examiner’s speaking time;
and (iv) participants’ audio recordings were analyzed using PRAAT (Boersma & Weenink,
2005). Silent pauses were measured manually at 350 ms (as Clenton et al., 2021 and De Jong

et al., 2012). All sounds (e.g., ehh, uhh, and umm) were recorded as filled pauses. All
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measures were collated over the three parts of the IELTS speaking test. Subsequently, three
fluency measures were calculated per second of speaking: (i) phonation rate (De Jong, 2012),
i.e., speaking time with no pauses/speaking time with pauses; (ii) speech rate (Segalowitz,
2010), i.e., syllable count/speaking time with pauses; and (iii) articulation rate (De Jong,
2012), i.e., syllable count/speaking time with no pauses.

6.3 Results

6.3.1 Time Effect (Time 1 - Time 2) on Different Fluency Measures

Table 6.2 reports participants’ mean scores for fluency as measured by phonation rate,
speech rate, and articulation rate for the three different speaking tasks (Part 1, Part 2, and Part
3) at Time 1 (Pre-time) and Time 2 (Post-time), and their changes over time. A two-way
repeated measures ANOVA was used to examine the effect of Time on the mean scores for
fluency measures at different speaking tasks. There was a significant main effect for Fluency
(F (3.3, 129.1) = 364.83, p < .001) and statistically non-significant effect for Time (F (1, 39)
= 1.188, p = .282). Interaction between the effects of Time and Fluency is also non-
significant (F' (2.78, 108.57) = 1.146, p = .332).

Post hoc comparison tests with Bonferroni correction were then performed to
compare the mean differences across Time for each fluency measure. The post hoc tests
showed (1) no significant change in phonation rate from Time 1 to Time 2 for all three
speaking tasks (Part 1, Part 2, and Part 3) and (i1) a significant decrease in speech rate on
Time 2 (Post) in Part 1 speaking task while there is a significant increase in speech rate on
Time 2 (Post) in Part 3. For Part 2, no significant change is observed in speech rate from
Time 1 to Time 2 and (ii1) there is no significant change in articulation rate from Time 1 to

Time 2 for all three speaking tasks (Part 1, Part 2, and Part 3).
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Fluency Measure Mean Scores for Three Different Speaking Tasks
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Changes in Mean

Speaking Fluency Mean (std. dev) Mean (std. dev)
from Time 1 to
Task Measure at Time 1 at Time 2
Time 2
Phonation rate 0.41(0.132) 0.40 (0.107) —.010(0.133)
Part 1 Speech rate 1.31(0.439) 1.13 (0.256) —.1737(0.436)
Articulation rate 3.33 (1.218) 2.95(0.808) —.383(1.485)
Phonation rate 0.43 (0.136) 0.43 (0.106) —.001 (0.176)
Part 2 Speech rate 1.18 (0.361) 1.13(0.423) —.046 (0.445)
Articulation rate 3.06 (2.209) 2.82 (1.296) —.238(2.730)
Phonation rate 0.33(0.100) 0.37 (0.112) .038 (0.134)
Part 3 Speech rate 0.95 (0.287) 1.06 (0.300) .1027(0.258)
Articulation rate 2.96 (0.682) 2.99 (0.979) —.032 (1.219)

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction). Numbers in parentheses are

standard deviations.
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6.3.2 Time Effect (Time 1 = Time 2) on Different Vocabulary Test Scores

Table 6.3 shows participants’ vocabulary test percentage mean scores for Lex30,

G _Lex, and PVLT at Pre-Time 1 and Post-Time 2, and their changes over time. A two-way
repeated measures ANOVA was used to examine the effect of Time on Test scores. There
was significant main effect for Test (F (2, 78) = 20.134, p <.001) and non-significant main
effect of Time (F (1, 39) = 2.344, p = .134). Interaction between the effects of Time and Test
is significant (¥ (2, 78) = 32.795, p <.001).

Post hoc comparison tests with Bonferroni correction were then performed to
compare the mean differences across Time and Test. The post hoc tests showed (i) no
significant change in Lex30 score from Time 1 to Time 2, (ii) a significant improvement in
G_Lex Test score from Time 1 to Time 2, and (iii) a significant decrease in PVLT test scores
from Time 1 to Time 2.

Table 6.3

Vocabulary Scores at Time 1 and Time 2

Mean (std. dev) at ~ Mean (std. dev) at Changes in Mean from

Vocabulary Test Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 to Time 2
Lex 30 13.69 (5.982) 15.08 (7.190) 1.396 (6.823)
G Lex 7.06 (3.418) 12.17 (5.498) 5.104* (4.867)
PVLT 14.94 (5.269) 11.01 (4.570) —3.929%* (4.170)

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction). Numbers in parentheses are

standard deviations.
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6.3.3 Relationship between Vocabulary and Fluency at Time 1_Part 1

Table 6.4 shows the correlation between the vocabulary test scores and the fluency
measures for Part 1 of the speaking task at Time 1. There is a moderate level of correlation
between vocabulary test scores and fluency measures in the Part 1 speaking task. There is
significant correlation between G_Lex test score and phonation rate (#(38) = .460, p =.003).
There is significant negative correlation between PVLT test score and articulation rate (#(38)
=.340, p = .032). Within the vocabulary test scores and fluency measures, there are moderate
levels of significant correlation. Correlation between Lex30 and G _Lex is #(38) =.544, p <
.001. Significant correlation between phonation rate and speech rate is #(38) = .458, p =.003
and speech rate and articulation rate is #(38) = .544, p < .001 while the phonation rate and
articulation rate show moderate negative correlation (#(38) = —.446, p = .004).

Table 6.4

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 1 _Part 1

Phonation Speech Articulation
Lex30 G Lex PVLT Rate Rate Rate

Lex30 1 544" 128 107 162 067
G Lex 1 117 460" 251 —.122
PVLT 1 162 —.140 —.340°
Phonation rate 1 458" —.446"
Speech rate 1 544"
Articulation 1

rate

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
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6.3.4 Relationship between Vocabulary and Fluency at Time 2_ Part 1

Table 6.5 shows the correlation between the vocabulary test scores and the fluency
measures for Part 1 of the speaking task at Time 2. There is no significant correlation
observed between any of vocabulary test scores and fluency measures in the Part 1 speaking
task at Time 2. Within the vocabulary test scores and fluency measures, there are moderate
levels of significant correlation. Correlation between Lex30 and G_Lex is #(38) = .664, p <
.001, between Lex30 and PVLT test scores is 7(38) = .445, p = .004, and between G_Lex and
PVLT is (38) = .407, p = .009). Significant correlation between speech rate and articulation
rate is 7(38) = .492, (p = .001) while the Phonation rate and Articulation rate show moderate
negative correlation ((38) =—.617, p < .001). Correlation between phonation and speech
rates is non-significant (p = .093).
Table 6.5

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures Time 2 _Part 1

Phonation  Speech Articulation
Lex30 G Lex PVLT rate rate rate

Lex30 1 6647 4457 155 —.022 -.170
G Lex 1 407" 306 .042 —.131
PVLT 1 161 114 —.058
Phonation rate 1 269 —-.617"
Speech rate 1 492"
Articulation rate 1

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
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6.3.5 Time Effect (Time 1 2 Time 2) on Change in Relationship between Vocabulary Test
Scores and Fluency Measures_ Part 1

Table 6.6 shows correlations between the vocabulary test scores and the fluency
measures for Pre (Time 1) and Post (Time 2) levels. The data show (i) an insignificant
correlation between Lex30 test and fluency measures on both Pre- and Post-Time, (ii) a
significant weak correlation between G_Lex and phonation rate at Time 1, which becomes non-
significant at Time 2, and (iii) significant negative correlation between PVLT and articulation
rate at Time 1, which becomes non-significant at Time 2.
Table 6.6

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 1 and Time 2_Part 1

Phonation Rate Speech Rate Articulation Rate
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2
Lex30 107 155 162 —.022 .067 —-.170
G Lex 460" 306 251 042 -.122 -.131
PVLT 162 161 —.140 114 —.340" -.058

Note: *p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).



103

6.3.6 Relationship between Vocabulary and Fluency at Time 1_Part 2

Table 6.7 shows correlations of the vocabulary test scores and the fluency measures
for Part 2 of the speaking task at Time 1. There is no significant correlation observed between
any of vocabulary test scores and fluency measures in Part 2 speaking task at Time 1. Within
the vocabulary test scores and fluency measures there are moderate levels of significant
correlation. Correlation between Lex30 and G_Lex is #(38) = .544, p < .001. Significant
correlation between phonation rate and speech rate is 7(38) = .613, p < .001 and for speech
rate and articulation rate is #(38) = .394, p = .012 while the phonation rate and articulation

rate show moderate negative correlation (#(38) = —.465, p = .003).

Table 6.7

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 1 _Part 2

Phonation Articulation

Lex30 G Lex PVLT Rate Speech Rate Rate
Lex30 1 544 128 -.219 —.097 199
G Lex 1 117 016 130 179
PVLT 1 058 159 172
Phonation rate 1 613" —.465"
Speech rate 1 394
Articulation 1

rate

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
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6.3.7 Relationship between Vocabulary and Fluency at Time 2_Part 2

Table 6.8 shows correlations of the vocabulary test scores and the fluency measures
for Part 2 of the speaking task at Time 2. There is significant moderately negative correlation
observed between any of the PVLT test scores and articulation rate in the Part 2 speaking task
at Time 2 (r(38) = —.421, p = .007). Within the vocabulary test scores and fluency measures
there are moderate levels of significant correlation. Correlation between Lex30 and G_Lex is
r(38) =.664, p < .001 and between Lex30 and PVLT test scores #(38) = .445, (p = .004), and
between G_Lex and PVLT r(38) =.407, (p = .009). The significant correlation between
phonation rate and speech rate is #(38) = .431, p = .005, and speech rate and articulation rate
is (38) = .543, p < .001 while that between phonation rate and articulation rate has a
moderate negative correlation ((38) = —.438, p = .005).
Table 6.8

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 2_Part 2

Phonation  Speech  Articulation

Lex30 G _Lex PVLT Rate Rate Rate
Lex30 1 664" 445" 193 —.192 —.201
G Lex 1 407" .058 —.224 —.243
PVLT 1 257 —.283 —-421™
Phonation 1 4317 —-.438™
rate
Speech rate 1 543
Articulation 1
rate

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
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6.3.8 Time Effect (Time 1 = Time 2) on Change in Relationship between Vocabulary Test

Scores and Fluency Measures_Part 2

Table 6.9 shows correlations between the vocabulary test scores and the fluency

measures for Pre (Time 1) and Post (Time 2). It can be concluded from the Part 2 speaking

task that (i) there is a non-significant correlation between the Lex30 test and fluency

measures on both Pre- and Post- Time, (ii) there is a non-significant correlation between

G_Lex test and fluency measures on both Pre- and Post-Time, and (iii) there is a non-

significant positive correlation between PVLT and articulation rate at Time 1, which

emerges as a moderate negative significant correlation at Time 2.

Table 6.9

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 1 and Time 2_Part 2

Phonation Rate Speech Rate Articulation Rate
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2
Lex30 =219 193 —.097 —.192 .199 -.201
G Lex 016 058 130 —.224 179 —.243
PVLT 058 257 159 —.283 172 -421™

Note: *p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
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6.3.9 Relationship between Vocabulary and Fluency at Time 1_Part 3

Table 6.10 shows correlations between the vocabulary test scores and the fluency
measures for Part 3 of the speaking task at Time 1. There is a moderate level of correlation
between vocabulary test scores and fluency measures. There is significant correlation
between G_Lex test score and phonation rate (#(38) =.490, p = .001). There is significant
correlation between the G_Lex test score and speech rate ((38) =.372, p = .018). Within the
vocabulary test scores and fluency measures there are moderate levels of significant
correlation. Correlation between Lex30 and G_Lex is 7(38) = .544, p < .001. Correlation
between phonation rate and speech rate is 7(38) = .660, p < .001 while the phonation rate and

articulation rate show moderate negative correlation (#(38) = —.482, p = .002).

Table 6.10

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 1 _Part 3

Phonation = Speech  Articulation

Lex30 G Lex PVLT Rate Rate Rate
Lex30 1 544" 128 110 272 153
G Lex 1 117 490" 372" -.177
PVLT 1 —.066 —.085 .060
Phonation rate 1 660" —.482"
Speech rate 1 306
Articulation rate 1

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
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6.3.10 Relationship between Vocabulary and Fluency at Time 2_Part 3

Table 6.11 shows the correlations of the vocabulary test scores with the fluency
measures for Part 3 of the speaking task at Time 2. There is no significant correlation
observed between any of vocabulary test scores and fluency measures in Part 3 of the
speaking task at Time 2. Within the vocabulary test scores and fluency measures there are
moderate levels of significant correlation. Correlation between Lex30 and G_Lex is (38) =
.664, p < .001, between Lex30 and PVLT test scores 7(38) = .445, p = .004, and between
G Lex and PVLT #(38) =.407, p =.009). Significant correlation between phonation rate and
speech rate is 7(38) =.567, p <.001, and between speech rate and articulation rate #(38) =
.380, p = .016 while phonation rate and articulation rate has moderate negative correlation
(7(38) =—.496, p = .001).
Table 6.11

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 2_Part 3

Phonation  Speech Articulation

Lex30 G Lex PVLT Rate Rate Rate
Lex30 1 664" 445" .006 .108 179
G Lex 1 407" 107 191 074
PVLT 1 220 .035 —.134
Phonation rate 1 567" —.496"
Speech rate 1 380"
Articulation rate 1

Note: * p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
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6.3.11 Time Effect (Time 1 = Time 2) on Change in Relationship between Vocabulary
Test Scores and Fluency Measures_Part 3

Table 6.12 shows correlations between the vocabulary test scores and the fluency
measures for Pre (Time 1) and Post (Time 2). It can be concluded at Part 3 of the speaking
task that (i) there is a non-significant correlation between Lex30 test and fluency measures on
both Pre- and Post-Time, (ii) there is a non-significant correlation between PVLT test and
fluency measures on both Pre- and Post-Time, and (iii) there was a significant weak
correlation between G_Lex and phonation Rate and speech rate at Time 1, which becomes
non-significant at Time 2.

Table 6.12

Correlations between Vocabulary Test and Fluency Measures at Time 1 and Time 2_Part 3

Phonation Rate Speech Rate Articulation Rate
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2
Lex30 110 .006 272 108 153 179
G Lex .490™ 107 372" 191 -177 074
PVLT —.066 220 —.085 .035 .060 —.134

Note: *p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).
6.4 Discussion

The introduction to this chapter outlined the need for a longitudinal study to
explore potential relationships between productive vocabulary knowledge task scores
and aspects of fluency. The study reported in Chapter 6 employed multiple productive
vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) and an IELTS speaking test for a
group of CEFR A2 participants. The research question asked: To what extent do

results from a longitudinal study suggest that three different productive vocabulary
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knowledge tasks might detect changes in aspects of speaking fluency for a group of A2
learners?

The participants took two equivalent versions of three productive vocabulary tasks
(Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT), and a full speaking IELTS test. Testing was conducted at
two test points: at the beginning of their first semester of study and at the end of the same
semester, three months later. I included an analysis of the vocabulary task scores and three
fluency measures (phonation rate, speech rate, and articulation rate) for the two testing times.

6.4.1 Relationship between Productive Vocabulary Scores and Aspects of Fluency

In broad terms, the results are to some extent consistent with earlier fluency studies
(e.g., Clenton et al., 2021; De Jong et al., 2012) in that a vocabulary score might significantly
correlate with aspects of fluency. In the current study, and as illustrated in Table 6.13, both
G_Lex and the PVLT correlate significantly with aspects of fluency. G_Lex correlates
significantly with fluency in the first testing time, i.e., phonation rate in Part 1 (» =.460, p <
.01), phonation rate in Part 3 (» = .490, p <.01), and speech rate in Part 3 (»=.372, p <.05).
The PVLT results correlate significantly (and negatively) with fluency in the first testing
time, 1.e., the articulation rate in Part 1 (» = —.340, p <.05) and in the second testing time with
the articulation rate in Part 2 (r = —.421, p <.01). Such findings support the claim that
vocabulary score might significantly relate to aspects of fluency at a pre-intermediate level of

proficiency for the specific participants examined in the current study.
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Table 6.13

Correlations between Vocabulary Tasks and Fluency Measures at Time I and Time 2

Tasks Part 1 Part 2 Part 3
o o) o)
g = 8 g <= 8 g <= 8
= §& && 5S& §& &~F 3& §& &~ 3&
= 9} < K= n © < 2 ©
A~ < A~ < A~ <
Lex30 TI1 107 162 067 =219 -.097 .199 110 272 153

G Lex 251 —122 016 130 179 [EOEENRYZEE 177
PVLT 162 —.140 058 130 .172  —.066 —.085 .060

Lex30 T2 155 —-022 -170 .193 —.192 —-.201 .006 108 179

G Lex 306 042 —131 .058 —224 243 107 191 074

PVLT 161 114 —058 257 -283 220 .035 —.134

Note: * p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001 (Bonferroni correction).

