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1. Introduction

Applied Linguistics started to develop in Europeahe 1950’s as a discipline which
embraces psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic tlgealong with social practice and
language acquisition. Thus, it focuses not only Farst Language Acquisition but on
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) as well, andlmntariety of contexts in which these
processes may take place. Kramsch (1999) definepliedp Linguistics as an
interdisciplinary field that mediates between thedry and the practice of language study,
investigating the relationship between languagm$oand use, and between different kinds
of discourse. Initially, Applied Linguistics has clessed on developing principles and
practices for language description, but since t8@0% it has included second language
acquisition as a research area (Bygate 2005).

Second language acquisition studies are rootddguiktics, psychology, sociology,
and education. According to Kramsch (2000), théséiss were motivated by two reasons:
early children’s language acquisition and the neédteaching English as a second
language. ‘Second language acquisition’ is a teimchvrefers to the process of learning
any language other than the mother tongue. ElI#94), among many other applied
linguists, makes an important distinction betweeseeond and a foreign Language. While
a second language plays an institutional and sogklin a community, a foreign language
is the one that has no major impact on the commuaitd it is primarily learnt in the
classroom. Another distinction made by experts ebvben naturalistic and instructed
second language acquisition. This is related toptozesses of learning a language in
natural communication contexts and learning it digio classroom instruction, with the
guidance of teachers and teaching materials.

Second language acquisition studies have develwpddferent areas, all of them
interrelated. Ellis (1994) has paid special atanto three main areas: (1) the development
of grammatical competence and the performance eédpacts; (2) the attention paid by
SLA research to linguistic theory; and (3) the e@asge in theory-led research. According to
Chomsky (1965), competence is the mental represemtaf linguistic rules that constitute
the speaker-hearer internal grammar whereas peaafarenis the use of this grammar in the

comprehension and production of language. We clater¢hese two terms with second



language acquisition in the sense that the maihajdhis sub-discipline of linguistics is to
describe and explain L2 learners’ competence thralgir performance.

Van Pattern (1999 in Kramsch 2000: 313) states:

“SLA is concerned with how people learn a languatfeer than their
first (...). This can be any language in any cont&.A focuses on
both the processes and products of this learniry draws on the
disciplines of linguistics (...), Cognitive Psychojog and
Psycholinguistics (...), Educational Psychology ,(and others. (...)
SLA is not language-specific (...) many of the does it
investigates] ignore any classroom-versus-non-aass distinction in
that the internally driven development of a sectamjuage does not
change with the context. As a theory-building eprise (...) SLA
research is largely concerned with the PsycholstgyiCognitive, and
Sociolinguistic aspects of acquisition that shapeaaner's developing
linguistic system.”

This definition views SLA as an internally drivehgnomenon that is independent
of the context in which it takes place, and whosalds to build a theory of second
linguistic system development in learners.

The present study is inserted in the field of ApglLinguistics and SLA. Its main
goal is to assess depth of individual word knowéedpecifically word associations, in two
different groups of subjects, native and non-nasipeakers of English. For this purpose,
data were elicited through a word association wésth included 40 prompt words. The
data obtained were analyzed, described, and cochpprantitatively and qualitatively in
order to answer the research questions. Finallyclasions were drawn from the research
findings.

In relation to the formal arrangement of the prégeport, it consists of seven
sections. The first section, Introduction, is felkd by a Literature Review, which includes

topics belonging to the field of SLA, such as tlaune of vocabulary, the mental lexicon,



as well as a brief overview of research on thessssent of vocabulary knowledge of L2
learners. The third section is subdivided into Trh&oal-descriptive Framework,
Objectives, Research Questions, and Methodologlllyi the Discussion of the Results is
presented, followed by the conclusions of the stldhe last two sections correspond to the
Bibliographical References and the Appendixes.



2. Literature review

In order to establish a detailed theoretical besisesearch on vocabulary learning,
precise definitions of the concepts related to batay learning and assessment are
necessary. In this section, an account will be giwEthe most important perspectives of
different authors related to the nature of vocalyulthe mental lexicon and vocabulary
assessment research.

A word is not an easy concept to define; neverdsetbere are some basic points
that need to be taken into account when dealing witcabulary studies. According to
Cruse (2006), it is necessary to set a prototy@paroach in which a word is characterized
as a ‘minimal permutable element’, having the feilay properties: (1) it is the smallest
grammatical unit that can be moved around in aesest or be separated from other words
by the insertion of new material, (2) it is thegest unit which cannot be interrupted and
whose elements cannot be reordered, and (3) iistertd a single root, either alone or with
one or more affixes, e.g. ‘order, re/order, re/didg'.

Concerning categories of words, Read (2000) djstshes two different classes:
‘tokens’ and ‘types’. Token refers to the total ambof word forms in a certain text,
whereas a type is the amount of different word forim a text source. The relative
proportion between these two classifications (tigleen ratio) has been used by
researchers to measure the language developmeatioé speakers and second language
learners.

Additionally, the same author states that words aao be classified as ‘function’
or as ‘content’ words. The function words inclu@gticles, prepositions, pronouns, etc.,
and they are seen as part of the grammar ratherttigavocabulary of a language. Unlike
content words, function words have little meaningisolation. Content words such as
nouns, verbs, or adjectives, may have a varietipwhs by adding inflections to the base
form. The base of a word is known as ‘lemma’. Fr@msingle lemma, a set of words can
be formed; a set of words sharing the same lemnthcanveying the same meanings, form
a word family.

When trying to measure a learner’'s or a native lggréa vocabulary size, some
issues concerning words might be problematic. Rwato the previous concept,

distinguishing word forms and families is of greatportance, due to their feature of



sharing the same meaning. Should a word family dasted as a whole, or should it be
counted by each of its components? A further corapbn in the classification and
definition of what a word is are homographs, maipécause in text content, we cannot
take for granted that if a learner knows the maguf a word, he or she has acquired the
other meanings of that certain word as well.

Another important aspect of words study is theigamization in the mind.
According to Aitchinson (2003), words are organibet an intricate, interlocking system
whose underlying principles can be discovered. Waatk systematically stored in the
mind because they are easily accessed, in a splingd. Speakers are able to conduct an
orderly search through their mental word-store inswprisingly short time. When
somebody is not able to find a word, there aretglehother available options in the mind;
this search is not randomly but systematicallyctteed. In the same respect, Richards and
Schmidt (2002) also refer to a person’s mentalestafr words and their meanings and
associations, as the mental lexicon.

The mental lexicon has been compared to a dictypriewever some differences
are established. Words' sound structure is likelypkay a role in the mental lexicon
organization, along with meaning. The content @& thental lexicon is not fixed; we are
always adding, removing or changing words, meanarg$ pronunciations, and we often
coin new words. The mental lexicon contains mofermation than just meaning. In this
respect, the mental lexicon is not fixed as a dingry, but modifiable in time.

Peppard (2007) points out how the mental lexicon ba explored basing his
proposals on Aitchison’s assumptions (2003); thnes]ists four main methods for doing
research on it : (1) Word Searches (tip-of-the-tengr TOT states) and slips of the tongue;
(2) Linguistics and Linguistic Corpora; (3) Speethsorders and Brain Scans; (4)
Psycholinguistic Experiments. In addition, Pepp&2@07) finds it important to give
answers to the question of how the L2 mental lexi organized and to explore the
relationships between the L1 and L2 mental lexigince the research that has been done
in this area has produced conflicting results, veitime studies pointing to separate word
stores and others finding evidence to support glesiane. Although previous studies did

not find any substantial evidence that the L1 a@dntental lexicon are organized in the



same manner, newer research like the one made tenNa001), is demonstrating the
contrary, that is to say, that they are similargamized.

Another approach to word research is the one dpedidy John Read (2000), who
focuses on second language vocabulary acquisithohuse. This author provides three
reasons for dealing with this subject. Firstly eashers are significant users of vocabulary
tests; hence, vocabulary assessment shows to Id tsemprove the understanding of
vocabulary acquisition processes. Secondly, setargliage acquisition researchers have
to deal with assessment issues when devising saetrument due to the little interest in
vocabulary on the part of language testers. Lagstlg, results of their research can
contribute to understanding the nature of the cansbf vocabulary ability, which is an
essential construct for the validation of vocabylasts.

Furthermore, Read (2000) refers to the lack of oaiee of the second language
vocabulary acquisition field, despite the incregsimount of research in this area. In order
to look into the matters concerned with second uagg vocabulary, Read (2000) draws
attention to four topic areas which are strongliatesl to vocabulary assessment: (1)
systematic vocabulary learning; (2) incidental \mdary learning; (3) inferring word
meanings from context (lexical inferencing) andddinmunicative strategies.

Regarding systematic vocabulary learning, Read@R@0ints out that the starting
point of this area is the approach to vocabulaayrimg through L2 word lists together with
L1 translations so as to be memorized in corredqagigirs by learners. The questions that
arise from this kind of learning have to do witle thature of words and the way they are
presented, and with word characteristics that tendhake the learning process easy or
difficult. The other question has to do with théeefiveness of memorization techniques,
thus bringing up the discussion on whether theeelstter techniques than resorting to
memory. The author reviews the findings made bisEihd Beaton (1993), who assert that
nouns are easier to learn than verbs, becausestsazan form mental images of them more
readily. Also, mnemonic techniques are very eflectimethods for gaining initial
knowledge of word meanings in L2 (Cohen 1987, Hjunlst997). However, Read (2000)
points out Meara’s (1980, 1994) reservations aardegthe limitations of this research area,

since the designs are mainly experimental, havesnkmade under laboratory conditions.



In addition, Meara states that findings in thisaad® not offer a conclusive answer as to
how real language learners actually learn new words

The assessment issues that Read (2000) has desltave to do with the results of
tests and test desigride has postulated that since the learning taskniged, the design of
tests is straightforward and the test format isrovaed down to measure context-
independent vocabulary.

The survey made by the author concerning inciderdahbulary learning is very
significant. As regards vocabulary acquisition kgtive speakers, it has become quite
evident to most researchers that a major occurrehti@s acquisition process takes place
at a very fast rate from childhood throughout fore@ucation and at a slower pace in adult
life. Thus, a large proportion of the words leagnhot taught by parents or teachers, but
more plausibly, acquired incidentally as nativeaers encounter them in the speech and
writing of other people (by 'incidentally’ it is haecessarily meant unconsciously; this
distinction has brought up further discussion amsamge authors).

In relation to second language research, Read 2089 stated thaamong other
researchers, Dupuy and Krashen (1993) carried study involving American students of
French reading part of a French film script withl@guial expressions they were not
familiar with. They showed some understanding dutime experiment, which shows that
there is incidental vocabulary learning, for thedeints were not told to pay attention to
vocabulary and yet demonstrated some understaodihg previously unknown words.

Regarding vocabulary learning from listening, E[i®994) carried out a listening
study in which Japanese high school students bstém a set of directions in English. One
group heard pre-modified directions (so to makentineore understandable) while the other
group heard the native-like directions and had ¢hance to ask for clarification. The
results showed that the latter group obtained stasily higher post-test scores.

Concerning assessment issues arisen from this @icdeead (2000) has arrived at
the following conclusion: there is need for a prett This would allow researchers to select
from a set of potential target words ones that nanne subjects are familiar with. Also,
timing is relevant to the post-tests, in order eady distinguish actual learning. Indeed,
Read (2000) posed the following question: if thetgest is given immediately after the

task, the results will really indicate the subjézarnt the items? He has answered this



guestion by stating that there is no indicatiowbkther the subjects will remember them
on a longer term basis.

In relation to lexical inferencing (inferring wordeanings from context), the same
author states thats learners’ main focus is to understand spokewritten discourse in
natural communicative settings, they have to be &bWwork out the meaning of items that
will be in most of the cases inevitably unfamili@n the one hand, teachers are aware of
this and have devised some techniques to copetigtproblem; however learners are the
ones who must be able to choose and apply theirstkategies for dealing with words in
an outside-the-class context for example. The nmygortant strategy is inferring meaning
from information available in the text itself. Ihviolves deeper processing that may
contribute to better comprehension and may reswbme learning of the lexical item that
would not otherwise occur. For instance, the Claakd Nation Strategy (1990 in Read
2000) includes steps such as identifying the wdadscof the unknown word and analyzing
the structure of the word itself into prefix, raotd suffix.

On the other hand, some scholars have focused ®mithcesses that foreign
language learners go through when inferring thenminga of unknown words in a text. Van
Parreren (1981 in Read 2000) asked Dutch learfeimeign languages to think aloud in
Dutch as they dealt with unfamiliar words in a rnegdpassage. They identified four
linguistic levels at which the learners could opergl) syntactic: the sentence structure in
which the word occurred; (2) semantic: meaning tbimthe immediate and wider context
of the word; (3) lexical: the form of the word; a@® stylistic: the exact usage of the word
in its context.

As a final consideration with regard to lexicalaréncing assessment, Read (2000)
asserts that the convenience of scoring objecéseitems has to be balanced against the
more time-consuming process of rating responseposet by test-takers. Also, test-takers
should have little if any knowledge of the wordsentthey take the test. This would yield
results that more validly reflect the quality oétlearners’ inferences.

