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Abstract

How can onc help language learners build up a large vocabufary quickly, especially those who intend to
do further academic or technical study and work in English? Meara (1995) suggested that some sort of
keyword method memory system might be part of the answer. This writer agrees, recommending more
systematic use of Crow and Quigley's (1983), and Crow's (1986a & b) Semantic Field Keyword Approach
for practicing both common, cssential common core “Keyword Vocabulary,” expanding ifs categories by
learning semantic sets together with productive activation or “pushed output.” In this study an innovative
computer-assisted system is propesed for learning  large number of new words more rapidly and productively
within logically related “Semantic Field Keyword Groups.” It examines the tole of generative processing in
productive vocabulary acquisition, showing that the Semantic Fietd Keyword Approach, enhanced by the use
of fully bilingualized electronic dictionaries, may be onc of the most effective keyword methods available for
second or foreign language vocabulary acquisition. Since it rapidly presents groups of related words together
clustered under simpler common Keywards, it holds promise of being particularly effective for intermediate
and advanced learners needing a systematic CALL-enhanced “vocabulary flood” to help spur their lexical

development.

1. Introduction:

Although many foreign language learners appear
to use only a limited number of language and lexical
learning strategies, as do most of the Japanese college
students surveyed in this study, teachers who want to
be more effective are looking for some system that can
combine as many proven strategies, good ideas and
resources as possible to help their students to more
quickly improve their vocabulary, reading compre-
hension, and language leamning skills. Since building
learners’ understanding of word meanings is so crucial
to any other language development, the following
reason- and research-based taxonomy is recommended
to help teach students how to more systematically and
successfully process new target language (TL) vocabu-
lary. Segler, Pain, and Sorace (2001) surveyed

strategy types and training for typical classrooms,
seeking ways to use ICALL environments to better
enhance second language vocabulary acquisition.
Vocabulary learning strategies (or VLS) are a crucial
sub-class of general language learning strategies,
atthough little detailed study has been done yet in the
area of VLS taxonomy development, other than that of
Stoffer (1995), Schmitt (1997), and Kudo (1999).

‘This study contributes to Second Language Vocab-
ulary Acquisition (SLVA) taxonomy development,
ICALL or Inteiligent Computer-Assisted Language
Learning-enhanced SLVA, and English for Advance-
d/Special Purposes (EAP/ESP) Vocabulary Develop-

ment areas.
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2. The Mnemonic Keyword Approach
versus Keyword Groups Using
Semantic Fields

Hulstijn  (1997) compared various “Imagery
Mnemonic” Keyword Methods, but did not give a
complete summary of keyword methods, since he
completely overlooked several other kinds of key-
words, including what may be the best keyword
method available for rapid acquisition of academic
and advanced vocabulary (EAP/ESP/AWI. or Aca-
demic Word List, Coxhead, 1998, 2000) — the
Semantic Field Keyword Approach, ” (or SFKA).
Neverlheless, he does present good overviews of
varfous studies done on the Imagery Mnemonic
Keyword Method (IMK), which will be summarized
briefly in this comparison. It might be useful to do a
head-to-head comparative research test of these two
major types of Keyword methods, but first of all one
must be clear about the vast differences between
various keyword methods.

Another sort of keyword studied by those who
compile word frequency lists, is the use of signifi-
cantly frequent keywords in short reading texts.
However research on how effective such concor-
dancing programs are in helping students to better
focus on these "High-Frequency Keywords ” (HFK) is
yet in short supply. Thornbury (2002) notes, however,
that concordances are beginning to appear in some
textbooks, such as Mohamed and Acklam’s The
Intermediate Choice (2000, Longman). Pedagogical
benefits of using concordancing programs and ap-
proaches include the following ways in which they
help learners to focus on these important “High-
Frequency Keywords. ™

Using a concordancer (a program that searches
for words in a text and sorts them into lines), any
of these words can become the focus of a
concordance... learners can [then] list the verbs
that collocate [with various keywords, and one]
doesn’t need a computer to display the infor-
mation. Learners can make their own concor-
dance lines by simply writing out all the
sentences, or parts of sentences, that include the
[Key-] word... and aligning them accordingly...

The extra effort involved in compiling their own
concordance may help draw learner’s attention to
salient features of the text. Alternatively, the
teacher can provide learners with a concordance
with the target [Key-] word (called the node)
blanked out.

what the inissing word is—i.e. what one word

The learners task is to work out

would fit all of the displayed contexts? (Thorn-

bury, pp. 71-71)

Teachers can also use " High-Frequency Key-
word” programs, such as Nation's Focabulary Profiler
(2003), to plot certain keywords in a particular text
with a larger corpus of text, such as the General
Service List (West, 1953) or Coxhead’s (1998, 2000)
Academic Word List, to see what type of words are
present and with what frequency. The language
learning benefits of focusing on such High-Frequency
Keywords are further explained by Thombury (2002,
p. 73) as follows.

Notice how the keywords tend to be nouns.

Notice also that they provide a kind of very

condensed summary of the story. Understanding

the keywords of a text is a large part of
understanding the text itself. So, when choosing

words to pre-teach in advance of reading, a

teacher need look no farther than the keywords.

Also, giving learners the keywords of a text in

advance of their reading the text is an excellent

way of activating their knowledge of the topic of
the text. Once activated, this knowledge allows
them to make beiter sense of the text.

Despite his detailed attention to several ways of
using the Imagery Mnemonic Keyword Method,
Hulstijn unfortunately (1997) fails to mention either
this concordancer type of High-Frequency Keyword,
or the very natural, useful and contextual Semantic
Field Keyword Approach, developed by Crow (1985)
and Quigley (1986). Research on the effectiveness of
the Imagery Mnemonic Keyword Method is nonethe-
less well documented and analyzed by him. Other
research on mnemonic types of keyword methods, as
Hulstijn (1997:204) summarizes it, was originally
done by Atkinson (1975; Atkinson & Raugh, 1975).
That study was of course ten years before Crow and
Quigley's Semantic Field Keyword Approach came
out. Rudzka, Channell, Putseys, and Ostyn's (1981)
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text also used such an approach.,

This Imagery Mnemonic Keyword Method was
also popularized by Pressley and Levin's research
(Pressley, Levin & McDaniel, 1987). Again, being
just one year after Quigley's dissertation (1986), it is
unlikely that they were aware of it, although she and
Crow thoroughly explained their approach in a
TESOL publication in 1985 (Sept.: TESOL Quarterly
19, No 3, pp. 497-510).

Cohen's review (1987) of at least Imagery
Mnemonic Keyword Method literature at first appears
to be more thorough, although again unforiunately it is
only focused on “The use of verbal image mnemonics
in second-langnage vocabulary learning,” as its title
indicates. Again it may have been too close to the
time when Crow & Quigley's research was released, so
that Cohen too seems to have been unaware of its
much preater potential. A brief characterization of the
Imagery Mnemonic Keyword Method will be helpful
fo more clearly distinguish it from the Semantic Field
Keyword Approach, which they espoused, that sadly
has gone rather unnoticed and unimplemented by
much of the vocabulary research community until this
study.

Hulstijn (p. 204) reviewed the Imagery Mne-
monic Keyword Method, describing its three stages:

I} an LI or L2 word, preferably referring to a
concrete entity, is chosen based on acoustic
and/orthographic  similarity ~with the to-

be-learped 1.2
Mnemonics often work much better with cog-

target word {thus Imagery
nate languages);

2) a strong association between the target word and
the keyword must be constructed, so that the
learner, when seeing or hearing the target woid,
is reminded immediately of the keyword;

3} a visual image must be constructed combining
the referents of the keyword and the target word,
preferably in a salient, odd, or bizarre fashion in
order to increase its memorability.

This method appears at first glance to be inter-
esting, but asking language [earners o try to generate a
verbal or visual image, which they can then associate
with a target word may only be imposing an extra
vocabulary or learning burden on often already
cognitively overloaded language learners, especially

those at a lower proficiency level. Even Hulstijn
(1997. 220} concludes that “mnemonic techniques
should not replace the more natural, contextuai
methods fostering incidental leaming.” Once again it
scems clear that this Imagery Mnemonic Keyword
Method appears to have only very limited instructional
use, as it can only be applied to certain types of words
in some cases, perhaps with more advanced and
imaginative language learners. s limited occasions of
use must also meet two conditions: a) having formal
or sound similarity, and b} having an imaginable
semantic relationship. Furthermore, by virtue of its
defining conditions the Imagery Mnemonic Keyword
Method of using mnemonic techniques cant be used
with many words, whereas the Semantic Field Key-
word Approach can be,

Hulstijn (1997: 218) agrees with Coady (1987)
and Nation (1982: 25-29) in saying that “mnemonic
techniques must not be used with all words, but only
with words that have shown up as being particularly
difficult.” Despite Nation's cautions about possible
interference caused by teaching too many related
words together at earlier stages of language instruction
(Nation, 2000}, this study shows that more advanced
students can benefit greatly by using a bilingual,
computer-enhanced Semantic Field Keyword Ap-
proach, such as that described here. He also notes that
headword coordinates falso known as superordinates]
are the most helpful of ail types of lexical sets, which
Semantic Field Keywords are. (For more on the
debate about interference and the effects of semantic
clustering, see Tinkham, 1993, 1997, Waring, 1997;
and Petersen, 1997.)

Thus it seems that leading vocabulary scholars
themselves would only recommend this Mnemonic
Keyword approach in certain fimited cases, and that it
is not a broadly applicable theory for L2 vocabulary
learning. Generating artificial mental images rather
than using natural, logical refationships and mentat
associations based on meaning, which vocabulary
fearning essentially is, are the bottom-line basic
distinctions between an Inagery Mnemonic Keyword
Method on the one hand, and a Semantic Field
Keyword Approach on the other. But how do an
Imagery Mnemonic Keyword Method versus a Seman-
tic Field Keyword Approach compare in their applica-




Clarifying and Resurrecting the Semantic Field Keyword Approach for Rapid Lexical Acquisition:
Employing Semantic Organization, Bilingual Computerized Glosses and Pushed Output Generation to Enfiance L2 Vocabulary Learning

tions?

Key principles of vocabulary learning adopted in
recent decades by most ESL/EFL scholars and teach-
ers are well-summarized by Hulstiin (1997; 214).
With this practical pedagogical question in mind, let
us focus on using these principles to compare them:

1) New vocabulary items should not be presented
in isolation ( ie., only with their L1 equivalent,
and without a verbal L2 context) and should not
be learned in rote fashion.

2) New vocabulary items should be presented in a
meaningful context (preferably authentic or
quasi-authentic contexts, preferably offering
enough chues to allow learners to successfully
infer their meaning).

3} Learners should elaborate on a new word's form
and meaning in order to facilitate retention.