On the other hand, and unlike Clenton et al. (2021), the current study did not
find any significant correlation between Lex30 task scores and the three fluency
measures at either of the two testing times. I assume that such difference in the
findings between both studies (current study and Clenton et al., 2021) might relate to:
(1) the different speaking tasks, i.e., a full IELTS speaking test for the current study
(used for ecological validity because IELTS is a common high-stakes test in Japan)
and the three experimental speaking tasks from De Jong et al. (2012) for Clenton et al.
(2021); (i1) the different vocabulary corpora, e.g., BNC-COCA (Nation, 2017) for the
current study and the “Academic Spoken Word List” (ASWL; Dang, Coxhead, and
Webb, 2017) for Clenton et al. (2021); and (iii) the different procedures used, e.g., the
Lex30-score was processed based on percentage (scoring items/possible score x100)

for the current study and based on the raw score (non-1k) for Clenton et al. (2021).
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6.4.2 Consistent Relationships between Productive Vocabulary Scores and Aspects of
Fluency

The results from the longitudinal data show that aspects of fluency do not appear to
relate consistently to productive vocabulary knowledge task scores for this group of A2
participants. While G_Lex and the PVLT correlate significantly with aspects of fluency as
mentioned in Section 6.4.1, only the PVLT shows a relationship across the two testing times.
The PVLT score is negatively significant with the articulation rate in both testing times (Time
1 Part 1 (»=-.340, p <.05) and Time 2 Part 2 (r =—.421, p <.01)).

This finding might first relate to the time constraint. In general terms, the articulation
process might possess a heavier cognitive load on L2 speakers (compared with the PVLT as a
written task) under a strict time constraint (De Jong, 2016). The time allowed for the
speaking tasks were 4—5 minutes for Part 1 and 2 minutes for Part 2, whereas 30 minutes
were needed for the PVLT.

Second, the finding might relate to the task constraint or, in other words, how both the
PVLT and the speaking tasks are being administered and processed. Unlike Lex30 and
G_Lex, the PVLT was mainly designed to elicit predetermined infrequent (non-1k) words.
The PVLT score is a count of all written correct answers. Unlike the PVLT, the articulation
rate of the speaking tasks considers all spoken words (including the 1k list). The articulation
rate is an account of all spoken words’ syllables/total speaking time. Referring to both tests’
(the PVLT and the speaking tasks) characteristics and score processing, participants had to
use mainly infrequent words for the PVLT but not for the speaking tasks. I assume, therefore,
that participants’ responses were within the non-1k for the PVLT and, conversely, mainly
within the 1k for the speaking tasks. An analysis of the 1k percentage in the participants’
spoken words elicited by the three IELTS speaking tasks with BNC-COCA has supported my

assumption: for Time 1, the 1k is 81.81% and for Time 2, the 1k is 79.74%.
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6.5 Conclusion

This chapter explored the extent to which three different productive
vocabulary tasks might detect aspects of fluency for a group of A2 participants.
Participants (n = 45) took two equivalent versions of the three productive vocabulary
tasks and full speaking IELTS test. Testing was conducted twice, at 0 (pre) and 3
months (post). The three productive vocabulary tasks were processed with BNC-
COCA. The full IELTS speaking test was processed by PRAAT (Boersma &
Weenink, 2005). The three measures of fluency were calculated per second of
speaking: (i) phonation rate (De Jong, 2012), i.e., speaking time with no
pauses/speaking time with pauses; (ii) speech rate (Segalowitz, 2010), i.e., syllable
count/speaking time with pauses; and (iii) articulation rate (De Jong, 2012), i.e.,
syllable count/speaking time with no pauses.

The results revealed that vocabulary task scores might not consistently relate
to aspects of fluency. As illustrated in Table 6.13, both G_Lex and the PVLT show
moderate but significant correlations with aspects of fluency. Only the PVLT (when
compared with Lex30 and G_Lex) demonstrated a significant relationship with
aspects of fluency (i.e., the articulation rate) in both testing times (Time 1 Part 1 and

Time 2 Part 2). Lex30 did not show any significant relationship at either testing time.
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Chapter 7 Discussion
Introduction

To restate, this thesis aims to (i) investigate the extent to which productive vocabulary
knowledge tasks can detect changes over a short time for two different proficiency groups
and (ii) how such a change might relate to aspects of speaking and writing abilities. The
experimental chapters reported four main findings: (i) productive vocabulary knowledge is
task-dependent for groups of A2 and B2 proficiency participants; (ii) productive vocabulary
knowledge change varies according to task and proficiency for groups of A2 and B2
proficiency participants; (iii) infrequent words use in writing consistently relates to
productive vocabulary knowledge task (the PVLT) score for a group of B2 proficiency
participants; and (iv) aspects of L2 oral fluency inconsistently relate to productive vocabulary
knowledge task scores for a group of A2 proficiency participants.

In light of my experimental chapters’ findings, the following discussion is divided
into two main sections. The first section (7.1) discusses three issues that relate to productive
vocabulary tasks sensitivity to detect change. I first explore the extent to which the
productive vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect change might relate to task characteristics.
Second, I discuss the extent to which the productive vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect
change might relate to a proposed theory of L2 word development by Jiang (2000; 2002;
2004). Third, I discuss the productive vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect consistent
change.

The second section (7.2) discusses three issues that relate more broadly to the
productive vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect changes in infrequent words use in IELTS
writing and speaking. First, I discuss how productive vocabulary tasks might detect change in
infrequent words use in the IELTS writing task (for B2 participants). Second, I discuss how

productive vocabulary tasks might detect infrequent words change in IELTS speaking tasks
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(for A2 participants). Third, I explore potential pedagogical implications related to IELTS
writing and speaking courses.
7.1 Productive Vocabulary Tasks’ Sensitivity to Detect Change

As outlined in earlier research (i.e., Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017), the construct of
productive vocabulary knowledge is far from straightforward. The array of overlapping
interpretations as to what is actually covered by the construct has led to the development of
a myriad of tasks whose aim is the same, namely, to measure productive vocabulary
knowledge. However, upon closer examination, as demonstrated in the Section 3.5 discussion
of Lex30, G_Lex and the PVLT task characteristics, tasks appear to make different
assumptions about the underlying aspects of vocabulary knowledge of which the construct
consists.
7.1.1 Productive Vocabulary Tasks’ Sensitivity to Detect Change According to Task
Characteristics

The three productive vocabulary knowledge tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and PVLT), as
outlined in Section 3.5, represent three contrasting but to some extent overlapping scholarly
interpretations of the productive vocabulary construct. All three tasks activate user
knowledge/ability (Meara, 1997); however, differences in the task characteristics (e.g., the
extent to which tasks encourage the task-taker to consider context) (see Chapter 3, Table 3.1,
and Figure 3.4 for a description of the three tasks’ characteristics) might impact (1) the
quantity of vocabulary knowledge a learner can showcase and (ii) the type of words being
elicited by each task.

More specifically, as sampled in Figures 7.1 and 7.2, Lex30 elicits single-word items
in response to its single-word cues. I suggest that Lex30 likely and potentially elicits a greater
number of items than G_Lex and the PVLT because Lex30 appears to elicit collocations that

respond to the activated cues (e.g., for the cue “away” the A2 level responds with collates
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“go, move, and run’’ while the B2 level responds with collates “go, fly, and run "), which is
likely less demanding than to provide responses potentially requiring attention to context
(both in terms of part of speech and in terms of appropriate meaning) as is seemingly required
for the G_Lex and PVLT tasks. I expect, therefore, Lex30 to be the most sensitive to detect
change because the task demands are the least for Lex30 in comparison with both G_Lex and
the PVLT.

G_Lex uses sentence cues to elicit single-word responses. I suggest that G_Lex likely
and potentially elicits a smaller number of items than the Lex30 task because G_Lex appears
to elicit responses that appear to require attention to context in terms of semantic
appropriateness and grammatical accuracy from the sentence elicitation cues (e.g., for the
missing gap in “He liked to ....... in his free time,” A2 level participants respond with “cook,
sleep, walk, run, and read” while B2 level participants respond with “play, sleep, walk, go
out, and drink, ” which is likely more demanding than to provide collocations as in Lex30. I
expect, therefore, G_Lex to be less sensitive than Lex30 in detecting change because as
above, the task appears to call upon knowledge in a larger number of aspects when compared
to Lex30 even though this was not the original design of the task (Fitzpatrick & Clenton,
2017).

As for the third task, the PVLT only accepts one possible answer in response to each
of its 90 sentence elicitation gaps. I suggest that the PVLT likely and potentially elicits a
smaller number of responses than Lex30 and G_Lex because the PVLT demands specific
elicitation as dictated by the predetermined responses that require attention to context in
terms of semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy (e.g., for the missing gap in
“Plants receive water from the soil through their ro....,” both A2 and B2 levels respond with
“roots,” which is likely more demanding than to provide single-word responses to Lex30 or

responses with apparent attention to semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy as in
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G_Lex. Accordingly, it is expected that the PVLT is the least sensitive of the three tasks to

detect change.

Figure 7.1

Samples of Participants’ Responses to Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT for A2 level

Task A2 level (Chapter 4)
Lex30
L. away ?0 move run fvun’y
: blow wind winter Cold Moumntarm
3, | bnish clean feeth skoes afone
G Lex 1. Helikedto in his free time.
— — cook 4[eep tr"’“‘ 2th rt0°/
2. When I feel happy I al th : : ;
en [ feel happy [ always gotothe_ . pow ! st L Qc}wO, [(Jﬂ'ﬂ {y -
3. They think tennis is . | ] N ! ’
Tun el | Tond | hovo | spsy
PVLT The 2000-word level
1. It is the de that counts, not the thought.
2. Plants receive water from the soil through their ro 9+ %
3. Thenuyse  was helping the doctor in the operation room.
Figure 7.2

Samples of Participants’ Responses to Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT for B2 level

Task B2 level (Chapter 5)
Lex30 1. [ away as Ny ek U™ 1
2, blow &W X @c@(ode_ \rcom
T T " = ' |
3. brush ot weocaok \eoth yoo Y gaSke
G_LGX 1. ::1:::0 in his P Sep - g0 cuk Hxnle
T | iy | W | Seene | oy | ber
[ thin i
‘ = 'ifshev hlr;k:ejlnls eik.b‘uj KDN\A "_5(5.‘\\2 SPQL)( ch}ﬁc,u_&.t
PVLT The 2000-word level
1. Itis the deg¥hr . that counts, not the thought.
2. Plants receive water from the soil through their ro oo i
3. Thenuc¢se was helping the doctor in the operation room.

These earlier hypotheses on task elicitation characteristics and the extent to which

“context” might relate to task production (Lex30 > G _Lex > PVLT) form a theoretical

implicational scale, whereby it is expected that Lex30 be more sensitive in detecting change
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than both G_Lex and the PVLT; G_Lex is expected to be more sensitive in detecting change
than the PVLT (Figure 7.3).
Figure 7.3

Suggested Implicational Scale of the Three Productive Vocabulary Tasks

PVLT

G Lex

Lex30

The results from Chapters 4 and 5 allow me to justify the hypothesized implicational
scale. Both chapters administrated two different versions of the same three vocabulary tasks
(Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) within the same three-month period. A main difference
between Chapters 3 and 4 is the participant proficiency level (i.e., the ability to produce more
infrequent words in context and contextually demanding tasks such as the PVLT and the
LFP). The participants in Chapter 4 were CEFR A2 level, whereas in Chapter 5 they were at
CEFR B2 (Figure 7.4). The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR; Council of
Europe, 2001), refers to A2 users as being able to produce a “simple terms” description for
“aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and matters in areas of immediate
need” (p. 24) while the B2 proficient users are able to “produce clear, detailed text on a wide
range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and

independent disadvantages of various options” (p. 24).
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Figure 7.4

Chapters 4 and 5 Participants’ CEFR Levels of Proficiency

IT E f Chapter 5

Chapter 4

The findings from Chapter 4 (Table 7.1) are consistent with the hypothesized
implicational relationship among the three tasks under investigation and according to which I
expected Lex30 to be the most sensitive to change in productive vocabulary knowledge
followed by G_Lex and then the PVLT (Figure 7.5). The findings from Chapter 4 also
suggest that the change in productive lexical knowledge over the course of three months did
not relate to the knowledge of semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy, which I
hypothesized to be measured by the PVLT.

Table 7.1

Change across Time as Measured by Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT for A2 Level Participants

Task Chapter 4 (A2 level)
Lex30 Significant change (4.15)
G Lex Significant change (2.11)

PVLT No significant change (.7)
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Figure 7.5

Implicational Scale for A2 Participants

PVLT
(7)

G Lex (2.11)

Lex30 (4.15)

Whereas the hypothesized implicational relationship (Lex30 > G _Lex > PVLT)
appears to be consistent with the results found for CEFR A2 participants, the same cannot be
said for the CEFR B2 level (G_Lex > Lex30 > PVLT) (Figure 7.6). The findings from
Chapter 5 (Table 7.2) show significant changes over time for the G_Lex task but not for the
PVLT or the Lex30 tasks among a group of B2 level participants. The findings from Chapter
5 also suggest that the change in productive lexical knowledge over the course of three
months did not relate to the knowledge of form, which I hypothesized to be measured by the
Lex30, or the knowledge of semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy, which I

hypothesized to be measured by the PVLT.
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Table 7.2

Change across Time as Measured by Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT for B2 Level Participants

Task Chapter 5 (B2 level)
Lex30 No significant change (1.30)
G Lex Significant change (8.44)
PVLT No significant change (-2.85)
Figure 7.6

Implicational scale for B2 participants

7.1.2 Productive Vocabulary Tasks’ Sensitivity to Detect Change According to a Proposed
Theory of L2 Lexical Development

The previous section (7.2.1) discussed the extent to which the three productive
vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) might detect change for different
proficiency groups (A2 and B2). The proposed implicational scale suggests that Lex30 might
be more sensitive (elicits more scoring responses) in detecting productive vocabulary
knowledge change than both G_Lex and the PVLT, and that the G_Lex task might be more

sensitive to detecting productive vocabulary knowledge change than the PVLT. The
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implicational scale is argued to be accurate for those participants at the A2 level but not for
those participants at the B2 Level. For the B2 level, G_Lex has shown to be more sensitive
(i.e., elicits a greater proportion of scoring responses) than both Lex30 and the PVLT. Such
lack of consistency in the hypothesized implicational scale with the B2 level suggests that
factors related to lexical development (i.e., the ability to use specific words in context) might
impact the extent to which tasks are sensitive to change.

To address the previous implicational scale inconsistency of G_Lex being more
sensitive in detecting change than Lex30 with the B2 level, I turn to theory (Jiang, 2000;
2002; 2004) for support. Jiang’s theoretical model of L2 lexical development introduces
“three stages of L2 lexical development” as shown in Figure 7.7. The three stages describe
how a specific word might develop in the learning process rather than how “lexical
competence” develops as a whole. The first stage is “the formal stage when a lexical entry
with formal specifications is established” (p. 47). At this initial stage, little content is
established, mainly the word form and its L1 translation equivalent. The second stage is “the
first language lemma mediation stage when the lemma information of the L1 counterpart is
copied into the L2 lexical entry and mediates L2 word use” (p. 47). At the second stage,
semantic and syntactic information of an L2 word might be copied from the L1 equivalent to
form lexical entries of L2 forms and L1 lemmas. The third stage is “the L2 integration stage
when semantic, syntactic, morphological specifications are integrated into the lexical entry”
(p. 47). The third stage represents a full lexical development. An L2 lexical entry will be
quite similar in “semantic, syntactic, and morphological specifications” to an L1 lexical

entry.



122

Figure 7.7

Jiang’s (2000) “Three Stages of Word Development”

-------------------
_______________
- -

| BRSNS ) BT 5 BN & NI 5 S
4 ! »/ semantics 1 syntax %, semantics 1 syntax ‘~‘
L T _‘L __________________________ e

L2 L2 L2 L2
phon/orth phon/orth morphology| phon/orth

Note: Reprinted from “Lexical Representation and Development in a Second Language,” by
Jiang, N., 2000, Applied Linguistics Journal, 21(1), p. 54. Copyright 2000 by Oxford
University Press.

I assume that such lexical development (words transit from one stage to another)
might be manifest in the extent to which productive vocabulary tasks detect change for
different proficiency levels. The three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the
PVLT) and their characteristics (e.g., the extent to which tasks encourage task-takers to
consider context) as introduced in Section 3.5, might tap into the different stages of Jiang’s
(2000) lexical development (Figure 7.8). Lex30 (2.1.3) might relate to word form
knowledge, which might overlap with the first stage of Jiang’s lexical development (“the
formal stage”). G_Lex (2.1.4) might relate to word form, semantic appropriateness (and
potentially grammatical accuracy) in context, which might overlap with the second stage of
Jiang’s lexical development (“the first language lemma mediation stage”). The PVLT (2.1.2)
might relate to word form, semantic appropriateness, and grammatical accuracy in context,
which might overlap with the third stage of Jiang’s lexical development (“the L2 integration

stage”).
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Figure 7.8

Productive Vocabulary Knowledge Tasks and Jiang’s (2000; 2002; 2004) “Three Stages of

Word Development”
i , g Ll 3 KW, g7 B 1 13 W
i . v/ semantics 1+ syntax %/ semantics ' syntax '
K P e i e e e e P e — T
> >
L2 L2 L2
phon/orth phon/orth morphology | phon/orth
[ [] ]

Potentially detected by

N\ NS N\

Lex30 G Lex PVLT
1 1 —
Task might detect
Word form

~ e

Semantic appropriateness

—
et LS @

Grammatical accuracy

* The dotted arrow from G_Lex indicates potential grammatical accuracy.
Note: The three stages of word development are adapted from “Lexical Representation and
Development in a Second Language,” by Jiang, 2000, Applied Linguistics Journal, 21(1), p.