Another topic that Read (2000) emphasizes is thdioa between language and
communication. The author points out thaithin the field of SLA there is an active

tradition of research on Communication Strateg{&S)( Its main concern is related to the



way in which learners deal with lexical gaps, feample, words or phrases in the L2 that
they need to express their intended meanings bobtknow.

The most influential early research on CS has likemeloped by Tarone (1978 in
Read 2000). She conducted a study to determine Hesvsubjects would cope with the
problem of identifying objects they could not ditgcname in the L2. Her classification
brought about a type of taxonomy of five communaratstrategies: either the subjects
avoided referring to the word; used other wordthn L2; drew on the vocabulary of their
L1 by literal translation; asked the interlocutor help in supplying the word, or resorted to
non-verbal communication.

Moreover, Read (2000) points to the question oftirecommunicative strategies
should be taught to learners. He states that theesdoeen much controversy over this point,
since some researchers argue these strategiebéaveacquired by the learners in their L1,
and this might be transferred to their L2 learnprgcess, thus proving strategy teaching
unnecessary.

According to the same author, there are two passabbroaches to assess lexical
communication strategies. The first option is teéhan embedded, comprehensive measure
of the learner’s performance of a speaking taséh ss telling a storyThe measure should
take the form of a scale in which to judge thereds effectiveness in using strategies to
communicate their meanings. However, this kind afasure is impractical unless the
speaking task is designed specifically to creatarnanication problems. Thus, the second
option is to have discrete, selective test taskshviequire learners to use at least one kind
of communication strategy.

On the whole, the conclusions drawn by Read (2G@n his comprehensive
survey on vocabulary assessment indicate thatndsea SLA normally employs discrete
tests, because of the fact that the researchersnaestigating a construct that can be
labeled either ‘vocabulary knowledge’, ‘vocabulakill’ or ‘vocabulary learning ability’.
Despite the apparently broad scope of the topi@,atiee focus is mainly on lexical
strategies and tests that force learners to deél their lack of knowledge of particular
vocabulary items. Secondly, selective rather commgmeive measures are used in

vocabulary acquisition research.



As for context-dependence, there are variables rdicgp to what aspect of
vocabulary is being investigated. Tests of systemabcabulary learning are normally
context-dependent, whereas incidental vocabulagnieg is assessed mainly in context-
independent tests. By contrast, context is crweian assessing lexical inferencing.

In this same respect, Mukarto (2005) states thatftltus on second language
vocabulary acquisition has been so far aimed tantifyamore than quality of knowledge.
This tendency undoubtedly affects the accuracyhef information, and it occurs most
probably due to the lack of elements or instrumémtseasure quality.

Before presenting possible methods for measurir@abalary, we need to clarify
the concept of vocabulary knowledge. Some autharge hattempted to develop this
construct, for example Cronbach (1942 in Read 20@€gsents five aspects of word
knowledge: generalization, application, breadthnw#aning, precision of meaning, and
availability. Another proposal is the one from Ridtls (1976), who claims that knowing a
word implies knowledge of its relative frequencydaits collocations, the limitation
imposed on its use, its syntactic behavior, itadbems and derivations, its association
with other words, its semantic value, and manyhef different meanings associated with
the word. Nation (1990) takes these previous assangconcerning word knowledge and
adds the receptive and productive dimensions, ded eategorizes them into form,
position, function and meaning.

According to Mukarto (2005), vocabulary learningdsmplex in nature and it
should be regarded as an incremental process, rieoagnition of potential vocabulary to
the ability to use it. As a matter of fact, Bogaa(d000 in Mukarto 2005) postulates that
L2 learners may learn certain vocabulary dimensi@rsn, meaning, morphology, syntax,
collocation, and discourse. Due to the complexityarabulary knowledge, doing research
on this field has been a challenging issue fordisig, especially in terms of depth of
knowledge, since there are too many to cover aedyemne of these areas is still complex
and not sufficiently known.

There are two main approaches to measure depthocdbulary knowledge: a
developmental approach, which describes the stagemcquisition, and a dimensional
approach, which explains the level of acquisitidnttte various components of word

knowledge. A good example of assessment is the Moasy Knowledge Scale, designed
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by Paribakht and Wesche (in Schmitt 1998). In tlmedsional approach, the Word
Associates Test by Read (1998) is a well-knownrumsént. Some other tests in this area
are The Euralex French Test and there are differgrgs of interview formats, the first
with a “yes or no” format, and the second test Wwhiwludes open-ended questions for the
learner to elicit diverse aspects of word knowledge

Some new measures of word knowledge have beenngesidor example, the
‘Forward Translation Recognition Matrix’ (FTRM). Ehis a self-reported assessment
instrument used to measure the depth of meaningsset of verbs within given semantic
fields (Mukarto 2005). The learner’s task is tonsiate from L1 into L2 (that is why the
test is called ‘Forward Translation’). Another tést'Sentence Completion Recognition
Matrix’, which is very similar to the previous onegevertheless, this does not consider
translation. A third measure is ‘Acceptability Jutent’, in which the subjects have to
specify whether the word used in the sententialteeda matches the set of features
contained within the sentential context or viceseere.g. ‘carry’, in which the feature
direction is important. However, the number of seftial contexts may lead to a wrong
judgment because a target word may require a laugeer of contexts.

Although there are various measuring instrumeras tlave been used, improved,
and modified, there is still research work to doetation to the assessment of vocabulary,
since as shown in the review above, the natureoo@bulary knowledge is complex and
still relatively unknown.

In measuring the size of a learner’s vocabularg, difinition of a word and the
classification of words are crucial. When talkingpat word knowledge, we should point
out that there is more than one manner of desgithie nature of vocabulary knowledge.
An influential statement is the one made by Richafd976), who proposes eight

assumptions about knowledge of a word:

1. Vocabulary knowledge of native speakers continae=sxpand in adult life, in
contrast to the relative stability of their gramroalt competence.

2. Knowing a word means knowing the degree of proigbdf encountering
that word in speech or print. For many words we &lsow the sort of words

most likely to be found associated with the word.
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3. Knowing a word implies knowing the limitations ohet use of the word
according to variations of function and situation.

4. Knowing a word means knowing the syntactic behaassociated with the
word.

5. Knowing a word entails knowledge of the underlyfogn of a word and the
derivations that can be made from it.

6. Knowing a word entails knowledge of the networkaskociations between
that word and other words in the language.

7. Knowing a word means knowing the semantic valua wbrd.

8. Knowing a word means knowing many of the differem@anings associated
with a word.

(Richards 1976: 83)

This set has frequently been taken as a genemkfvark of vocabulary knowledge
even though Richards did not intend to.

In the following table, Nation’s (2005: 27) modef the distinction between
receptive and productive word knowledge is showd, lrow these two types of knowledge
together configure what knowing a word is. Threednmaspects are taken into account:
form, meaning and use of the word, and thus it Ive® formal, associative and
grammatical considerations that arise when deality a word. In this model, Nation
(2005) emphasizes the importance of the parts pecas involved in knowing a word.
Besides, he points out that it is possible to deaprocess model that shows the relations
between these parts.

12



Form Spoken R What does he word sound like?
P How is the word pronounced?
Written R What does the word look like?
P How is the word written and spelled?
Word Parts R What parts are recognizable in this word?
P What word parts are needed to express the
meaning?
Meaning| Form and meaning R What meaning does this word form signal?
P What word parts are needed to express the
meaning?
Concept and referents
R What is included in the concept?
P What items can the concept refer to?
Associations
R What other words does this make us think of?
P What other words could we use instead ofdhes?
Use Grammatical Functions | R In what patterns does the word occur?
P In what patterns must we use this word?
Collocations R What words or types of words occur with thig®n
P What words or types of words must be use kit {
one
Constraints of use
(register, frequency...) R Where, when, and how often would we expect ta

meet this word?

P

Where, when, and how often can we use this ¥g

What is involved in knowing a word.
Note: R=receptive knowledge, P = productive knowledge

Several authors have suggested different dimengmnthe lexical knowledge
construct, among them, Meara (1996a), Chapelle 41 98enriksen (1999). The

construct of deep word knowledge is defined as Hbeontextualized knowledge of

word meanings and word associations” (Schoonen \&adhallen 1998). Previous

studies declare that certain levels and qualitiedexical knowledge are important

prerequisites for successful language learningamgliage use (and therefore for school

success). As an example of current research, Zarewadel (2005) will be reviewed

below.

13



Zareva (2005) carried out research which follows thadition of current
theoretical frameworks that promote a number obglaimensions for the description
of L2 learners’ lexicon, i.e. global features tlwaipture the overall state of learners’
vocabulary rather than describe their differenb*tnowledges’ of words. The specific
theoretical framework considered was Henrikserrsdldimensional framework (1999),
for it has the potential to reflect the differenced.2 learners’ word knowledge as their
L2 proficiency increases. These three dimensioms hreadth (partial and precise
knowledge of vocabulary), depth (the dimension tdascribes learners’ lexicon
organization), and receptive-productive controh{tbaptures receptive and productive
skills regarding one and the same lexical item)ed8th of vocabulary relates to
vocabulary size (How many words do you know), whipth of word knowledge has to
do with how much do you know of a word (meaningngmatical category, derivations,
pragmatic and sociolinguistic value, collocatioes;.). Depth of lexical knowledge
pertains to individual words in the first instanaed not to the lexicon as a whole.

According to Nassaji (2004), depth of lexical knedde is a complex and
multidimensional matter, and knowing a word welbsld imply not only recognizing
its individual meanings, but also the several typeknowledge which are linked to a
word. The different aspects of the knowledge of @dwary from its pronunciation,
spelling, register, stylistic, and morphologicaktigres to knowledge of the words
syntactic and semantic relationships with other dsoin the language, including
collocational meanings and knowledge of antonymynosymy, and hyponymy
(Chapelle 1994, Henriksen 1999, Read 2000).

In order to measure depth of vocabulary knowledgeious instruments have
been developed, for instance, the Vocabulary KndgdeScale (VKS, Paribakht &
Wesche 1993) and Read’s (1998) word associatiomdbrThe VKS is designed to
cover a wide range of lexical knowledge, from stipiad recognition to productive
knowledge. Read (1998) focused on receptive knaydediord associations as an
operationalization of deep lexical knowledge, areVeloped a single-response test
eliciting varied set of words and at the same tipreping depth of knowledge of words

in some meaningful way.
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In Zareva’s research (2005), each dimension wasuned as follows: breadth
was studied by examining participants’ vocabularg sand their knowledge of words
from different frequency bands; depth was examibgdooking at Word Association
(WA) domain, and number of associations the padicis generated to the Target
Words (TWSs) they knew; finally, the receptive-protive dimension was measured by
participants’ ability to recognize a word and explds meaning by providing a brief
explanation, suitable synonym or translation of TNé.

The analysis that was presented in Zareva’'s paperddictive and it aims to
serve as a practical instrument for identifying 8rmallest set of lexical knowledge
predictors (ideally as good as the full model) rfiguring the overall state of NSs’ and
L2 learners’ lexicons. At the same time, it seekexamine whether Henriksen’s three
dimensions fully capture the overall state of lakiknowledge of the participants
involved in the study. The predictive variablesdiseere: (1) self-reported vocabulary
knowledge, (2) vocabulary size, (3) knowledge ofagofrom various frequency bands,
(4) native-like commonality of associations andr{Ginber of associations.

In Zareva’s terms, Henriksen’s three dimension &aark fully captures the
differences in the overall lexical competence ofiaSpeakers (NSs) and L2 learners
of English at different levels of language profraig. The results obtained in Zareva’'s
research (2005) showed that L2 learners came up mire syntagmatic, personal or
idiosyncratic meaning associations than native lsgrsaof the language, who provided
more paradigmatic and decontextualized meanings.

In general terms, according to Zareva (2005), thest” set of predictive
variables suggests that the receptive-productiveedsion as well as breadth of
vocabulary, in particular vocabulary size, seenbéahe two dimensions that are more
revealing of the overall state of learners’ vocabiels than the dimension of quality.

In spite of the fact that word knowledge is of paocaint importance when it
comes to vocabulary assessment, there is anothdartental concept that needs to be
dealt with: vocabulary ability. It is not only nessary to know a word, but also to have
the ability to use that word in a certain commuti@acontext.

In this respect, Chapelle (1994) proposes a defmif vocabulary ability based

on Bachman’s (1990) general construct of langudgéya The definition includes “both
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knowledge of language and the ability to put largguep use in context” (Chapelle, 1994

163). The three components of vocabulary assessnauadle: (1) contexts of vocabulary

use, (2) vocabulary knowledge and fundamental psE® and (3) metacognitive

strategies for vocabulary use.

According to Chapelle (1994), vocabulary knowledg¢he component that has

received more attention from the Applied Linguistiand Second Language Teaching

experts. The author outlines four dimensions «f #fgility:

1. Vocabulary size: It refers to the number of wordatta person knows. In
the case of L2 students, it is tested by estimdtmg many common words
they know based on tests. According to Chapell®418 Read 2000: 32),
“if we follow the logic of a communicative approacke should not only
measure vocabulary size in an absolute sensenhretdtion to particular
contexts of use.”

2. Knowledge of word characteristics: The understagainparticular lexical
items may range from vague to more precise andtl@eords’ meanings
influence new ones. The role vocabulary tests j@daynore the role of
research tools than assessment instruments, Un&ilrésearchers have
established a sounder basis for interpreting &dstrs’ performance in
ways that are relevant to language teaching.