Contrary to these well known principles, Mne-
monic Keywords are often generated in isolation as
short-term proxies, and many times not in meaningful
contexts, but rather artificially as short-term memory
supports.  Such short-term links, while useful in
helping to create short-term memory traces, are not
elaborated on to facilitate long-term retention, but
rather become phased out once actual translation
equivalents take their places. In support of the first
principle above, Laufer and Hadar's 1997 study has
shown that having access to both L1 and L2 dictionary
information is far more effective as well as preferred
by most foreign language learners. With regard to the
second, the Imagery Mnemonic Keyword Method
cannot in any sense be considered to be contextual or
On the other hand, the Semantic Field
Keyword Approach develops its materials based on

authentic.

both authentic and quasi-authentic contexts. All
exercises are developed based on real academic
readings, or simplifications thereof, offering many
context clues and interesting content to help students
fearn many embedded meanings together as a group at
one time. Content is also attractive, natural and
motivating,

The third principle that langnage learners should
be required to process and elaborate on a target word’s
form and meaning is part of the “Five Essential Steps”
to all vocabulary leamning, as Hatch and Brown (1995)
pointed out. Briefly, what better way can language

learners ‘elaborate on’ a new word's form and meaning
than by real activation through expressive use?
Clearly the best and most natural way seems to be for
students to be required to try to use new L2 terms
actively in their own productive expressions, as was
done in this study. For example, Semantic Field
Group Keywords can be used in learner-generated
sentences by related word groups, with substitution
drills done using all 4-5 other similar words in the
same sentence to help fix all of their meanings into
their lexical memory bank at one shot,

Learners need to leam various ways to link the
form of new TL vocabulary with their meanings, such
as: 1) by asking, 2) by inferring/guessing from
context, 3) by checking various kinds of dictionaries
(both book and computerized, and both bilingual and
monolingual), and 4) by engaging socially in the
negotiation of new meanings through interactive
communication exchanges. As Ellis (1997, p. 136)
points out, “learners must consolidate the memory of
this label-tneaning-pair if it is not o be an ephemeral
knowing... there are conscious, strategic processes
which can facilitate this.” Whereas so-called “Imagery
Mediation™ tends to use similar sights or sounds to
create short-term mnemonic device triggers or cues,
“"Semantic Mediation” can also be used to build longer
term associative memory networks that last,

In sum, it appears that Crow and Quigley's
Semantic Field Keyword Approach may be by far the
most natural, effective and contextually appropriate
method for learning almost any words. This is
because a Semantic Field Keyword Approach is based
not on artificial or bizarre images that are limited only
to concrete nouns or actions, but is rather based on
how the human mind naturally works by using natural
associative networks. When using it the context and
topics of any text are considered first, then vocabulary
instructional materials are designed based on authentic
articles in a variety of subject areas, such as the natural
or social sciences. Vocabulary units are developed by
selecting  possibly  difficult words,  “Keyword
Groups,” or key phrases are selected and a “Keyword
Group” is built up arownd it by choosing 4-5 words
from the same semantic field. Thus units may have
12-36 Keyword Groups, each containing 5-6 words

having similar meanings. In this way language
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learners are exposed much more quickly than normal
to large volumes of related terms, having similar
semantic fields. Language learners can cover and
acquire larger numbers of 1.2 passive vocabulary much
more quickly using this approach. As Quigley's study
showed, at least twice as many words could be learned
in this way as would be the case by traditional
vocabulary instructional methods. This is many times
more words than they would ever meet even doing
large quantities of extensive reading, which very few
fow proficiency language learners can or would ever
be able to do. Thus this method may be limited to
upper intermediate and move advanced leamers.
Semantic Field Keyword Approach exercises are
intentionally designed, in Quigley's study (1986, p.
23) to help “reinforce the connection between the
related words and their keywords.” Exercises begin at
the word level, then proceed to sentence and paragraph
levels. Quigley's study onfy required students to use
these new terms receptively, never actively, in contrast
to the emphasis on productive use in this study. Her
examples included the following types (p. 24): “The
different types of exercises required the students to
1) substitute the
2) substitute related words for keywords in context, or

keyword for related words,
3) pick out the unrelated word from a group of related
words. Each wnit also contained one or more word
puzzles. All exercises required recognition skills only,
whereas productive recall and use were tested in this
study.

Although Crow and Quigley's materials only
required students to use these new terms receptively,
this writer has been testing the use of Crow and
Quigley's Semantic Field Keyword Approach for
improving both passive and active vocabulary acqui-
sition, coupled with his own dynamic Vocabulary
Knowledge Scale called a Dual Assessment Vocab-
ulary Instructor-Evaluator, which was designed for use
with Japanese students. It may be used for dual
assesstnent in several ways. First, it may be used by
students to self-assess their own vocabulary know-
ledge, or alternatively by teachers to assess student’s
actual recorded lexical feedback. Secondly, it may be
used either to assess Receptive Input or Productive
Output. Thirdly, it has two different scoring scales for
productive output, one being a simple percentage of

words known ot unknown for each of categories A-E,
the other being a rated scale. Teachers are free to use
either type of assessment, depending upon their time
constraints and the type of lexical knowledge they
want to assess

Whatever types of keywords are used, it is now
clear that vocabulary learning requires active medi-
ation by the teacher. Use of Mnemonic or Imaging
Keywords can often help best when trying to anchor
new TL terms into one’s shott-term memory. Such L]
or even L2 visual or auditory Jinks help to hook new
words into neural networks. Use of the Semantic
Field Keyword Approach, however, helps fix new
terms into long-term associative memory networks.
Both are useful in learning, but the later means has up
to now been quitc overlooked in both theory and
practice, despite its great usefulness. For these reasons
this study was done, seeking to make the latter method
even more effective by adding both fully bilingualized
glosses and an ICALL environment as well. When
used together with 1) a user-friendly Vocabulary
Learning Scale (VKS), such as the DAVIE, 2) a Depth
of Lexical Processing Taxonomy, and 3} a Vocabulary
Learning Strategies (VLS) Taxonomy, a Semantic
Field Keyword Approach can help to make L2
vocabulary presentation and leaming maximally effec-
tive for both receptive understanding and productive

use of new word forms and meanings.

3. Methods Used and Contexts Tested:

Indeed the human mind does seem to build up
memory structures by chunking units of related
meaning recursively, leading to a hierarchical organi-
zation of meaningful human knowledge and exper-
ience. In order to test the effectiveness of chunking
into semantic field groups having similar basic
meanings, we used 276 upper intermediate to ad-
vanced words found in the History chapter's 36
semantic ficlds or sets of six words each categorized
under common, simpler Keywords from Crow's
(1986) Vocabulary for Advanced Reading Compre-
hension: The Keyword Approach. Japanese junior
college females' learning was compared in several
contexts:

A. In pilot stadies when using a Sustained Silent
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Reading (SSR) Extensive Reading approach, to see
if they could learn any of these words simply
through independent, incidental reading alone.
Most could not.

B. When using a monolingual Hypercard program to
learn twelve groups of these words.

C. When using paper text and bilingual book diction-
avies.

D. When using paper text versus immediate access
glossing using computerized devices.

E. When using a teacher-designed, computerized
Semantic Field program, giving students immediate
access glossing. This combination of a portable
floppy disc Excel PC program and a Website,
(both of which offered fully bilingual, comput-
erized glossing) enabled language learners to get
both benefits automatically. Results with both ESL
and EFL students, despite a limited sample size,
scem to support is superior effectiveness over
most textual dictionaries or approaches being used
now,

Finally, the central thrust and focal question of

this study of lexical acquisition is this: Can TL

vocabulary be taught to foreign language learners
more effectively in larger units in a linguistically
well-organized way, combining insights from both
corpora and frequency studies as well as those of
schema and semantic field associative memory re-
search? Based on initial results of this study it appears
that this can be done. Research findings and
principles given by many other vocabulary researchers
also seem to strongly support this contention.
Combining the benefits of both more focused and
mtentional Intensive Reading (IR) with advantages of
Extensive Reading (ER) using more CAI/CALL, and
Web-mediated instruction in line with known prin-
ciples of reliable reading and vocabulary acquisition
theory is also necessary in order to arrive at a more
balanced and effective foreign language program.
Beneficial aspects of both IR and ER could be better
facilitated by CAJ/CALL and Web-based methods and
materfals to enhance vocabulary leaming, activation
and assessment.

Procedure: All students were given a pre- and
post-instruction Vocabulary Knowledge Scale de-
signed by the author, known as a Dual Assessment

(DAVIE), which
consists of five categories of word knowledge: A.

Vocabulary Instructor-Evaluator

Japanese translation known, B. English definition
known, C. English sentence known, D. Unclear, but
familiar, common collocational phrase remembered,
and E. Unknown or unfamiHar.

A longer-term Semantic Field Keyword study
was done as explained below, using all nine units of
Crow's (1986) original text. In this study participants’
perceived knowledge of words in each chapter was
first assessed by receptive pre-test self-reports. These
were accepted as accurate enough representations of
learners’ vocabulary knowledge, having been tested
the previous year with one hundred students using up
to 200 words each. (See Author, 2000a, 2003¢.)
Participants’ productive postiest scores were based on
actual demonstrated knowledge, as shown when
learners recognized and recorded TL vocabulary
words for each of these nine chapters corvectly, either
by giving a correct A. Japanese translation, B. English
definition, or C. English sentence. Overall results for
all 1,944 words tested by 216 words per chapter are
shown in SFKA Sample Table 1 below.

Participamis. There were nine original parti-
cipants in this study, four of whom finished. Only
four students of either upper intermediate or advanced
level were sufficiently motivated in their TOEFL or
SAT preparation studies to complete the course as welt
as this study. Two of these students were ordinary
Japanese junior college English majors who planned to
study overseas in the near future. The other two were
Japanese-American children of the author who had
finished Japanese elementary school, and then an
English junior high program by independent home-
schooling study (3 and 4 years each). All of their
vocabulary levels were computed, as well as their
self-reported degree of knowledge for each target
word, and results of their productive use of any words
that were new to them individually, with average
number of words learned per chapter shown in Table
4. Five other students (whose pre-test survey scores
are shown) were assessed in pre-instruction surveys,
although they did not complete the course.

Materials Used: An author-designed Website and
Floppy-Disc Excel file of all words from Crow's
(1986a) text, arranged by using Crow and Quigley's
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Semantic Field Keyword Approach.

Both Quigley and Crow (1986) designed their
original materials for advanced level college students
from overseas studying English in the US, or needing
to rapidly develop their English reading skills in
particular for higher level academic study. Crow's text
notes (1986, pp. ix=xiil) that since these students’
greatest hindrance to fluent L2 reading is an inadeq-
vate passive vocabulary, his [SFKA] Keyword Ap-
proach is intended to help them “build a large
recognition vocabulary in a short time.” FEach of his
chapters has 36 Keyword Groups with five other
related words, thus covering 1,620 intermediate and
advanced terms used in nine natural and social science

subject areas.