54. Copyright 2000 by Oxford University Press.

These earlier hypothesized aspects of lexical development and the extent to which
they might relate to task characteristics appear to indicate a theoretical “developmental scale”

in which tasks might only detect development at specific lexical stages. Therefore, (i) if we

are to see a change, then we might only see change within a test-retest per task and (ii) if we
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run a test-retest for multiple different tasks (i.e., Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT), then the
change might mainly occur within one specific task (stage of word development) as
illustrated below for both A2 and B2 proficiency levels.

Although the A2 participants’ lexicon might contain words at different stages of
development, or even in transition from one stage to another, I assume that their L2 lexicon
might be mainly at the first stage of word development (“the formal stage”). The formal stage
was hypothesized to overlap with word form knowledge that might be tapped by Lex30.
Lex30 allows task-takers to showcase the productive vocabulary knowledge “activated” by
each of the 30 cues (Meara, 1997), thus facilitating the production of responses about which
respondents have (more or less) partial knowledge. Because the responses to Lex30 are not
presented within any context, the knowledge of items produced cannot be claimed to be
anything other than at the level of threshold level knowledge (i.e., “the formal stage,” Jiang’s
first stage of word development). Building on the two previous assumptions (i) that A2
participants’ lexicon might be mainly at the first stage of Jiang’s word development and (ii)
responses to Lex30 might represent examples of Jiang’s first stage of word development, |
expect that a test-retest of Lex30 might show greater sensitivity to change than either G_Lex
or the PVLT for the A2 participants.

By contrast, although the B2 participants’ lexicon might contain words at different
stages of development, or even in transition from one stage to another, I assume that their L2
lexicon might be mainly at the second stage of word development (“the first language lemma
mediation stage”). The first language lemma mediation stage was hypothesized to overlap
with word form, semantic appropriateness, and potential grammatical accuracy knowledge
that might be tapped by G_Lex. Although G_Lex scoring is based solely on the frequency of
items provided (and not on semantic appropriateness or grammatical accuracy), task

responses indicated that they appear to match the semantic appropriateness (with potential
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grammatical accuracy) of the sentence elicitation cues (i.e., “the first language lemma
mediation stage,” Jiang’s second stage of word development). Building on the two earlier
assumptions of (i) B2 participants’ lexicon might be mainly at the second stage of Jiang’s
word development and (ii) responses to G_Lex might represent examples of Jiang’s second
stage of word development; I expect that a test-retest of G_Lex might show greater
sensitivity to change than either Lex30 or the PVLT for the B2 participants.

Furthermore, my discussion of task sensitivity to detect change according to Jiang’s
stages of word development has also assumed that the PVLT might show less sensitivity to
change than either Lex30 or G_Lex for the two proficiency levels (A2 and B2) that were the
focus of the experimental chapters (4 and 5). This assumption is made largely on the basis
that (i) unlike the Lex30 and G_Lex tasks, the PVLT only accepts one response to each of its
90 sentence elicitation gaps, resulting in the range of activation events being more limited,
and (ii) in order to provide a PVLT scoring response, participants need knowledge of
semantic appropriateness as well as grammatical accuracy meaning that responses to the
PVLT might represent examples of the third level of Jiang’s word development (“the L2
integration stage”). A change in the third level of word development (i.e., more words transit
from the second level to the third level of word development), as argued by Jiang (2000),
might require a longer time (more than the three months of the current study). I, thus, expect
that a test-retest of the PVLT might show less sensitivity in detecting change compared with
Lex30 and G_Lex for the two proficiency levels (A2 and B2). I will return to this thread in
the concluding chapter where I reflect on the extent to which the three productive vocabulary
knowledge tasks might detect change for different proficiency levels.

To empirically test the hypothesized theoretical developmental scale of (Lex30 >
G _Lex > PVLT) for the A2 learners, and (G_Lex > Lex30 > PVLT) for the B2 participants, |

return to the findings from my fourth and fifth experimental chapters. The findings from
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Chapter 4 show that the difference in the A2 participant scoring percentages between the two
test times is greater for Lex30 than for the G_Lex and PVLT tasks. These findings are
consistent with the hypothesized developmental scale among the three tasks under
investigation and according to which I expected Lex30 to be more sensitive to detect change
than the other two tasks. The findings from Chapter 4 also suggest that the change in
productive lexical knowledge for a group of A2 level over the course of three months might
advance in knowledge of word form, which is hypothesized to be the first stage of word
development (Figure 7.9).

Figure 7.9

Hypothesized Task Developmental Scale for A2 Participants in Relation to Jiang’s (2000;

2002; 2004) “Three Stages of Word Development”

______________________________
------

| NP 7 B 7 SRS & SRR & I
4 ' \‘ J semantics ' syntax Y/ semantics 1 syntax \
e 4‘_‘(. __________________________ e,
L2 L2 L2
phon/orth phon/orth morphology | phon/orth
[ 1] [ [1]

Potentially detected by

N\ NS S

Lex30 (4.15) G Lex (2.11) PVLT (.7)

* Number in parentheses is the average change in percentage (Test 2 — Test 1)

** Lex30 has shown the greatest increase in infrequent words for this group of A2
participants.

Note: The three stages of word development are adapted from “Lexical Representation and
Development in a Second Language,” by Jiang, N., 2000, Applied Linguistics Journal, 21(1),

p. 54. Copyright 2000 by Oxford University Press.
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The findings from Chapter 5 show that the difference in the B2 participant scoring
percentages between the two test times is greater for G_Lex than for Lex30 and the PVLT.
These findings are consistent with the hypothesized lexical stage task-dependent
developmental scale among the three tasks under investigation and according to which I
expected G_Lex to be more sensitive to detect change than the other two tasks. The findings
from Chapter 5 also suggest that the change in productive lexical knowledge for a group of
B2 level learners over the course of three months might advance in knowledge of semantic
appropriateness (and potentially in grammatical accuracy), which is hypothesized to be the
second stage of word development (Figure 7.10).

Figure 7.10

Hypothesized Task Developmental Scale for B2 Participants in Relation to Jiang’s (2000; 2002;

2004) “Three Stages of Word Development”

_______________________________
.....

1 1 1
1 1 1
£ 1 S ¥ . ' % - 1 N
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L2 L2 L2 L2

phon/orth phon/orth morphology | phon/orth

[ [] [

Potentially detected by
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Lex30 (1.30) G_Lex (8.44) PVLT (-2.85)

* Number is parentheses is the average increase in percentage (Test 2 — Test 1)

** G_Lex has shown the greatest increase in infrequent words for this group of B2
participants.

Note: The three stages of word development are adapted from “Lexical Representation and
Development in a Second Language,” by Jiang, N., 2000, Applied Linguistics Journal, 21(1),

p. 54. Copyright 2000 by Oxford University Press.
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7.1.3 Productive Vocabulary Tasks’ Sensitivity to Detect Consistent Change

The previous sections (7.1.1 and 7.1.2) investigated the sensitivity of productive
vocabulary tasks in detecting change based on two different perspectives. The first
perspective is task characteristics: an implicational scale (Lex30 > G_Lex > PVLT) based on
task characteristics in Section 3.5 was created and hypothesized to account for A2 level
participant responses but not for the B2 group. The second perspective is lexical
development: a developmental scale based on the three stages of word development as
proposed by Jiang (2000; 2002; 2004), which was created and argued to be accurate for A2
level participants (Lex30 > G_Lex > PLVT) and B2 level participants (G_Lex > Lex30 >
PVLT).

While the change measured by each task might vary according to the task
characteristics (hypothesized aspects of construct being measured (i.e., form, semantic
appropriateness, or grammatical accuracy) and participants’ proficiency (stage of lexical
development), G_Lex has shown to be the only task (when compared with Lex30 and the
PVLT) that detects consistent (significant) change between the two different proficiency
groups in three short-term (three-month) longitudinal studies (A2 in Chapters 4 and 6, and B2
in Chapter 5, Table 7.3). Such consistency in detecting significant change might relate to the
word knowledge changes expected in the short time (i.e., improvements in the ability to use a
word form that is semantically appropriate as well as potentially in a grammatically accurate

manner).
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Detecting Productive Vocabulary Knowledge Change across Time as Measured by Lex30,

G _Lex, and the PVLT for Chapters 4—6

Task Chapter 4 Chapter 5 Chapter 6
(A2 level) (B2 level) (A2 level)
Lex30 Significant change No significant change No significant change
(4.15) (1.30) (1.36)
G_Lex* Significant change Significant change Significant change
(2.11) (8.44) (5.10)
PVLT | No significant change | No significant change (- Significant, change
(.7) 2.85) (—3.93)

* Only G_Lex detected consistent change across the three longitudinal experiments for both

proficiency levels (A2 and B2).

While there remains some degree of debate to propose a single productive vocabulary

task that might be sensitive enough to detect change for different proficiency levels, G_Lex

might provide this function for these two proficiency groups. This suggestion of G_Lex

sensitivity to detect change might offer some useful insights to the discussion about how to

assess various (e.g., pre- sessional) short-term (i.e., 12-week) language programs. Pre-

sessional language programs are usually designed to develop language skills for students who

do not speak the target language as their first language. These language courses are usually

conducted before the main course at a host university and can last 641 weeks (e.g., in the

USA, UK, Australia, NZ, and Canada).
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Having established a theoretical background that relates to how the three productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect proficiency changes in productive vocabulary
knowledge, I return to considering Chapters 5 and 6 in order to explore pedagogical
implications for the three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and PVLT) in relation
to “global measures.” The experiment reported in Chapter 5 showed that productive
vocabulary knowledge tasks might not be consistent in detecting change using an IELTS
writing task for a group of B2 participants. The experiment reported in Chapter 6 showed that
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might not detect change in aspects of [ELTS
speaking for a group of A2 participants.

7.2 Productive Vocabulary Tasks’ Sensitivity to Detect Change in Frequent Words Use
in IELTS Writing and Speaking

Re-examining the IELTS data (writing and speaking tasks) from both Chapters 5 and
6, this section (7.2) aims to link the significant changes in productive vocabulary tasks to
global production proficiency measures (i.e., IELTS). Each year, IELTS is administered to
over 3.5 million test-takers around the world (IELTS, 2019b), with a steadily increasing
number of test-takers in Japan. IELTS speaking and writing (productive skills) tend to be
more challenging for test-takers than IELTS listening and reading (receptive skills). As an
example, L1 Japanese L2 English learners tend to receive lower average scores in IELTS
speaking and writing (5.5 out of 9 for each) than IELTS listening and reading (5.9 and 6.1 out
of 9, respectively) (IELTS, 2019c).

Accordingly, Section 7.2 explores the extent to which the three productive vocabulary
tasks detect change in the use of infrequent words in response to the (1) IELTS Writing Task
2 and (i1) the three IELTS speaking tasks. I first discuss the extent to which the three
productive vocabulary tasks detect the infrequent words produced in response to IELTS

Writing Task 2 for B2 participants. Second, I discuss the extent to which the three productive
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vocabulary tasks detect the infrequent words produced in response to IELTS speaking tasks
(for A2 participants). Third, by building on the first two threads of this section, I then explore
several potential implications that might relate to pedagogical implications for both the
IELTS writing and speaking tasks.
7.2.1 Comparing the Vocabulary Produced in Response to the Productive Vocabulary
Knowledge Tasks and the IELTS Writing Task 2 for B2 Participants

The current section aims to explore the extent to which the three productive
vocabulary tasks might detect change in infrequent words use in response to the IELTS
Writing Task 2. The IELTS Writing Task 2 requires test-takers to write a response to an
argument or problem within 40 minutes. Topics for the IELTS Writing Task 2 vary but all
require task-takers to present clear, detailed, well-defended points of view. The IELTS
writing rubric for Task 2 evaluates four different aspects of writing band descriptors: task
response, coherence and cohesion, lexical resource, and grammatical range and accuracy.
Each writing aspect consists of nine bands with band 1 being the lowest score and band 9 the
highest. The nine band descriptors of the lexical resource aspect are mainly based on the
learner’s ability to use a wide range of vocabulary with “less common lexical items™ as

illustrated by the lexical resource in the IELTS writing band descriptors (Figure 7.11).
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Figure 7.11
Lexical resource in IELTS task writing band descriptors (public version)

(IELTS, 2021a)

Band 1 = can only use a few isolated words

Band 2 = uses an extremely limited range of vocabulary; essentially, no control

of word formation and/or spelling

Band 3 = uses only a very limited range of words and expressions with very
limited control of word formation and/or spelling

= errors may severely distort the message

Band 4 = uses only basic vocabulary, which may be used repetitively or be
inappropriate for the task
= has limited control of word formation and/or spelling; errors may cause

strain for the reader

Band 5 = uses a limited range of vocabulary, but this is minimally adequate for
the task
= may make noticeable errors in spelling and/or word formation that may

cause some difficulty for the reader

Band 6 = uses an adequate range of vocabulary for the task
= attempts to use less common vocabulary but with some inaccuracy
= makes some errors in spelling and/or word formation, but they do not

impede communication
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Band 7 = uses a sufficient range of vocabulary to allow some flexibility and
precision

= uses less common lexical items with some awareness of style and
collocation

= may produce occasional errors in word choice, spelling, and/or

word formation

Band 8 = uses a wide range of vocabulary

= fluently and flexibly conveys precise meanings

= skillfully uses uncommon lexical items but there may be occasional
inaccuracies in word choice and collocation

= produces rare errors in spelling and/or word formation

Band 9 = uses a wide range of vocabulary with very natural and sophisticated

control of lexical features; rare minor errors occur only as “slips”

Note: Adapted from
https://takeielts.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/ielts task 2 writing band_descriptors.pd

f. Copyright 2021 by IELTS.

Evidence exists within the literature of attempts to elucidate relationships between
large-scale testing suites and vocabulary knowledge (e.g., Johnson et al., 2016), as reviewed
in Section 2.2.3. Johnson et al. (2016) investigated the relationships among three different
vocabulary measures (receptive vocabulary size (Nation & Beglar, 2007); aural vocabulary
(Fountain & Nation, 2000); and productive levels (Laufer & Nation, 1999)) and a TOEFL
(ETS, 2005) independent writing task. The study reported significant correlations (» = .38, p
=.003) between productive vocabulary test scores, “holistic writing quality scores,” and “L2

writing performance.” While Johnson et al. (2016) is useful because it supports an
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investigation of the potential relationships among multiple vocabulary tasks and writing
performance on a “high-stakes” writing test (i.e., TOEFL), there are significant differences.
Here, the experimental data are based on (i) longitudinal data, (ii) multiple productive
vocabulary task (G_Lex, Lex30, and PVLT) scores, and (iii) less common lexical items as

tapped by the IELTS Writing Task 2.

Taking these differences into account, Chapter 5 investigated the extent to which
different productive vocabulary tasks detect significant changes in relation to infrequent
words produced in the IELTS Writing Task 2 for a group of B2 participants. Extending
Chapter 5’s discussion (5.4), the current section explores the extent to which the three
productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) might detect the infrequent

words change in response to the LFP (IELTS Writing Task 2).

Consideration of Chapter 5 data with Pearson correlation analyses among the three
productive vocabulary tasks scores and a count of the infrequent (i.e., non-1k) words
produced in response to the [IELTS Writing Task 2 for both testing times (Tables 7.4 and 7.5)
reveals two important findings. First, the three productive vocabulary task (Lex30, G_Lex,
and the PVLT) scores correlate significantly (p <.001) with the count of the infrequent words
produced in response to the IELTS Writing Task 2 for this group of B2 learners. Second,
although the three productive vocabulary task scores significantly correlate with the number
of infrequent words produced in response to the IELTS Writing Task 2 in the first testing
time, only the PVLT task scores (compared with Lex30 and G_Lex) correlate significantly
with the number of infrequent words produced in response to the IELTS Writing Task 2 at
both testing times (Time 1: » = 0.450, p <.01; Time 2: » = 0.406, p <.01). Such a moderate
consistent relationship between the PVLT and IELTS Writing Task 2 might relate to task

characteristics.
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As illustrated in Sections 3.5 and 7.1, Lex30 examines the ability to produce
individual items activated in response to single-word stimuli. It is hypothesized that this
elicits a minimal quality of knowledge (i.e., word form). Unlike Lex30, G_Lex encourages
test-takers to consider context when providing their responses as it is hypothesized to
stimulate responses with potential semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy.
Unlike Lex30 and G_Lex, the PVLT only accepts one response to each of its 90-sentence
letter-prompt gaps, which is hypothesized to elicit responses with both semantic
appropriateness and grammatical accuracy.

Perhaps, like the PVLT, participants’ responses to the IELTS Writing Task 2 might
represent knowledge of semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy. In other words,
words are likely to be produced in the IELTS Writing Task 2 only if the task-taker feels he or
she has, at least to some extent, semantic and grammatical mastery of their use. Laufer and
Nation (1995) noted that words were generally used in a correct way in essay responses to a
discussion question (p. 315).