3. On the other hand, Meara (1997) argues that a penast dominate both
receptive and productive knowledge of a word ineordo have the
command of it. If all these types of knowledge saslthe one associated
with the spoken form of a word, the grammaticaladxebr or how frequent
a word is, etc. are mastered, it would be posslecognize and produce
a word in a native-like manner.

4. Lexicon organization: it is concerned with the waywhich words and
other lexical items are stored in the brain. Mga@84, 1992) has worked
in this area using word-association and lexicaloek tasks.

5. Fundamental vocabulary processes: They refer toptbeesses that are

crucial to knowledge of vocabulary, both for undansling oral and written
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language and speaking and writing. In native spmalteese processes are
considerably faster, since the L2 students haves gapheir knowledge.
Even non-native speakers with large vocabulariefope these processes
considerably slower than native speakers.

(Chapelle 1994 in Read 2000: 31-33)

Chapelle (1994) proposes that one of the severalogas of measuring vocabulary
is to extend the research on reading developmeahiitmacy programs, since vocabulary
breadth is related to reading comprehension adslitrurthermore, it can reveal the lexical
gap second language learners face in undertakifigrefit communicative tasks in the
target language or in coping with authentic readivegerials. For making such estimates, a
large sample of words is needed, together withmpls response task to indicate if a word
is known or not.

An example of an approach to describe vocabulaoyedge is the one proposed
by Dale (1965:898), who defined four basic stageknowing a word: stage 1: “I never
saw it before”; stage 2: “I've heard of it, but érdt know what it means”; stage 3: “I
recognize it in context — it has something to dthwi. .”; stage 4: “I know it.”

A more specific way of describing vocabulary knodge is by measuring
vocabulary depth. There are two main approachese@sure depth of lexical knowledge:
first, the developmental approach, which describesstages of acquisition, and second,
the dimensional approach, which explains the legkl acquisition of the various
components of word knowledge. A good example ofuge of the developmental approach
is the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale, designed bybR&ht and Wesche (1993). They
developed another scale that they called the VdaapbliKnowledge Scale, for a research
study, that consisted in a series of statemenjsk liave never seen this word; (2) | have
seen this word before, but | don’t know what it meé&3) | have seen this word before and
| think it means: __ (synonym or translatiog@d); | know this word. It means:
(synonym or translation); (5) | can use this wondai sentence. Paribakht and Wesche
(1997) reformulated this scale by adding one statgmgoing from “I don’t remember
having seen this word” to “I know how to use thisrd/in a sentence”. This scale revealed

some evidence of word knowledge in the form of symo, L1 translation or sentence.
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In the dimensional approach, we have the Word Aatex Test by Read (1998).
Some other tests in this area are The Euralex Rr&ast and Interviews, the first with a
“yes or no” format, and the second one with opetleenguestions so that the learner can
elicit diverse aspect of word knowledge.

Meara (1996a, 46) makes a quite useful distinchietween testing single words’
knowledge and overall assessment of the learnexsahwulary. This author favors the
comprehensive measure of vocabulary, and propeseskéy measures: an estimate of
vocabulary size and a measure of how well organikedearner’s vocabulary knowledge
is.

In order to construct a well-formed test, researchmve been inclined to choose
simple test formats, so that estimates would balyiel enough to validate vocabulary size.

There are two types of tests which can revealnbed is known or not:

- The Nation’s Vocabulary Levels Test is the mostelydused measure of English
vocabulary size for second language learners.quires the test-takers to match
words with their synonyms or short definitions.

- “The Nation’s new Vocabulary Size Test has a mldtifhoice format, with each
target word presented in a short non-defining sex@dollowed by four possible
definitions.” (Nation and Gu 2007 in Read 2007:)110

Read (2007) has proposed a project to develop #8 Mo tests in which spoken
words are associated with two kinds of sentencdegtnone providing a lexically bare
syntactic context and the other a semanticallyerabne. Contexts may add an accurate
identification of the target word, and a link tospecific use of the word. Another
application of the Yes/ No format is found in DIAN&, which is a web-based system
through which learners of fourteen European langsagan assess their proficiency in a
target language. The purpose is to determine thergeproficiency level of the learners so
that when they take a specific skill test, the eystvill show them items and texts that suit
their level.

In order to further illustrate some of the previgusommented topics, we will

present as an example a study made by Meara anaitbqi997). The researchers
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examines two types of word knowledge: word assimeiai which link words in a certain
manner in a person’s mind and grammatical knowledgeich embraces word class,
morphological characteristics, etc., and their ¢geaim time. In this particular study, the
subjects did not show a high proficiency in verassociation although they were exposed
to verbs such as ‘known’, reaching only 50% ofwued associations possible under native
speaker norms. According to this, it is possildesay that proficiency in language also
implies vocabulary knowledge apart from grammatozahpetence.

After giving the tests to three different groupsJapanese students with different
levels of proficiency, the subjects’ responses vataissified into a 4-point Lickert scale and
compared to answers given by native speakers abowt the test should have been
answered. The results were divided into differenels according to subjects’ vocabulary
size, verbal suffix knowledge, word association #mel relation between these levels and
language proficiency. The results demonstrated ¥batbulary size and proficiency are
related as well as suffix and association knowletge they also showed that the subjects
of this particular study did not have anything neative-like mastery of the two types of
word knowledge mentioned above, i.e. word assaciatand grammatical knowledge. In
conclusion, Meara and Schmitt (1997) believe thaisinecessary to include several
components in future research about depth of kraydeof words, such as variation of

individual learning, the number of knowledge conapets, etc.
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3. The study

3.1 Objectives

3.1.1 General objectives

The main goal of this study is to compare word essions produced by
learners of English as a foreign language at twel$eof proficiency, intermediate
and advanced, with word associations provided iyeapeakers of English.

3.1.2 Specific objectives

The study has three specific objectives:

1. To describe types of non-native speakers’ assoostiproduced by
learners of English at two levels of communicatigcempetence,
intermediate and advanced levels.

2. To describe types of native speakers’ associations.

3. To identify quantitative and qualitative differescend similarities
between the non-native speakers’ associations laose tproduced by
native speakers of English.

3.2 Research questions

The following research question and sub-questiosr®wosed for the present study

on the basis of researchers’ findings in the field:

1. What are the quantitative and qualitative diffeeshand similarities between native

and non-native speakers’ word associations?
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This macro question can be subdivided as follows:

a. Which type of word association (i.e. paradigmasigntagmatic, phonological or
other) shows the most significant difference betwe®ative and non-native
speakers?

b. Which type of word association (i.e. paradigmasigntagmatic, phonological or
other) shows the most significant similarity betweeative and non-native
speakers?

c. Which type of native speakers’ word association tres highest frequency of
occurrence?

d. Which type of non-native speakers’ word associatias the highest frequency of
occurrence?

e. Will advanced non-native speakers’ associationsmioee native-like than those
produced by intermediate non-native speaker becatigieeir higher proficiency
level in the target language? In other words, howih# intermediate and advanced

learners compare?

3.3 Theoretical-descriptive framework

In the field of second language acquisition studesplied linguists have
shown an increasing interest in vocabulary acqarsitesearch. Proposals and
discussions about the nature of and interrelatipgsamong aspects of lexical
competence, vocabulary acquisition and learningcgeses have become more
frequent among researchers. The main reason fatiffieeent frameworks, models,
etc is the need of standardization in the desorpdf vocabulary acquisition issues.
For example, some researchers have establishethetaliny between receptive and
productive vocabulary, i.e. completely distinctsset vocabularies (e.g. Teichroew
1982) while others reject this view and suggest thare is rather a continuum
between these two types of vocabulary (e.g. Fattahstrup, and Phillipson 1984,

Hatch and Brown 1995). Other proposals are rel@téke constructs of breadth and
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depth of vocabulary knowledge, which have been &by many vocabulary
acquisition researchers in their studies (e.g. iHsen 1999, Qian 1998, 1999).

The framework described in this section will incduthe aforementioned
topics or dimensions along with the word assoamtgiudies in vocabulary
acquisition research. Furthermore, other relevaattars to be reviewed are the
attempts to differentiate between the L1 and L2 tadelexicons, as well as the
concept of a syntagmatic-paradigmatic shift in Irild 4 2 speakers in relation to
word knowledge development. Thus, the major comatams of researchers in the
field of word association studies, their findingelahe organization of the lexicon

will constitute the basis of the present study.

3.3.1. Lexical competence

Concerning the construct of lexical competenceds ipossible to choose
between a global description including one or twmeahsions, or a description of
separate traits including all the possible aspetisord knowledge. Meara (1996)
states that dealing with separate traits wouldrbpracticable because they have
continually being added to the description. Theefdhe proposes a model of
lexical competence with only two dimensions, sinel @rganization. However, a
specification of the different dimensions of lexicampetence is necessary in order
to establish a more precise model of lexical dgwalent to do research. Thus,
Henriksen (1999) proposes three dimensions of &xcompetence to strike a
balance between a global description and a sepawmite one. These are: (1) a
‘partial-precise knowledge’ dimension, (2) a ‘demthknowledge’ dimension, and
(3) a ‘receptive-productive’ dimension. A descrpti of these dimensions is

provided below.

Dimension 1: The partial- precise knowledge dimensn
This dimension, originally proposed by Meara (1996Jers to vocabulary
size or breadth, i.e. the number of words a peksmws. Many studies characterize

vocabulary knowledge as precise comprehension.ests,t this knowledge is
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operationalized as the ability to translate a tatgeguage word into the mother
tongue or to paraphrase it in the target languBggerent types of test formats have
been used for measuring vocabulary size in ordeptopare L2 learners’ different
levels of knowledge along the partial to preciseatsion.

Dimension 2: The depth of knowledge dimension

Read (1993) characterizes the concept of deptheaguality of the learner’s
vocabulary knowledge. In turn, Henriksen (1999) bagizes the fact that this
dimension is very complex since various types obvidedge that are essential
components of the full understanding of a word 3p5). Thus, a rich meaning
representation of a word involves knowledge of befierential meaning, that is, the
extensional relations between concept and refemhia word’s intensional or sense
relations to other words, such as paradigmatic. (syghonymy, antonymy,
hyponymy) and syntagmatic relations, that is, aaltmnal restrictions (p. 306). It is
necessary to use several test formats to ideniffgrent aspects of knowledge to
finally describe the quality or depth of vocabul&ryowledge. Word associations,

the topic of the present study, belong to this disnen of lexical competence.

Dimension 3: The receptive-productive dimension

Henriksen (1999) characterizes this dimension aktiowledge of a word a
learner has which enables him to use it in compreiba and production speech and
writing. Nevertheless, a clear definition of whateption and production mean is

still necessary.

Mapping meaning onto form and network building

Acquiring word meaning is a process that involvethtmapping onto form
and network building, that is to say, the processe$ developing semantic
understanding of a word, that is, definitional,erential, or extensional links and
working out the semantic relation of that word tbey lexical items of the mental

lexicon or network building, i.e. intensional linkglenriksen 1999: 308
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According to Aitchison (2003:199), the languagerea faces three tasks when
acquiring word meaning:

- Labeling: this term refers to the process of discmg which sequence of sounds is
used as a name for a thing or entity. It createsrmection between concept, sign,
and referent.

- Packaging: it refers to the process of discovertgch things can be packaged
together under one label and also to the procesdismiovering the range of
meanings of a word.

- Network building: this third term refers to the pess of discovering the sense
relations or intensional links between words, fiting words together in the same

semantic networks.

Researchers have focused on the initial processapiping meaning onto
form disregarding the process of network buildidthough in the last years
attempts have been made to deal with this proeegs\(Volter 2006, D. Helmut, J.
Milton, and J. Treffers-Daller. (Eds.) 2007). Theme a few explanations for this
tendency:

- The first aspect, i.e. mapping meaning onto fashe first and most central
phase in vocabulary learning, whereas network mglds a much later and

slower process.

- Researchers’ interest in the acquisition ofnmsoand verbs. For these word
classes the development of the extensional linkanisintegral part of the

learning process.

- The methodological problems involved in descripiexical progression of

network building.

Johnson-Laird, Hermann, and Chaffin (1984) haveedtthat there is a need

for a model or psychological theory of meaning tteat incorporate different levels
of representation, including both intensional argtesional links.
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Vocabulary acquisition described as development ahg the three dimensions

In order to attempt developing a model of lexicalelopment to guide L2

vocabulary acquisition research, Henriksen (1998jes that it is necessary to

identify the relations between the three dimenbnexical competence and the

processes of learning and use. Her proposals ieuvbk following relationships.

Development from partial to precise comprehension
Lexical development can be characterized as theemewnt from

vagueness about meaning to precision and masterfinef shades of
meaning. In acquiring word meaning, learner’s kremlgle of a lexical item
goes through different stages. First, he recogrtlzatsthe word exists in the
target language. The knowledge of this word changed undergoes
different degrees of partial knowledge towards jgeecomprehension. This
knowledge gradually changes and increases as therierce of the word

and of the target language expands.

Development along the depth of knowledge dimension

According to Henriksen (1999), the semantizatioocpss includes a
progression along dimension 1, i.e. partial to igecknowledge, and
dimension 2, i.e. depth of knowledge. She then #ualsdevelopment along
dimension 1 is related to the process of mappihat is to say, creating
extensional links via both labeling and packagwbereas dimension 2 is
primarily associated with network building, in tlsense that it creates
intensional links.