4, Sample of Materials

A sample of this approach, showing one set of
twelve Related Keyword Groups is given below in
Table 1. In each unit of study there are three such sets.
This sample shows the first ten Related Keyword
Groups from Chapter 1 on Science. Al Keywords
included bilingual glosses to help speed up learning
each group by giving learners immediate access to
computerized glossing, made available to them both
online and on floppy discs. The first word in blue is
the simpler Keyword, followed by five words within
the same Semantic Field Set, each having similar or
related meanings to that simpler Keyword.

All 324 Related Keyword Groups were presented
to students both by means of individual floppy discs
as well as online at the teacher’s website with Japanese

definitions to ease their learning burden. Students

Table 1: Sample of Related Keyword Groups, from Science Chapter, 1-1

insane (IR TN )

extremely (€I, £ TH)

mad { f&E- 7% ) intensely (I L <, BN Bl )
maniacal { BiTa94 ) considerably (2072 D T RA)

lunatic { BT 7))

immensely ( £ T, 377 ¢ IEHED

deranged (~ ZiEbH %)

exceedingly (FFEIZ, £ Th)

hesitation (Fchs)

conirive (~ 2 EHET %)

qualm (7%, GHC)

create (~ R QET 5 )

uncertainty { FIEHIC )

forge (~ T %)

suspicion (%fv2)

think up (~ £ & 2117 )

misgiving { BV TE )

devise (~ % T.R7 5%}

disfigure {(~2 > % )

process (g, L, k)

contort {4« FRAGEEEDERL3B) way (( JiEE)
bend (R UHHH %) manner ( Jigk, 20 H)
warp (AR A 0 - HFEOHD S ) system { {£1)

distort (- HZ E2wiid 5 )

procedure { T, W )

sefect (.5 ) just {272~
pick ( AZISIELR) simple (Yl )

elect ((EET 5 )

mesely ( 7272~ )

single out (JEF{IT)

exclusively (£ ¢ ~DH )

Opt{~DED & ind R )

solely (7o #i~7211C)

indicate (~& LT 1)

ordinary ( Wl JHE

point to ( EAf 275k T 5)

everyday (1FE1 9 )

designate (15159 5 )

customary { FH#Y4 )

disclose (#H R L HIE <)

normal { S0, BHL)

denote (~#TY)

commonplace (& Filo , F k)
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started by assessing their level of word knowledge for
216 words per chapter by using the author's Dual
Assessment Vocabulary Instructor-Evaluator (as des-
cribed in Loucky, 2002a & 2003c} as a Receplive
Pre-Test. After nine weeks of study, they were given
the same Evaluator as a “Productive Posttest” to
assess their learning and retention of all 1,944 TL
vocabulary words. Each individual learner's scores
were assessed as to these give degrees of vocabulary
knowledge in three steps: 1) Self-Assessed Receptive
Input vs. 2} Teacher-Assessed Productive Output;
resulting in 3) Rate of Learning. This consisted of
Posttest Average Percentage-Pre-test Knowledge, for
each of these five areas of TL vocabulary knowledge,
particularly focusing on Category C, “Ability to use
TL word in a sentence.” To access all 324 Semantic
Field Groups, see author's website at; www.ti-
ki.ne jp/~jloucky/jloucky. Pue to the emphasis of this

study on acquiring words for productive use, the large
volume of TL words, and the short testing time, only
Category C was focused on in post-test reporting,
While pre-test results are shown for all students,
post-tests were only taken by those students who
persevered in finishing this TOEFL/College Prepa-

ration course.

5.1. PURPOSE

This study used semantic sets of five new TL
words related in meaning to a simpler Keyword to
enhance L2 vocabulary development. It set out to
investigate ways to help learners exposed to a
“vocabulary flood” of almost two thousand more
advanced words (1,944) presented. Would their prior
organization and presentation in logically related
semantic sets under such Keywords, along with
computerized bilingual support while requiring gen-
erative processing, prove to be an efficient and
effective means for them to acquire a sizable portion
thereof? The following research questions were being
asked.

5.2. Research Question(s):

Since the use of either High Frequency or
Semantic Field Keywords learned in related groups
have been shown to greatly benefit language learners
by giving them thematically related reading material

that naturally provides repeated exposures to words in
given disciplines or domains (Parry, 1993, 1997;
Quigley, 1986), an approach that combines an empha-
sis on using these together with a fully bilingualized,
computerized method should be much more effective
than traditional learning by lists or incidental reading
alone. Thus the focal research question was:

1y Could a computerized Semantic Field Key-
word Approach with bilingual glosses of target words
be shown to be an effective means of helping
motivated language learners to quickly increase both
their receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge?

2) A secondary related research- question was:
Can this approach help studenis learn new vocab-
ulary intensively, even outside of specific reading
contexts, when used productively to help them gen-
erate thefr own utterances using TL vocabulary, or
are reading contexts with supplemental vocabulary
activities also essentiql to this method s success? To
test this area two students used only a “Pushed
Output” production method of study required for all
unknown words (with teacher corrections), whereas
the two more advanced students did “Enhanced
Productive Generation,” done together with all the
readings and vocabulary activities for each thematic
discipline found in Crow’s original text (1986a).

3) Thirdly, do learners’ initial proficiency levels
affect how many words they can learn by using this
approach, or can it be equally helpful to all motivated

language learners in general?

6.1. LITERATURE REVIEW: Original Design
and Intent of Semantic Field Keyword
Approach
Crow (1986, pp. ix-xiii) compared native speak-

ers’ vocabulary with that of most non-native English

speakers and readers as follows. ’
A native speaker of any language has a much
larger passive vocabulary than active vocabulary.
As a result, he or she can read difficult material
without stopping to use a dictionary all the time.
In contrast, a person who studies a foreign
language, even at the advanced level, quite often
has a passive vocabulary that is only a little larger
than his or her active vocabulary. Therefore, the
biggest single problem for the advanced student
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when reading is a poor passive vocabulary...
[Thus as a language learnet] you need to work on
building a large recognition (passive) vocabulary
so that you do not have to stop after every few
words to use a dictionary... you develop your
passive vocabulary... [as you] learn to substitute
easier words for more difficult ones as you
read... No method for leaming passive vocab-
ulary works unless you read... Read anything that
interests you. Read as much as possible... You
will find yourself learning words more quickly
than ever before... dependfing] directly upon how
hard you try.

Clearly these words and this contextualized
Semantic Field Keyword Method give logical and
practical advice that has been proven effective through
its use with foreign students needing rapid develop-
ment of their EFL vocabulary and reading skills, Asa
vocabulary scholar and scasoned practitioner Crow
insightfully zeros in on the central need of nonnative
English students to develop quick and accurate college
and professional journal reading skills, based on
building a better L2 vocabulary. A Keyword Group
and its 4-5 related words followed by exercises is
designed to reinforce a mental or semantic field
association between that Keyword category and its
refated words., Quite simply, this approach works
because it's natural and fits the way that we think as
humans, as well as the way people process new
vocabulary. Mental substitution of the Keyword's
meaning or concept enables even lower proficiency
level language learners to continue reading without as
much wild guessing or dictionary usage being neces-
sary. Although related words cannot always be
substituted exactly, a Keyword meaning substitution
does enable students to get enough information about
its basic meaning {o allow the process of reading
comprehension to continue unhindered by constant
frustrating interruptions.

Finally, the mutual goal of both Crow and
Quigley's (1986, p. 24) text and studies was never
active production, but rather rapid passive vocabulary
acquisition. In Crow’s own words (1986, p. xiv), “The
ultimate goal is reading comprehension, not vocab-

a

ulary manipulation.” This proper content learning

goal, as well as effective language learning processes

should always be kept in mind.

Quigley pointed out that the Audio-Lingual
Approach downplayed vocabulary, so that it did not
help much to improve reading ability. While the
Cognitive Approach produced significantly higher
scores in reading, not much testing of vocabulary
acquisition itself was done. One could simply say that
since the latter gave greater importance to vocabulary
instruction, it vielded higher scores in reading than
Audio-Lingual methods had. Although Lado did
useful research, it was not translated into a solid
workable approach to the teaching of vocabulary. As
Quigley (1986, pp. 12-13) summarized these trends,

The research conducted from the 1950s through

the 1970s focused mainly on identifying areas of

acquisition and problems inherent in these areas.

For example Lado (1955) identified and inves-

tigated four main areas of vocabulary acquisition:

forms, maanings,' distribution, and classification
across langnages... contrastive analysis of vocab-
ulary... indicated that an analysis of vocabularies
of source and target languages would be useful to

ESL teachers.

was incorporated into a viable teaching approach.

However none of this research

Clearly what is important to consider, as Quigley
(1986, p. 13) pointed out, is that “vocabulary practice
needs to be contexualized for meaningful retention.”
While this is now an obvious and accepted principle,
many other findings of Crow & Quigley (1986) have
not yet been fully applied or realized. Most investi-
gators today would still agree with Quigley's conclu-
sion (p. 13) that “one's approach to vocabulary
instruction must be based upon the active or passive
needs of the student.”

As Wesche and Paribakht noted (2000 197)
recently

Learning a word involves an ongoing elaboration

of knowledge about the word and the ability to

use it. Relationships are established between the
word form and its semantic concepts and lingu-
istic functions, as well as with other words that
share some of these features, forming lexical

networks (Hendriksen, 1999).

involves automatization of word access, and,

Learning also

with time, the capability of producing the word
in appropriate contexts (de Bot, Paribakht, &
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Wesche, 1997; Hulstijn, in press; Nation, 1990).
This complex outcome implies the need for
repeated and diverse mental processing over time
which cannot necessarily be expected from the
multiple exposures obtained while reading for
comprehension [i.e. incidental reading atone].
Several studies have shown that learning new
words through incidental reading alone is too slow and
incremental to help language learners acquire a
stronger working vocabulary more rapidly. Wesche
and Paribakht's (1997) study of vocabulary enhance-
ment activities, for example, found that students using
an incidental approach to reading only “acquired some
words but that their knowledge of many of these
words tended to stay at the recognition level” (p. 196).
In the Reading Plus intentional vocabulary instruction
treatment, however, students not only acquired more
vocabulary, but also at higher levels during one
semester, the same period of study in the present
research. They concluded that
...focused vocabulary instruction based on theme-
related reading texts and using a variety of
techmiques has shown greater effectiveness than
reading comprehension alone for leaming se-
lected vocabulary... although {incidental or exten-
sive] reading for meaning appears to produce
significant results in vocabulary acquisition, such
reading supplemented with specific vocabulary
exercises produces greater gains for the targeted
words, This suggests that although instruction
makes a difference, more focused instruction is
desirable when the learning period is limited and
specific learning outcomes are
sought. {p. 197)
In addition, Stoller and Grabe (1993) also
suggested earlier that to better enhance effects of

vocabulary

incidental reading on vocabulary development, it
would be beneficial to also use related vocabulary
activities along with second language reading passa-
ges. Joe (1998) also studied the value of using
generation in new vocabulary leaming. She asked
“What effects do text-based tasks promoting gener-
ation have on incidental vocabulary acquisition?”
finding that “the process of reading and refelling a text
promotes incidental vocabulaty learning [although
these are arguably intentional and explicit language

learning activities rather than merely implicit learning]
and that generative processing enhances vocabulary
fearning with greater levels of generative processing
leading to greater vocabulary gains for unknown
words™ (p. 357).