The hypothesized relationship between the elicited vocabulary by both the PVLT and
the IELTS Writing Task 2 (as illustrated in Tables 7.4 and 7.5) might provide evidence of
classroom use. It is suggested that a change in the PVLT scores might moderately reflect a
change in the infrequent words produced in response to the IELTS Writing Task 2 for a group

of B2 participants.
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Table 7.4

Correlations between the Three Productive Vocabulary Task Mean Scores and Number of

Infrequent Words Produced in Response to the IELTS Writing Task 2 for Test 1 for a Group

of B2 Participants
Task Lex30 G Lex PVLT
G Lex 0.645%**
PVLT 0.612%** 0.526 ***
IELTS Writing Task 2 0.489%*: 0.316* 0.450**

Note: * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001
Table 7.5
Correlations between the Three Productive Vocabulary Task Mean Scores and Number of

Infrequent Words Produced in Response to the IELTS Writing Task 2 for Test 2 for a Group

of B2 Participants
Task Lex30 G Lex PVLT
G_Lex 0.548***
PVLT 0.586%*** 0.617%**
IELTS Writing Task 2 0.110 0.018 0.406%**

Note: * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001

To obtain a picture of both productive language skills, an investigation of the extent to
which the three productive vocabulary tasks might detect infrequent words produced in
response to IELTS speaking tasks might be needed. The next section, therefore, explores
potential relationships between the infrequent words produced in response to IELTS speaking
tasks and the infrequent words elicited by the same three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30,

G_Lex, and the PVLT).
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7.2.2 Comparing the Infrequent Words Produced in Response to the Productive
Vocabulary Knowledge Tasks and the IELTS Speaking Tasks 2 for A2 Participants

The current section aims to explore the extent to which the three productive
vocabulary tasks might detect change to infrequent word use in response to the three tasks of
the IELTS speaking test. The IELTS speaking test consists of three parts and lasts for
approximately 13—14 minutes. Part 1 requires test-takers to respond to informal interview
questions covering family, work, study, hobbies, etc., and lasts for approximately five
minutes. Part 2 requires test-takers to explain and describe a specific topic presented on a
card or prompt provided by their examiner. Test-takers are given one minute to prepare
responses and approximately two minutes to respond. Part 3 requires test-takers to respond to
a variety of questions such as opinion giving, comparing, predicting the future, talking about

the past, talking about people in general, etc., and lasts for approximately five minutes.

The IELTS speaking rubric evaluates four different aspects of speaking: fluency and
coherence, lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy, and pronunciation. Each aspect
consists of nine bands where band 1 represents the lowest score and band 9 the highest.. The
nine bands of the lexical resource aspect in the IELTS speaking test are based on the ability

to use a wide range of vocabulary with “less common” words as described in Figure 7.12.
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Lexical Resource in the IELTS Speaking Band Descriptors (public version) (IELTS, 2021b)

Band 1

* no communication possible

*no rateable language

Band 2

*only produces isolated words or memorised utterances

Band 3

suses simple vocabulary to convey personal information

*has insufficient vocabulary for less familiar topics

Band 4

*is able to talk about familiar topics but can only convey basic meaning
on unfamiliar topics and makes frequent errors in word choice

erarely attempts paraphrase

Band 5

*manages to talk about familiar and unfamiliar topics but uses
vocabulary with limited flexibility

sattempts to use paraphrase but with mixed success

Band 6

*has a wide enough vocabulary to discuss topics at length and make
meaning clear in spite of inappropriacies

generally paraphrases successfully

Band 7

suses vocabulary resource flexibly to discuss a variety of topics
suses some less common and idiomatic vocabulary and shows some
awareness of style and collocation, with some inappropriate choices

suses paraphrase effectively

Band 8

suses a wide vocabulary resource readily and flexibly to convey precise
meaning

suses less common and idiomatic vocabulary skilfully, with occasional
inaccuracies

suses paraphrase effectively as required
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Band 9 suses vocabulary with full flexibility and precision in all topics

suses idiomatic language naturally and accurately

Note: Adapted from https://www.ielts.org/-/media/pdfs/speaking-band-

descriptors.ashx?la=en. Copyright 2021 by IELTS.

Evidence exists within the literature of attempts to compare the vocabulary used in
response to both vocabulary and fluency elicitation tasks (e.g., Clenton et al., 2021). Clenton
et al. (2021), as reviewed in Section 2.2.2, investigated the relationships between productive
vocabulary knowledge tapped by a productive vocabulary task (Lex30) and vocabulary used
in experimental speaking fluency tasks. The study found significant correlations (p < 0.05)
between the vocabulary used in both speaking and vocabulary tasks at word frequency levels
0 and 4 of the Academic Spoken Word List (ASWL). The following discussion, building on
Clenton et al. (2021), presents significant differences based on (i) longitudinal data, (ii)
multiple productive vocabulary task (G_Lex, Lex30, and PVLT) scores, and (ii1) the
infrequent words produced in response to a speaking test (i.e., [ELTS).

Taking the stated differences into account, Chapter 6 investigated the extent to which
different productive vocabulary tasks detect consistent changes in relation to measures of
speaking fluency for the IELTS speaking tasks for a group of A2 participants. Extending
Chapter 6’s discussion (6.4), the current section explores the extent to which the three
productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex, and the PVLT) might detect change to the use of
infrequent words in response to the IELTS speaking test.

A re-exploration of Chapter 6 data with correlations between infrequent vocabulary
produced in response to the productive vocabulary knowledge tasks and the IELTS speaking
tasks (Table 7.6) shows three important findings. First, only G_Lex scores correlate

significantly (p <.01) with the number of infrequent words produced in response to the
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IELTS speaking Part 3 in the first testing time. Second, there is no significant correlation
between the three productive vocabulary task scores and the number of infrequent words
produced in response to the three parts of the IELTS speaking test in the second testing time.
Third, there is no significant relationship between the three productive vocabulary task scores
and the number of infrequent words produced in response to the combined three parts of the
IELTS speaking test in both testing times.

Table 7.6

Correlations between the Three Productive Vocabulary Task Scores and Number of
Infrequent Words Tapped by the IELTS Speaking Tasks in the Two Testing Times for A2

Participants

Tasks Times IELTS Speaking  IELTS Speaking  IELTS Speaking  IELTS Task

Part 1 Part 2 Part 3 Combined
Lex30 Time 0.098 —0.140 0.233 0.022
G Lex 1 -0.018 —0.051 0.138
PVLT —0.061 —0.276 —0.025 —0.230
Lex30 Time —0.057 0.224 —0.101 0.058
G Lex 2 —0.100 0.022 —0.077 —0.078
PVLT 0.060 —0.005 —0.154 —0.048

Note: *p < .05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

Such an inconsistent relationship among the three productive vocabulary task scores
and the number of infrequent words produced in response to different IELTS speaking tasks
needs explaining. One potential explanation might relate to time, “in particular because of the
strict time constraints under which the speaker needs to operate” (De Jong, 2016, p. 203).

A speaker needs to rapidly and consistently translate his thoughts into “intelligible sounds” in
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a short period of time (De Jong, 2016). Such a rapid and consistent process of translating
thoughts into sounds might minimize the use of infrequent words, especially for lower-level
proficiency participants. According to Jiang (2000), to rapidly produce words with semantic
appropriateness and grammatical accuracy, words should reach the third level of word
development (“the L2 integration stage™). For beginner level participants, I expect that most
of their level 3 words might be within the 1k and, therefore, their oral vocabulary production
might contain a greater proportion of highly frequent words.

In addition, and as illustrated in Table 7.7, the change (Time 2 - Time 1) of infrequent
words use in IELTS speaking Part 2 was significantly higher than for Parts 1 and 3. Unlike
Parts 1 and 3, Part 2 relaxes the time constraint by giving test-takers one minute to prepare
followed by two minutes to speak without interruption from the examiner. Therefore, in
general terms for this group of A2 participants, I assume that the less the time constraint in
speaking tasks, the more infrequent words we might see in use. However, the previous
discussion was for a single group of A2 participants. Subsequent studies of different
proficiency levels (e.g., B2 and C2) might be needed to support the view the time allowed to
test-takers might relate to infrequent words production in speaking tasks.

Table 7.7
Percentage of Infrequent Words (non-1k) in the Three Tasks of the IELTS Speaking Test for a

Group of A2 Participants

Tasks Time 1 Time 2 Time 2 - Time 1
IELTS Part 1 20.475 (8.351) 21.725 (7.400) 1.25
IELTS Part 2 19.625 (8.308) 25.200 (9.993) 5.575%
IELTS Part 3 20.075 (6.149) 22.075 (8.914) 2

Note: *p < .05, **p <.01, *** p < .001 (Bonferroni correction). Numbers in parentheses are standard
deviations.
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To conclude, this section discussed (i) the inconsistent relationships among the three
productive vocabulary task scores and the number of infrequent words produced in response
to the IELTS speaking test, and (ii) how such inconsistency might relate to time constraint

might yield various implications for IELTS test-takers.

7.2.3 Potential Implications for IELTS Writing and Speaking Courses

The previous sections (7.2.1 and 7.2.2) explored several potential relationships
between the knowledge elicited by the three productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G Lex, and
the PVLT) and both the IELTS Writing Task 2 for B2 participants and IELTS speaking test
for A2 participants. This section (7.2.3), builds on sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2, to explore
potential pedagogical implications for IELTS writing and speaking.

Section 7.2.1 discussed potential consistent relationships between the PVLT task
scores and the infrequent words tapped by the IELTS Writing Task 2. Although moderate
significant relationships among the three productive vocabulary tasks scores and the less
common words in IELTS Writing Task 2 were found at the first testing time, only the PVLT
has shown moderate significant relationship in both testing times (Time 1: » = 0.450, p <.01;
Time 2: »=0.406, p <.01). No significant relationship between either Lex30 or G_Lex tasks
and the infrequent words in the IELTS Writing Task 2 was found in the second testing time.

Such a consistent moderate relationship between the PVLT and IELTS Writing Task
2 might provide pedagogical implications for the IELTS writing course. The IELTS writing
course might take advantage of the freely available versions of the PVLT task to predict
changes in participants’ infrequent word use on IELTS Writing Task 2. As detailed in Section
7.2.1, the use of “uncommon lexical items” is a main descriptor for the lexical resource in
IELTS Writing Task 2. In other words, the more infrequent words with semantic
appropriateness and grammatical accuracy the task-takers may use in IELTS Writing Task 2,

the better score they may receive.
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The PVLT as a potential predictor of infrequent word use change on IELTS Writing
Task 2, on the other hand, might save the amount of time needed to administer, transcribe,
and process the writing task. Each PVLT task requires an average of 25 minutes to complete
and a few minutes to process. There are three available, free to use versions of the PVLT task
(provided in Appendix 2). The three PVLT tasks are also available online at:
https://www.lextutor.ca/tests/levels/productive/.

However, this discussion was for a single group of B2 participants. Subsequent
studies of different proficiency levels (e.g., C2) might be needed to support the use of the
PVLT as a potential consistent predictor for the IELTS Writing Task 2 lexical resource score
change.

Section 7.2.2 explored several inconsistent relationships between the three productive
vocabulary task scores and the infrequent words tapped by the three IELTS speaking tasks.
As illustrated in Table 7.7, only G_Lex has shown a moderate significant relationship (» =
0.440, p <.01) with the use of infrequent words in the IELTS speaking Part 3 in the first
testing time. No significant relationship among the three productive vocabulary tasks and
infrequent word use in the three parts of the IELTS speaking test was found in the second
testing time.

Such a moderate significant relationship between G_Lex and IELTS speaking Part 3
might provide pedagogical implications for the IELTS speaking course. The IELTS speaking
course might take advantage of the freely available versions of the G_Lex task in order to
predict infrequent words use on the IELTS speaking test Part 3. As detailed in Section 7.2.2,
the use of “uncommon lexical items” is a main descriptor for lexical resource in the IELTS
speaking test. In other words, the more infrequent words with potential semantic
appropriateness and grammatical accuracy the test-takers may use in IELTS speaking test, the

better score they may receive.
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Using the G_Lex to predict infrequent words on the IELTS speaking test Part 3, on
the other hand, might save the amount of time needed to administer, transcribe, and process
the speaking task. There are three available, free to use versions of the G_Lex task (provided
in Appendix 4). However, the previous discussion was for a single group of A2 participants.
Subsequent studies of different proficiency levels (e.g., B2 and C2) might be needed to
support the use of the G_Lex as a potential predictor for the IELTS speaking test Part 3
lexical resource score.

7.3 Conclusion

Chapter 7 has drawn together the different strands of the thesis and discussed these in
two broad sections. The first section addressed three issues related to productive vocabulary
sensitivity to detect change. The first of these related to the extent to which productive
vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect change might relate to task characteristics, suggesting
that task sensitivity to change might be both task- and proficiency-based. I then discussed the
extent to which productive vocabulary tasks sensitivity to detect change might relate to a
proposed theory of L2 word development by Jiang (2000; 2002; 2004), suggesting that task
sensitivity to change might relate to Jiang’s three stages of word development. The third part
of this first section examined productive vocabulary tasks’ sensitivity to detect consistent
change, suggesting that G_Lex might be a consistent productive vocabulary knowledge task
for two proficiency levels (A2 and B2).

The second section (7.2) addressed three issues that relate to the extent to which
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect changes in infrequent words use in
[ELTS writing and speaking. The first issue discussed is how productive vocabulary tasks
might detect changes in infrequent words use in IELTS Writing Task 2 for a group of B2
participants, suggesting that PVLT might be a consistent predictor for infrequent words use in

IELTS Writing Task 2. The second issue discussed how productive vocabulary tasks might
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detect change in infrequent words use in the IELTS speaking test for a group of A2
participants, suggesting that G_Lex might be a predictor for infrequent words in Part 3 of the
IELTS speaking test. The third issue related to potential pedagogical implications for IELTS
writing and speaking courses. This conclusion draws together the two main sections of
Chapter 7 (7.1 and 7.2), which show that the extent to which productive vocabulary tasks
detect change might be based on task, proficiency, word development, or even global

measures (i.e., [ELTS).
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Chapter 8 Conclusion

The main purpose of my research relates to the extent to which productive vocabulary
knowledge measures detect changes for two different proficiency groups. I began the thesis
by presenting a review of four different vocabulary tasks (LFP, the PVLT, Lex30, and
G_Lex). I then reviewed papers on how the knowledge elicited by vocabulary tasks might tap
aspects that relate to speaking and writing skills. The last section in Chapter 2 reviewed
several longitudinal papers on aspects of productive vocabulary development. The reviews in
Chapter 2 suggested that further longitudinal productive vocabulary studies might be needed
to (i) investigate productive vocabulary knowledge change over time and (ii) explore
relationships between productive vocabulary knowledge and different aspects of writing and
speaking skills. Thus, in my experimental chapters (3-6), I attempted to respond to those calls
(Table 8.1).

In Chapter 3, I investigated the extent to which productive vocabulary knowledge
varies according to the task. The cross-sectional study (n = 105 A2 participants) compared a
widely cited measure (the Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT)) with two tasks from
Fitzpatrick and Clenton (2017): Lex30 and G_Lex. The study reported that productive
vocabulary knowledge is task-dependent for a group of A2 proficiency participants.

In Chapter 4, I investigated the extent to which results from a longitudinal study
suggest that productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect change for a group of A2
proficiency participants. The longitudinal study (n = 100 A2 participants) measured
participants’ vocabulary knowledge with the same three productive vocabulary knowledge
tasks from Chapter 3 (PVLT, Lex30, and G_Lex) at two times (0 and 3 months). The study
reported that productive vocabulary change varies according to task for a group of A2

proficiency participants.
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In Chapter 5, I investigated (i) the extent to which results from a longitudinal study
suggest that productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might detect change for a group of B2
proficiency participants (a higher proficiency level than the A2 level reported in Chapter 4)
and (ii) the extent to which results from a longitudinal study suggest that productive
vocabulary knowledge change (as tapped by different productive vocabulary tasks) might be
consistent with the use of less frequent words in a writing task. The longitudinal study (n =
50 B2 participants) measured participants’ vocabulary knowledge with the same three
productive vocabulary knowledge tasks from Chapters 3 and 4 (PVLT, Lex30, and G_Lex),
but with an additional productive vocabulary writing task (the LFP), at two times (0 and 3
months). The study reported that (i) productive vocabulary change varies according to the
task for a group of B2 proficiency participants and (ii) productive vocabulary knowledge
change, as detected by different productive vocabulary tasks, inconsistently relate to
infrequent words in writing for the same group of B2 proficiency participants.

In Chapter 6, I investigated the extent to which results from a longitudinal study
suggest that productive vocabulary knowledge tasks scores are consistently related to
measures of second language oral fluency. The longitudinal study (n = 45 A2 participants)
explored potential relationships between the vocabulary knowledge detected by the same
three vocabulary tasks from Chapters 3-5 (PVLT, Lex30, and G_Lex) and aspects of
speaking fluency at two times (0 and 3 months). The study reported that aspects of L2 oral
fluency inconsistently relate to productive vocabulary knowledge task scores for a group of

A2 proficiency participants.



Table 8.1

Experimental Chapters (3—6)

Chapter Type N | Proficiency Goals Findings
3 Cross- 105 | CEFR A2 | Investigate the extent | Productive
sectional to which productive vocabulary

vocabulary knowledge | knowledge is
might vary according | task-dependent.
to task for a group of
A2 proficiency
participants.

4 Longitudinal®* | 100 | CEFR A2 | Investigate the extent | Productive
to which productive vocabulary
vocabulary knowledge | knowledge
tasks might detect change varies
change for a group of | according to the
A2 proficiency task.
participants.

5 Longitudinal* | 50 | CEFR B2 | (i) Investigate the (1) Productive
extent to which vocabulary
productive vocabulary | knowledge
knowledge tasks change varies
might detect change according to the
for a group of B2 task and L2
proficiency proficiency.
participants.
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(i1) Investigate the
extent to which
productive vocabulary
knowledge tasks score
changes might
consistently relate to
aspects of writing for
the same group of B2
proficiency

participants.