The relationship between dimensions 1 and 2

Henriksen asserts that development along dimen2idqdepth) is
seen as an important issue for lexical developnaobhg dimension 1
(partial to precise knowledge). Thus, in the precaisdeveloping a general

understanding of a word, the learner will firstlgMe to make a connection
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between sign and referent. In addition, he willbaleve to organize the
intensional relations between the items in theclaxset.

- Development from receptive to productive control

Henriksen states that it is a well-accepted faat tnly a limited
number of words that we know receptively will eumcome productive.
According to this, it is assumed that most lexitams initially enter the
learner’s receptive vocabulary and may only subsetiy become available
for productive purposes. In this sense Henriksemtsapplying a dichotomy
between receptive and productive vocabularies,shet is operating on a
continuum of receptive and productive vocabulary.

Henriksen suggests that depth of knowledge of #caéxtem is
important for precise understanding. Besides, meaning representation is

regarded as an essential factor for a word to beqmaductive.

- Relations among the different dimensions
Henriksen hypothesizes the importance of strongrielationships
among the three dimensions of lexical competenaty an emphasis on

network building.

Henriksen finally highlights the complexity of tteemantization process,
“especially the crucial role of strengthening thegamizational structure of the
learner’s lexicon 1999: 315). In addition she urgesearchers to view vocabulary
learning as both item learning and system changnegesses. Thus, according to
the author, vocabulary acquisition research shoofttentrate on the progression or
development of the learner’s interlanguage semaretiworks, being also necessary
to clarify the relationships between the dimensiaofs lexical competence
considering them as continua and to operationédizieal development along these

dimensions or continua.
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3.3.2.Word association studies

In linguistics, it is regular practice to classviyprds not only on the basis of
their meanings, but also on the basis of their amirence with other words. Thus,
this co-occurrence encloses a complex relation étwexical items, which is a
phenomenon perceived by language users. When facgigen word, speakers are
able to retrieve from their lexical mind-storageasied set of words that may relate
with the former one that triggered this inner pgcerhis mental relation has been
labeled ‘word association’ and it has become aromamt subject matter in the field
of lexical knowledge studies.

Word association studies focus on the processeslvied in word
association and were developed in the 1970s. Hmairis to elucidate the sequence
of ideas in thought, thus they have contributedthe study of conceptual
understanding. In addition, Vasiljevic (2008) assdhat their most significant
implications are related to: (1) establishment afazio-cultural perspective, (2)
analysis of the mental lexicon and L2 proficienapd (3) assessment of depth or
quality of word knowledge.

Similarly, word association studies have developsebns of measuring
lexical knowledge through the creation of testd flx@vide an insight into what
happens in a speaker’s mental lexicon. Thus, tteste are relevant because they
present a basis for studies of the word associatioranguage learners. Word
association tests have been used to examine hoplep@cquire, organize and
process lexical knowledge in L2. Moreover, the datatained from word
association studies can be used to enquire intdeahielopment of vocabulary depth,
productive vocabulary skills and lexical organieati which is the case of the
present study.

Word associations have had implications for diff¢mesearch areas, e.g. the
study of memory, child language acquisition, anéhgiialism (Meara 2009: xi).
Regarding the second area of research, child lagg@aequisition, it has been
postulated that when children acquire their L1stlt, they produce syntagmatic
associations, and as they become older they are likely to produce paradigmatic

associations; this is what has been called ‘synédigrparadigmatic shift’ (Entwisle
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1966). Some other researchers (Politzer 1978, 8@erl989) suggest that a
similar phenomenon —a shift- happens in L2 leatners

Word association tests have been explored asatiant tools in the belief
that they reflect fundamental characteristics & talations between words in the
mental lexicon (Zareva 2007, Fitzpatrick 2007). Thard association test was first
developed by Sir Francis Galton and later modibgdVilhelm Wundt near the end
of the nineteenth century (Stevens 1994). It wéslly used as a psychological
tool to study the subconscious mind and recentiy sy psycholinguists to explore
the mental lexicon. Word association tests may ldiféerent formats, i.e. the aural-
oral method, the aural-written method, the writteal method and the written-
written method, in which both the prompt words dne responses are provided in
different modes. However, it is important to higihli the idea that the underlying
principle is the same: stimulus words are presetddte subject, either verbally or
in written form, and they are required to resporithwhe first word or words that
come to their minds. The resulting word associatsothought to mirror the words
are stored and linked in people’s mental lexicamsiddition, the association would
assess some features of the depth of lexical kmigelelimension. According to
Zorana Vasiljevic (2008: 1):

“The relationship between the stimuli and the resgs can be
analyzed quantitatively or qualitatively. Quanfitat measures
such as the number of associative responses amatifgagth and
consistency are concerned with the degree of azgban of the
associative response domain. Qualitative measuramire the
nature of the relationship between stimulus worg$srasponses.”

As well, the author states that the developmemnwafd association tests is
based on principles and laws underlying verbal @aton such as contiguity,
contrast and similarity as well as frequency of dgbeing analyzed in a stimulus-

response context. Furthermore, they are widely usedgather information
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concerning the organization of the mental lexicom @he cognitive abilities of

individual subjects.

3.3.3 Recent studies on word association

1) Comparing the L1 and L2 mental lexicon: a deptimdividual word knowledge
model. Wolter, B. (2001)

According to Wolter (2001), researchers have gdiyesapported the notion
that the L2 mental lexicon is in many ways diffar&élom the L1 mental lexicon.
Channell (1990: 29) states that “evidence thatltBeuser's mental lexicon of a
given learner resembles the L1 user’s mental lexisosparse”. Similarly, Meara
(1982, 1984) claims that “there are good reasonddtieving that there might be
significant differences between the lexicon of ariher and that of a native speaker”
(1984: 231). In Meara’s studies, he states thatthl@ connections between words in
the second language learner’'s mental lexicon asedtable than the connections of
native speakers, (2) phonology appears to play ehmrmore prominent organizing
role in the L2 mental lexicon than it does for watspeakers, and (3) the semantic
links between words tend to differ in a systematiay from those of native
speakers.

The study carried out by Wolter (2001: 42) intetmlgonfirm or refute two
separate but closely related hypotheses:

1. The L2 mental lexicon of a non-native speaksatrigcturally similar to the L1
mental lexicon of a native speaker.

2. Depth of word knowledge (i.e. how well a word kaown) is a key
component for determining the degree of integrafmnthe individual words

that make up the structure of both the L1 and thenkental lexicon.

Traditionally, three types of responses have beensidered in word

association studies: paradigmatic, syntagmatic @ahonological or *“clang”
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responses. Paradigmatic responses are words frensaime word class as the
prompt word. In turn, syntagmatic responses beaeguential or collocational
relationship to the prompt word. Clang responses defined as responses that
resemble the prompt word only phonologically, begumo semantic connection.

In the studies done by Brown and Berkom (1960yjrE€1961) and others,
results show that the groups of older children poedl a higher proportion of
paradigmatic responses than the groups of yourgk&tren. Clang responses, on
the other hand, were shown to diminish with agee Timderlying assumption
behind this phenomenon is that this shift in respaype is related to some type of
lexical or cognitive development. The phenomen@ntbame to be known as the
syntagmatic-paradigmatic shift, or the developmieskéft in response type. It is
believed to occur for all words in a particular Watass across the mental lexicon.

Support for a structurally similar L1 and L2 mentakicon comes from
research into response types for English as a ddaoguage (ESL) learners. Piper
and Leicester (1980) found a significant differennethe mean proportion of
paradigmatic responses when comparing a group tiwen&nglish speakers, a
group of advanced Japanese ESL learners, and @ grbuapanese beginner
English learners. The results suggested that naspeakers produced more
paradigmatic responses to prompt words of the asdb adjective types than the
advanced learners, who had more paradigmatic respahan the beginner group.
There was little difference between the three gsowjph respect to nouns, a finding
that indicates that ESL learners, like native speakildren, demonstrate a shift in
response type in an early stage than other wosseta

Soderman (1993) found that the mean number ofdgareatic responses
was positively related to proficiency. In additiothe mean number of clang
responses tended to decrease with proficiency.skecand study, Séderman (1993)
compared highly proficient non-native speakers twaup of native speakers using
low and high frequency adjectives as prompt wortise results showed that
although native speakers did produce a higher nuwiygaradigmatic responses in
both groups of prompt words, in neither case wkeedifferences significant, and

both groups produced an equal number of “unusespaonses (clang, and others).
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It has been a long-standing practice for reseaschsing word association
tests for purposes of investigating the mentalclexito use words that are rather
common. This represents a drawback when tryingdake an accurate assessment,
because the words are presumably well-known. Thaah&xicon model that can
be derived from such a test is, therefore, limitBdtrapolating such results to
include the thousands and thousands of words takemp the mental lexicon of a
normal native speaker is tenuous at best. It i€ lieat the inclusion of lower-
frequency words can offer greater insight into thectioning of the L2 mental
lexicon. Stolz and Tiffany (1972) investigated h@wgroup of native speakers
would respond to low-frequency words. The resutlieweed a number of non-
nativelike responses to the prompt words on theflequency list, including clang
responses, responses that seemed to have origimateda word resembling the
prompt word only phonologically, and a much highssportion of words that were
simply unclassifiable.

To summarize the evidence for a structurally simila and L2 lexicon, there

are three patterns that must be considered:

1. Both native speakers of English and L2 learners ahstnate syntagmatic-
paradigmatic shifts in responses.

2. Both native speakers of English (when presentet Veiwv-frequency prompt
words) and learners of various levels of proficiepeoduce clang responses,
mediated responses, and responses that seem ceipnplaielated to the prompt
word.

3. A large diversity of responses can be found ind&ia of word association tests
collected for L2 learners. NS adults (again whesspnted with low-frequency
prompt words), and NS children.

(Wolter 2001: 45)
One of the factors that have been thought to adctar how words are
organized in both the L1 and L2 mental lexicon isravfrequency. However, it
seems that word frequency alone is not the mositsfiiee explanation, given that

the ratings are quite arbitrary; they have limiedue in helping us to predict which
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words are known by a particular individual. Thuse tability of word-frequency
rating to describe a psycholinguistic phenomende lihe structure of mental
lexicon is limited.

Another possible explanation is language proficyent would actually be
surprising if proficiency were unrelated to respoatterns. However, it cannot
account for the fact that NS adults tend to produme-nativelike responses to low
frequency prompt words. Correlation between a measn proficiency and
stereotypy of responses has failed to show anyf&gnt relationship. There seems
to be an underlying factor that is more capableacfounting for patterns of
response types. This underlying factor seems tthbedepth of individual word
knowledge (DIWK). A DIWK model deals with the coratiens in both the L1 and
the L2 mental lexicon as conditioned not by languagoficiency or word
frequency per se, but by how well particular woatdls known to a given speaker.

There are three aspects of DIWK that need furttegification:

» First, at any given time, a learner’s mental leriwdll probably look different
than that of most native speakers, as even advaleeeders have a smaller
stock of words in their L2 mental lexicon than mastive speakers. Besides,
the mental lexicon of all speakers is unstable,ywaords are known to varying
degrees.

» Second, the mental lexicon has traditionally beéswed from a holistic
perspective by looking at patterns of responsesacdifferent sections of the
population. By doing this, the mental lexicon d@nseen as a fixed structure
into which forms are fitted, and therefore, onaléaling with the connections
between the words rather than preexisting and osf@irsg structures containing
those words.

* Third, every word in the mind does not bear theesatatus. This concept is part
of the notion that the receptive vocabulary of eadqer of any language is larger
than his productive vocabulary, and it is also @b the model of the mental
lexicon being proposed here.

(Wolter 2001: 46-47)
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Considering all these conditions, it seems quassble that every word in
the mental lexicon is acquired individually, anddargoes developmental shifts
separately from other words in the mental lexidofollows that the mental lexicon
can be viewed as having a core vocabulary thaagmithe well-known words, and
various peripheral layers of vocabulary containvggds that are known to different
degrees. In this model, the strength of connecti®niefined by how well a word is
known, its proximity to the core vocabulary. Theref, paradigmatic responses
would be formed between words within the innerlesc syntagmatic connections
are slightly further out, and phonological connexsi are located at the periphery.
The closer to the center, the stronger the cororestre.

A model like this could account for the syntagmggaradigmatic shift for
all ages of native speakers and FL learners, tegepce of phonological responses
as well as the differences in the responses fonrtifierent samples of data. The
advantage of the DIWK model lies in the ability deal with incongruous data
between native speakers and non-native speakesppnees to high and low
frequency prompt words, and even the differencésdrn NS children and adults.

The real interest in DIWK lies in the subconscianections revealed
between the words forming the whole mental lexicamd the implications these
connections would have in helping to determine s eligpmental model capable of
accounting for the process by which words are natiegl into the mental lexicon.

In order to classify the responses obtained inrégearch, Wolter (2001)
used a well-known type of categorization which ires the following categories:
(1) paradigmatic category, used for a word whiclohgs to the same word class as
the prompt word; (2) syntagmatic category. Thidudes (a) words belonging to
different word classes from the prompt word whiblbw some kind of semantic or
syntactic relevance to the prompt word, and (b)dsdrom the same word class
that show a sequential or an affective relatiorth® prompt word, provided the
relation is overtly clear; (3) clang-other categoejers to responses that resemble

the prompt word only phonologically and resemblasththat are simply a different
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form of the prompt word; (4) no response categdilyis is used in the case of
participants who could not provide a reply to thenppt word.