Many other studies showing the beneficial effects
of using generative processing or pushed output on
vocabulary learning may also be cited for support
(Marks, Whittrock & Doctorow, 1974: Stahl &
Fairbanks 1986; Swain 1985, 1995: and del Fuente
2002). Among these, Stahl and Clark’s (1987) study
showed that using a semantic mapping task along with
group discussion and reading helps students to actively
generate ‘new ways to use target words based on
existing knowledge and new information enhances
vocabulary learning” (Joe, 1998: 359). Taniguchi
(1995), though writing in Japanese, also examined the
importance of using self-generated processing for L2
vocabulary learning. She found that novice Japanese
as a Second Language learners relied more on episodic
association, or personal experiences than intermediate
learners did, who instead tended to use more syste-
matic semantic groupings, such as noting certain
super- and subordinate relations among words. As a
result, she hypothesized that L2 learners may go
through similar stages, moving from more episodic
Inemory to semantic memory. Of interest to this study
is the fact that she did not have them generate
Japanese sentences, but rather write words by free
association, and also try to “draw semantic maps
showing the relationships between the words” (p. 41).
In this study, on the other hand, learners basically were
learning a group of five similar or synonymous words
for cach Semantic Field Keyword, and generating their
own sentences for them.

Jiang (2002) asked what semantic information is
used in the mapping process, noting that such
questions need to be more deeply researched to better
understand psycholinguistic processes involved.
Finally, Joe (1998: 374) found that greater levels of
generation led to greater gains for completely un-
known words, citing as support other studies which
found that

Target words that were retrieved and generated

during recall were learned better than words

whose general properties were discussed but not

—— 7(} —
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explicitly linked with the word... This supports

Wittrock (1981), Baddeley (1990) and Craik and

Tulving’s (1975) claims that constructing seman-

tic Tinks of this kind leads to better memory and

learning of encoded words. Tasks which encou-
rage learners to refrieve the target form during
recall and to provide an original sentence using
the target word will give learners extra opportu-
nities to practice using the word to-be-leamed...

An increase in word knowledge for unknown

words may be attributed to greater cognitive

effort due to item novelty (Loewenthal 1971,

Nagy et al 1983; Shore and Durso 1990).

What types of generation are most helpful in
enhancing L2 vocabulary growth is both a current and
future research question, but three recent studies
should be compared with the findings of this present
Firstly, Kitajima's (2001) case study of five
students of Japanese under two instructional condi-

study.

tions. These were an “QOutput Condition,” in which
several students initiated talking about video scenes
using tarpet words, versus a teacher-directed “Input
Dominant” condition. Its goal was fo examine
whether “output activities facilitated the retention of
words more efficiently than input-dominant activities,
which require students to comprehend questions
involving target words, but do not encourage them to
use the words in communication” (Kitajima online
Abstract, p. 1).
words from the “Output Condition” even 2-2 '/

Students retained and used more

months later, showing that “output-focused activities
seem to help leamers encode surface-level foxms into
memory better than input-dominant learning activities™
(p- I}

Secondly, Morin and Goebel's {2001) study of
Spanish students showed that “Semantic Mapping”
was more effective for acquiring new vocabulary than
not organizing new target vocabulary in this way.
Although the amount or size of vocabulary learned
was not more, their quality of organization, retention
and recall all seem to have benefited from this
practice. Semantic mapping, similar to the Semantic
Fietld Keyword Approach used in the present study,
helped novice Spanish learners to better organize and
recall TL vocabulary. Learners in two groups also
engaged in large and small group oral communicative

activities, but those also exposed to Semantic Mapping
ranked their familiarity with new L2 terms more
highly and could better group them by thematic
headings. .

Thirdly, de la Fuente {2002) examined the roles
of nepotiation and pushed output in the oral acqui-
sition of L2 vocabulary in her study of negotiation and
oral acquisition of Spanish words. Similarly, Hwang
(2002) examined the effects of negotiated interaction
on L2 vocabulary acquisition, comparing input versus
interaction as contributory factors. His main relevant
finding was that more repetitions did not improve
comprehension of new word meanings or overall
retention or acquisition. Rather a “Negotiated Inter-
action” condition did, as one would predict based on
Long's (1985) interaction hypothesis. This seems to
show that not merely the quantity (number of repeated
encounters or hours of study), but rather the quality
and kind of interaction learners have with the TL
vocabulary may be the most fmportant factor in
learning new words. The findings of these studies
regarding the generative use of new target language
vocabulary relate to the present study in that they
suggest that either type of instruction may produce
similar understanding and contextual appropriateness
of new word usage, and either may be effective for
developing learners’ receptive vocabulary knowledge.
However, student-initiated output activities seem to
cause students to use a larger number of new terms
more productively than teacher-directed “pushed
output” or input-dominant activities.

The importance of using language learning
activities which encourage greater cognitive effort on
the part of students is based on the general principle
explained in the “Depth or Levels of Processing
Theory” (Craik & Lockhart, 1972). According to this
principle “the more [deeply] words are analyzed and
are enriched by associations or images, the longer they
will stay in the memory. Although the [Mnemonic]
keyword technique seems rather bizarre at first sight,
its effectiveness lies in its association of both formal
and meaning elements of the new word by the use of
aural and imagery clues.” (Nation, 1990: 167). The
most comprehensive early survey of 50 mnemonic
keyword studies was done by Pressley (1982), whose
conclusions are listed in Nation (1990, p. 168). The
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scope of this study, however, is to explain the
advantages of using the Semantic Field Keyword
Approach for learners who have advanced beyond the
“minimal threshold level” (as defined in Laufer,
1997), and to suggest how it may be revived and
improved when both bilingual and computerized
support is added to enhance it, as was done in this
project.

6.2. Japanese Student's Poor English

Vocabulary Knowledge: Describing

and Prescribing

‘When one considers that only about 2 000 words
are considered adequate active vocabulary for every-
day conversational needs {Celcia-Murcia & Rosen-
weig, 1979), many ESL/EFL texts seem to stick with
these only. As a result language learners in Japan, for
example, even after six years of secondary instruction
often average less than that when they enter college.
Yamamoto (1985) found, for example, that many
remembered only 40-60% of even these very limited
meanings correctly.  This becomes a very small
foundation upon which to build SLA skills or reading
fluency, Thus we must address this so-called
“beginner’s paradox,” also known as the “threshold
fevel or lexical plight” of low proficiency level
students of English that we often find in Asia and
elsewhere. In Japan these levels have not been
improving (Loucky, 2003c).

But just how large a recognition or production
vocabulary do our students in Japan need to have? For
the past 20 years or so students in Japan have only had
to study 2,000 English words throughout all of their
secondary schooling.  Their parents’ generation,
however, was required to learn 3,000 words. In order
to really become more internationalized, better English
vocabulary development programs need to be desig-
ned, as these are clearly one essential bridge to
international study and understanding.

Indeed, there is a huge contrast between the small
2-3,000 active vocabulary with which one may survive
everyday conversations in most languages, and the
much larger passive or recognition vocabulary one
needs for second or foreign language reading. In
addition, in our modern world where the use of many

forms of telecommunications such as email and faxes

requires more use of English, both receptive and
productive language tasks need to be taught in a
balanced way throughout one’s language education.
A major problem still foday, as Quigley (1986, p. 15)
pointed out earlier, is that despite the proliferation of
vocabulary and reading texts that generally all recog-
nize that vocabulary should be learned contextually,
“students [stifl] have difficulty reading advanced
materials because of an inadequate passive vocabu-
fary, irrespective of the instructional material used.”
Another problem is that many EFL texts, including
large numbers produced in Japan, give only L1 direct
translations of unknown new vocabulary, with no
English simpler meanings or examples at all. This
unfortunate practice deprives learners of chances to
learn and greatly hinders their L2 vocabulary develop-
ment, which research shows (Laufer & Hadar, 1997) is
best done at earlier stages bilingually, or with fully
Most ESL/EFL teachers
know that inadequate vocabulary hinders a second

bilingualized definitions.

language learner considerably in histher ability to
comprehend academic texts. This is because, as
Miller (1951) found, an average native speaker can
recognize about 60,000 lexical units, or over 150,000
words. To reach such a mnative proficiency level,
Quigley pointed out, “If s foreign student were able to
acquire forty lexical units a day, seven days a week,
365 days a year, he/she would still need over four
years to achieve native speaker status” (p. 15). So
how can we help our students expand their receptive
vocabularies as rapidly as possible?

Quigley's study addressed Chastain’s (1976, p.
54) similar question: “Might it not be possible and
preferable to help students learn vocabulary in a
sccond language by associating new words with
known concepts?” “What is known,” she writes
(1986, p. 17), “is that logically ordered material
[concepts including vocabulary] is easier to retain than
information that is devoid of context.”

Mackey (1965, p. 76) seems to have been the
first to define Semantic Fields as “basic key words,
which command an army of others. The semantic area
may be regarded as a network of hundreds of
associations, each [Keylword of which is capable of
being the centre of a web of associations radiating in

all directions.” The author himself recommended
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Mackey's method (Loucky, 1996), and that of Crow
and Quigley, testing some of their material in bis
dissertation study of vocabulary training methods and
materials. Research done in this field ever since then
has clearly supported Quigley's (1986, p. 16) idea that
“an approach based on semantic ‘clusters might be a
more productive strategy than the vocabulary ap-
proaches now being used in most ESL classrooms.” It
is clear that people learn things by association
according to categories, and research since the early
fifties has shown the superior recall of data organized
into such logical semantic categories (Bousefield,
1953), Quigley’s (1986) dissertation clearly established
the superiority of such a method for more rapidly and
effectively building a large passive recognition vocab-
ulary for foreign students studying at a college in
Texas. It seems high time to apply these findings to
the field of EFL in Asia as well.