(i1) productive
vocabulary
knowledge
changes, as
tapped by
different

productive

vocabulary tasks,

inconsistently
relate to the

production of

infrequent words

in writing
Longitudinal* | 45 | CEFR A2 | Investigate the extent | Aspects of L2 oral
to which productive fluency
vocabulary knowledge | inconsistently
tasks scores are relate to
consistently related to | productive
second language oral | vocabulary
fluency for a group of | knowledge task
A2 proficiency scores.
participants.

to six years” (Ortega & Iberri-Shea, 2005, p. 37).

* “Most recent longitudinal SLA studies span anywhere between three or four months and up
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8.1 Study Claims

Following the experimental chapters (3-6), Chapter 7 attempted to draw together the
different strands of the thesis to discuss six broad issues as summarized in three main claims.
First, the extent to which productive vocabulary tasks can detect productive vocabulary
knowledge change might be both implicational and developmental. Second, the extent to
which productive vocabulary tasks can detect consistent productive vocabulary knowledge
change for two different proficiency groups might be task-dependent. Third, the extent to
which productive vocabulary tasks can detect productive vocabulary knowledge change on
IELTS writing and speaking tasks might be task-dependent.
8.1.1 Detecting Changes in Productive Vocabulary Knowledge

The extent to which the three different productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex,
and the PVLT) can detect change for two different proficiency groups might be both
implicational- and developmental-based. The implicational-based change might relate to the
quantitative change of specific aspect of productive vocabulary knowledge (e.g., form,
semantic appropriateness, or grammatical accuracy) as detected by tasks with different
elicitation characteristics. Tasks are hypothesized to tap into different aspects of the
productive vocabulary construct: Lex30 is hypothesized to measure word form; G_Lex is
hypothesized to measure the ability to use word form with semantic appropriateness and
potential grammatical accuracy in context; and the PVLT is hypothesized to measure the
ability to use word form with both semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy in
context. In other words: (i) if Lex30 detects change, then such change might reflect a
quantitative change in “*word form” as hypothesized to be tapped by Lex30; (i1) if G_Lex
detects change, then such change might reflect a quantitative change in “semantic
appropriateness with potential grammatical accuracy” as hypothesized to be tapped by

G_Lex; and (ii1) if the PVLT detects change, then such change might reflect a quantitative
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change in “semantic appropriateness and grammatical accuracy” as hypothesized to be tapped
by the PVLT.

The developmental-based change, on the other hand, might relate to the qualitative
change of productive vocabulary knowledge (i.e., the ability to produce words in context and
to perform contextually demanding tasks) as illustrated by Jiang’s (2000) word development
theory: tasks are hypothesized to tap into different levels of Jiang’s word development stages;
Lex30 is hypothesized to tap into Jiang’s first level of word development (“the formal
stage”); G_Lex is hypothesized to tap into Jiang’s second level of word development (“the
first language lemma mediation stage”); and the PVLT is hypothesized to tap into Jiang’s
third level of word development (“the L2 integration stage”). In other words: (i) if Lex30
detects change, then such change might reflect a qualitative change in “the formal stage” as
hypothesized to be tapped by Lex30; (ii) if G_Lex detects change, then such change might
reflect a qualitative change in “the first language lemma mediation stage” as hypothesized to
be tapped by G_Lex; and (ii1) if the PVLT detects change, then such change might reflect a
qualitative change in “the L2 integration stage” as hypothesized to be tapped by the PVLT.
8.1.2 Detecting Consistent Changes in Productive Vocabulary Knowledge

The extent to which the three different productive vocabulary tasks (Lex30, G_Lex,
and the PVLT) can detect consistent change over a short time (i.e., three months) for two
different proficiency groups (A2 and B2) might be task-dependent. G_Lex was the only task
(when compared with Lex30 and the PVLT) that was able to detect consistent change
between the two proficiency groups (A2 in Chapter 4 and B2 in Chapter 5) in two short-term
(three-month) longitudinal studies. Lex30 detected consistent change with A2 level (Chapter
4) but inconsistent change with the B2 level (Chapter 5). The PVLT detected inconsistent

changes with both A2 and B2 levels (Chapters 4 and 5).
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8.1.3 Detecting Productive Vocabulary Knowledge Change in IELTS Writing and
Speaking Tasks

The extent to which individual tasks can detect productive vocabulary knowledge
change in IELTS writing and speaking tasks might be task-dependent. The PVLT was the
only task (when compared with Lex30 and G_Lex) that was able to detect the infrequent
words use change in the IELTS Writing Task 2 for a group of B2 participants. Both Lex30
and G_Lex scores were significant for infrequent words used in IELTS Writing Task 2 in the
first testing time, but insignificant in the second testing time.

G_Lex was the only task (when compared with Lex30 and the PVLT) that was able to
detect infrequent words used in the IELTS speaking test Part 3 for a group of A2 participants.
G_Lex score was significant with the infrequent words in the IELTS speaking test Part 3 in
the first testing time, but insignificant in the second testing time. Both Lex30 and the PVLT
scores were insignificant with the three IELTS speaking tasks in both testing times.

8.2 Limitations and Future Research

There remain issues that might need to be addressed and are related to vocabulary
knowledge tasks and their ability to detect changes. Accordingly, I have identified three main
objectives for future research:

(1) To explore the extent to which multiple productive vocabulary knowledge tasks detect
change for higher proficiency levels. The current studies were for groups of A2 and

B2 proficiency levels. I assume that productive vocabulary knowledge tasks might be

inconsistent in detecting change for advanced proficiency levels (higher than the

proficiency levels reported in my studies), e.g., C1 and C2. Jiang (2000) stated that
the transition from the second word level (L1 lemma mediation) to the third (highest)
word level (L2 integration) may take a long time and might not even happen for most

words (p. 55).
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(i1) To explore the extent to which individual productive vocabulary knowledge tasks
detect different knowledge as indicated by the IELTS speaking and writing
descriptors (e.g., “grammatical range and accuracy”). The current studies explored
consistent relationships among three productive vocabulary task scores and
“infrequent lexical resource” in IELTS Writing Task 2 for a B2 proficiency level
group, and both “fluency” and “infrequent lexical resource” in the IELTS speaking
tasks for an A2 proficiency level group.

(ii1) To replicate the four earlier studies (Chapters 3-6) but for receptive vocabulary
knowledge. Future studies might investigate the extent to which multiple receptive
vocabulary knowledge tasks detect change for different proficiency learners and how
such change might relate to language receptive skills (i.e., reading and listening) in

support of recent calls (e.g., Pellicer-Sanchez, 2018).
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Appendices

Appendix 1 The Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP; Laufer & Nation, 1995; Chapter 2)

Composition Topic 1 (IELTS, 2019a)

The threat of nuclear weapons maintains world peace. Nuclear power provides cheap and

clean energy.

The benefits of nuclear technology far outweigh the disadvantages.

To what extent do you agree or disagree?

Note. Adapted from https://www.ielts.org/for-test-takers/sample-test-questions

Copyright 2019 by IELTS.

Composition Topic 2 (IELTS, 2019a)

The first car appeared on British roads in 1888. By the year 2020 there may be as many as 35
million vehicles on British roads. Alternative forms of transport should be encouraged and

international laws introduced to control car ownership and use.

To what extent do you agree or disagree?

Note. Adapted from https://www.ielts.org/for-test-takers/sample-test-questions

Copyright 2019 by IELTS.


https://www.ielts.org/for-test-takers/sample-test-questions
https://www.ielts.org/for-test-takers/sample-test-questions

Appendix 2 The Productive Vocabulary Level Test (PVLT; Laufer & Nation, 1999;

Chapter 2)
Version A

Instruction: Complete the underlined words. The example has been done for you.
He was riding a bicycle.

The 2000-word level
I am glad we had this opp to talk.
There are a doz eggs in the basket.
Every working person must pay income t
The pirates buried the trea on a desert island.
Her beauty and cha had a powerful effect on men.
La of rain lead to a shortage of water in the city.
He takes cr and sugar in his coffee.
The rich man died and left all his we to his son.
Pup must hand in their papers by the end of the week.
. This sweater is too tight. It needs to be stret
. Ann intro her boyfriend to her mother.
. Teenagers often adm and worship pop singers.
. If you blow up that balloon anymore it will bur
. In order to be accepted into the university, he had to impr his grades.
. The telegram was deli to ours after it had been sent.
. The differences were so sl that they went unnoticed.
. The dress you are wearing is lov

PN R

—_ = = = = = \©
DNk WN—=O

= —
[© <IN le)

The 3000-word level

1. He has a successful car as a lawyer.

2. The thieves threw ac in his face and made him blind.

3. To improve the country’s economy, the government decided on economic ref

4. She wore a beautiful green go to the ball.

5. The government tried to protect the country’s industry by reducing the imp
cheap goods.

6. The children’s games were funny at first, but finally got on the parents’ ner

7. The lawyer gave some wise coun to his clients.

8. Many people in England mow the la of their houses on Sunday morning.

9. The farmer sells the eggs that his he lays.

10. Sudden noises at night sca me a lot.

11. France was proc a republic in the 18" century.

12. Many people are inj in road accidents every year.

13. Suddenly, he was thru into the dark room.

14. He perc a light at the end of the tunnel.

15. Children are not independent. They are att to their parents.

16. She showed off her sle figure in a long narrow dress.

17. She has been changing partners often because she cannot have a sta
relationship with one person.
18. You must wear a bathing suit on a public beach. You’re not allowed to be na

. He wasn’t very popu when he was a teenager, but he has many friends now.
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The 5000-word level

PN R

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Soldiers usually swear an oa of loyalty to their country.
The voter placed the ball in the box.
They keep their valuables in a vau at the bank.

A bird perched at the window led .
The kitten is playing with a ball of ya .

The thieves have forced an ent into the building.
The small hill was really a burial mou
We decided to celebrate new year’s e together.

The solider was asked to choose between infantry and cav

. This is a complex problem which is difficult to compr

. The angry crowd sho the prisoner as he was leaving the court.

. Don’t pay attention to this rude remark. Just ign it.

. The management held a secret meeting. The issues discussed were not disc

the workers.
We could hear the sergeant bel commands to the troops.

The boss got angry with the secretary and it took a lot of tact to soo him.

We do not have adeq information to make a decision.
She is not a child, but a mat woman. She can make her own decisions.
The prisoner was put in soli confinement.

The University Word List Level

1.

e o

e

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.

There has been a recent tr among prosperous families towards a smaller
number of children.

The ar of his office is 25 square meters.

Phil examines the meaning of life.

According to the communist doc , workers should rule the world.
Spending many years together deepened their inti

He usually read the sport sec of the newspaper first.

Because of the doctors’ strike the cli is closed today.

There are several misprints on each page of this te

The suspect had both opportunity and mot to commit the murder.

They insp all products before sending them out to stores.

A considerable amount of evidence was accum during the investigation.
The victim’s shirt was satu with blood.

He is irresponsible. You cannot re on him for help.

It’s impossible to eva these results without knowing about the research
methods that were used.

He finally att a position of power in the company.

The story tells us about a crime and subs punishment.

In a hom class all students are of a similar proficiency.

The urge to survive is inh in all creatures.
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The 10000-word level

1. The baby is wet. Her dia needs changing.

2. The prisoner was released on par

3. Second year University students in the US are called soph

4. Her favorite flowers were or

5. The insect causes damage to plants by its toxic sec

6. The evac of the building saved many lives.

7. For many people, wealth is a prospect of unimaginable felic

8. She found herself in a pred without any hope for a solution.
9. The deac helped with the care of the poor of the parish.

10. The hurricane whi along the coast.

11. Some coal was still smol among the ashes.

12. The dead bodies were muti beyond recognition.

13. She was sitting on a balcony and bas in the sun.

14. For years waves of invaders pill towns along the coast.

15. The rescue attempt could not proceed quickly. It was imp by bad weather.

16. I wouldn’t hire him. He is unmotivated and indo
17. Computers have made typewriters old-fashioned and obs
18. Watch out for his wil tricks.

Note. Reprinted from “A Vocabulary-Size Test of Controlled Productive Ability,”
by Laufer & Nation, 1999, Journal of Language Testing, 16(1), p. 46. Copyright 1999 by

SAGE Journals.
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Version B: The PVLT (Laufer & Nation, 1999)

Instruction: Complete the underlined words. The example has been done for you.

He was riding a bicycle.

The 2000-word level

0N LW~

9

. Itis the de that counts, not the thought.
. Plants receive water from the soil through their ro
. The nu was helping the doctor in the operation room.

Since he is unskilled, he earns low wa
This year long sk are fashionable again.
Laws are based upon the principle of jus
He is walking on the ti of his toes.
The mechanic had to replace the mo of the car.
There is a co of the original report in the file.

10. They had to cl a steep mountain to reach the cabin.

11. The doctor ex the patient thoroughly.

12. The house was su by a big garden.

13. The railway con London with its suburbs.

14. She wan aimlessly in the street.

15. The organisers li the number of participants to fifty.

16. This work is not up to your usu standard.

17. They sat down to eat even though they were not hu

18. You must have been very br to participate in such a dangerous operation.

The 3

03N LN kW~

000-word level

. I'live in a small apa on the second floor.

. The pro of failing the test scared him.

. Before writing the final version, the student wrote several dra

. It was a cold day. There was a ch in the air.

. The cart is pulled by an o .

. Anthropologists study the struc of ancient societies.

. After two years in the Army, he received the rank of lieu

. The statue is made of mar

. Some aristocrats believed that blue blood flowed through their ve

. The secretary assi the boss in organizing the course.

. His beard was too long. He decided to tr it.

. People were whir round on the dance floor.

. He was on his knees, ple for mercy.

. You’ll sn that branch if you bend it too far.

. I won’t tell anybody. My lips are sea

. Crying is a nor response to pain.

. The Emperor of China was the supr ruler of his country.
. You must be awa that very few jobs are available.
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The 5000-word level

Some people find it difficult to become independent. Instead they prefer to be tied
to their mother’s ap strings.

After finishing his degree, he entered upon a new ph in his career.
The workmen cleaned up the me before they left.
On Sunday, in his last se in Church, the priest spoke against child abuse.

I saw them sitting on st at the bar drinking beer.

Her favorite musical instrument was a tru .

The building is heated by a modern heating appa

He received many com on his dancing skill.

People manage to buy houses by raising a mor from a bank.

. At the bottom of a blackboard there is a le for chalk.

. After falling off his bicycle, the boy was covered with bru

. The child was holding a doll in her arms and hu it.

. We’ll have to be inventive and de a scheme for earning more money.
. The picture looks nice; the colours bl really well.

. Nuts and vegetables are considered who food.

. The garden was full of fra flowers.

. Many people feel depressed and gl about the future of the mankind.

. He is so depressed that he is cont suicide.

The University Word List Level

1.
2.

3.

SN

= o

11.
12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

I’ve had my eyes tested and the optician says my vi is good.

The anom of his position is that he is the chairman of the committee, but
isn’t allowed to vote.

In their geography class, the children are doing a special pro on North
America.

In a free country, people can apply for any job. They should not be discriminated
against on the basis of colour, age, or s .

A true dem should ensure equal rights and opportunities for all citizens.
The drug was introduced after medical res indisputably proved its
effectiveness.

These courses should be taken in seq , ot simultaneously.

Despite his physical condition, his int was unaffected.

Governments often cut budgets in times of financial cri

. The job offer sounded interesting at first. But when he realised what it would

involve, his excitement subs gradually.

Research ind that men find it easier to give up smoking than women.

In a lecture, most of the talking is done by the lecturer. In a seminar, students are
expected to part in the discussion.

The airport is far away. If you want to ens that you catch your plane, you
have to leave early.

It’s difficult to ass a person’s true knowledge by one or two tests.

The new manager’s job was to res the company to its former
profitability.

Even though the student didn’t do well on the midterm exam, he got the highest
mark on the fi

His decision to leave home was not well thought out. It was not based on

rat considerations.

The challenging job required a young, successful and dyn candidate.




The 10000-word level

1.

Nownbkwd

10.

11

15

The new vic was appointed by the bishop.

If your lips are sore, try lip sal , not medicine.

Much to his chag , he was not offered the job.

The actors exchanged ban with reporters.

She wanted to marry nobility: a duke, a baron, or at least a vis

The floor in the ballroom was a mos of pastel colours.

She has contributed a lot of money to various charities. She is known for her
generosity and bene

This is an unusual singer with a range of three oct

A thro controls the flow of gas into an engine.

Anyone found loo bombed houses and shops will be severly punished.
. The crowd soon disp
12.
13.
14.

when the police arrived.

The wounded man squi on the floor in agony.

The dog crin when it saw the snake.

He imme himself in a hot bubbly bath forgetting all his troubles for a
moment.

. The approaching storm stam the cattle into running wildly.
16.
17.
18.

The problem is beginning to assume mam proportions.
His vind behaviour towards the thief was understandable.
He was arrested for illi trading in drugs.

Note. Reprinted from “A Vocabulary-Size Test of Controlled Productive Ability,”
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by Laufer & Nation, 1999, Journal of Language Testing, 16(1), p. 48—49. Copyright 1999 by

SAGE Journals.
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Version C: The PVLT (Laufer & Nation, 1999)

Instruction: Complete the underlined words. The example has been done for you.

The 2

0NN DN KW~

Ne)

13

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

He was riding a bicycle.
000-word level

N O of rain led to a shortage of water in the city.

. The rich man died and left all his we............. to his son.

Pup...l must hand in their papers by the end of the week.

. This sweater is too tight. It needs to be stret............. .