As regards Depth of Individual Word Knowledge, thigdy used a Depth of
Individual Word Knowledge Test (DWIK test) to detene how well each of the
prompt words was known to each of the subjectsréffbee, DWIK was assessed
using the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) as dmwedl by Wesche and
Paribakht (1996) a combination of self-reported atemonstrated knowledge
(Wesche and Paribakht 1996: 30) and which can geoWIK scores on a scale of
1-5 which is, again, another type of nominal cléssiion that is not representative
of any particular interval value.

In order to test the two hypotheses, the data weatyzed in two ways. The
first hypothesis was tested by comparing pattefnregponses between groups for
each VKS category. To test the second one, thahddpvord knowledge is a key
factor in determining the structure of both thedrdd L2 mental lexicons, the mean
proportion of response types was assessed inarltdithe five categories derived
from the five possible scores on the VKS test. Wethpect to the results of the
study, Wolter (2001) points out that overall pattef responses were not of direct
relevance to the hypotheses. As would be expeti@sbd on the results of past
research, the NS group showed a tendency to produgesater proportion of
paradigmatic responses and a comparatively smalieportion of clang-other
responses. However, the NS group also produced gaemiproportion of
syntagmatic responses than did the group of NNS.

In terms of how similar the L1 and the L2 men&ditons are structured, the
results are somewhat mixed. According to the auytbiatistical analyzes revealed
that both groups did demonstrate a highly significeendency to respond in
accordance with patterns determined by the VKSescdfowever, there seemed to
be some deviation between the two groups, partigulghen the prompt words
were well known. Therefore, the two groups did potduce data to support the
notion that the L1 and the L2 mental lexicon aractrally similar in this case.

Regarding the patterns of responses for the VK&id VKS 2 categories,

there is a good deal of similarity between bothugsy in that no statistically

34



significant difference was detected between themgdor either of these categories.
In this light, it would seem that words that ard nell known by non-native and
native speakers tend to generate a lot of childiikeas has been suggested in this
study, non-nativelike responses. Although thisassurprising, it does give insights
into the seemingly loosely structured model of t2emental lexicon described in
previous research.

In reference to a syntagmatic-paradigmatic shift retation to word
knowledge, Stéderman (1993 in Wolter 2001: 62) ssggg¢hat “a syntagmatic
response is indicative of a good deal of lexicabwiedge, which goes beyond
simply knowing the meaning of a word, and shoulddgarded as indicative of a
lower degree of lexical knowledge regarding a pafér word.”

In general terms, lexical knowledge studies teadconcentrate on the
increase of paradigmatic responses rather thaménchange of the number of
syntagmatic ones, thus paradigmatic responses beee related to better more
native-like proficiency. Ervin (1961) presents affetient perspective in the
assessment of word association tests, highlightiveg fact that the increase of
paradigmatic responses is not inversely proportidioathe lowering in the
syntagmatic responses, but to the disappearardargf or nonsensical responses.

The syntagmatic-paradigmatic shift continues to dpgte vague and
imprecise; therefore, researchers have a preferfmca shift from semantically
meaningless responses to meaningful ones, implyamg increase in both
paradigmatic and syntagmatic responses. This neap@etive derives from the
results of certain native speakers who had a gretedency to produce
syntagmatic responses than paradigmatic ones. rEighesyntagmatic or a
paradigmatic dominant mental lexicon is proof opttheof word knowledge, and
neither native speakers nor non-native speakersicghee judged as more or less
proficient according to the type of responses.

Furthermore, the difference in responses can ldwt#d to a mixture of
depth and breadth of word knowledge, since thezestardies which affirm that the
tendency of the L1 mental lexicon to structure ltBemental lexicon diminishes in

relation to the improvement of proficiency. Howewere is also the case of highly

35



competent L2 learners whose mental lexicon is deitidedly influenced by L1
structure; a fact that should not be ignored orenestimated. This idea is based on
the fact that the studies in relation to it werearfd in depthand breadth of word
knowledge, so that, when presented with a prompidveo native speaker has a
propensity to produce paradigmatic responses, ¥amele, synonyms, for the
reason that the range and availability of possnlewers is wider than in the case of
a non-native speaker. This explains the varietyesponses to the same prompt
word by a group of native speakers.

In the context of a single-response test, thetebgi a number of possible
responses competing, either paradigmatic or syraéigneven clang responses; in
native speakers this process takes place subcosscim a short period of time,
and there will be an inclination to paradigmatispenses. Thus, a native speaker
manages a broader variety of these types of respofi$is tendency is not a proof
of higher proficiency, but of a more extensive stof words. So, when a non-native
speaker of high proficiency, or a native speakas, inore paradigmatic responses, it
cannot be concluded that this is due to a highecdélevel of development, but to
the simple fact of a larger mental lexicon.

The second hypothesis formulated by Wolter (20®), 4depth of word
knowledge is related to patterns of response tgpédth native and non-native”
was supported by the results of the study. Thamaadt Wolter to cautiously propose
a developmental model for the mental lexicon; “duld seem that the words in the
mental lexicon form connections in a somewhat syate fashion as they come to
be better understood.” (p 65)

The process of word knowledge should be considieocsd now on as a type
of “movement” from a state in which phonologicaldaother non-semantic links
predominate to a state in which paradigmatic andApmtagmatic connections
become predominant. This movement will not neglhet two first mentioned
states, but it will refer to the change of the daoamit state.

The importance of this study remains in the dleatfon of the L2 mental
lexicon, which is not as randomly and loosely duted as it was considered to be

in the past. Additionally, in testing non-nativeesgers, it should be noted that the
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L2 mental lexicon is smaller than or not as protkecas the native lexicon. Taking
this into account, research on word associatiomaigpe extrapolated on in order to
develop a comprehensive model of L2 mental lexidonfuture studies, word

association tests should aim at examining the defpitidividual word knowledge.

2) Word class influence on word association test tesiNissen and Henriksen
2006

In the area of word class influence on word assiocigest results, Nissen
and Henriksen’s (2006) findings and proposals eamng this issue are described
below. The first assumption made by the authothas “word associations reflect
fundamental characteristics of the relations betwaerds in the mental lexicon”
(p. 389). L1 and L2 word association tests haverigsd and explored lexical and
cognitive development of both native and non-naspeakers. In her studies on
large-scale L1 associations, Entwisle (1966) ndted there was a syntagmatic-
paradigmatic shift in L1, believed to occur betwetbe ages of 6 to 8. This
phenomenon was defined as a function of languagesexe and knowledge of the
individual word, since acquisition and consolidataf words in the mental lexicon
are manifested through the change of associatiieviber from clang response3
syntagmatic response® paradigmatic response?® late syntagmatic responses
(1966: 74).

In addition, recent studies (Soderman 1993, Na20éi4) show that this
shift can also be identified in the associationsaf-native speakers. This finding
refutes Meara’s proposal (1984) that L1 and L2 mieleixicons are different from
each other. According to Namei (2004: 382), thdtghi L1 and L2 is not an
organizational characteristic of the whole menttidon but a developmental
feature of every individual word, indicating incsed lexical knowledge.

Nissen and Henriksen (2006) state that the inflaesfcword class of the
prompt words in word associations tests as wethasdegree of knowledge of the
individual word are of major importance in termsasfociative behavior. Although

the issue of word class influence on test reswtsriot been thoroughly explored in
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the discussion of L2 associative behavior, Clai®9@) and Kallkvist (1999) note
that response types and associative behavior sedme affected by word class,
which points to the fact that word class is an uefitial factor in language
acquisition and in the integration of words in thental lexicon.

The hypotheses formulated by Nissen and Henrik3@@6) are: “(1) In the
L1 word association test, the proportionpafradigmaticresponses will be larger
than the proportion of syntagmatic responses. {Zhé L2 test, the proportion of
syntagmatiaesponses will be larger than the proportion sagematic responses.
(3) Nounswill elicit more paradigmatic responses than veabd adjectives in both
tests, i.e. the distribution of responses types diifer according to the word class
of the prompt word in the L1 test as well as in iRetest.” (p. 391-392).

Other factors that may affect the integration @@ in the mental lexicon

and thus influence response patterns in word estsocitests are:

knowledge of the individual word (S6dermar®39Wolter 2001)

- word frequency (S6derman 1993, Wolter 2001)

- whether or not the word denotes concrete or alistreatter (Kolers
1963, Jin 1990, Nelson and Schreiber 1992, det@r@89, 1993)

- whether or not the word generates a mental imagejts imageability
(de Groot 1989)

- whether or not the L2 word in question is a closgnate of an L1 word
(de Groot 1993). (p.392).

The dependent variable controlled by Nissen andrikean (2006) was
response types, while the independent ones werd wlass of the prompt word,
and language, i.e. Danish (L1) and English (L2).

The authors point out that little is known abouw thfluence of test mode on
test results. Nevertheless, they explain why thegdua certain method and why
others were left aside. Cramer (1968) claims thatlyo presented prompt words

will lead to a higher proportion of paradigmaticspenses than prompt words
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presented in visual form. In turn, Clark (in Grenda and Nienhus 2001: 570) notes
that syntagmatic responses are influenced by trextdhn of writing (from left to

right). Thus, written responses will favor syntagimanswers. Besides, Nissen and
Henriksen refer to the need of preventing chainbhgesponses, i.e. triggering
associations from previous prompt words so theygesgthat answers should be

written in columns and not in contiguous linest ¥eaining may still occur.

When referring to the list of prompt words, thehews report that they
applied the following criteria: firstly, they usedlation’s Vocabulary Levels Test
because it allowed them to select a fair numbewaifds from each word class.
Secondly, frequency of prompt words was controdiahlus minimizing influences
on test results. Thirdly, high frequency promptrdgowere commonly used words,

which were likely to be known by L2 participants.

Regarding the three hypotheses of the study, ébearchers obtained the
following results: the L1 results indicated a meihance of syntagmatic responses
over paradigmatic ones, contrary to what was ptedicThe second hypothesis was
confirmed, since the L2 responses showed a predmoén of syntagmatic
relationships. In a follow-up study Nissen and Hksen (2006) asked informants to
respond with two words and the findings are regbes follows: “In both the L1
and L2 test we find a relatively constant predomagaof syntagmatic responses, a
decrease in paradigmatic responses in the caseond response associations, and
consequently an increase in other and no respoigblesitiksen and Nissen 2006:
396). Therefore, no major differences occurred betweest &nd second response
associations. Concerning the third hypothesisjlt®slemonstrated that word class

influenced the informants’ word association behabigth in their L1 and L2.

When discussing word class influence on responsterpa, Nissen and
Henriksen refer to research done in L1 lexical &itjan (Clark1993, Kallvist
1999). This influence may make syntagmatic respois¢he L1 test predominant.
This phenomenon may be explained by the processcadisition and semantic
organization of nouns, verbs and adjectives. Atmtloenent of acquiring the mother

tongue, the child learns to denote concrete ohjeetsnouns, earlier than abstract
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words, and these take longer to process. Thissis applicable to L2 acquisition.

Nouns are supposedly more highly integrated indontiental lexicon than verbs and
adjectives because “(a) their meaning is often notearly defined and less abstract
the meaning of verbs and adjectives and thereéaser to process cognitively, (b)
nouns have been known to the language user fongefotime than verbs and

adjectives and (c) therefore are possibly alsanatied into and consolidated in the
word web to a higher degree than verbs and adgtiNissen and Henriksen

2006: 402). In addition, knowledge of nouns appearde crucial in verb and

adjective acquisition since verbs and adjectivesratated to nouns by involving

them in action or providing them with charactedstor properties.

Verbs are more cognitively complex for the chilécause (1) their lack of
shape, (2) sometimes their meanings overlap, anthéy are often polysemantic
and add meaning from particles attached to theto@adions). In turn, “adjectives
are difficult to decode and acquire because theycanceptually abstract, and less
well-defined and delimited than nouns” (Nissen &fathriksen 2006: 402).

3) Structure of the second language mental lexicow: thoes it compare to native

speakers’ lexical organization? Zareva 2007

One recent study on word association is the onea Zareva (2007), who
presents one of the questions commonly asked iondetanguage (L2) lexical
research: “how L2 learners’ patterns of lexicalamgation compare to those of
native speakers (NSs).” (Zareva 2007: 123). A mwpant of research approaches
this question by using word association tests. Hewethe role of language
proficiency of L2 learners’ lexical knowledge haetrbeen taken into account,
particularly the quantitative and the qualitatiatprns of meaning connections. As
well, the strength of the relationship between ¢hpatterns has not been deeply
studied, even though the general idea seems todbéhiey are interrelated. In order
to address these concerns, Zareva (2007) presents faditional distinctions
between qualitative and quantitative patterns ofamm® connections in first

language word association research; then, the auéfers to the application of
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word association tests in L2 studies and to somdirfgs concerning L2 learners’
vocabulary structure. Finally, she reports heriandluding native speakers and L2
learners of English, whose results show that tlfflerénce between L2 speakers’
and native speakers’ lexical knowledge organizai®muantitative rather than
qualitative.