Keywords encapsulate central concepts, and often
are common simpler words that may have many other
associations with related words. Children start talking
by using such concrete keywords, learning and adding
other grammatical constructions later. As Shepherd
and Mitchell (2003, Online) wrote:

Words that have the greatest associative power

may be described as Key Words. These are

concrete, specific words which encapsulate the
meaning of the surrounding sentence or senten-
ces. They generate strong images, and are there-
fore easier to remember. The important ideas, the
words that are most memorable and contain the
essence of the senience or paragraph are the key
words. The rest of the words are associated
descriptions, grammatical constructions and em-
phasis, and this contextual material is generally
forgotten within a few seconds, though much of
it will come to mind when the key word is
reviewed. Because of their greater meaningful
content, key words tend to ‘lock up’ more
information in memory and are the ‘keys to
recalling the associated ideas. The images they
genexate are richer and have mote associations.

They are the words that are remembered, and

when recalled, they ‘unlock’ the meaning again.

Quigley’s chief conclusions and recommendations
to consider for further application included both

positive student reaction and also three positive
measures of improved performance. Quigley’s second
principle was that “Long-term retention (of twice as
many words) is at least as good for the keyword
approach [SFKA] as it is for a more traditional
approach [learning only half as many words!]” Any
objective outside observer would have to be amazed,
however, that the vocabulary learning burden of the
SFKA Treatment Group in this case was twice fhat of
the traditional Control Group. Clearly despite not
having a level playing field, those foreign students
made accountable for double exposure to twice as
many unknown words did just as well on a 4 week
long-term memory retention measure, and did signifi-
cantly betler on a long-term test of retention a full 4
months later! Thus, this original Semantic Field
Keyword Approach needs to be understood and
appreciated in its original context, as it holds great
promise for both FL and SL vocabulary instruction
and learning.

Quigley's first conclusion (1986) in this context
She found that
“Twice as many words can be covered in a given

takes on far greater significance.

period of time with the [SFKA] keyword approach as
can be covered using a more traditional approach (as
defined in this study)’ {p. 44}
findings quite simply and modestly in just one

She explains her

paragraph as follows.
The keyword method [SFKA], utilizing a seman-
tic field approach to the teaching of passive
vocabulary, is not magic. Experimental subjects
were unable to leam twice as many words in the
same amount of time as those using the tradi-
tional approach without having some short-range
disadvantages in the testing situation [naturally to
be expected, given twice the vocabulary learning
load!]
disappear on fong-range testing [in this case after

However, this disadvantage seems to

4 months]. Thus, the overall results of this study
lend support to the theory that a semantic field
approach is a more effective and efficient builder

of passive vocabulary. (p. 44)

Quigley’s third finding and conclusion (pp.
43-44) was: “The [Semantic Field or SFKA] keyword
approach is a more effective builder of passive
vocabulary than umstructured random exposure to
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academic English.”  Finally, current and future
vocabulaty researchers should carefully examine and
test Quigley's recommendations, the first of which
asked: “I.

superior with four units, would proactive and retroac-

Although the approach seems to be

tive interference inhibit learning if more units were
attempted?” (p. 44)

In response to this idea one must indeed consider
and beware of both “cognitive overload” and also
“vocabulary density overload.” By this is meant both
an overload of too many unknown terms per running
words (see Loucky, 1994; Nation & Newton, 1997),
too dense or complex a text, or too much complex
vocabulary at too high a grade level for ESL or EFL
students to handle. In other words, pushing too many
words or texts that are above a students normal
individual “Instructional or Independent ILevel.”
“Cognitive overload” or “Frustration Level” com-
monly means more than 1-2 grade levels above an
individual or group’s average reading level (See
Ekwall, 1976 for fuller explanations of these terms).
Obviously effective SL/FL. reading teachers must
know enough to avoid using texts or contextualized
word lists that are at a Frustration Level since they will
be too demanding or overwhelming for the student.
This is even more important a consideration when
teaching non-cognate languages, since anxiety and
frustration levels would naturally tend to be higher the
greater the dissimilarity of languages.

Pedagogical principles to keep in mind to avoid
“Foreign language reading anxiety,” as Saito, Garza,
and Horwitz (1999, pp. 216-1-217) recomnend from
their study thereof, are:

Additional specific teaching measures might be

necessary for noncognate languages such as

Japanese for for Japanese learning English]. As

current trends in teaching language tend to focus

on the development of oral proficiency, in a

noncognate language, especially, teachers cannot

assume that reading proficiency automatically
foltows the development of oral proficiency, and
more instructional effort must be given to teach-
ing target language literacy explicitly. Teachers
may be able fo help their students by:

a) acknowledging the unique characteristics and

features of their target language; b) carefully

selecting authentic materials to demonstrate how
students can use the vocabulary and structures
they have been studying; c) bringing students into
discussions of the language learning and reading
process, ensuring that teaching goals are appro-
priate and attainable, and helping students recog-
nize that they can be successful, d) pacing the
course s0 that students are challenged but not
taced with a cognitive overload; e) teaching
successful leamning and reading strategies; and

f} devoting more class time to prereading acti-

vities and assessment of reading objectives.

Two of Quigley's recommendations (p. 45) apply
to the area of this method's possible effects on
improving reading comprehension, which certainly
should be studied in the future. These are: “2. Would
the keyword method [SFKA] produce significant
effects in the reading comprehension process per se?”
[and] "3. What would happen if the disadvantages to
the experimental groups inherent in this stndy were
removed? Research testing reading comprehension
rather than vocabulary retention might allow for this.”

Indeed testing of the Semantic Field Keyword
Approach’s degree of effectiveness and possible
influence on improving FL or SL reading conpre-
hension are worthy areas of study where these findings
should be applied. There should be such a relation-
ship, since it is well known that as vocabulary levels
are improved, comprehension levels also generally rise
accordingly.  Just how ruch more effective a
Semantic Field Keyword Approach might be to
enhancing SL/FL reading comprehension was fasci-
nating to contemplate, but harder to enunciate until it
had been tried. Clearly it had to be tried to be fully
appreciated and thus this study was done.

Quigley’s final recommendation asks: “4. Ts there
a more effective way of teaching vocabulary by
semantic field associations than that employed in this
study?” This study aims to examine whether such a
more effective way would be to combine the effective
use of Vocabulary Knowledge Scales such as the Dual
Assessment Vocabulary Instructor-Evaluator recom-
mended above (from Loucky, 2002a, 2003¢) with this
method.
students should be taught to use more efficient

proven Semantic Field Simultaneously

computerized tools, (including portable computerized
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bilingual{-ized) dictionaries (CBDs) and instant access
online glossing), atong with more effective vocabulary
learning steps, skills and strategies. In this way we
may discover a far more effective way of teaching and
learning FL/SL vocabulary. Surely a combination of
these systematic methods, combined with using many
excellent computerized tools which modern tech-
nology has made available for the benefit of language
learners, along with creativity and hard work can help
us to solve the “Polyglot Puzzle” to assist language
learners everywhere in the challenging task of making
SLVA more rapid, easy, enjoyable and effective.
Logical steps of application of Quigley’s findings,
which this researcher is attempting to follow are to
apply them in this manner. The first priority should be
given to helping language learners improve their
vocabulary leamning strategies (VLS), including by the
use of more computerized tools--such as CALL
software and translation/reading/vocabulary websites—
in order to help them develop their foreign language
and reading skills in the following three areas: 1) First
help them to quickly build up a better "Recognition or
Understanding Vocabulary,” as well as improve their
2)  Second,
“Productive Use Vocabulary;” and 3) Thirdly, im-

L2 learning rates; improve their
prove their FL reading comprehension levels. Al-
though a tall order, taken together this research plan
seems like a very workable sofution, one which could
certainly help to clear the “lexical maze or quagmire”

which most ESL/EFL students seem to face.

7.1. Procedure: Applying the Semantic Field

Keyword Approach in Japan

Keeping in mind these excellent pedagogical
principles, and a correct understanding of the Semantic
Field Keyword Approach as demonstrated in the work
of Crow and Quigley, several smaller TOEIC and
TOEFL classes of Japanese women’s junior college
English majors were given lessons using it. These
were first designed based on the History chapter of
Crow's textbook, five lessons of which were put on
MacIntosh’s Hvpercard. In a 2001 Pilot Study five
TOEFL 2" year students learned 180 History words
with this approach (from Crow's Chapter 2). Resulis
showed it to be a relatively effective method for them,
although their Jow vocabulary level (averaging grade

— 75

3.2) clearly interfered with maximum learning possi-
ble. They averaged 63% on a posttest of productive
use of these words. Although there was not time to
give a receptive test, since recognition is easier than
recal], they would probably have done better on one.

Students in this 2001 pilot study gave a positive
evaluation of this method, saying such things as the
following: 1) 1 most liked SFKA. 1 found I had te
study much harder because I didn't know many words
or phrases. 2) I didn't study much. I leammed how to
develop and improve my language and vocabulary. I
need more effort and review, although I enjoyed
studying English a lot in this class. 3} We learned
many SFKA words with similar or opposite meanings
together. 4) We leamed how to improve vocabulary
using refated Semantic Field Keywords, T have to
study root words, prefixes and suffixes, and parts of
speech more, also leaming to connect new words to
some situation in my mind. 5) Word association by
SFKA is very helpful way to build vocabulary.

In pilot tests comparing the relative effectiveness
using teacher-made Hypercard CAl vocabulary les-
sons for leaming twelve sets of Related Keyword
Groups with learning a different set of twelve groups
by using a text-based approach, results were limited
and inconclusive. Thus this more complete “Double
Your Vocabulary by Keywords™ website and longi-
tudinal study were designed to test and compare the
effectiveness of a Semantic Field Keyword Approach
for Japanese college EFL students and Japanese-
American ESL students. Students could use any kind
of computerized portable dictionary as well, though all
words were presented with bilingual glosses both at
the website and on floppy disc Word files.

In addition, while the original approach was
designed only for textbook use, langnage learners in
this study has also had the added benefits of using a
fully bilingualized and computerized approach, since
the writer put all of the target words, pre-organized by
academic discipline and related word groups onto both
lis Website and floppy discs, making these and
electronic computerized bilingual dictionaries avail-
able to each of these students as well. Using a
combination of these computerized tools with a
Semantic Field Keyword Approach that stressed

regular productive use of new target words (one
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Table 2: Pre-Instructional Seif-Reported Receptive Knowledge of Science Chapter Words

Total # words By DAVIE Vocabulary Knowledge Scale
SFKA Words
216 per A B C D E
Chapter
Chapter 1: Japanese English Meaning not Not
Scieﬂtc?e Trgnslation De%nition L2 Sentence Clear ¢ Known
STUDENTS & VL Self-Report %os:
| K-san 5.3 43.83 47.22 45.83 20.83 30.55
2 vio-san 3.1 31 6 15 17 32
3 Mi-san 4.4 33.33 10.18 17.59 16.2 30.46
4 Fu-san 4.4 46 9 42 20 33
5 Sa-san 4.2 31 0 13 17 52
6 Ka-san 2.7 12 0 12 273 60.6
7 Ma-san 35 44 0 25 40 132
8 Me-san % 9.5 75.61 89.81 78.7 9,72 0.462
9 Go-san * (0.2 58.33 75.46 62.03 20.83 0.4629
10 MR-san 4.3 30 25 ¥ 22 27
AVERAGES: 425 26.27 32.82 21.09 43.85
Ave. Vo, 5.16 Ir. Col. 4.0 Ave, Jr. Col.

