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0. Infroduction :setting

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

|

o Few studies of learners spontaneous speech

o No studies about vocabulary use in speech
IN case of Japanese students of French




+ tteratorered)

Il Lexical richness
based on corpus analysis
o Developed in writing research domain
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Lexical richness
based on corpus analysis
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0 Lexical richness

—->multi-faceted concept (Tidball and Treffers-
Daller 2007:134)

r diversity
sophistication

{ complexity

productivity

 fluency (Bulté et al. 2008: 279)
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1.Literature review

Diversity

o0 Variety of different words rather than a

imited number of words used repetitively
(Read 2000: 200)

0 Measure = TIR = type/token

transformations thereof
(Bulté et al. 2008: 279)

Index of Guiraud = type/ ¥ token
2> accurate in most studies

(Van Hout and Vermmeer 2007:100-102, Treffers-
Daller 2009:82)




1.Literature review
Diversity
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1.Literature review
Diversity

0 Measure = TIR = type/token

transformations thereof
(Bulté et al. 2008: 279)

Index of Guiraud = type/ 4 token
—>accurate in most studies
(Van Hout and Vermmeer 2007:100-102, Treffers-Daller 2009:82)




1.Literature review

Diversity

Problems

o No consideration for frequency of a word
(Van Hout and Vermeer 2007:106)

o All vocabulary items as equal value

=need to be supplemented by qualitative
dimension (Malvern and Richards 2009:165)




1.Literature review

Diversity

Problems

o No consideration for frequency of a word
(Van Hout and Vermeer 2007:106)

o All vocabulary items as equal value

=need to be supplemented by qualitative
dimension (Malvern and Richards 2009:165)

]

Sophistication

o qualitative aspects of learners’ productive
lexical proficiency (Bulté et al. 2008: 286)




1.Literature review
Sophistication

1 Frequency-based vocabulary measure
(BUlté et al. 2008: 286)
1 Independent of syntax and text cohesiveness
=focus only on lexis (Laufer and nation 1995:313)

1 Narrower focus on specific or
“advanced” words (Bulté et al. 2008: 280, Read 2000 :200)

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




1.Literature review
Sophistication

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

—->show percentage of words a learner uses
at different vocabulary frequency layers

- based on “word families”




1.Literature review
Sophistication

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

“woi families”
o Larger unit than_lemma
= canonical form
(same stems and open classes)

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

ex: play, played, plays & player, replay etc...




1.Literature review

VocabProfil

o 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)

*nttp://www.lextutor.ca/vp/fr/




1.Literature review

VocabProfil

o French version of LFP = vocabprofil*

24 frequency layers

r1~1000 =K1 (High frequency words)

) 1001~2000 =K2 (middle frequency words)
2001~3000 =K3 (low frequency words)

.the others =Off-List words (not listed words)

*nttp://www.lextutor.ca/vp/fr/




1.Literature review

VocabProfil

0 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

r1~1000 =K1 (High freq words)
1001~2000 =K2 (middle freq words)
2001~3000 =K3 (low freq words)

.the others =Off-List words (not listed words)

A

—~>automatic calculation of type, token, word family
of each frequency layer

*nttp://www.lextutor.ca/vp/fr/




I.Lifterafure review

Vocabprofil and
French learners’ oral production

o Ovtcharov et al.(2006)
comparison of ratio of each freq layer
iInNfermediate®advanced
middle & low freg
advancedeNNS
No significant difference
ratio of low freg &levels
sfrong correlation




I.Lifterafure review

Vocabprofil and

French learners’ oral production
1 Thomas (2008)

lexical progress by studying abroad experience
experimental group vs control group)
omparison of ratio of each freq layer
pretest @ posttest
no significant differences in all freq layers
(token = 11.7% Tvs 1.7% 1)
qualitative differences
(non standard T :ablbreviations, slangs etc...)




2. Objectives and RQ

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

previous studies = Sophistication

this study B» Sophistication x diversity

(measure of diversity of rare words use
=more useful (Malvern and Richards 2009:165))

0o What are differences of lexical richness
among Japanese learners ¢




3. Method

o Participants

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

—>non guided conversation corpus collected
by the framework of IPFC Project*
(Inferphonologie du Francais Contemporain)

0 Data elaboration

—>elimination of certain items (Proper nouns,
hesitation markers etc...)

*http://cblle.tufs.ac.jp/ipfc/




O participants

3. Method

AM

JB

KH

KK

KS

MH

MK

High
all

5.36

71.11

6.37

6.15

6.93

9.77

5.93

High
func

2.56

3.07

2.54

2.75

2.80

2.48

2.73

High

cont

5.90

1.95

8.01

6.69

1.96

6.67

6.11

Middle

2.85

4.04

3.83

2.77

2.79

3.21

1.51

low

1.15

2.67

1.81

0.58

1.79

1.73

1.15

Off_list

2.98

4.31

2.92

3.25

4.35

1.51

1.22




3. Method

o Frequency layers «_ - High
. all
High all
- 1~1000 (all) AM 536

High function words
->1~1000 (function words) JB
High content words

-1 ~1000(content words)
Middle KK
—>1001~2000
KS
Low
—>2001~3000 MH
Off list

->3001~ MK

7.11

6.37

6.15

6.93

9.77

5.93

256 590 2.85 1.15
307 795 4.04 2.67
254 8.01 3.83 1.81
275 6.69 277 0.58
280 756 2.79 1.79
248 6.67 3.21 1.73
273 6.11 151 1.15

Off_list

2.98

4.31

2.92

3.25

4.35

1.51

1.22




3. Method

High High High Middl w Off
all func cont e list

o Index of Guiraud +
ex: type of K2/ token of K2




3. Method

o Comparing averages of low freg
(type, token, % of each freq layer)
general fendency of Japanese learners
o Cluster analysis
Classifying Japanese learners
0 ANOVA
Test of significant differences among groups
o Correlation
Relationship among each freq layer




4. Result
Descriptive statistics

TYPE TOKEN
SUM 3839 11971

AVERAGE 137.11 4217.54
SD 28.22 278.33

0 Great dispersion = NOT homogeneous

3 years ﬁ 10 years+

No experience

sub groups?