. If you blow up that balloon any more it will bur............. ..

. In order to be accepted into the university, he had to impr............. his grades.
. The differences were so sl............. that they went unnoticed.

. The dress you're wearing is lov.............

.Itisthede............. that counts, not the thought

10.
11.
12.

Plants receive water from the soil through their ro............. ..
Thenu............. was helping the doctor in the operating room.
Since he is unskilled, he earns low wa.............

. This year long sk............. are fashionable agam

He is walking on the ti............. of his toes.

They hadtocl............. a steep mountain to reach the cabin.
She wan............. aimlessly in the streets.

This work is not up to your usu............. standard.

They sat down to eat even though they were not hu............. .

The 3000-word level

PN R

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

She wore a beautiful green go ............. to the ball.

Many people in England mow the la............. of their houses on Sunday morning.
The farmer sells the eggs that his he............. lays.

Sudden noises at night sca............. me a lot.

Many people are inj............. in road accidents every year.

Suddenly he was thru............. into the dark room.

She showed off her sle............. figure in a long narrow dress.

You must wear a bathing suit on a public beach. You're not allowed to bath
Na..cconnnn..

Before Wntmg the final version, the student wrote several dra............. .
It was a cold day. There was a ch............. in the air.

The cart is pulled by an o.............

His beard was too long. He decided to 11 SO it.

People were whir............. around on the dance floor.

You'll sn............. that branch if you bend it too far.

I won't tell anybody. My lips are sea.............

You must be aw............. that very few ]ObS are available.

After two years in the Army, he received the rank of lieu............. .

The pro............. of failing the test scared him.



The 5000-word level

XN R

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
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Soldiers usually swear an oa ............. of loyalty to their country.

The voter placed the ball ............. in the box.

They keep their valuables ina vau ............. at the bank.

The kitten is playing with a ball of ya ............. .

We decided to celebrate New Year'sE ............. together.

We could hear the sergeant bel ............. commands to the troops.

The boss got angry with the secretary and it took a lot of tact to soo............. him.

Some people find it difficult to become independent. They prefer to be tied to their
mother's ap............. strings.

The workmen cleaned up the me............. before they left.

I saw them sitting on st............. at the bar drinking beer.

People manage to buy houses by raising a mor............. from a bank.

At the bottom of the blackboard thereisale............. for chalk.

After falling off his bicycle, the boy was covered with bru............. .

The child was holding a doll in her arms and hu............. it.

The picture looks nice; the colours bl............. really well.

Nuts and vegetables are considered who............. food.

Many gardens are full of fra............. flowers.

Many people feel depressed and gl............. about the future of mankind.

The University Word List Level

15.
16.
17.
18.

. There has been arecent tr............. among prosperous families towards a smaller

number of children.

. Thear............. of his office is 25 square meters.

Phil............. examines the meaning of life.

According to the communist doc............. , workers should rule the world.
Spending many years together deepened their inti............. .

He usually read the sport sec............. of the newspaper first.

Because of the doctors’ strike the cli............. is closed today.

There are several misprints on each page of this te............. .

The suspect had both opportunity and mot............. to commit the murder.

. They insp............. all products before sending them out to stores.

. A considerable amount of evidence was accum............. during the investigation.
. The victim’s shirt was satu............. with blood.

. He is irresponsible. You cannot re............. on him for help.

. It’s impossible to eva............. these results without knowing about the research

methods that were used.

He finally att............. a position of power in the company.

The story tells us about a crime and subs............. punishment.
Inahom............. class all students are of a similar proficiency.
The urge to survive is inh............. in all creatures.
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The 10000-word level

The baby is wet. Her dia............. needs changing.
Second year university students in the US are called soph............. .
The deac............. helped with the care of the poor of the parish.
The hurricane whi............. along the coast.
Some coal was still smol............. among the ashes.
She was sitting on a balcony and bas............. in the sun.
Computers have made typewriters old-fashioned and obs............. .
Watch out for his wil............. tricks.
If your lips are sore, try lip sal............. , hot medicine.
. The new vic............. was appointed by the bishop.
. The actors exchanged ban............. with the reporters.
............. controls the flow of gas into an engine.
. Anyone found loo............. bombed houses and shops will be severely punished.
. The wounded man squi............. on the floor in agony.
. The dog crin............. when it saw the snake.
. The approaching storm stam............. the cattle into running wildly.
. The problem is beginning to assume mam............. proportions.
. The rescue attempt could not proceed quickly. It was imp............. by bad weather.

XN R

— = = = = = = = = O
—
=
=
o

Note. Adapted from “A Vocabulary-Size Test of Controlled Productive Ability,”
by Laufer & Nation, 1999, Journal of Language Testing, 16(1), p. 46-51. Copyright 1999 by

SAGE Journals.
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Appendix 3 Lex30 (Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000; Chapter 2)

Version A
Instruction: Write down the first four (English) words you think of when you read each
word in the list.

l. attack

2. board

3. close

4. cloth

5. dig

6. dirty

7. disease

8. experience
9. fruit

10. furniture
11. | habit

12. | hold

13. | hope

14. | kick

15. map

16. | obey

17. | pot

18. potato

19. | real

20. | rest

21. | rice

22. science
23. seat

24. | spell

25. substance
26. stupid

27. | television
28. tooth

29. | trade

30. | window

Note. Reprinted from “Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive Vocabulary in
an L2,” by Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000, System Journal, 28(1), p. 28-29. Copyright 2000 by

Elsevier.



Version B: Lex30 (Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000)
Instruction: Write down the first four (English) words you think of when you read each

word in the list.
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1. away

2. blow

3. brush

4. chance

5. common
6. dance

7. district

8. ever

9. famous
10. | flag

1. | get

12. | head

13. | insect

14. knee

15. list

16. | mat

17. mountain
18. oil

19. | pattern
20. | policeman
21. | public
22. | religion
23. secret

24. shirt

25. sorry

26. smell

27. spirit

28. | surprise
29. | telephone
30. | tool

Note. Adapted from “Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive Vocabulary in an

L2,” by Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000, System Journal, 28(1), p. 28-29. Copyright 2000 by

Elsevier.



Version C: Lex30
Instruction: Write down the first four (English) words you think of when you read each
word in the list.
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1. find
2. fish
3. walk
4. water
5. sleep
6. cold
7. bird
8. light
0. sea
10. | paper
11. friend
12. tell
13. | eye
14. | jump
15. | book
16. | think
17. | glass
18. | music
19. fire
20. | give
21. money
22. car
23. | army
24, slow
25. train
26. |cry
27. sun
28. end
29. | bed
30. | door

Note. The third (C) version of the task was created based on the original task criteria. The

original task is from “Lex30: An Improved Method of Assessing Productive Vocabulary in

an L2,” by Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000, System Journal, 28(1), p. 28-29. Copyright 2000 by

Elsevier.



Appendix 4 G_Lex (Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017; Chapter 2)

Version A

Instruction: Write down five different words that might fit into each gap. The gaps are
suitable for nouns, adjectives, and verbs in equal measure (eight sentences each).

167

She loved to over the phone.

When I feel sad, I always go to the .

They think car-racing is

His colleague wanted to the report.

My favourite is football.

She looked when she saw her friends.

He couldn’t the car.

With a fire in my house, I would save my .

A B B S ad B

Many people feel _about the environment.

. The parents the children.

. He was happy with his

. He didn’t think her teacher was at all.

. She always wanted to after a busy day

at work.

14.

She sent to her mother.

15.

The weather looked before the game.

16.

He wanted to the letter.

17.

She was excited about

18.

The girls thought the rock concert was

19.

He took the chance to the president.

20.

He gave his boss

21

. At the funeral the family felt .

22.

He always his breakfast.

23.

She put the food in the .

24.

She was always to those who needed help.

Note. Adapted from “Making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of Productive

Vocabulary Knowledge,” by Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017, TESOL Quarterly Journal, 51(4),

p. 856. Copyright 2017 by TESOL International Association.




Version B: G_Lex

Instruction: Write down five different words that might fit into each gap. The gaps are
suitable for nouns, adjectives, and verbs in equal measure (eight sentences each).

168

He liked to in his free time.

When I feel happy, I always go to the

They think tennis is

He wantedto  the homework.
Mybest  was in Japan.

She felt ~ when she met her friends.
She could the bicycle.

On my next trip [ would like to buy .

My parents feel about my future plans.

The teachers the students.

He was sad about his

He thought his friend was .

She wanted to next year.

She bought for her father.

The players looked before the game.

He wanted to the email.

She was nervous about her

They thought the movie was .

He tried to his boss.

She gave her friend

At the wedding party, the family felt .

He always his keys.

She put her new toy on the

They are people.

Note. The second (B) version of the task was created based on the original task criteria. The

original task is from “Making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of Productive

Vocabulary Knowledge,” by Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017, TESOL Quarterly Journal, 51(4),

p. 856. Copyright 2017 by TESOL International Association.




Version C: G_Lex

Instruction: Write down five different words that might fit into each gap. The gaps are
suitable for nouns, adjectives, and verbs in equal measure (eight sentences each).

169

1.

He tried to during his summer vacation.

When I feel angry, I always go to the .

They think football is

She wanted to the project.

R Il ol B

My best is orange.

She felt when she received her test score.

She couldn’t the house.

She should include more in her next report.

ARl I S

My friends feel about my new car.

. The government the people.

11.

He was surprised about his

12.

He thought his parents were

13.

She wanted to her life.

14.

She sent to her boss.

15.

We looked before the game.

16.

He wanted to the message.

17.

She was happy about her

18.

They thought the basketball game was .

19.

He tried to his teacher.

20.

She gave her mother

21.

At the graduation party, the family felt .

22.

She always her bag.

23.

Last night, I had my worst

24.

They are players.

Note. The Third (C) version of the task was created based on the original task criteria. The

original task is from “Making Sense of Learner Performance on Tests of Productive

Vocabulary Knowledge,” by Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017, TESOL Quarterly Journal, 51(4),

p. 856. Copyright 2017 by TESOL International Association.




Appendix 5 Samples of A2 Participants’ Responses to Lex30 at 0 and 3 Months
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(Chapter 4)
Lex30 for A2 Participants (Test Time 1)
Lex30
(Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000)
Name (in English):. ...occooon e eiee e
Date: . Class:. Day:.

Time: 15 minutes

word in the list.

Period:

Instruction: Write down the first four (English) words you think of when you read each

away

house

(1] run

2. blow wing

5 brush up +ooth Car btke
4. chance (xgaln Guwre thy positive
3. “OiHmen dance word STory Topic
6. dance ,.hjE-ILE V gnjoy Sport

T district LM}

8. ever Since Time yet

9. famous fead clothes shoes il
10, ﬂag rise Faisd Cown 7y mc:kk
1. get pen gfosef” wollet rhﬂnt
12, head j portanT Cﬂwﬂff

13. | insect wunlike Suhml Yo 119 510K

14. | knee bady breo k

I5. | list word

16. | mat wed

17. | mountain climb soem cold attach i
18. oil delicitus Convinience ceoo ||='|"~1j dish
19. pattern

20. | policeman jmpar-ton T soojed swarT

21 public city ncean Parh toilet
22. | religion pea F]’e blieve

23. | secret gorden subject

24. | shirt dicty clean white block
25, sorTY foce heqotive

26. | smell 9ood Sweet Lﬂ-‘j flower
27. spirit Strong heprt

28. | surprise foce i pression UFo God
29. | telephone Fing 1ol

30. tool Seucfs 'rer_lﬂhﬁ [ﬂy
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Lex30 for A2 Participants (Test Time 2)

Name (in English):
Date:
Time: 15 minutes

Lex30

Adapted from Meara & Fitzpatrick (2000)

Cudeng

Day:

Instruction: Write down the first four (English) words you think of when you read each
word in the list.

. |find mane watch beg p

2, sun hot ]1»#?__ y M; N Summg
3. | walk Foot shogs Fuhny wolking
4. water drink aush 1]41&51':}/ cleon

5. | sleep eye be d Foom house

6. |cold wintef S white clowd

7. | bird sky - Py chicken
8. give qught Chirnings Bivthday }iﬂﬁ’f'“ﬁj
9. |sea hwe blue isfond Jagan

10. | paper write white pemai | eroser
Il. | book vend <hart Srudy extim

12, [tell Story apisede talk peple
13.  |eye Confoct See Twe shame
4. | jump foot hogpy fly o/
15. | friend portrer g r| ; 'I'#"“"‘ﬂ I;el:e ve

6. | think s thing Jother quiet
17. | glass clean water driuk talk

18, | music oy walkiean bhore porson|ity
19. [ fish Suin wo-fer- Fiver sea
20. |end Finish q00 depress. punhing
21. | fire house awploy red wohk
22. | car drive read incidonf acciclent
23 [army ik runping | quiet Smayrt
24. | slow guick Quiet walk STop

25. | train -+ runs Torm people Jood Sighal
26. | cry Toce teok Child loud

27. | fish bieith weter aot Frach
28. | light ark dﬁnﬂ Fitwe pasitive
29. | money WO #H;:; hord decrense plessite
30. | door - boader | Fuymiture wood




Appendix 6 Samples of A2 Participants’ Responses to G_Lex at 0 and 3 Months

(Chapter 4)
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G _Lex for A2 Participants (Test Time 1)

Adapted from Fitzpatrick & Clenton (2017)

Name (in English): Codes........

Date Class.

Time: 15 minutes
Instruction: Write down five different words that might fit into each gap. The gaps are suitable for
nouns, adjectives, and verbs in equal measure (eight sentences each).

G-Lex

Day:

(Bl

Period:

I Helikedto in his free time,
plo./ S/Eﬂﬂ; welk
R 1 ’
: T:hm::fe:lhnppylalwaysgotnmc ; thi?f?li Qfadaam fe?d'rf
. They think tennis is ‘i’ )
Vi A fu n
4, He wanted to the homework. miss do PE’HII
5. My best was in Japan,
count If!;{
6. She felt when she met her friends,
= glad’ | sod
7. She could the bicycle. ./Luf ?Eﬂ{ LD} o
¥
8. Onmy next trip [ would like tobuy . / ' ;
fand | house | nuls
9. My parents feel  about my future plans, o (‘FI heruos | crt
10. The teachers ___the students. 370 Cl[ f
11. He was sad about his
522 l}f dveapm
12, He thought his friend was . i
e Fa’qfeff Pired
13. She wanled to next year. mohh ‘,"l
14, She bought for her father, ]
— cay |aolfelsb
15. The players looked __ before the game. hi L? / 1{ i:i’f? CI b C{
1CE cL
16. He wanted to the email. / : %n r‘[
210
17. She was nérvous about her {'Ilfl?tiim f{”ﬁ{ ﬂ’{{ﬂﬂd
18. They thought the movie was__ . .
19. Hetrled 1o his boss, :
- mef AN
20. She gave her friend jbh'_{ '.M‘)‘.irfﬁ
21. At the wedding party, the family felt .
chof sud
22, Healways his keys. m ,jl 5
I
23. She put her new toy on the . F{E}L ’j z& e T ‘F/{If J-
24, Th le.. ,
v helofa| | uset |
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G _Lex for A2 Participants (Test Time 2)

Adapted from Fitzpatrick & Clenton (2017)
Code:.......

Name (in English):

Date:

Class:

Time: 15 minutes
Instruction: Write down five different words that might fit into each gap. The gaps are suitable for
nouns, adjectives, and verbs in equal measure (eight sentences each).

G-Lex

Day:

,,,,, .

Period:

I. Hetredto during his summer
“hﬂ;nﬁm S’fuc{f E‘FﬂE’hﬂPr"r’[ SWim fEﬂﬂiS ED /‘ﬂOé
2. When | feel angry I always go to
te____ Jvr?rf f)é‘n h |moutn jﬁée Tk
3. They think football is ;
_ fun ngem hea d speedy hot
4. She wanted lo the project. ﬂfﬁﬂ (11."}' CI'E{ hige {
5. My best is orange. f‘ _ - #
- wits |colors
6. Shefelt _ when she received her test
. ;:.J: . — gy }mr'j’?f sad |supyised] 51
: couldnt ___ the house. ' i
am’ ut_|peichael build |destior
8. She should include more  in her next A ‘ »f ! 1 ! f
report.
9. My lriends feel about my new car. lEOL’ =Rl El'-jflfg ;
= apps | sod | great | angry |supise
10. The government ___ the people. VI = < '
1. H sed about h See
. He was surpri ut his
| SCOVeS | CoLkS l;aﬁlaq Shoes | orguns
12. He thought his parents were O‘JE({ /Pﬁ( _ﬂ.Jﬂ y f <
¥ [
13, She wanted 1o her life. n" / W hﬂ
e aef | bieak
14, She sent to her boss. A .
B —— 6= mail | fetfer
. Welooked  before the game, ;
e —— - ﬂﬂé‘ Aaﬂ{ﬂy‘ sad
. He wanted to the message. ¢ ;
it celun | wité | feay | veud lianich
. Was nappy about her mﬂnef Q J
18, They thought the basketball game was___ {J £ ;L
= . ; {4n zgemﬂ Sl?tﬂfA-f
19, Hetriedto _____ his teacher. ! { ! f
Com oy
W Segnelrmolier. Wﬂdﬁ-h b I’H’l‘sf") shoes
1. At the graduation party, the family felt ;] -
a
22. She always her bag, Q ?Jf
€
23, Last night, | had my worst f r{ C/ é
Slee ) H
24. They are players. 'fe f "{ ]‘ [ :
i |baseballnshefhl




Appendix 7 Samples of A2 Participants’ Responses to the PVLT at 0 and 3 Months

(Chapter 4)
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PVLT for A2 Participants: 2,000- and 3,000-Word Levels (Test Time 1)

Productive Vocabulary Level Test
(PVLT: Laufer and Nation, 1999)
Code:....