In relation to word association research in L1te¥a (2007) mentions that
there is a big quantity of assumptions which commnfthe idea that language
associative behavior might be revealing of the dogn processes of human
thought. The organization of the word associatibas been typically described
guantitatively and qualitatively in L1 research. aQtitative measures are used to
indicate the characteristics of the organizatiothefassociative domain, taking into
account the number of associations. Qualitative sunes have been applied to

describe the characteristics of the word associatmmain of language users.

Concerning word association tests in L2 reseatahgva (2007) states that it
is possible to distinguish several lines in theddj all of them differing in the way
in which L2 association patterns are approachedebier, she mentions the fact
that word association tests have been interpreted different perspectives: socio-
cultural; from the point of view of language praéincy and associative behavior; in
terms of depth of vocabulary knowledge; and theanization of the L2 mental
lexicon. In addition, the author points out thaédé lines constitute a valuable
contribution to the understanding of the relati@iween associative behavior and

the factors that influence the organization of s2ng’ meaning connections.

With respect to Zareva’'s (2007) study, one pehre discusses is the use of
word association tests. She asserts that it uklpadepends on the theoretical
perspective from which the data is interpreted.tif@armore, the author postulates
that word associations represent the way in whiemastic information is
structured in memory. Accordingly, as pointed oyiNelson (1977 in Zareva 2007:
142), “the study of word association structure isother approach to the
organization of semantic memory, a subject worthystody on its own terms,

without regard to its connection to linguistic @gaitive function”. In consequence,
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in L2 research, word association tests have ofteenbused to study how L2
learners organize their lexical knowledge and hbe structure of their mental
lexicons compares to the features of native spealeticons. As another important
consideration, Zareva (2007) mentions that herystuds designed to probe the
gualitative and quantitative features of L2 leashdexical knowledge as their

proficiency increases.

Finally, Zareva (2007) concludes that there are ntitaive but not
qualitative differences in the structure patterhierical knowledge between native
and L2 learners of English. The quantitative défezes were noticed in the
intermediate learners’ group of subjects, while ligatavely there was a greater
proportion of paradigmatic than syntagmatic assimcia for familiar words. The
author postulates that this phenomenon can be ieedlaon the basis of the
subjects’ well-developed cognitive skills as wedltaeir familiarity with the words
they were exposed to in the test. For future reseatareva (2007) suggests a more
comprehensive examination of word familiarity arfte tway it influences the
development of meaning connections, as well aspshiets to the impact word
features may have in the qualitative and quanigatharacteristics of L2 learners’
associations.

In sum, the analysis of the word association dateated by advanced and
intermediate learners of English revealed quantédiut not qualitative differences
in the patterns they develop to structure theiicixknowledge. The quantitative
differences were most noticeable in the intermediaarner group, who differed
from the other groups in the overall number, stgbind diversity of meaning
connections among words they were already famii#n. Qualitatively, adult L2
learners, like NS, show a preference for a greateportion of paradigmatic than
syntagmatic connections for familiar words, whishmost probably an artifact of
their well-developed cognitive skills as well agithword familiarity. In any event,
it will be valuable to find out more about the wémiliarity influences the
development of meaning connections, as well aswiég word features, such as
lexical class and frequency of occurrence affeetgbalitative and the quantitative

characteristics of L2 learners’ associative domains
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With respect to the proposal concerning the syngdigaparadigmatic shift
in word knowledge, it has been claimed that wheildidn acquire vocabulary in
their L1, at an initial state they produce syntaienassociations, and when they
become older this associations tend to be moredjgamatic. According to some
researchers (e.g. Politzer 1978, S6derman 1988)syhtagmatic-paradigmatic shift

may also be experienced by L2 learners.
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3.3.4. Taxonomy of word association responses apgliin the present study

In the present study, responses elicited by meaaswnrd association test
will be classified into five categories: paradigioatsyntagmatic, phonological,
other, and no response.

(1) Paradigmatic category. This refers to words whiobmsa clear semantic relation to
the prompt word and are substitutable for one amoith a well-formed syntactic
string regardless their grammatical categoriess Toinnection may be one of the
following semantic relations: synonymy (esgall/little), antonymy (e.gbuy/sel),
hyponymy, including co-hyponymy (e.dpitter/sweet/soyr and hyperonymy
(animal/rabbi), and meronymy (e.getal/rose.

(2) Syntagmatic category. This refers to word respomeksed syntactically and/or
sequentially to the prompt word. Thus they can ccdo in grammatically well-
formed expressions. They can also be compoundsdimg) the prompt word or its
derivatives (e.gdinner/table, devil/he)l

(3) Phonological category. This refers to word respsndbat are not semantically
related to the prompt word but only resemble it rpiogically (e.g.mock/cock,
limp/pimp

(4) Other. This category includes the following typere$ponses: (a) words without
semantic connections to the prompt word; (b) answewhich the subjects express
personal attitudes; (c) indefinite pronouns (sushrg/thing, somebody, something,
everybody, etg, (d) reflexive pronouns (likeneself, yourself, himself, etc(e)
general pronouns (for instanpeople, thing, person, elc(f) exclamations; and (g)
responses clearly chained to the previous ones.

(5) No response. This refers to the absence of a reply.
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3.4 Methodology

3.4.1 Participants

The subjects were 45 randomly selected universitgients. Their ages
ranged from twenty to twenty-seven. These partidipabelonged to two
different groups: (1) 30 Chilean learners of Ertgles a foreign language and
(2) 15 native speakers of English. The non-natpeaker group was constituted
by learners at two levels of communicative compegenntermediate and
advanced. The non-native participants were secaomld faurth year students
from the academic program Licenciatura en Lenguditgratura Inglesas,
offered at the Departamento de Linguistica, Fadulide Filosofia y
Humanidades, Universidad de Chile. For the purposé#ss study, second-year
students were considered ‘intermediate’ while fowear students, ‘advanced’
learners. The native speaker group was composedir®rican students: 10 of
them were taking different courses at two univessitin Santiago, 4 were
former exchange students at Universidad de Chilé,reow they are continuing
their studies in the U.S.A. The other native speakalso a former exchange
student but he returned to the U.S.A. to gradwatd, now, he has settled down

in Chile and works for a news agency.
3.4.2Data
3.4.2.1 Data elicitation
The data for the study were elicited by means efdpplication of
the same word association test to both non-natpealers and native
speakers of English. The test for the non-nativeakers was given in two

different sessions, for the intermediate and adedrstudents, separately. As

for the native speakers, half of the tests wasmgivethe same way non-
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native speakers took them; the other half receitrexl test via e-mail,
answered it, and sent the answer sheet back.

3.4.2.2 Instrument

In the study, the written-written method for therdi@ssociation test
was chosen in that it is assumed to be a bettensne& accessing the
subconscious connections existing in the mind tldiner competing
methods. In addition, another advantage of usirggrtiethod is that it allows
the gathering of a major amount of data in a neddyishort period of time.

The word association test applied consists of 40mpt words
chosen from the test designed by Nissen and HemiK2006). These
applied linguists chose the 90 words used in thest from Nation’s
Vocabulary Levels Test, Test A (in Schmitt 2000y arest B (in Nation
2001). These 90 words belong to the 2000 and 8@96 frequency levels.
These levels, according to Read (2000: 119), repte$he high-frequency
words that all learners need to know in order tocfion effectively in
English”. The 40 stimulus words chosen by the nesegroup were those
that were thought to occur more frequently. Consaty, it was assumed
that these words would probably belong to the 20@f6d level. This
criterion was adopted in order to reduce the numbelang or no responses
by the intermediate learners of English.

Furthermore, in order to avoid any influence fromrevclass on the
participants’ response patterns, words were chda&img into account
Nissen and Henriksen’s (2006) suggestions. Thuestekt consisted of 20
nouns, 10 adjectives and 10 verbs. In additiorrde/®elonging to the same
word class were presented in a random order. Thiipants were asked to
produce one response for each prompt word.

The test was preceded by the following writtenrunsions:
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“The following test is a word association test.

1. You will see a set of slides with one word edtdich word will be
numbered and shown only once.

2. Read the word, and then in the answer sheeewhi¢ first word that
comes to your mind. Please fill each blank witHNMG& E word.

3. Try to avoid the use of indefinite pronodike ‘anything’, ‘somebody’,

‘something’ or ‘everybody’; reflexive pronoussch as ‘oneself’, ‘yourself’,

‘himself’; general nounsuch as ‘people’, ‘thing’, ‘person’;_proper nouns
and compounds
4. Write the answer in the corresponding blank aditwy to the number

given in each slide. The change of each slidebeilindicated by a sound.

The following examples followed the instructions:
1) Prompt word: star

Response: sky
2) Prompt word: walk

Response: street”

(See word association test in Appendix 7.1)

3.4.2.3 Piloting the word association test

In order to confirm that the design and formathe tvord association
test were adequate for the purposes of the st@grdmpt words, out of the
40 that were to be included in the test, were ahdsepiloting the test with
the seminar group members and the research sesuiparvisor. The prompt
words were displayed in a PowerPoint presentatitath slide contained
one word that was shown for ten seconds. As thendbwas a written-
written one, the responses were produced in writihge PowerPoint
presentation intended to allow the same amountnaé to participants to

respond to the prompt word.
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After administering the pilot test, some modifioas were necessary
in order to improve the design of the test anduppeoming application. The
time assigned to show each slide with a prompt wead lengthened from
10 to 15 seconds. Another adjustment was to addiadsbetween slides to
make the participants aware that the word was afoocthange. Finally, one
last modification concerned the instructions of thst. It was considered
advisable to attempt to avoid certain kind of rem@s such as “person”,
“people”, and “somebody”; so these specific indiares were included in
the introduction to the test. After the modificasowere made, the test was

ready to be applied.

3.4.2.4 Test administration

The advanced L2 learner group (fourth year studlemés asked to
come to a special session in order to give thentdsieat the faculty. Some
of the seminar group members administered the tesshg the necessary
equipment to project the slides. Instructions e students were given
orally in English. They received an answer she¢t wWie same instructions,
which were included at the beginning of the PowerPpresentation. After
the explanation of the test procedure in Englibk, gresentation began. At
the end, the 15 participants present handed inattssvers sheets. There
were 4 remaining students who gave the test dfiersession, in the exactly
same conditions.

Intermediate L2 learners (second year) took theaksr a class. We
asked permission to the professor. In the clase tivere 15 students. The
test was taken following the same procedure aadwanced students.

In the case of native speakers, the test was asimiad differently.
The test was sent by e-mail to most of them. Orotieehand, the exchange
students who were in Chile at the time we begarésearch were given the

test as a home assignment by their Spanish teashieoskindly cooperated
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with the study. Later, the teachers handed in &spanses to the research
group. In the case of the exchange students whe natrin Chile, the test
was sent to them by e-mail, attaching the PowetPpiasentation, the
answer sheet, and clear instructions. The sameguoe was followed in the
case of the native speaker who is living in Chileeir responses were sent a
week after the test had been mailed to them.

In cases in which participants were unfamiliar witbrd association
tests or when they still did not understand whatyttvere supposed to do,
instructions were given again. Finally, particiganwvere encouraged to
respond to as many prompt words as possible.

3.4.3Data analysis

3.4.3.1 Criteria for data analysis

The following criteria were adopted for the datalgsis:

1. Spelling mistakes were not taken into accouneérwhnalyzing the
responses; thus, every response counted as vagdrdiess their
spelling, as long as they resembled closely thgetaword (e.g.
maravillous — marvelous).

2. Some prompt words could belong to two wordgss#s, nouns and
verbs. In spite of the fact that in these casewibrel class was added to
the word in the slides, some participants resportdethem either as
nouns or as verbs. For the purposes of the analysse replies were

considered as responses to the word class theipartis had chosen.
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3.4.3.2 Procedure for data analysis

The following procedure was followed in the datalgsis:

1. Digitalization of the responses for better ngang. (in one sheet each
prompt word with its responses).

2. Digital listing of every response accordinghe participants’ groups:
intermediate L2 learners (second year studentslaremtd L2 learners
(fourth year students) and native speakers.

3. Classification of responses into the five categgoof the taxonomy,
according to their relation to the prompt word: tegmatic,
paradigmatic, phonological, other, and no response.

4. Each response was assigned a letter that idehtif as being a
paradigmatic response (P), syntagmatic (S), otberghonological (Ph)
and no response (NR).

5. Classification of paradigmatic responses, agngrtb their semantic
relation to the prompt word: synonymy, antonymypdyymy (co-
hyponymy), meronymy, and hyperonymy. This sub-d&sgion was
used to make the data analysis more rigorous.

6. Counting the number of responses belonging tch esategory
produced by each participant group separately.

7. Counting the number of responses belonging tch esategory
produced by the non-native speaker groups anddatmeerspeaker group.
8. Calculation of percentages of every responsaat group.

9. Drawing graphs to report the results obtainethéndata analysis.
The research group members organized the anak/éudleaws:
At the beginning of the data analysis, all the aesle group and the

research seminar supervisor analyzed responsethéoga order to adopt

certain analysis criteria, detect possible problemsthe classification
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scheme, and to make decisions on the basis of sensns between the
members of the group. It was decided that the @paint group that should
be analyzed first was the one composed by natigakgrs. This procedure
was adopted to facilitate the subsequent analystseanon-native speakers’
responses. Then, the non-native responses fromadvanced learners
followed, to later finish with the non-native resises from the intermediate
learners.