V.L.= Vocabulary Level, based on U.S. Test Norms

chapter’s words assigned per week) seem to have been
most effective in helping these students to acquire a
large number of new terms. In fact, the average
number of new words for which they could generate
grammatically correct sentences was quite sizable,
almost 500 (498) new words per student, This is quite
an important finding about the great usefulness of this
innovative way to use the Semantic Field Keyword
Approach, since most students in Japan have long
lacked effective ways to quickly improve their vocab-
ulary to more advanced levels (see Loucky, 1996;
1997a & b; 1998, 2002¢ & 2003¢).

7.2. Detailed Longitudinal SFKA Study

A more thorough study was then done, using all
216 Keyword-Related Groups, which one small,
six-member TOEFL class of second year English
majors at a women’s junior college was challenged to
learn over their two-month long summer vacation. In
addition, for purposes of comparing this method with
a slightly more diverse population, one Japanese
recent graduate of an English funior college, and two
Japanese-American teenage girls were atso included in
the study. First their individual knowledge of alt 216
words presented in each chapter was assessed. Then
after summer study, their self-assessments using this
researcher’s Dual Assessment Vocabulary Instructor-

Evaluator were compared with what learners could
actually produce on the same Evaluator for each of
these nine chapters. To reduce the possible effects of
either excessive cramming or test overload, 432 words
from only two randomly chosen chapters were tested
each week, with only one chapter done in the first
week’s explanatory lesson. After one semester of
study students’ responses were checked to see what
kind of long-termn learning and retention they would
have after studying the words on their own and with
teacher correction of sentences they generated for any
new words. Results for this more complete and
thorough investigation of Crow and Quigley's Seman-
tic Field Keyword Approach, when using a “pushed
output” productive format are shown in Section 8.1
and in Tables 1-4.

As one can see from Table 2 below (further
tables appear at the end), eight junior college students
who began the TOEFL course had an average
vocabulary level equal to that of beginning 4" graders
in America. This table also shows total averages for
all students’ pre-instructional self-reported receptive
knowledge for all 216 Semantic Field Keyword
Groups (x 9 Chapters= 1,944 Words).
levels of the two Japanese-American teenagers (who

But when

began at an average 9.85 grade level) are averaged, the
whole group’s average would rise to grade 5.16. These
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Table 3: Post-test Evaluation of Semantic Field Words Learned by Preductive Use

Chapter: H 2 3 4 5 6
%oLearned

S-san 66 | 88 81 42 42 60
Ma-san 30| 2t 81 65 63 15
Me-san 21 | 57 47 43 37 63
Go-san 46 | 79 T1 60 60 65

7

70
73

59
56

8 9 Total Ave.# STUDENTS:
Ir. College TOEFL Class
50 50 546 S-san
47 65 520 Ma-san
Jap.-Amer. Home-schoolers
32 26 383 Me-san
44 60 541 (Go-san
498 Average # Learned

Table 4: Total TE Vocabulary Assessed by Type of Vocabulary Knowledge Using DAVIE
Self-Reports (for 216 Semantic Field Keyword Groups x 8 Chapters= 1,944 words)

Subject: A B C D E
Chapter 9: Economics 42,759 26.143 32.753 28.035 48.4782
Chapter 8: Sociology 38.28778 19.82556 27.17 26.37222 4386467
Chapter 7: Geology 40.261 22.73033 29.587 24.48722 45,9178
Chapter 6: U.S. Government 38.18186 23.82206 31.49478 24.86191 37.2361
Chapter 3: Biology 37.65531 25.435877 30.67111 25.24938 38.5603
Chapter 4: Anthropology 39.23107 28.10566 32.17053 26.7896 35.47542
Chapter 3: Psychology 42.49277 30.93441 35.57843 25.38397 33.79323
Chapter 2: History 43.96289 34.05726 37.26405 25.4717 32.62383
Chapter 1: Scientific Experi-mentation 42.04875 29.05887 34.06721 26.13215 35.8653
Total Average %s 40.54227 26.68177 32.30623 25.8648 39.09054
Surveys A B C D E
Can give Can give Can Usein Meaning not Word
Chapter & Academic Discipline: Japanes:,e English L2 Sentence Clear Not
Translation  Definition Known

two groups were kept distinct, however, having very
different educational and linguistic backgrounds, as
the latter two students five in a bilingual home.
Although only two of the Japanese junior college
students continued into the 2" semester of this course,
completing their Keyword study, one recent junior
college Japanese student bound for study abroad and
these two Japanese-American high school students (the
three being cousins) also took the Keyword study. The
Table first pre-
instructional self-reported receptive knowledge of 216

following tells each student’s
Semantic Field Keyword Groups out of a total TL
vocabulary assessed of 1,944 words from nine
different discipline areas. Their averages for each
level of vocabulary knowledge were 42.5% for A
Japanese Translations; 26,27 for B. English Defini-
tions; 32.82% for C. Category words for which they
could supply a meaningful sentence with that target
word; 21.09% of the words were “Unclear,” and lastly
43.85 of all words were reportedly “Unknown.” From
pre- to posttest, sample size went from 10 down to 4
students, since not many junior college students were

mativated enough to continue with a TOEFL course.
Table 2 then gives the namber of target words
learned both individually and as a group average from
each Related Semantic Field Keyword Group. The
number of words learned for each chapter are shown
at the bottom under each respective discipline area. All
junior college students studied one chapter of
Semantic Field Keywords per week, using these
bilingual lists employing this computerized “pushed
output” approach to produce their own sentences for
all new target words. The two Japanese-American
teenagers, on the other hand, also did both Extensive
Reading of related articles and recycling activities with
vocabulary from each Semantic Field Keyword Group
within every chapter, as well as generating their own
sentences for new words. Among the portable devices
they used was the monolingual Oxford's Wordpower
Dictionary Genie software with its collocation Phrase-
builder included. Their reaction was that “Genies
helpful but doesn't always have words youre looking
for. Electronic CBD is easy to use, fast, and portable

so I prefer studying with it. (Genfe gives me the
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English meaning and sometimes includes examples, so
its a useful dictionary while using the computer.”
(For data on Genie see Oxford’s Website at:
hitp:/ferww.oup.com/elt/global/products/muitimedias
upport/help2/ . To examine types of computerized

software, transfation websites, and electronic portable
dictionaries available to these students in Japan, see
Loucky, 2002a, b & ¢; 20034, b, d & ¢).

Table 3 (“Post-test Evaluation of Semantic Field
Words Learned by Productive Use”) shows the
number of words learned by each student per chapter,
as well as the total average number learned (498
words) for all students who completed this course of
On the other hand, Table 4 (“Total TL
Vocabulary Assessed by Type of Vocabulary Know-
ledge Using DAVIE Self-Reports”) shows these same
students’ responses to the Dual Assessment Vocab-
ulary Instructor-Evaluator (Loucky, 2002a &2003c),
giving the average percent of words believed krmown

study.

for each of its five categories of knowledge. Although
sentences generated by Japanese college EFL students
versus  Japanese-American  high  school . home-
schoolers were less complex and comprehensive, ali
grammatically correct sentences were accepted on the

productive post-test.

7.3. Individual Learner Profiles:

Typical answers for each student (using pseudo-
nyms) will be given to show their relative level of
writing proficiency in using target vocabulary produc-
tively. 1) S-san—She has only visited New Zealand
for two weeks, but enamored by it plans to study there
from the fall of 2003. Her vocabulary and grammar
are weak, but her comprehension is good, and in half a
year of study her vocabulary went from 4.2 to 4.6
grade level. At the end of this TOEFL and Semantic
Field Keyword study her comprehension level was
4.2, and her total reading level 4.1. She used generally
simpler sentences, such as “Can I depend on, rely on,
lean on, count on, bank on, or put faith in you?” Such
sentences helped in learning common collocations.
She tended to omit or confuse articles ‘a or the” when
needed, though, as Japanese does not use any. Teacher
correction and assistance was required.

2) Ma-san— Although she spent about five years
living as a child in Singapore, she attended Japanese

schools thete, so her vocabulary and grammar are still
rather weak. She plans to study in an American
college from the fall of 2003,
increased from grade 3.5 to grade 4 in half a year. Her

Her vocabulary

comprehension skills are low, at grade 3.3, resulting in
an overall reading level of only grade 3 despite this
training. She does not appear to have a high level of
language aptitude, despite living overseas long-term.
Teacher assistance required.

3) MR-san — Typical of many Japanese junior
college graduates who want to study abroad, she had
majored in English for two years in Tokyo at a
women's junior college, as students #1 & 2 were
doing. Like them she also aimed to study overseas.
Her English tevel was similar to that of student #1, but
she had mote motivation to communicate, having
relatives who are lapanese-American or Americans,
with whom she desires to be better able to speak. She
completed most of the chaplers with composite
sentences such as "Factory makes products, ware,
goods, merchandise, or produce.” MR-san had similar
problems to other junior college students with proper
article use, also confusing nouns and adjective forms,
or verb and noun forms. She also often used forms
tike “"Can you...? or Do you have..?” Target words
used as incorrect parts of speech were narked wrong,
Teacher correction and assistance was required.

4} Go-san——As a Japanese-American, she grew
up in Japan attending Japanese elementary school. She
has completed 3 years of mostly English-based junior
high home-schooling courses. Her vocabulary and
reading levels have increased about two grade levels
during the first 1'/ years of high school, going from
10th to 12" grade level. She plans to study in an
American college from the fall of 2005.

mdependent language learner, she could make very

As an

complex, native-like sentences consistently, such as “I
was ascribed, imputed, or accredited glory for my
work.” Go-san often combined related words from
each Semantic Field Group into these kinds of
sentences to learn and remember new words more
efficiently,

5) Me-san—As a Japanese-American, she grew
up in Japan attending Japanese elementary school. She
has completed 4 years of mostly English-based junior
high and first year high school home-schooling
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courses. Her vocabulary and reading levels have
increased over two grade levels during the second year
of high school, going from 9.5 to 12" grade level. She
plans to study in an American college from the
9/2004. Me-san generally did not combine related
words into sentences to learn them, making sentences
such as “The [A] symbiotic relationship existed
between church and state.” Also a self-starter, after
these lessons she began to sec the importance of
improving her vocabulary actively, downloading
numetous vocabulary and SAT programs in prepa-
ration for American college entrance exams, finding
many excellent free sites. She leamned less TL words
mainly because she knew more of them to start with
than other learners did.