Day: Period;

MName (in English):

Date: Class-

Instruction: Complete the underlined words. The example has been done for you.
He was riding a bicycle.

The 2000-word level

It is the de that counis, not the thought,

Plants receive water from the soil through their ro

Thenu r%  was helping the doctor in the operation room.

Since he is undkilled, he eams lowwa_

This year long sk are fashionable again

Laws are based upon the principle of jus 1l

Heiswalkingontheti  ofhis toes.

The mechanic had to replace the mo 1 1¢x  of the car

There is a conputer  of the original report n the file.

10. They had to ¢l a steep mountain to reach the cabin.

I1. The doctor ex_ the patient thoroughly.

12. The house wassu__ by a big garden.

13. The railway con_t g London with its suburbs.

14. She wan aimlessly in the streat.

I5. The organisers i the number of participants to fifty.

16. This work is not up to your usuc ¥ standard.

17. They sat down to eat even though thﬁ': were not hu

18. You must have been very br 1o participate in such a dangerous operation.

S R

The 3000-word level
l.1liveina sma!l apa({  on the second floor.
- The proT:\¢,__ of failing the test scared him.
. Before ﬁmnugfhc final version. the student wrote several dra
. [t was a cold day. There was a ch_ in the air.
. The cart is pulled by an o
- Anthropologists study the struc{Ui|  of ancient societies.
- After two years in the Army, he receivkd the rank of lieu
. The statue is made of mar
. Some aristocrats behuvccl that blue blood flowed through their ve

10. The secretary assis - the boss in organizing the course.
I'1. His beard was too Inn,g He decided to tr it.

12. People were whir_ round on the dance loor.
13. He was on his knees, ple_  formercy.

14. You'll sn that braneh if you bend it too far.
L5, T won’t tell anybody. My lips are sea
16. Crying is a nor response to pain.
17. The Emperor of China was the supr£)c _ ruler of his country.

I8, Youmustbeawa  that very few jobs are available.

*C'W*-dmk.n..l_.lum
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PVLT for A2 Participants: 5,000- and UWL-Word Levels (Test Time 1)

The 5000-word level

L.

e o
SEENO LR L

—
—_

[
o |

%

et
o Lad

135.
16.
17.
18,

itﬁemﬁlz];:f;d it d:fhzttl:: r:;fECDmE independent. Instead they prefer to be tied to
After finishing his degree, he entered upon a new ph in his career

The workmen cleaned up the me before they left. I

On Sunday, in his last se in Church, the priest spoke against childabuse.

I saw them sittingonst_ at the bar drinking beer.

Her favorite musical instrument was a tru j

The building is heated by a modern heating appa .

He received many com on his dancing skill.

People manage to buy houses by raisingamor______ from a bank

. At the bottom of a blackboard there is a le forrehalk.

. After falling off his bicycle, the boy was covered withpru

. The child was holding a doll in her arms and hu it

. We'll have to be inventive and de a scheme Yor earning more money,
. The picture looks nice; the colours bl really wel,

Nuts and vegetables are considered who food,

The garden was full of fra flowers,

Many people feel depressed and gl about the future of the mankind.
He is so depressed that he iscont_ suicide.

The University Word List Level

L.
y,

3

o

14.
15.

16,

17

18,

I"ve had my eyes tested and the optician says my vi is good.

The anom of his position is that he is the chairman of the committee, but
isn't allowed to vole.

In their geography class, the children are doing a special pro_j4ry = on North
America.

In a free country, people can apply for any job. They should not be discriminated
against on the basis of colour, age, or s ;

A true dem should ensure equal rights and opportunities for all citizens.
The drug was introduced after medical res indisputahly proved its
effectiveness.

These courses should be taken in seq . not simultaneously,

Despite his physical condition, his int was unatfected.

Governments often cut budgets in times of financial cri

. The job offer sounded interesting at first. But when he realised what it would involve,
his exciternent subs gradually.

. Research ind ~ that men find it easier to give up smoking than women.

_In a lecture, most of the talking is done by the lecturer. [n a seminar, students are
expected to part in the discussion.

. The airport is far away. If you want to ens that vou catch your plane, you
have to leave carly.
It’s difficult to ass_ a person’s true knowledge by one or two tasrji_
The new manager’s job was to res the company to its former profitability.

Even though the student didn’t do well on the midterm exam, he got the higlestmark

on the fi s
His decision to leave home was not well thought out. [t was not based on rat

considerations.
The challenging job required a young, successful and dyn candidate.

2/3
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PVLT for A2 Participants: 10,000-Word Levels (Test Time 1)

The 10UG-word level

e Led b —

] &n L

9.

10,
11,
12,
13
14,
LS.
16,
17

14,

The new vic _was appointed by the bishop.

If your lips are sore, try lip sal . not medicine,

Much to his chag . he was not offered the job.

The actors exchanged ban____ with reporters.

She wanted to marry nobility: a duke, a baron, or at least a vis

The floor in the ballroom wasamos_ of pastel colours.

She has contributed a lot of money to various charities. She is known for her
generosity and bene

This 15 an unusual singer with a range of three oct

A thro controls the flow of gas into an engine.

Anvone found loa bombed houses and shops will be severly punished.

The crowd soon disp when the police arrived.

The wounded man squi on the floor in agony.

The dog crin when it saw the snake.

Heimme_ himself in a hot bubbly bath forgetting all his troubles for a moment.
The approaching storm stam_ the canle into running wildly.

The problem is beginning to assume mam propertions, -

His vind_____ behaviour towards the thiel was understandable,

Fle was arrested for illi_ trading in drugs.
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PVLT for A2 Participants: 2,000- and 3,000-Word Levels (Test Time 2)

Productive Vocabulary Level Test
(PVLT; Laufer and Nation, 1999)
Name (in English) Codero B85

Date: Class: Day: Period:

Instruction: Complete the underlined words. The example has been done for you.

He was riding a bicycle.
The 2000-word level
Lo las g of rain led to a shortage of water in the city.
2. The rich man died and left all his we............. to his son.

3. Pupulsy...  must hand in their papers by the end of the week.
4. This sweater is too tight. It needs to be stret.c.1\.. .....

5. If you blow up that balloon any more it will bur............. .

6. In order to be accepted into the university, he had to impress.en.  his grades.
7. The differences were so sl............. that they went unnoticed.

8. The dress you're wearing is love.. /. .......
Qltisthede.......ocerns that counts, not the thought.

10. Plants receive water from the soil through their ro............. ..
11. The nufS... .... was helping the doctor in the operating room.
12. Since he is unskll]ed he earns low wa.............

13. This year long skift... ... are fashionable agam

14, He is walking on the ti............. of his toes.

15. They had to clim.. ..... asteep mountain to reach the cabin.
16. She wan............. aimlessly in the streets.

17. This work is not up to your usu............. standard.

18. They sat down to eat even though they were not hi............. .

The 3000-word level

She wore a beautiful green go ............. to the ball.

Many people in England mow the la............. of their houses on Sunday morning.
The farmer sells the eggs that his he............. lays.

Sudden noises at night sca.riy. ..... me a lot.

Many people are injdY.£... ... in road accidents every vear.
Suddenly he was thru............. into the dark room.
She showed off her sle............. figure in a long narrow dress.

e e

Before writing the final version, the student wrote several dra............. :
ll} It was a cold day, There wasach............. in the air.

11. The cart is pulled by ano.............

12. His beard was too long. He decided tu + P it.

13. People were whir............. around on the dance floor.

14. You'll sn............. that branch if you bend it too far.

15. I won't tell anybody. My lips are sea.............

16. You must be aw............. that very few jobs are available.

17. After two years in the Army, he received the rank of lieu............. :

18. The pro............. of failing the test scared him.

You must wear a bathing suit on a public beach. You're not allowed to bath na............ .
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PVLT for A2 Participants: 5,000- and UWL-Word Levels (Test Time 2)

The 5000-word level

Soldiers usually swearanoa ............. of loyalty to their country.

The voter placed the ball .............. in the box.

They keep their valuables ina vau ............. at the bank.

The kitten is playing withaball of ya ..............

We decided to celebrate New Year'sE ............. together.

We could hear the sergeant bel ............. commands to the troops.

The boss got angry with the secretary and it took a lot of tact to soo............. him.
Some people find it difficult to become independent. They prefer to be tied to their
mother's ap............. strings.

9. The workmen cleaned up the me............. before they left.

10. I saw them sitting on st............. at the bar drinking beer.

11. People manage to buy houses by raising a mor............. from a bank.

12, At the bottom of the blackboard thereisale............. for chalk.

13. After falling off his bicycle, the boy was covered with bru............. :

14. The child was holding a doll in her arms and hu............. it.

15. The picture looks nice; the colours bl............. really well.

16. Nuts and vegetables are considered who............. food.

17. Many gardens are full of fra............. flowers.

18. Many people feel depressed and gl............. about the future of marikind:

PO e e T B

The University Word List Level
1. There has been a recent tr............. among prosperous families towards a smaller number
of children.
2. "The dbi of his office is 25 square meters.
3. P i examines the meaning of life.
4. According to the communist doc............. , workers should rule the world.
5. Spending many years together deepened their inti..............
6. He usually read the sport sec............. of the newspaper first.
7. Because of the doctors’ strike the cli............. is closed today.
8. There are several misprints on each page of this te............. ;
9. The suspect had both opportunity and mot............. to commit the murder.
10. They insp............. all products before sending them out to stores.
11. A considerable amount of evidence was aceum............. during the investigation.

13. He is irresponsible. You cannot re............. on him for help.

14. It's impossible to eva.............these results without knowing about the research methods
that were used.

15. He finally att............. a position of power in the company.

16. The story tells us about a crime and subs............. punishment.

17.Inahom......ccouee class all students are of a similar proficiency.

18. The urge to survive is inh............. in all creattres.
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PVLT for A2 Participants:10,000-Word Levels (Test Time 2)

The 10000-word level

RN RAUN=

The baby is wet. Her dia............. needs changing.

Second year university students in the US are called soph............. ;
The deac............. helped with the care of the poor of the parish.
The hurricane whi............. along the coast.

Some coal was still smol............. among the ashes.

She was sitting on a balcony and bas............. in the sun,
Computers have made typewriters old-fashioned and obs..............
Watch out for his wil............. tricks.

If your lips are sore, try lip sal............. , not medicine.

. The new vic............. was appointed by the bishop.

. The actors exchanged ban............. with the reporters.

. Athro............. controls the flow of gas into an engine.

. Anyone found loo............. bombed houses and shops will be severely punished.
. The wounded man squi............. on the floor in agony.

15.
16.
17.
18.

The dog crin............. when it saw the snake,

The approaching storm stam............. the cattle into running wildly.

The problem is beginning to assume mam—er—_... proportions.

The rescue attempt could not proegea quickly. It wasimp............. by bad weather.




Appendix 8 Samples of B2 Participants’ Responses to the Lex30 at 0 and 3 Months
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(Chapter 5)

Lex30 for B2 Participants (Test Time 1)

cope: MONT=TI -2

Time: 15 minutes

Instruction: Write down the first four (English) words you think of when you read each word in the

list,
. | attack bsiveks Agrassiorn paddda Cantlle
2. | board lose Wloe SNV Y
3. | close opes Sy AdgndL bl
4. | cloth LW Aove = Mg
e Lond. Rockelng 40| Tuonsune i
6. | dirty Clapn WEUSe_ ek, dust
7 [dissase | froportal. | (owialdies | avedecine | OoCtoRs
8. [experience | adarendione] e gotowe [ duSconve e Jow)
9. [ frui = Lo A | ¢hrawlzerty
10, | furniture Rl cagio detonaban|  hRUSL
1. | habit Jasually Wi ne
12, | hold Lok | wlgenagi Jhomd- DuUemd.
13. | hope el u’&&.\.‘d{ d.i&»tkmy ay
14. | kick Kag Wik Sonk sponds
15. | map g{uo.“{mmq Ao o Ao teoaell_
16. | obey oA ool | Qeadon. | Acohalitonign
17. | pot
B poato | Jadk Jood | % eak ALY Dromte Fucth
19. | real - o[ AFtenniratla | «{,L%Q_ Arao/Nn Anlodlioalote
20. | rest NOp C;.Q..u_p «U\D..y ABIM ‘o&é\_
| Tice Bran. Cook oo dood_
22, | science Q}qﬂl"\.ﬁ.ﬁf\f\h*@ ‘;{U_)\Cb:\ E-QQ&LL"\.Q:LS k]‘:BLC‘(:]‘j
23, | seat Cor_ LaLk:’(.. @'\‘—QL-'J—
24, | spell UIOAAS TSNS Lo oo urae
25, | substance ,UQ‘URC\_&_ SDQN\[}Q. Lol L_QICW
36. | stupid Ao Julveune | ackions ALYy
27. | television c\owas M,e_)cﬂm gdRAkauno] SN0t
28. | wooth W\‘L\_ k—_{;ﬂﬁukm'&ﬁ_ Uﬁmti‘_, = Q\N\«L{d,
29, | trade Qx (WD OO bl.llf _Ef_(;.‘@m
30. | window DR‘J\_};}(,C}\_L {%Q\:]\dﬂ.h'\ " q'kﬂm J&LWC_
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Lex30 for B2 Participants (Test Time 2)

Instruction: Write down the first four (English) words you think of when you read each

word in the list.

L [away AStenia Tame Jewlyn Reane.

2. [blow Lot AL andls |, iathday

3. |brush Sese Pt Fnﬁ:,_ haue Lﬂ% ks
4, | chance M—Imtlj Juck Et) aamgs J allauyed

5, | common Ccasual Oy M} Al W tg

b, | dance NAOW S LS Qmﬂ}@l#_- (‘ﬂ?\I\q

7. | district Lvmjh}a evheedd New Yok S REW M |
8 |ever ferevin odwoys NMUL e

9. | famous uﬂ.q,';gm&ﬁ, Simgou antist o ko

10. | flag ng.mhl.\ Celes MOU. k(-

1| et 3e05e ot keep ai/\r Mﬂﬂk.:;.

12. | head Aatie bbd\.y {op hioanday
3. |insec bee My, Wivgs oS quLto
14, | knee ’U—%’ anndoRom dam bcacb.,] |
15, [ list it rovmic UL - do

16, | mat

17. | mountain Al Land §cope A0 T cltals

18, |oil ek, olines Tholy Aoneato

19. | pattem e Wﬂ? Lethe s dets

20, | policeman Wh‘u‘ ek Con e s \‘G.\‘\EUW—
2. | public Haapkea cortan e o d, EENVABAA
2. | rehgion chorsam _,]}\A_(A,H' Jeiie edastahiom
3. | sccret Jnide dassimunketa shode Aeafenol
4. | shirt dnass chethes eyl e i loms

23, |somy (fuelogaie QXLUSE Oy ellaNemtnip
2. | smell dood, QoSS PN ¢oocl

27, | spirit _,{\E,hﬁ_ mw}d. Parrsgl tA:;V\S Lousme|
28. | surpnise Diamds weakhday esem e Aa MU

29. | telephone ol Mo\ Ry Jecdvinolo P Wm
30. | tool ok grmm.m Aopmiman :E/L}C,




182

Appendix 9 Samples of B2 Participants’ Responses to the G_Lex at 0 and 3 Months

(Chapter 5)

G _Lex for B2 Participants (Test Time 1)

MONT-T -2 3

Instruction: Write down five different words that might fit into each gap. The gaps are suitable
for nouns, adjectives, and verbs in equal measure (eight sentences each).