Later on, the research group was subdivided inteetlgroups that
were assigned a certain number of tests to analjlzen the tests were
exchanged among the groups in order to promote benwty of criteria
and consistency of the procedure. Thus, each tastamalyzed twice with
the purpose of reaching the aimed consensus. lii@ddhe analyzes were
checked by all the members of the research group the research

supervisor.
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4. Discussion of results

In this section, the results obtained in the stwdlybe described and discussed. The
discussion below follows the order of the reseawgh-questions, which were embedded
within the macro-question, “What are the quantmatiand qualitative differences and

similarities between native and non-native speakevsd associations?” (Section 3.2)

a. Which type of word association (i.e. paradigmasightagmatic, phonological or
other) shows the most significant difference betwe®ative and non-native
speakers?

b. Which type of word association (i.e. paradigmasightagmatic, phonological or
other) shows the most significant similarity betweeative and non-native
speakers?

As these research sub-questions aim at the typevarfl association
responses, both will be answered together.

In relation to question (a), Figure 1 shows the thsignificant difference
between native and non-native participants’ (inegtrate and advanced) responses
which lies in the category of paradigmatic assomnst As expected on the basis of
the results of previous studies, the proportionpafadigmatic native speakers’
responses was higher than the one of the non-ngitbegp (native speakers 36% vs.
non-native speakers 25.83%). This result may bketinto the proposal of a
syntagmatic- paradigmatic shift which would occarpaoficiency in the L1 and L2
increases.

With respect to question (b), there was a siitylan the frequency of
occurrence of the category of syntagmatic respomsesative and non-native
speakers, i.e. more than half of the answers shawveghtagmatic relation to the
prompt word (native speakers 58.50%, non-nativealsgrs 58.25%). Thus, the
proportion is almost alike. It should be stated thé finding is unexpected when
compared to results in similar studies. This sintacould be explained on the
basis of the lack of stability in terms of the ieswf WA tests reported in several

previous studies. Another possible explanation nsaisle’s (1966 in Nissen and
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Henriksen 2006) late syntagmatic notion, which isaracteristic of adults’
associations and may be an indicator of lexicaMkadge development. Thus, the
amount of syntagmatic responses might reflect tireelement of word associations
in advanced L2 learners.

Percentage of Responses

Combined Comparison

70,00%

58,25%  58,50%

60,00% A

50,00% A

40,00% - B Non-native

B Native

30,00% A

20,00% -+ 13,42%

10,00% - 250%

0% 0,17% 0,50%

0,00% -

Paradigmatic Syntagmatic Other Phonological No response

Type of Response

Figurel. Mean proportion of native and non-natisgogiations

Which type of native speakers’ word association tias highest frequency of
occurrence?

Which type of non-native speakers’ word associahasn the highest frequency of
occurrence?

As these research sub-questions aim at the higfegstency of occurrence of word
association responses, both will be answered tegeth

Native speakers, as shown in Figure 2, had a higlecentage of
syntagmatic responses than paradigmatic ones. Howeahe proportion of
paradigmatic responses was higher compared taelhedncy of occurrence of the
non-native speakers groups (syntagmatic 58.5%aradpmatic 36%).

The non-native speakers’ answers in Figure 3, ptedea noticeable
difference between the two types of responses dmaratic 25.83% vs.
syntagmatic 58.25%), this can be accounted forhiey dyntagmatic-paradigmatic

shift occurring in L2 learners.
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The fact that there was a larger amount of syntéigmasponses in the non-
native speakers group could perhaps be explainetthdypossible organization of
the mental lexicon. It may be suggested that thetahdexicon is organized in a
‘horizontal-sequential’ (e.g. syntactic and gramuoat relations) rather than
‘vertical-selective structure’ (e.g. lexical senséations), and this would affect the
way in which mental relations between words arestrocted. It may be said, then
that at an initial stage the mental lexicon is aigad horizontally, and as the
proficiency of the learners and speakers improttes,vertical-selective structure
may be developed without modifying or suppressimg horizontal one, already
acquired or learnt. With this development, the rakfexicon evolves to a higher
level, i.e. a network of words. In turn, the pagmdatic association is more
complex, hence the scope of possible word assongis limited when compared

to the syntagmatic relations, which seem to beese#asi the subjects.

Percentage of Responses

Native Speakers

70%
60% -
50% -
40% - 36%
30% -
20%
10% 4.83%

0% -

58.50%

0.17% 0.50%

paradigmatic syntagmatic other phonological noresponse
Type of Response

Figure2. Native speakers’ responses
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Percentage of Response
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70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Non-native Responses

58.25%

25.83%

13.42%

paradigmatic syntagmatic

0.00%

2.50%
e

ather

Type of Response

phonological

noresponse

Figure 3. Non-native speakers’ responses

syntagmatic responses when compared to paradigroags in the case of L2
learners could have occurred because of the teadtmategies used in English
Language classes. When new lexical items are tatlghy are generally presented
in chunks, including collocational patterns.

to the elicitation of more syntagmatic responsdberathan paradigmatic ones.
Since it was a test consisting of only one promptdvand one association, more
syntagmatic/sequential responses may have beegeteid Had the test been

different, consisting, for example, of more thare @association per prompt word,

results would have been different.

In addition to what has been discussed above, ifeeh proportion of

Besides, it is important to point out the fact ttreg test design may have led
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e. Will advanced non-native speakers’ associationgrioee native-like than those

produced by intermediate non-native speakers becaigheir higher proficiency
level in the target language? In other words, howihe intermediate and advanced

learners compare?

As can be seen in figures 4, 5 and 6, the propodfesyntagmatic responses
of both non-native speakers groups is the largestpared to the other types of
responses obtained. In the intermediate learnemupgrthe proportion of
syntagmatic responses is 57.33% while the paradigrmoae is 20.83%. In turn, the
advanced non-native learners’ proportion of syntgmmassociations is 59.17%
while the paradigmatic association proportion cgponds to 30.83% of the total.
Therefore, as expected, the learners that resembliage speakers the most was the

advanced group.

Percentage of Responsas

Non-Native Group Comparison
70 0094

- 50 3,
fO Aoy Sy g 7

50 00%

L000% A

30.83% B2nd year
30 00% 4 Bdth year
20,329
20 00% 17 17%
. B7%
000 4 57%
J 339%
0009 - : : .
paradigmatic  syntagmatic other phonological noresponse
Type of Response

Figure 4. Non-native speakers’ responses comparison
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Percentage of Response

2nd Year

70.00%

57.33%

BO.00% A
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%

10.00% 4.67%

paradigmatic syntagmatic other phonological noresponse

0.00%

Type of Response

Figure 5. Intermediate non-native speakers’ resg®ns

Percentage of Response

4th Year

70.00%

59.17%
60.00%

50.00% A

40.00% A
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30.00% A

20.00% A
9.67%

10.00%
| | 0.33%
0.00% T T T

paradigmatic syntagmatic other phonological no response

Type of Rasponse

Figure 6. Advanced non-native speakers’ responses

As stated above, the advanced non-native speakewed a salient
tendency to produce responses that can be regasiathtive-like’. This finding
can be attributed to the proficiency level varialridlanguage learning. This fact

suggests the strong influence of the level of cdempee reached through the years

57



studying the foreign language at university. If w@mpare advanced non-native
speakers’ responses to the ones given by interteedian-native speakers, the
advanced group responses were closer to nativerssp than the intermediate
ones. The reason why there is such a differencedeet them is the larger quantity
of input exposure experienced during the third y&fathe academic program the
participants were taking. The third year curriculimsludes a larger number of
courses whose contents are more linguistically eaeling compared to those in
previous years. Taking these variables into comata®, it is reasonable to assume
that the third year of the academic program camsst a crucial period in terms of

foreign or second language acquisition.
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5. Conclusions

The framework used in this study was specific aidhe same time, comprehensive,
covering research work from applied linguists wéhlong-standing tradition in word
knowledge studies. In addition, the study reviewedent research on word associations in
order to become acquainted with the latest findiags proposals about this area of
enquiry.

From this study on one aspect of depth of lexicadWledge, word associations, the
following conclusions can be drawn in relation t learners’. First of all, the theoretical
framework was useful for the purpose of analyzir®)word associations produced by
learners at two proficiency levels. It can be ckdrthat through the word association
analysis it is possible to gain an insight into pinecesses that might occur in the L2 mental
lexicon concerning the development of vocabularpwedge. Thus, it is possible to
assume that the semantic network is enhanced r@Bngavolves to more complex stages,
thus configuring a more intricate net of word asstians at both paradigmatic and
syntagmatic levels.

Second, although not expected, the L1 anddrBigipants in the study presented a
tendency to produce a larger quantity of syntagmegsponses over paradigmatic ones.
This behavior could be explained in terms of thie Eyntagmatic theory regarding lexical
knowledge development. According to Entiwstle (1866lissen and Henriksen 2006), late
syntagmatic responses are characteristic of adsttcgations. They involve an enlargement
in meaning due to a richer and more flexible intetgtion of a concept; thus, syntagmatic
responses indicate lexical knowledge developmetitieiOresearchers have claimed that
such a process occurs in child language acquisiti@vertheless, this process was also
observable in the native and non- native speaketfsei study.

With regard to the differences between native spesaknd non-native speakers in
terms of word associations, the study led to theckssion that the higher the level of
proficiency, the more native-like the responseshenpart of the L2 learners. In fact, when
comparing L2 intermediate learners’ and advancetnkys’ word associations, their
responses were considerably different with resp@dhe elicitation of syntagmatic and

paradigmatic responses. It was observed that addan2 learners’ word associations are
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the ones that more closely resemble those prodbgedative speakers. A plausible
explanation of this difference is the big amountngfut that subjects are exposed to in the
third year of the Licenciatura en Lengua y Literatinglesa academic program offered at
Universidad de Chile. This exposure leads to tlseimption that this period is critical in
terms of L2 acquisition and deepening of lexicab\kiedge.

Another important finding was the observation af titcurrence of a syntagmatic-
paradigmatic shift in intermediate and advancedldé&ners, since the number of both
syntagmatic and paradigmatic responses increasedl thie intermediate to the advanced
levels.

Moreover, the study drew attention to the imporéainé both paradigmatic and
syntagmatic associations, as it can be claimed lib#t reflect the organization of the
mental lexicon.Therefore, the appropriate performance in a fordggnguage is not only
given by the fact of knowing a certain amount ofrdgobut also by having access to them
in order to use them properly in order to commueicafficiently in that language. In
addition, paradigmatic associations reflect thellabgity of words for speakers to select
them from their mental repertoire, while syntagmatssociations reflect the appropriate
selection and sequential word ordering in a certaontext to bring successful
communication about.

From an evaluative perspective, it is relevantddrass the characteristics of the test
applied in the study, which will be discussed imte of its limitations and potentialities,
along with some suggestions for future researchthm field. Firstly, concerning the
limitations of the study, some problems were facesjarding the test format,
administration, and data analysis. Regarding teefeemat, it might have influenced, to a
certain extent, the occurrence of syntagmatic nesp® since it might have facilitated the
sequential association of words as commented inptieeious section of this report.
Concerning the test, an interview with the subjetsr the administration of the test would
have been necessary in order to establish the measby the subjects came to their
responses. This interview might have provided &éebeinderstanding of the subjects’ word
associations. With respect to this drawback, dugnte restrictions, the group could not
hold an interview with the participants. It is segted that this should be done in further

research to enable researchers to make a moreasedata analysis.
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Regarding the limitations brought about by therimeent, during the data analysis
it became evident that there were difficulties witle choice of some prompt words (e.g.
marble, either a noun or an adjective). Some gjyadbould be used to make subjects avoid
word class ambiguity. Due to this ambiguity, som#iadiities were faced during the
analysis of the data, such as the classificatiaegfonses into paradigmatic or syntagmatic
ones.

In relation to the potentialities of this studygetkest design allowed the group to
easily analyze the subjects' responses, due teriten-written format. Also, the test was
given in a relatively short period of time, no mdhan 15 minutes. Furthermore, it was
possible to send the test via e-mail, which featit! its administration. Besides, subjects
were in a comfortable environment, under no pressuistress.

Concerning the data analysis, participants’ respere each prompt word were
grouped in a new sheet (one page for each prompt amd its responses), and they were
subsequently analyzed. Therefore, it was possiblave a wide view of the responses, not
being influenced by the answers of other prompt dsorThe prompt words were
specifically selected after an exhaustive searchasmalysis of different authors’ word lists.
The word choice criteria were their frequency o€wecence and their meanings. In this
way, the occurrence of the ‘no response’ categang veduced, especially in the case of
intermediate L2 learners. The low frequency of ommce of ‘phonological associations’
and ‘no responses’ validates the adequacy of stedesign. This may constitute one of the
main achievements of the present study.

Finally, the following considerations could leadimprovements in future research
studies in the field. The number of participantewt be larger in order to be able to
generalize results about the different groups dfjesuis and their responses to word
associations. In addition, regarding the choiceom@mpt words for the word association
test, care should be taken to omit words belongngjfferent word classes, and thus, lead
to a more rigorous data analysis. Finally, thereaimeed for a comprehensive word
association taxonomy whose categories should heatkfis carefully and as detailed as
possible in order to avoid ambiguity when applyinp the analysis of responses produced

by participants in word association studies.