3 years in French
speaking countries




4. Result
Descriptive statistics

0 Ratio of each freq layers (Tokens)
High High High

Ll func cont Middle Low Off list
AVERAGE 92.33 63.62 28.72 3.56 1.07 3.00
SD 2.25 3.56 3.35 1.21 1.31 1.19
AVERAGE .
Great predominance by
80.00 - .
80.00 - high freq words

70.00 -

. 30.00 -

20.00

10.00
0.00 -

60.00 -
2000 | I (function words)
0 AVERAGE
I . __|




4. Result
Descriptive statistics
Index of Guiraud

High High

Middle low Off list
func cont
AVERAGE 3.00 6.20 2.61 1.31 2.44
MAX 3.85 8.95 417 3.00 435
MIN 2.29 3.90 1.15 0.00 1.22
SD 0.43 1.30 0.75 0.74 0.83
AVERAGE _
200 High_content

6.00

High_function
4.00 Middle

3.00 - u AVERAGE Off list
200 -

1.00 ] I l [ Low
000 -

5.00

High_func High_cont Middle Low Off list




4. Resuli

Descriptive statistics

0 Low freg words vs Off list words
(2001 ~3000) (3000~
0 Vocabprofil 2 based on journal corpus

4

Noft including highly used words in daily
use in conversation

(ex: super, OK, fac efc...)




4. Result
Cluster analysis

3years <mm) 10 years+

No experience

?
3 years in French sub groups?

speaking countries




4. Result
Cluster analysis
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4 Result

Cluster analysis

descriptive statistics

High_F High_C Middle Low OfF list
TYPE A 37.09 42.91 5.82 1.09 4.36
B 46.08 68.50 10.00 3.25 8.33
c 64.20 128.20 20.60 5.60 20.00
140.00
120.00 }
/ «Diversity YA <B<C
/ < High_F
8000 // —B-High_C
6000 - - —~wmdde | e Remarkable increase (High)
o =f=Low
40.00 1 O —a—Offlist B> C
20.00
'5==={ﬂ.
0.00 T T 1
A : C *Few low freq word types




4 Result

Cluster analysis
descriptive statistics

700.00

High_F High_C Middle Low Off list
TOKEN A 168.00 70.64 9.00 1.27 5.82
B 235.58 11433 13.58 4.25 11.25
C 591.60 263.40 31.60 1.80 27.60
‘ *A<B<C

£00.00

500.00

400.00

> HenF | eRemarkable increase (High)

== High C B 9 C

300.00

200.00

== Middle

/. =l OW

/ wor. | *FEW low freq word tokens




4. Result
Comparison among groups

o Average of diversity of each group in frequency
layers
9.00
8.00
7.00 /
6.00 High_func
5.00 = High cont
4.00 Mddle
3.00 / Low
200 - S Off list
1.00 /
0.00 .
A B C




4. Result
Comparison among groups

9.00
8.00
1.00
6.00
5.00
400
3.00
2.00
100

0.00

/

pd

-

===High cont
=== Middle

e () 5t

significant among all groups
o High freg (content words)
A<B<C
[F(2.25)=21.484, p<.001]
o Middle freq
A<B<C
[F(2,25)=23.501, p<.001]
o Off list freq
A<B<C
[F(2.,25)=27.020, p<.001]




4. Result
Comparison among groups

Not significant among all
groups
:ZZ o High freq (function words)
= B>C
[F(2,25)=4.375, p<.05]
410 W o Low freq

G - A <B, A< C
_— [F(2,25)=8.258, p<.01]

5.00

2.00

1.00 —

0.00




4. Resuli

Correlation
High F High C Middle Low Off list
High_F 1
High C —0.059 1
Middle -0.210 0.706 1
Low 0.125 0.279 0.427 1
Off list -0.167 0.543 0.670 0.453 1

o Strong correlation

- High (content words) & Middle
0 Moderate correlation
mm ~High (content words) & Off list
->middle ©Low
- middle & Off list

- low © Off list




4. Resuli

Correlation
High F High C Middle
High_F 1
High C -0.059 1
Middle -0.210 0.706 1
Low 0.125 0.279 0427
Off list -0.167 0.543 0.670

0 No correlation
High (function) < others

Low

0.453

Off list




High (function words) ~
High (content words)
Middle > X Diversity
Low

Off list <

4. Summery of result

O O O O O




4. Summery of result

o High (function words) ~
o High (content words)

o Middle > X Diversity
0o Low

o Off list ~

Diversity of high frequency content words |
middle frequency words > Interrelatio
Off list words

- categorize Japanese learners

./




5. Discussion and conclusion

o Too few participants, Small corpus
0 Qualitative analysis

0 Comparison the result with judgment
by evaluators

o Comparison b/w NS and learners
o Learnabllity of lower freq. words
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