I Sheloved lc:%nvur the phone. ; 5\;‘:4"\"1 L:E"":}’ L'_u-u 5\\'\1:4:.1‘? I‘ih'rw;..r
When [ feel sad © always go to the_bes- '1[)11a \(‘\,ﬁnm l‘bdll-‘hhl -

(]

oo Sﬂ'r'zﬂff‘
3. They think car-racing is_ Sevebe mﬂi} %nﬁm 'u‘m\rtl- - ) ks \
J L3 £ e 5 '

4. His colleague wanted o_Se@= the report. gee ]'ED'L ';“"'Z'Z- ey ork E.I " -,"n

5o My favounte s [oothall. ":,?.;n"r aerwe E’Qmﬁw% iﬂqu LuveE miﬂ‘m‘mm'r
6. She looked when she saw ber friends. | Il"“-‘PF ¢ el eved oer  p—

7 — 7=

1. Heeouldn't the car, d e %’L\_ ko 4 '53..@ {-_,3,

8. With a fire in my house [ would save my . Wuﬂgg_ works 'jm_,_..,...g\ﬁ / Fﬂ'ﬂ“{ﬂ avime

9, Many people feel about the environmen!, oy P,
Concevneld e ﬂ;_'l'i';.- f‘_}"c"" e Teres b F}'Ts_,e
[0, The parenis the children Dored {5 5 A [ 5 vecaved |besh
Il Hewas :with his, ; |2 - G = ;
& was happy with hi iw‘k {qw% 4‘;“1" whiorke QPFE
12. He didn't think her teacher was atall. | “nu'} &W@ ke erth.ﬁ} giﬂ-_{.{uD

13, She always wanted Lo alter o busy
day at work.

g{a" o eal reak rap e aul

14. She sent {0 her mother.

o ey covhs wiches H\ren.l's. -.LMQJ i

15, The weather looked belore the pame. "
e e - =]

%pap' “bﬂ‘:‘ ‘F'mt %P‘Edlr

16, He wanted (o the leter,

LI(J’\"'- |3 Yo ll el (ﬁ aith hu 1]

17. She was cxeited about : oy WO'TH n? mlh-“#_ in.-iwﬂ- mav{h}
18, The girls thought the rock concert was___. ‘ﬂj Ve P E [\ ia ‘5:.--4" \-{r"\'.-;."'h 1.93 f}

19, He took the chance to____ the president. ‘r;u —_ s | E“ fﬂu‘r‘ ik

20, He gave his boss . i me waralds | Hpe Vi (42 le ; diflelley
21. At the funeral the fanuly felt___, Y é}ggl'm‘lietl' Whﬁmi é tm".’ Y E-r_'»[;.?u-ri' |
22, Healways__ s breakfast. e .‘ﬁ if‘ l:J'i‘\r&‘:, L,,,,E,_ji (_‘:nk :;: UQH\":
23. She put the food inthe_____ . 'Ehbdf Lor sy ]'rmc.‘hlru o | ol

T

24, She was always to those who needed ,S* \FT, y—wl
help ﬁ FLQD %J..q.r.:rrl-.'ﬂ | et | ° e r

T
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G _Lex for B2 Participants (Test Time 2)

Instruction: Write down five different words that might fit into each gap. The gaps are suitable for nouns,

adjectives, and verbs in equal measure (eight sentences each)

begh

forlloves

L Heliked ta in his

froe time. HE} Jﬂ'ﬂ te ‘ﬂo? %eﬂf?
2. When | feel happy |

alwaysgotothe LdlrLrpam k-l\hi'lw L;{j Veom :ﬁw
3. They think tennis

is La l l\\m O E_.,En:arl’ o Li‘ake. k\ﬂ*'ll
4. Hewanted to the

homework, é o -L. M':LL S‘t n'vf! bea b 34—-
5 My hest was In \

Japan, Va tﬁh“‘l‘- ; lil’{ﬂ- Fﬂul ()\'@'rﬂ EHP
6. Shefelt when she

met her friends. ‘WJPP'T kﬂ; w'!. ladxl'j
7. She could the : ;

bicycle. H:!?' L“L L‘h{ L;}"ﬂk' § 324
8. On my naxt trip | would

ke tobuy . (jmé sooveries | (fobhes L:\m\r& gk
9. My parentsfeal ) ) 1 l- ‘\q

about my future plans. Uneyen i) - o Kow ‘H"a"_
10, Theteachers ____ the I?.w(_

students, \““L" L"'LH ' AR o
11. Hewas sad about his

Qose

12,

He thought his friend was

\Weird

Pepler

fine

Shewantedto

kays,

Cages

Was

gebs

13,

Xt year, ot 5‘,,'2_ Capa ]-B-ﬂf’-l\‘ Q‘mﬂ.
14. She hough forh ;

fati;\e:ug t " f}[‘ ﬁ'g el Mt "E:' ﬂl Lu ﬁuﬂ. u'E_& Sﬁﬂib‘khj_,.
15. The players looked f

before the game. E\W‘! W"'lm l‘"’l 3&'03 "'"'-&"Gf’t fea L'}“
16. Hewanted to .

the email. 5”““‘ 'U"""'hh g“s &VQFJ‘( "rﬁﬂé

Y

17. ;:: was nenr:fus about mﬁd;& lﬂts.‘ir' P‘r‘té‘m g P"-Q»ﬂ\\"fﬂﬁhp {'U ‘.u o
18. They thought th I

wa[_:“ g lap-fr't \nnh et Qam}. Pufttl-'
19. Hetried to his \;

bss. ?‘J xk lﬁﬂ g & PQQRH*-' (1\29 P
20, She gave her friend

: pra S.upp-r"' 3;1'-91'3 'ha@p m‘éviw

21. Atthe wedding party, the QB

family felt . WJ ""“Wﬂ' ] ;} Uvidure
22, Healways s

Bale

3

bl

\NJEI.

ide

‘F‘l’;}%{

24,

She put her new toy on
the
They are people..

e

Pruiin

IE.:iut.u(l.

Wweir f




Appendix 10 Samples of B2 Participants’ Responses to the PVLT at 0 and 3 Months

(Chapter 5)
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PVLT for B2 Participants: 2,000- and 3,000-Word Levels (Test Time 1)

MU;\JT -Ti- ,--?:?'
CODE :
MAME: [first] [Surname)

Instruction: Complete the underlined words. The examplae has been done for you.
EXAMPLE: He was riding a bic . =* He was riding a bicycle.

The 2000-ward level

I. | amglad we had this opp_om TS to talk.

2 There are a dozg@ noxe o eggs in the basket.

3. Every working ﬁersun must payincome O vg S :

4. The pirates buried the trea =3 11 0 an a desert island,

5. Her beauty and cha_2n foriy ¥ had a powerful effect on men.

6. la —of rain lead to a shortage of water in the city.

7. He takes cr_@ quaors- and sugar in his coffes,

8 The rich man uied and left all his we to his son.

9. Pup must hand in their papers by the end of the week.
10. This sweater is too tight. |t nsaeds to be stret.gln 20

[1_Ann intro_gh s g her boyfriend to her mother.

12, Teenagers often adm_y e and worship pop singers,

13, If you blew up that balloon anymore it will bur '\'.'l:_ i

I4 In arder to be accepted into the university, he had to impr CwE his grades,
15. The telegram was deli ven o oy to ours after it had been sent.
16. The differences were so sl l,_ﬁ:'-"xli_ g that they went unnoticed.

17. The dress you are wearing is Ic--.r-Q_'H_Lj 1

i 8. He wasn't very popu .E\J:H L when he was a teenager, but he has many friends now,

The 3000-word level
1. Hehas asuccessful cary e @ as a lawyer.

2. The thieves threw ac in his face and made him blind.

3. To improve the country’s economy, the government decided on economic

fef o e

4, She wore a beautiful green go to the ball.
5. The government tried to protect the country’s industry by reducing the
mpou k- . — ofcheap goods,
& The children's games were funny at first, but finally got on the parents’
ner \y8s i
The lawyer gave somea wise coun ta his clients.
5. Many people in England mow the la 1) of their houses on Sunday
MOming.
9, The farmer sells the eggs that his he lays.,

10, Sudden noises at night sca_m ¢ me a lot,




185

PVLT for B2 Participants: 5,000- and UWL Word Levels (Test Time 1)

CODE :
11. France was proc Ao o ch a republic in the 18™ century.
12, Many people are inj g ool ; , in road accidents every year,
13. Suddenly, he was thru into the dark room.
14. He perc_£iN\% S a light at the end of the tunnel.
15. Children are not independent. They are att Q¢ g [L ___ totheir parents,
16, She showed off her sle figure in 2 long narrow dress,

17, She has been changing partners often because she cannot have a

sta lcalg relationship with one person.

I8, You rmust wear a bathing suit on a public beach. You're not allowed to be

nakﬂi . .

The 5000-ward level

1. Soldiers usually swear an oa " of loyalty to their country.

2. The voter placed the ball &k L in the box.

3. They keep their valuables in a vau at the bank.

4. & bird perched at the window led

3. The kitten is playing with a ball of ya

6, The thieves have forced an ent inta the building,

7. The small hill was really a burial maou oo tﬂim_ ok

8. We decided to celebrate new year'se g together,

9. The solider was asked to choose between infantry and cav

10. This is a complex problem which is difficult to compr mre0 LS8,

11. The angry crowd shosade  alo the prisoner as he was leaving the court.

12. Don't pay attention to this rude remark. Just igneng Lie it.

13. The management held a secret meeting. The issues discussed were not
diss to the warlers,

14, We could hear the sergeant bel commzands to the troops.

15, The boss got angry with the secretary and it took a lot of tact to soo himn.

16. We do not have adeny '-g-;"la 3 information to make a decsion.

17, She is not a child, but a mat_san o - woman. She can make her own decisions.

18, The prisaner was put in mII_Jt:n 18 - canfinement.

The University Ward List Level

1. There has been a recent ir among prosperous families towards a smaller
number of childrer

2. Thear 820G i 4 of his office is 25 sguare meters.

1. PhilSSo :-u"r‘l examines the meaning of life.

4. According to the communist doc Ao an s , workers should rule the world,

5. Spending many years together deepened their inti A0l 1:; =

6. He usually read the sport sec_l .. SAAL . of the newspaper first.

o

Because of the doctors’ strike the clipaauag  ~ | is closed today.
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PVLT for B2 Participants: 10,000-Word Levels (Test Time 1)

CODE:
8. There are several misprints on each page of this te w ¥ .
5, The suspect had bhoth gpportunity and mot sy ot __to commit the murder
10, Theyinsp.gp I L all products before sending them out to stores,
I 1. & considerable amount of evidence was accum it o ke ) during the investigation.
2. The victim’s shirt was satu with blood.
13. He is irresponsible. You cannot re “i“hj on him for help.

l4. 1t's impossible to eva_Luoa T o
research methods that were used.

I15. He finally &‘Et.l!_,.m N a position of power in the company.

16. The story tells us about a crime and subs punishment.

these results without knowing about the

I7. Ima harm g~ o e o s class all students are of a similar proficiency.
>

18. The urge to survive is inh_ 25 prr in all creatures,

The 10000-word level
I. The babyis wﬂt.Herdia_ﬁ:}_m . needs changing.

2. The prisoner was released on par

3. 5econd year University students in the US are called soph

4. Her favorite flowers were arc vl ger |

3. The insect causes damage to plants by its toxic secme \aoons

6. The evacAhak i@ . of the building saved many lives.

7. For many people, wealth is a prospect of unimaginable felic

8. She found herseifina pred without any hope for a solution.
. The deac helped with the care of the poor of the parish,
10, The hurricane whi along the coast.

11, Some coal was still smol _among the ashes,

12, The dead bodies were muti ,a"\_l:}_ls:,hh beyond recognition.

13 She was sitting on a balcony and bas in the sun,

14. For years waves of invaders pill towns along the coast.

15, The rescue attempt could not proceed quickly, It was imp

by bad weather.

16, | wouldn’t hire him. He is unmotivated and indo

17 Computers have made typewritars old-fashioned and obs

18 Watch out for his wil tricks.
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PVLT for B2 Participants: 2000- and 3000-Word Levels (Test Time 2)

Instruction: Complete the underdined wards. The example has been done for vou
He was riding a bievele.

The 2000-word level

Itis the dec LSiopn that counts, not the thought,
Plants receive water from the soil through their ro ot S

The nu nge. was helping the doctor in-the operation room.

Since he 1s unskilled. he earns low wa ;
This year long sk {nks are fashionable again.

Laws are based upon the principle of jus X (o

He s walkingonthetip of his toes,

The mechanic had to replace the mo bon_ of the car.

. Thereisa co NE of tli-;?mi ginal report in the file.

10, They had to ¢l [pado - ___ asteep mountain to reach the cabin.
1. The doctor ex apvuilmale ' theqatient thoroughly.

12. The house was sunnewded, by abig garden.

13. The railway con mack s London with its suburbs.

14 Shewandona A . aimlessly in the street.

15, The organisers lisbe c\ _the number of participants-to fifty.
16, This work is not up to your usuo_{ . standard:

| 7. They sat down to eat even though they were not hu :

18. You must have been very broogg to participate in such a dangerous operation,

b =

o0 1o b L

o

The 3000-word level
1. Tlive in a small apaadrenamnc on the second floor.
2. The pro o lails %5 of failing the test scared him.
3. Before writing the final version, the student wrote several drafks
4. It was a cold day, There wasach in thear, *
5. The cart 1s pulled by an o
6. Anthropologists study the struckjuveg of ancient societies.
7. After two years in the Army, he received tHe rank of lieu X ook’

8. The statue is made of mar,! o
9. Some aristocrats believed that bie blood flowed through their ve{pa S

10. The secretary assi 3&s the boss in organizing the couss€,

| 1. His beard was too long e decided totr it

12. People were whir § Db? : __ round on the dance floor.

13. He was on his knees, pléadirng for mercy.

14, You'll sn thef branch if you bend it too far.

I5. Twon't tell anybody, My lipsre sea

16. Crying is anor prno L response 1o pain.

| 7. The Emperor of China was the SUPr LA g ruler of his country.

18. You must be awar g - that ¥ry few jobs are available.
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PVLT for B2 Participants: 5000- and UWL Word Levels (Test Time 2)

|, Some people findt difficult to become independent, Instead they prefer to be tied to their mother's

apnem strings.

2. After fimshing his degree, he entered upon 2 new phage. . in his career,

3. The workmen cleaned up the meSS T before they lefi.

4. On Sunday, in his last se g in Church, the priest spoke against child abuse.

5. 1 saw them sitting on stee at the bar dnnkipe-tesr,

6. Her [avorite musical instrument was a tru zv-‘UM_K

7. The building is heated by a modem heating agpw_\‘tm-_,b.t,_

8. He received many com nhmmd:s | on his dancing Sl{lr

9. People manage to buy houses by raising a mor _ from a bank.

10. At the bottom of a blackboard there is ale for chalk.

11. After falling off his bicycle, the boy was covered with bru jge< |

12, The child was holding a doll in her arms and hy aq; N it,

13. We'll have to be inventive and devalgp a scheme for eaming more money.

14. The picture looks nice; the colours bl g, really well

15. Nuts and vegetables are mnstdcrod who food.

16, The garden was full of fra gr,, - flowers.

17 Many people feel depressed and gl about the future of the mankind,

18. He is 50 depressed that he 1s cont suicide,

The University Ward List Level

I. I'vehad my eyes tested and the optician says my vi Sipm is good.

2. Theanom pliaee of his position is that he is the chairman of the committee, but isn't
allowed to vote,

3. In their geography class, the children are doing a special pro on North America

4. Tn a free country, people cap-apply tor any job. They should not be discriminated against on the basis of

colour, age, or s £xg -

5. Atrue dem SI%, ENESE] should ensure equal nights and opportunities for all citizens.

6. The drug was introduced after medical resbdcs indisputably proved its effectiveness.
7. These courses should be taken in sequgraie s ___, not simultaneously.

8. Despite his physical condition, his int g Qg (£ was unaffected.

9

Govemments often cut budgets in times of financial cri se 5
10. The job offer sounded interesting at first. But when he realised what it would nw-:}tve, his excitement

subs_ gradually.
11, Research ind A Ce s that men find it easier to give up smoking than women.
12. In a lecture, most of the talking is done by the lecturer, In a seminar, students are expected to
part COlpaCe. | - inthe discussion, .
13. The airport is far away. If you want to ens yng ~that you catch your plane, you have
to leave early.
14. 1t's difficult to ass en aperson’s true knowledge by one or two tests.
15, The new manager’s job was (o res koong. the company to its former profitability.
16, Even though the student didn't do well on the midterm exam, he got the highest mark on the
fi
17. His decision to leave home was not well thought out, [t wasnotbasedonrat B
considerations,

18. The challenging job required a young, successful and dyn o pnan candidate.
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PVLT for B2 Participants: 10000-Word Levels (Test Time 2)

The 10000-word level

e L

T e

)
b
10
I
12,
13
14
13,
|6
17
|8

The new Vicoume _was appointed by the bishop.

If your lips are sore, try lip sal . not medicine,

Much to his chag»usa ;- he was not offered the job.

The actors exchanged bano Qo et . with reporters.

She wanted to marry nobility: a duke, a buion, or at least a vis

The floor in the ballroom wasamos _____of pastel colours.

She has contributed a lot of money to various charities. She is known for her generosity and
bene .

This is an unusual singer with a range of three oct b

A thro controls the flow of gas into an engine.

Anyone found loo_ bombed houses and shops wll be severely pumshed
The crowd soon disp when the police armved.

The wounded man squi on the floor in agony

Thedogerin ) when it saw the snake.

Heimme himszell in a hot bubbly bath foreetting all his troubles for a moment
The approaching storm stam the cattle into running wildly,

The problem is beginning to assume mam proportions,

Hiswvind_  behaviour towards the thief was understandable.
Hewasarrested forilli_ trading in drugs.
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Appendix 11 Samples of B2 Participants’ Response to the LFP at 0 and 3 Months

(Chapter 5)

LFP for B2 Participants (Test Time 1)

mgc-r-‘l’l*fn_@'

Write abeout the following topic:

The threat of nuclear weapons maintains world peace. Nuclear power provides cheap
and clean enargy.

The benefits of nuclear technology far outweigh the disadvantages.

To what extent do you agree or disagree?

Give reasons for your answer and include any relevant e<amplas from your knowledge or
axperence

Write at least 250 words.
j_—l 333_@ {hnl: ﬂLJ«.U.'LLﬂD.JL FOL«-‘-E-E i’ﬁm rdes r!‘u_a_]:l {an ._1 [_I'_t Qi {:m_T.?;l
Meseaknadem, T ci Sacp e hat the Pt u.;] nutlaan Jlﬁ-:,!rmo"ﬂ } such
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LFP for B2 Participants (Test Time 2)

Write about the following topic:

The first car appeared on British roads in 1888. By the year 2020 there may be as
many as 35 million vehicles on British roads.

Alternative forms of transport should be encouraged and international laws
introduced to control car ownership and use.

To what extent do you agree or disagree?

Give reasons for your answer and include any relevant examples from your knowledge or experience,

Write at least 250 words.

el (g nuanm . Osd

The chubion neot b b inmedutnd  Soles O S fes ol .
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