These last two Japanese-American high school
students doing Home-schooling in Japan were in-
cluded to get a better comparison of students at closer
to native language proficiency level. Although their
grammar and vocabulary use was much more rich and
complex than Japanese junior college students, all
students leamned about an equal ameunt of new words,
close to 500 (averaging 498) using this SFKA method.
Thus it proved to be equally effective in terms of
building better vocabulary breadth or size for both
groups of students, although quality or depth of
vocabulary was clearly much more well-elaborated
and enriched by the two higher proficiency Japanese-
American high school students. They could consis-
tently generate L2 sentences using new target language
vocabulary with 90-95% accuracy, further demon-
strating that thejr L2 independent reading and writing
skills are at high, near-native level already, although
they had had only 3-4 ycars of full-time English

language schooling up to that point.

8.1. General Results:

One can see by comparing the responses and
resulting learning of these students that not only are
the depth of lexical processing and number of
strategies used important, but equally important are the
quality and consistency with which these steps and
strategies are used. These findings support eatlier
studies (Kojic-Sabo & Lightbown, 1998; Sanaoui,
1992, 1995), which have indicated that students who

are more structured and consistent in their vocabulary

learning habits tend to be more vapid in their acqui-
sitiot, resulting in such learners reaching higher levels
of proficiency more rapidly than other students who
are less well-structured and disciplined.

Clearly using both the double benefits of rapid-
access CBDs or instant access onkine to monitor and
check on word meanings along with this Semantic
Field Keyword Approach helped our students to learn
words more effectively. Limited tests of this method
so far by the author have strongly supported Quigley's
(1986) findings, that a Semantic Field Keywords
Approach can be particulatly effective for more highly
motivated upper intermediate to advanced learners of
English, as shown by both subjective student re-
sponses of increased satisfaction and confidence in
their ability to use the TL and also by objective
empirical results. Although semantic mapping of
whole texts is a technique commonly used to aid In
secing the whole picture better to enhance readers’
comprehension, this study shows how L2 vocabulary
acquisition can be enhanced by teaching semantic sets
together to students who are intermediate or above,

8 2. Results in Terms of Specific Vocabulary
{earning Strategies and Processing
Steps Used
A sharp contrast was seen when these learners

were asked which of eight basic vocabulary 1aarﬁjng
steps they used and how. The TOEFL junior college
students reported using only 1-2 of these steps,
whereas the Japanese-American high school students
used 5-6 steps. Specifically, Sa-san only looked up or
accessed unknown words with an electronic diction-
ary, but did not recognize or regularly use any of the
other important processes. Ma-san used only the first
two steps, assessing known versus unknown words,
and accessing or looking up new word meanings with
her bilingualized electronic dictionary.

On the other hand, the two Japanese-American
high school students used the following vocabulary
learning steps and strategies. Me-san used 5 out of 8
steps, omitting only formally assessing, recording and
associating or organizing words it any particular way.
She told how she used these five steps, saying that she
accessed by use of an electronic dictionary, analyzed

by word usage, activated by using new words when

— 79 —
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writing, anchored them using pictures or sentences,
and reviewed by going over new words with flash-
cards or in her notebook, and re-checked them with
her electronic dictionary’s history or memory search
function, Later on a more detailed sarvey of forty
Vocabulary Leaming Strategies (VLS), however, she
said she uses 9/40 or 22.5% of them, including
marking words for study, saving words on both cards
and computer, building mental links, and trying to
review and recall new words and use them in her
writing, Go-san reported often using 6 out of 8 of
these essential steps, omitting only organizing and
anchoring,  She implements these Six vocabulary
learning steps in the following ways, First, she
assesses new words by “seeing if there are words |
know and [attend to or] think of the meanings,”
Secondly, she accesses new meanings by using a book
or electronic dictionary, including a Quickionary
Reading Pen at times. Thirdiy, she archives by
‘recording on cards or in notebook " Fourthly, she
analyzes the parts of words, F ifthly, she activates by
writing essays and reports required in her home-
schooling courses. Sixthly, she reviews her cards or
notebock. Later on a survey of forty VLS, however,
she said she uses 24/40 or 60% of them, including
organizing words alphabetically. She also chose three
means for anchoring or fixing new word meanings and
forms in her memory given on that survey, namely
Iy using pictures or hints, 2} using similar sounds, and
3} building mental hooks or tinks, Both of these girls
preferred discovering and consolidating new word
meanings alone, as reported by most Japanese college
students as well,

The junior college students who completed this
study raised their vocabulary fevels by an average of
about a half (.45) grade level; whereas the Japanese-
American home-schoolers each increased their levels
in the same amount of time by about 2 grade levels.
Reasons for far greater progress made by these
Japanese-American students include the following:
1) They started at a much higher level, having made
the transition to mostly English education at the start
of junior high school, 2) They spent two months
summer vacations in the States last summer and three
years previously, and 3) They followed a “Pushed
Output Plus Extensive Readings™ program including

vocabulary recycling activities, completing the entire
Crow (1985) textbook besides. This combination of
factors appears to have been most highly effective,
That is to say, starting with word study elaborated by
computer-enhanced “Pushed Productive Output” re-
ceptive readings followed by target vocabulary recycl-
ing and Semantic Field grouping activities proved to
be most beneficial in raising these students’ vocab-
ulary and reading levels. They have also had the
strong dual instrumental and integrative motivations of
visiting the US for summer vacations and future
college study.

9. Discussion:

The effectiveness of using this Semantic Field
Keyword Approach for both more limited proficiency
intermediate EFL students as well as more advanced
Japanese-American leamers lends strong support to
the insights of electronic corpora and cognitive
psychology research. Both of these now point to the
fact that “a great deal of language activity involves the
manipulation of pre-assembled, more or less fixed
groups of words” (Rundell, 1998: 324). In this study
these fixed word groups were related by being within
the same Semantic Field, arranged under commen
simpler synonymous Keywords.

In the present study, both the Productive Practice
Only group and the Productive Practice Plus Reading
with Exercises group were encouraged mainly to help
students focus on leaming as many unknown vocab-
ulary words as possible during three months of study.
While Jearning such a targe volume of more advanced
vocabulary proved to be rather challenging to these
students, those four {out of an original ten) who chose
to continue their study were all more motivated by
specific plans to study overseas in the future, These
students all demonstrated that they had learned how to
productively use an average of 498 of these new
advanced words, all related by Semantic Field
Keyword Groups (of five similar words OF synonyms
per Keyword). Learning such a sizable number of
advanced words within such a short time reffects both
the degree of motivation of these students as well as
the effectiveness of this Keyword approach, both for
intermediate fevel junior college EFL students as well
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as for ESL high school students,

10. Conclusions

Normally we would expect individual student
factors--such as degree of background knowledge,
prior proficiency level, and degree of elaboration
through vocabulary study, exercises and genetation--to
largely determine the vocabulary gains made by each
one. In this case, however, gains were quite similar in
quantity, although the more proficient learners natur-
ally used far more sophisticated and complex sen-
tences at near-native proficiency level.  Lower
proficiency students had much more rudimentary
sentence structure, made some mistakes in use of
articles and objects, and were more likely to confuse a
Nevertheless  this

bitingually, computer-enhanced Semantic Field Key-

target word's part of speech.

word Approach proved to be very effective in helping
all of the learners to gain productive use of a sizable
data bank of new vocabulary words, averaging 498
each in only a few months of study. When one
examines the difficulty of words they studied this is a
welcome and important finding about a most promis-
ing method to use for more rapid learning of general
and academic vecabulary,

The main findings concerning generation and

vocabulary leaming are these:

1. Generative processing appears to enhance vocab-
ulary learning, consistent with Joe's findings,
(1998: 375) “with higher levels of generation
producing greater gains for previously unknown
words.” Our students learning results under a
“pushed output” condition were also consistent
with her finding that a better “quality of vocab-
ulary use, or a higher level of generation, appears
to have had a more powerful effect on [their]
vocabulary acquisition” {Joe, 1995: 149).

2. Greater use and retrieval of the Semantic Field
Keyword during recalf and productive use seems
to strengthen both the learning pathway as well as
memory retention fraces.

3. With respect to our research questions the

following may be said:

a. A computerized Semantic Field Keyword
Approach with bilingual glosses of target words,

when accompanied by some form of required
“pushed output” seems to be quite effective as a
means of helping motivated language leatners to
quickly increase both their receptive and productive
vocabulary knowledge.

b. This approach helps students learn new
vocabulary intensively, even outside of specific
reading contexts, when used productively to help
them generate their own utterances using TL
vocabulary. Reading contexts with supplemental
vocabulary activities, while helpful, do not seem to
be essential to this method’s success.  An Intensive
Reading vocabulary development program that
incorporates such a “Pushed Output” Production
(POP) method of study with unknown words couid
be most effective. But even students using a more
free Extensive Reading approach can benefit greatly
if teachers can help them to focus on target
vocabulary by using supplementary activities that
encoutage generative use thereof,

¢. Leamers' initial proficiency levels did not
seem to affect change in vocabulary size or breadth
(how many words they could learn by using this
approach), as much as change in vocabulary quality
(depth and degree of organization). Thus such an
approach may prove to be equally helpful to all
motivated language learners in general. These areas
could well be studied with far more students in
greater depth with many potential benefits to them
as well as further contributions to this field of
SLVA research.

11. Pedagogical Implications

As seen from the results of this small-scale study,
using a CALL-enhanced Semantic Field Keyword
Approach consistently can especially help both upper-
intermediate and higher proficiency, academically
motivated language leamers. It also gives intermediate
level learners a better way to organize and guide their
own vocabulary development, particularly when com-
bined with the use of a vocabulary learning strategies
taxonomy such as that suggested by Schmitt (1997)
and Kudo (1999), which helps to encourage students
to process new TL vocabulary more thoroughly as
well as al deeper cognitive levels. As shown by Crow
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and Quigley (1986) in their original studies, this
system scems to be able to better guide and inspire
more advanced students, especially giving more hope
to learners who previously lacked a clear direction or
system for better organizing their lexical development.

Since learners tend to generate and organize
language based on their own personal experiences and
the degree of cognitive complexity within their own
L1 and L2 mental lexicons, teaching implications are
as follows. Firstly, these results support Taniguchi's
(1995: 43) recommendation that “beginners should be
encouraged to talk about their experiences more often
{the Language Experience Approach], and to be
provided chances to sort out their learned vocabulary
in their own ways, using semantic maps or categori-
zations.” Learners need to be encouraged to experi-
ment freely and frequently with new language forms
and meanings oralfly as well as in their writing, and be
given feedback later on, in order to encourage
maximum generation without hesitation or fear of
failure or over-correction.