61



6. Bibliography

Aitchison, J. (1994, 2003WWords in the Mind. An Introduction to the Mentalxicen
Oxford: Blackwell.

Brown, R. and J. Berko. (1960). Word associatiam$ @#e acquisition of grammathild
Developmen8l: 1-14.

Brumfit, C. (1997). How applied linguistics is tsame as any other scient&ernational
Journal of Applied Linguisticg (1): 86-94.

Channell, J. (1990). Vocabulary acquisition andrttental lexicon. In J. Tomasczyk and B.
Lewandowska-Tomasczyk (EdsM§eaning and LexicographyAmsterdam: Benjamins.

(Pages 21-31).

Chapelle, C. A. (1994). Are C-tests valid measdoesL2 vocabulary research®econd
Language ReseardD (2): 157-187.

Clark, E. (1993)The Lexicon in AcquisitiorCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cramer, P. (1968)Vord AssociationNew York: Academic Press.

Cruse, A. (2000)Meaning in Language. An Introduction to Semanéind Pragmatics

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cruse, A. (2006).A Glossary of Semantics and Pragmati&dinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press.

Dale, E. (1965). Vocabulary measurement: Technignesmajor findingsElementary
English42: 895-901, 948.

62



De Groot, A.M.B. (1989). Representational aspedtsword imageability and word
frequency as assessed through word associalmurnal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognitiatb: 824-845.

De Groot, A.M.B. (1993). Word-type effects in biumal processing tasks: support for a
mixed representational system. In Schreuder, R. BindlVeltens (Eds.)The Bilingual

Lexicon Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Dupuy, B. and S. Krashen. (1993). Incidental votatyuacquisition in French as a foreign
languageApplied Language Learning; 55-63.

Echeverria, V., G. Godoy, C. Norambuena, M. Rivé&a,Sani, E. Tapia, C. Toro, K.
Varas, and J. Zamora. (200Acquisition of Lexical Competence in English aseaddd
Language Unpublished BA Dissertation. Departamento de Uistica, Universidad de
Chile.

Ellis, R. (1994).The Study of Second Language AcquisitOrford: Oxford University

Press.

Ervin, S. (1961). Changes with age in the verbakemeinants of word association.
American Journal of Psychology: 361-372.

Fitzpatrick, T. (2006). Habits and rabbits: word@sation and the L2 Lexicofturosla
Yearbook6 (1): 121-145.

Fitzpatrick, T. (2007). Word association pattennspacking the assumptioriaternational
Journal of Applied Linguistics7 (3): 319-331.

Grabe, W. (2004). Perspectives in applied lingessta North American viewAILA Review
17 (1): 105-132.

63



Greidanus, T. and L. Nienhuis. (2001).Testing thality of word knowledge in a second
language by means of word associations: typesstrfadiiors and types of associatiofise
Modern Language Journd@5 (4): 567-577.

Henriksen, B. (1999). Three dimensions of vocaluldevelopmentStudies in Second
Language Acquisitio21: 303-317.

Jin, Y.-S. (1990). Effects of concreteness on ctasguage priming in lexical decisions.
Perceptual and Motor Skillg0 (3): 1139- 1154.

Kallkvist, M. (1999). Form-class and task-type effects in learner Englidhstudy of

advanced Swedish learnetsund: Lund University Press.

Kramsch, C. (2000). Second Language Acquisitiorpli&pl Linguistics, and the Teaching
of Foreign Language3he Modern Language Journ&d (3): 311-326.

Kolers, P. (1963). Interlingual word associatiodsurnal of Verbal Learning and Verbal
Behavior2: 291-300.

Meara, P. (1982). Word association in a foreignglemge: a report on the Birkbeck
Vocabulary ProjectNottingham Linguistic Circulaf1l: 29-37.

Meara, P. (1984).The study of lexis in interlangualp A. Davies, C. Criper, and A.P.R.
Howatt (Eds.)]nterlanguage Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. Pages-22%

Meara, P. (1996a). The classical research in vdaapacquisition. Words, words, words.

Multilingual Matters: Clevedon, Avon.

Meara, P. The vocabulary knowledge framewdfiicabulary Acquisition
Research Group Virtual LibrarjOnline], 1996b. Available:
http://www.swansea.ac.uk/cals/calsres/vlibrary/pchtn [2009, Jan 15].

64



Meara, P. (2009)Connected words: word associations and second kaggwocabulary

acquisition.Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publisi@ogpany.

Meara, P. and G. Jone¥ocabulary size as a placement indicatp@nline], (1998).
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2smitent_storage_01/0000019b/80/12/e
d/7c.pdf[2009, Dec 13].

Mukarto, F.Assessing the depth of second Langud@mline], (2005).
http://www.usd.ac.id/06/publ_dosen/phenomena/83artokpdf Presented at RELC
International Seminar, SEAMEO Regional Languaget@e®ingapore. [2009, Dec 13].

Namei, S. (2004). Bilingual lexical development:Parsian-Swedish word association

study. International Journal of Applied Linguisties(3): 363-388.
Nassaji, H. (2004). The relationship between depithvocabulary knowledge and L2
learners’ lexical inferencing strategy use and essclhe Canadian Modern Language

Review61 (1): 107-134.

Nation, P. (1990). What is involved in learning ard? In Teaching and Learning
Vocabulary.Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House. (Pages 29-50)

Nation, P. (2001)Learning Vocabulary in Another Languag€ambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Nelson, D.L. and T.A. Schreiber. (1992). Word ceteness and word structure as

independent determinants of recabburnal of Memory and Langua@d.: 237-260.

Nissen, H. and B. Henriksen. (2006). Word clasku@rfce on word association test results.
International Journal of Applied Linguistids (3): 389-408.

65



Palermo, D. S. (1971). Characteristics of word ession responses obtained from
children in grades one through folrevelopmental Psycholody 118-123.

Peppard, J. (2007Exploring the relationship between word associateomd learners’
lexical developmenUUnpublished assignment for M.A. in Applied Lingigs, Centre for
English Language Studies, University of Birmingham.

Piper, T. H., & Leicester, P. F. (1980). Word asstbon behavior as an indicator of
English language proficiency. (ERIC Document Repuotin Service No. ED227651).
Vancouver: The University of British Columbia.

Politzer, R.B. (1978). Paradigmatic and syntagmatisociations of first year French
students. In V. Honsa and M.J. Hardman-de-BaufiEtss.), Papers on Linguistics and
Child Language: Ruth Hirsch Weir Memorial VolumBerlin: Mouton.

Postman, L. (1970). The California norms: assammés a function of word frequency. In
L. Postman and G. Keppel (Eds.), Norms of Word Asgmn. New York: Academic

Press. (Pages 241-320).

Rahimi, A. (2009). How learners make mental linkehwwords. California Linguistic
Notes 34 (2): 1-26.

Read, J. (2000Assessing Vocabulargambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Read, J. (2007). Second language vocabulary assessiurrent practices and new
directions.nternational Journal of English Studi@s(2): 105-125.

Richards, J. C. (1976). The role of vocabulary héag: TESOL Quarterly10 (1): 77-89.

Richards, J. C. and R. Schmidt. (20@2)ngman Dictionary of Language Teaching and
Applied LinguisticsLondon: Longman.

66



Schmitt, N. and P. Meara. (1997). Researching wieap through a word knowledge
framework: word association and verbal suffix@gsidies in Second Language Acquisition
19 (1): 17-36.

Soderman, T. (1993). Word associations of foreggrgiage learners and native speakers.
The phenomenon of a shift in response type anetliégvance for lexical development. In
H. Ringbom (Ed.)Near-native Proficiency in EnglisfEnglish Department Publications

2. Abo Akademi UniversityTurku, Finland.

Stolz, W. S. and J. Tiffany. (1972). The productmin“child like” word associations by
adults to unfamiliar adjectivedournal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavibt: 38-

46.

Vasiljevic, Z. (2008). Word association studieshe second language. Where are we now

and where do we go from here? [Online], Availalilatgp://www.britishcouncil.org/serbia-
elta-newsletter-december-2008-academic_corner-vessbciations.doc [2010, January
02]

Verhallen, M. and R. Schoonen. (1998). Lexical klenlge in L1 and L2 of third and fifth
gradersApplied Linguisticsl9 (4): 452-470.

Wolter, B. (2001). Comparing the L1 and L2 men&diton: a depth of individual word
knowledge modelStudies in Second Language Acquisit@® (1): 41-70.

Zareva, A. (2005). Models of lexical knowledge asseent of second language learners of

English at higher levels of language proficien8ystem33 (4): 547- 562.

Zareva, A. (2007). Structure of the second langumagetal lexicon: how does it compare to

native speakers’ lexical organizatioB®cond Language ReseaZh (2): 123-153.

67



7. Appendices

7.1 Appendix A. Word Association Test

This is a word association
test

1.- You will see a set of slides
with one word each.

Each word will be numbered
and shown only once.

2.- Read the word, and
then in the answer sheet
write the first word that
comes to your mind.
Please fill each blank

with a SINGLE word.

3. Please avoid the use of
indefinite pronouns like
anything, somebody, something
or everybodyryeflexive

pronouns such asoneself,

yourself, himselfgeneral 68
nounssuch aspeople, thing,
person;and proper nouns.




4.- Write the answer in the
corresponding blank
according to the number
of the word in each slide.
The change of each slide
will be indicated by a
sound

Example:

1) Star

1)_sky

2) Walk

2) Street
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Ready?

Let’s begin

1) Alone



2)Condemn

3) Marble

4) Dust



5) Climb

(noun)

6) Temperature

/)Brave



8) Injure

9) Naked

10) Wine



11) Mirror

12) Solution

13) Happy



14) Slow

15) Assist

16) Bull



17) Empty

18) Improve

19) Noise



20) Candle

21) Betray

22) Muscle



23) Climate

24) Bitter

25) Factory



26) Melt

27) Blanket

28)Magnificent



29) Charity

30) Motor

31) Dignity



32) lllustrate

33) Birth

34) Endure



35) Jump

(noun)

36) Small

37) Pride



38) Bake

39) Boot

40) Striking
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7.4 Sample of digitalization of analyzed responses

2) CONDEMN

2P YEAR 4™ YEAR

1. JAIL S 1. SCAFFOLD S NATIVE

2.PRISON S 2. JAIL S 1. HATE P_COHY
3. GUILTY S 3. GUILT S 2. SAD S

4. HELL S 4. BLOOD O 3. CONDOM PH

5. JAIL S 5 JAIL S 4. OUTLAW S
6.GAOL S 6. JUDGE P_HY 5. PRISON S
7.GUILTY S 7. JAIL S 6. CRIME (n) S
8.DEATH S 8. PRISION S 7. PUNISH P_HY
9.IMPRISONP_HY 9. TRIAL S 8. JUDGE P_HY
10.PRISON S 10.GUILTY S 9. REJECT P_COHY
11.JAIL S 11.JAIL S 10.PRISIONER S
12.JAIL S 12.PUNISH P_HY 11.ANGER S
13.PRISON S 13.CRIMINAL S 12.PUNISHMENT P_HY
14.FOREVER O 14.JAIL S 13.PUNISH P_HY
15.PRISON S 15.ALL S 14.BAD S

15.JUDGE P_HY

88



3) MARBLE
2P YEAR

OCOoO~NOOUIhAWNPE

-NR
-NR

. MAGIC O

. WONDERFUL O
. WOOD P_COHY
. GAMES S

. UNKNOWN O

. CANDY O

. PLASTIC P_COHY

10. STAIRS S
11. GAME S
12. HARD S
13. STATUE S
14. MOON O
15.CORAL O

4™ YEAR

©CoNokrwNE

TABLE S

NR

WHITE S
TREE O
GAME S
TREE O
BALL P
VALUABLE S
FURNITURE S

10.CIRCLE S
11.TABLE S
12.PLAY S
13.NICE O

14. WONDERFUL O

15.GUM O

NATIVE

©CoNokrwNhE

BALL P_S
TOP S
ROCK P_HY
STONE P_HY
TOY P_HY
FLOOR (n) S
STONE P_HY
STATUE S
WHITE S

10.STONE P_HY
11.SPHERE P_S
12.FLOOR S

13.GLASS P_COHY

14.STONE P_HY
15.STONE P_HY
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4) DUST
2N YEAR

DIRTY S
DUSTPAN S
OBLIGATION O
NR

SWEEP S
WIND S
ALERGY S
NASTY O

. DIRTY S
10.PATH S
11.FLOOR S
12.DIRTY S
13.0LD O
14.WIND S
15.CLEAN S

CoNooGhRWNE

4™ YEAR

WIND S
GROUND S
DIRTY S
BROOM S
ASHES S

DIRT P_S
POWDER P_COHY
WIND S

. DIRTY S
10.DIRTY S
11.BROOM S
12.UNTIDY S
13.0BLIVION O
14.SAND P_COHY
15.MAGIC S

©CoNorwNE

NATIVE

AR S

SAND P_COHY
CRACK S
ALERGY S
DUSTER S
GOLD (n) S
DIRT P_S
CLEANING S

. DESERT S
10.DIRT P_S
11.GRAY S
12.ASHES S
13.SNEEZE S
14.POWDER P_COHY
15.GRAY

©CoNo,rwhE
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