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0. Introduction :setting

□ Increasing number of learners’ vocabulary in
use of English and other languages

□ Few studies of learners spontaneous speech

□ No studies about vocabulary use in speech 
in case of Japanese students of French 
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Lexical richness 

based on corpus analysis
□ Developed in writing research domain
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1.Literature review

Sophistication

□ Frequency-based vocabulary measure 
(Bulté et al. 2008: 286)

□ independent of syntax and text cohesiveness

=focus only on lexis (Laufer and nation 1995:313)

□ Narrower focus on specific or 

“advanced” words (Bulté et al. 2008: 280, Read 2000 :200)

□ low-frequency words rather than just general, 
everyday vocabulary (Read 2000:200)
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1.Literature review

Sophistication

□ Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP)
(Laufer and nation 1995:311-313)

�show percentage of words a learner uses 
at different vocabulary frequency levels 

� based on “word families”

□ Larger unit than lemma

= canonical form 

(same stems and open classes)

□ Unit also containing derived forms (affix )  
(Ishikawa 2008: 78-81)

(ex: play, played, plays & player, replay etc…)



1.Literature review

VocabProfil
□ French version of LFP = vocabprofil*
� based on newspaper corpus (Le Monde and Le 
Soir) of 50 million words published in 1998 

(Verlinde and Selva 2001)

�4 frequency layers
1～1000            =K1  (High frequency words)
1001～2000      =K2  (middle frequency words)
2001～3000      =K3  (low frequency words)
the others        =Off-List words    (lower freq words)

�automatic calculation of type, token, word family 
of each frequency layer

*http://www.lextutor.ca/vp/fr/
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1.Literature review

Vocabprofil and 

French learners’ oral production

□ Ovtcharov et al.(2006) 

comparison of ratio of each freq layer

intermediate⇔advanced

middle & low freq

advanced⇔NNS

no significant difference

ratio of low freq ⇔levels

strong correlation



1.Literature review

Vocabprofil and 

French learners’ oral production

□ Thomas (2008) 

lexical progress by studying abroad experience

(experimental group vs control group)

Comparison of ratio of each freq layer

pretest ⇔posttest 

no significant differences in all freq layers

(token ⇒ 11.7% ↑vs 1.7%↑)

qualitative differences

(non standard ↑：abbreviations, slangs etc…)    



2. Objectives and RQ

□ Investigation of lexical richness in case of 
Japanese learners of French 

previous studies Sophistication
this study      Sophistication × diversity
(measure of diversity of rare words use
⇒more useful (Malvern and Richards 2009:165))

□ What are differences of lexical richness 
among Japanese learners ?



3. Method

□ Participants

28 Japanese students with at least 3 years 
experience of learning French

�non guided conversation corpus collected 
by the framework of IPFC Project*
(Interphonologie du Français Contemporain)

□ Data elaboration

����elimination of certain items (Proper nouns, 
hesitation markers etc…)

*http://cblle.tufs.ac.jp/ipfc/
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□ participants
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3. Method

□ Frequency layers
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3. Method

□ Index of Guiraud
ex: type of K2/√√√√token of K2
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3. Method

□ Comparing averages of low freq

(type, token, % of each freq layer)

general tendency of Japanese learners

□ Cluster analysis

Classifying Japanese learners

□ ANOVA

Test of significant differences among groups

□ Correlation

Relationship among each freq layer



4. Result

Descriptive statistics

427.54 137.11AVERAGE
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119713839SUM
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□ Great dispersion ⇒ NOT homogeneous

3 years in French 
speaking countries

No experience

10 years+3 years

sub groups?



4. Result

Descriptive statistics

□ Ratio of each freq layers (Tokens)

2.25 

92.33

High
_all

1.19 1.31 1.21 3.35 3.56 SD

3.00 1.07 3.56 28.72 63.62 AVERAGE

Off listLowMiddle

High

_cont

High

_func

Great predominance by 
high freq words

(function words)



4. Result

Descriptive statistics
Index of Guiraud
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4. Result

Descriptive statistics

□ Low freq words vs Off list words

(2001～3000)         (3000～)

□ Vocabprofil � based on journal corpus

Not including highly used words in daily 
use in conversation

(ex: super, OK, fac etc…)



4. Result

Cluster analysis

427.54137.11 AVERAGE
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4. Result

Cluster analysis

□ Ward’s 
method,

□ Euclidean 
distance

□ 3 groups

A� 11

B� 12

C� 5

Group B

Group C

Group A



4. Result

Cluster analysis

descriptive statistics
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4. Result

Cluster analysis

descriptive statistics
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•Remarkable increase (High)
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•Few low freq word tokens



4. Result

Comparison among groups

□ Average of diversity of each group in frequency 
layers



4. Result

Comparison among groups

significant among all groups

□ High freq (content words)

A < B <C 
[F(2,25)=21.484, p<.001]

□ Middle freq

A < B < C

[F(2,25)=23.501, p<.001]

□ Off list freq

A < B < C

[F(2,25)=27.020, p<.001]



4. Result

Comparison among groups

Not significant among all 
groups

□ High freq (function words)

B > C 

[F(2,25)=4.375, p<.05]

□ Low freq

A < B, A< C

[F(2,25)=8.258, p<.01]



4. Result

Correlation 

10.4530.6700.543-0.167Off list

10.4270.2790.125Low

10.7060.7060.7060.706-0.210Middle

1-0.059High_C

1High_F

Off listLowMiddleHigh_CHigh_F

□ Strong correlation
� High (content words) ⇔ Middle

□ Moderate correlation
�High (content words) ⇔ Off list
�middle ⇔Low
� middle ⇔Off list
� low ⇔Off list



4. Result

Correlation 

10.4530.6700.543----0.1670.1670.1670.167Off list

10.4270.2790.1250.1250.1250.125Low

10.7060.7060.7060.706----0.2100.2100.2100.210Middle

1----0.0590.0590.0590.059High_C

1111High_F

Off listLowMiddleHigh_CHigh_F

□ No correlation

High (function) ⇔ others



4. Summery of result

□ High (function words)

□ High (content words)

□ Middle                                         × Diversity

□ Low

□ Off list



4. Summery of result

□ High (function words)

□ High (content words)

□ Middle  × Diversity

□ Low

□ Off list

Diversity of high frequency content words

middle frequency words

Off list words

categorize Japanese learners

Interrelation



5. Discussion and conclusion

□ Too few participants, Small corpus

□ Qualitative analysis

□ Comparison the result with judgment 
by evaluators

□ Comparison b/w NS and learners

□ Learnability of lower freq. words
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