Since much of what we really remember is based
on our own personal experiences and episodic
memory, language leamers need to be encouraged and
guided in doing far more activation and elaboration
activities. When students are gnided to systematically
personalize and extend the core vocabulary and
language forms they are studying in various ways,
such language leaming tasks and activities heip to
significantly raise their rate of vocabulary tearning and
retention, thus increasing the effectiveness and depth
of their language acquisition.

As Gatton's DynEd (2002, Demo CD) program
peints out, “True mastery of a language at any level, is
greatly affected by the level of opportunity students
have to practice, particularly with other speakers.”
Language learners need to first learn basic, common
core vocabulary, which in English means the 2,000
General Service List (West, 1953) words. Second,
they need to learn those of the Academic Word List
(Coxhead, 1998, 2000), and third, develop greater
lexical breadth and depth by systematically using a
bilingual, computerized Semantic Field Keyword
Approach to most rapidly expand their receptive
vocabulary, while building up their productive vocab-
ulary by practicing and using newly acquired terms in

their own written and verbal expressions as much as
possible. Although the quality and complexity of their
writing and oral utterances will differ according to
their level of overall language maturity, following
these logical steps will undoubtedly help them to build
up their L2 lexical and language proficiency.

Language learning is accomplished by a wide
variety of means. But it is becoming increasingly
clear that deeper lexical and cognitive processing of
new TL vocabulary and more active use thereof in a
wider range of different contexts using a variety of
ICALL and multimedia tools will help build 1.2
vocabulary and language skills much more rapidly
when such tools are used following such an effective
system, which integrates all four communication skills
as well as possible.

An online program which is similar to Rikai.com,
which aids in Japanese learning via the use of
interactive Kanji Maps, needs to be developed for
more advauced English vocabulary development as
well (e.g. Hill's online attempts at http:/ec.hku hk/
mimhill/Vocabulary.htm). Such an interactive program

would greatly benefit from using the insights and
principles of this Semantic Field Keyword Approach,
and should include more advanced common core
academic word banks, such as these: 1) from Crow's
text, 2) from JACET EAP Lists, 3) ICU’s Recom-
mended EAP List {(See Mizoguchi, et al, 1995), or
4) Coxhead's Academic Word List (1998, 2000).
Such lists of essential and common core vocabulary
can help to better guide any language teachers and
textbook writers in consiructing better texts and a
richer English curriculum.  Certainly establishing
meaning priorities for word lists is a fundamental
principle in EFL Pedagogy, and more concentrated
attention needs (o be focused upon the types of words
and meanings which are most useful and needed by
EFL learmners. Improved use of Vocabulary Know-
ledge Scales (VKS) and computerized bilingual/ized
dictionaries (CBDs) of all types can help to quicken,
expand and enrich L2 vocabulary leaming in Japan
from as young an age as possible (Loucky, 20024, b,
c; 2003, a, b, ¢, d, e).

Theories in a vacuum are inadequate. As Quigley
contends, “To understand the significance of learning

passive vocabulary, one must look at the role it plays
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in the reading process.” So too to understand the
significance of building learners” productive vocab-
ulary one should look at the role it plays in developing
their 12 fistening, reading, speaking and writing
abilities. Distinguishing between and helping students
to develop both their receptive and productive vocabu-
laries are areas where a greater use of Vocabulary
Knowledge Scale instruments and computerized tech-
nologies can greatly help.

12. Use and Evaluation of Computerized
Vocabulary and Reading Programs

Consistent use of taxonomies of vocabulary
learning strategies, such as that proposed by Schmitt
(1997), and systems that encourage both preater
a) depth of fexical processing, b) a wider breadth of
syntactic complexity, and c) repeated encounters with
new TL forms and meanings in as many different
contexts as possible should be encouraged, and can
often be preatly facilitated by the rapid access
provided by CALL dictionaries and translation soft-
ware and websites (Loucky, 2002a, b; 2003a, b, d, €).
Helping students to develop consistent computer-
assisted habits of systematically and organizing their
processing of new lexis can probably best help them to
maximize their TL vocabulary development.

Both vocabulary and comprehension components
should be evaluated, while giving learners maximum
opportunities for more integrated language skill
development. Better balanced and holistic language
development can be encouraged both by giving
individualized CALL
through multimedia formats, as well as by providing

students more interaction
social language learning experiences in which students
are asked to apply new learning more productively.
This study clearly supports findings of Joe (1995;
1998) that showed that one of the types of leaming
behaviors strongly helping to promote L2 vocabulary
acquisition undoubtedly is generation, even when
required of students by a “Pushed Output Production”
condition, as recommended by Swain (1985; 1995}
and de la Fuentas (2002) studies as well. Vocabulary
Jearning activities that promote affention (such as
using VKS assessment), recall or retrieval, and also

generative use in original, creative ways by students

can surely help to foster better vocabulary acquisition.

13. Future Research Recommendations
for Vocabulary Study, Teaching and
Research

The following important questions should be

addressed by more vocabulary researchers:

1) What kind of word grouping or “chunking” can
help facilitate better long-term retention of new
TL vocabulary? In particular, are words learned
in related Semantic Field groups better retained
than those that are not? This study does lend
support to the well-known principle that better-
organized knowledge is easier to leam and
retained longer.

2) Specifically, can words grouped and learned
together in Semantic Field units under simpler
“Keywords” to which they are all similar in
meaning promote long-term retention for all
language learners, or only for those of higher
proficiency, say above the commonly known
“minimum threshold level” (MTL) (See Laufer,
1997) of 3,000 word families?

3) Although trying to teach too many related words
at early language leaming stages should be
avoided due to potential problems with cogni-
tive overload or interference as mentioned
above, at what language proficiency level do
newly learned groups of related words become
easier to recall than unrelated word meanings?

the “Minimum Threshold Level” of

headwords hypothesis hold true here? Is

Does

potential interference reduced or eliminated
when new TL vocabulary words are learned in
Semantic Field sets with fully bilingualized
glosses, as opposed to only monolingual glosses,
which assume or require a higher level of
native-like reading and vocabulary proficiency?
4) Assuming this method is more effective for
motivated language learners, such as the more
advanced foreign exchange students using the
method in Quigleys original study (1985), can
its use be maximized or made more effective for
both a) Receptive and b) Productive vocabulary
development, by means of both bilingualized
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and computerized immediate access glossing
(CIAG) and other such recent CALL innova-
tions? Are there any other superior ways to
present words, such as in semantic sets, thematic
sets, combined with pictures or social retelling
activities which students construct, rather than
just giving students new word neanings without
requiring any mental effort or negotiation of
meanings on their part? Can an ICALL
Web-based approach be designed to help learn-
ers further extend their vocabulades more
naturally and rapidly, like spiders build up their
webs so beautifully and systematically? Recent
studies in JCALL suggest that it can be done
with befter, more systematic integration of
SLVA and ICALL components if we use an
effective “Depth of Lexical Processing Model of
SLVA”™ coupled with a consistent VLS Taxo-
nomy (Schmitt, 1997; Segler et al, 2000; Coll,
2002; Loucky, 2002a, Saunders, 2002).

5) Finally, can this method be even more enhanced

St

when used to organize all L2 vocabulary learn-

ing into both topical and semantic sets, and used

as just one step in a more systematic model or

“Taxonomy of Deeper Lexical Processing?”

How much can the use of such a regular system

requiring  deeper lexical processing help
language leamers at differing proficiency levels?
Are audio-visual cues more effective when
constructed by learners themselves in social
groups, rather than either alone, or when given
by a teacher or provided by a machine?

Lest we misrepresent the nature of L2 lexicon
development, each aspect of lexical development
needs to be studied and analyzed more carefully,
combining the use of various assessment instruments
which can help us obtain more accurate views of the
mind and mental lexicons of language learners in the
daunting task of foreign language vocabulary acqui-
sition. ~ Several instruments have been tested and
developed by this researcher, which seem to be needed
in order to render a better individual learner profile, as
well as more accurate diagnosis of their reading needs,
necessary for more appropriate prescription of effec-
tive instructional methods and materials in second

language reading and vocabulary development.

and Pushed Output Generation to Enhance 1.2 Vacabulary Learning

Besides the 1} Dual Assessment Vocabulary
Instructor-Evaluator used in this study these include 2)
a systematic Vocabulary Learning Strategies Taxo-
nomy, 3) an Approach to Vocabulary Learning
Questionnaire based on Lessard-Clouston’s 1998 &
2000 studies (AVQ), 4) Surveys of vocabulary learn-
ing strategies based on Schmitt's taxonomy thereof
(1997), and 5) an individual Lexical Learning Inter-
view Checklist based on a Depth of Iexical Pro-
cessing Scale (described in Loucky, 2002a), Use of
the latter can especially help us to see how deeply
students are actually processing new target terms, and
where better use of ICALL could be more effectively
employed to aid foreign language learners in improv-
ing both receptive and productive vocabulary in their
target language. Especially a completely integrated
ICALL system that provides learners with Sully
bilingualized, automatically cross-referencing com-
pulerized dictionaries with immediate access glossing,
archiving and printing fimctions available ai each
step of lexical processing and producing should prove
to be among the most effective ways ever found to help
Joster rapid L2 lexical acquisition and Soreign
language development (Loucky, 2002b, 2003a,
2003b, 2003d, 2003e).

Since there certainly are encyclopaedic multidi-
mensional complexities between words, as Wilks and
Meara (2002) recently pointed out, much mare
research needs to be done on different types of
semantic links and how these can be strengthened in
the process of helping learners achieve better lexical
control, fluency and mastery over their target langua-
ge.
association models may have been ovetly simple, by

It does appear that previous L1 and L2 word

treating all types of association in the same way.
However, Crow and Quigley's approach (as adapted
for use in this study) clearly differentiated between
exemplar Keyword categories and their semantic sets
of related words (Similar or Synonymous con-
cepts/terms). Incorporating insights from computa-
tional linguistics as well as graph theory and semantic
field taxonomies may hold keys to better under-
standing how lexical linkages are formed and streng-
thened in both L] and L2 mental fexicons, as well as
suggesting more effective means of developing both
receptive and productive vocabularies more rapidly
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and naturally. A more adequate and expanded model
of SLVA and “Balanced Bilingualisim” will need to
incorporate all association types, while distinguishing
between them to include these various dimensions of
fexical linkage, various stages and depths of lexical

processing, retention/ storage, and recall/retrieval
involved in the ongoing life-long task of language
acquisition as it moves through phases of activation,

neglect and attrition, refearning and reactivation again.
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