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The purpose of this studwyhich is grounded in applied linguisticg/as to
investigate two ways of presenting vocabulary in a German language class in order to
determire whether Frame Semantics is a feasibl® o | wi t h regards t o
vocabulary acquisition and culturally appropriate usage of vocabulary. In addition, this
studlyxami ned | earnersdéd attitudes toward the n
learning.

A total of 34 university students enrolled in four secsathester German classes
participated in this study. In the Control Group rote memorization techniques veeke us
while the in the Treatment Group frame semantics was utilized for the teaching and

learning of vocabulary.
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The data was analyzed through quantitative methods. The quantitative data was
derived from an online demographic survey, a vocabularygstetwo vocabulary post
tests (an immediate pesast and delayed pestst), a culturabppropriateness pitest,
two cultural appropriateness pdests (an immediate petast and delayed poestst), as
well as an pregest and postest attitude scale praled as an online questionnaire.

Analysis of thedata indicates that there was statisticallysignificant differece
betweerthe two groups with regards to their cultural approprisgage of the vocabulary
items, andno statistically significant diffeences were observed with regards to
vocabulary recall and retention. In addition, only the factor of enjoyment yielded
significant differences with regards to lear@attitude, while the factors of motivation,
interest and confidence did not shaostatigically significant differences between the
groups.Thus the results indicate that both methad&rame Semantics and the more
traditional method$ are suitable for vocabulary learning and teaching as both methods

resultednan i ncr e as e abolary khosviedgeneludisglongsteonctretention.
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CHAPTER 17 INTRODUCTION
ADi e GreneenSmeache bedeuten die Grenzen mei
(The limits of my language mean the limits of my world)
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logidehilosophicus
INTRODUCTION TO THE ISSUE

The quote above from Wittgenstein illustrates precisely how our livese a
connected to our language/s. How we understand the world surrowrsditggpends on
the language/s we grew up in and the experiences we made within this language or
languagesOur surroundings are shaped by the vary langisage use to describe it and
assign names to it. Therefore, we can say that our language and our surroundings, our
culture, are relatedDue to this relationshipetweenlanguage and culturdanguage
learners neetb learnnot onlythe language itselbut they alsoneed to become aweof
the cultual context in which this language is spolsenthat they canse the language in
a culturally appropriate way

Yet three major problems stand in their way. Fitstere is still a lack of
vocabulary instruction in the classroom, even giothe importance has been pointed out
repeatedly over the past three decaal®d interest in the matter has increased rapidly in
research circle¢Carter & McCarthy, 1988; Krashen, 1989; Laufer, 1986; Paul Meara,
1980; Nation, 2001; Richards, 1976; Schmitt & McCarthy, 199I8)is interest arose in
response to a lonlgeld beliefthat vocabulary would take caoé itself (Read, 2004) and
that giving language learners lists (alphabetical, semantically related, itaipat

related) would be enough for them to learn the wor&econdly,language learners



believe that learning vocabulary from lists is a boring aselessactivity (Chen, 2001)
andmore or lessa necessary evil (Read, 2004)inally, the third major problem is that
vocabulary teduingis often neglected in the language classroom. f@sisls not only in
frustration on thepartof the language learnetsut also leads to a lack of awareness as to
the importance of the connectidretweenvocabulary and culturéAs mentioned above,
in most cases students are expected to simply learn vocabulary for homework using the
list provided in their FL textbooks. However, kisashen(1989, p. 440argued:
Excellent reasons exist for devoting attention to vocabulary and spelling. First,
there are practial reasons. A large vocabulary is of course, essential for mastery
of a language. Second, language acquirers know this; they carry dictionaries
with them, not grammar books, and regularly report that the lack of
vocabulary is anajor problem.
In addifon to this lack of explicit attention to L2 lexical developmeuwgabulary is more
than simply a collection of worddt is a complex system comprised of many different
facets (Nation, 2001) including culturdéis this issue that the present dissestatims to
address. Specifically, the goal of the present study igwestigatewhether Frame
SemanticsKillmore, 1977 - an innovative way of presenting and learning vocabufary

thematic units might help studentsunderstandettercultural informaion embedded in

words.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Giving students only listef lexical itemswithout any further explanation does
not only decease the value of vocabulary (i.e. it sends the wrong message, namely telling

students that vocabulary is notportant) it also gives the impression that translation

2



from the native language (L1) to the target language {rd)ice versa work perfectly
fine. However, itwould be naive to assume that all words in one language have an
equivalent in another languagad it is important to be aware of lexical as well as
cultural differencedetween languages and contexts of language use

Languages do share lexical common ground (just as they share phonological and

syntactic features). Without such common ground, resuftom universality of

human experience, the teaching and learning of foreign language would be
impossible. [But] different languaggpeaking communities classify some areas of
experience in different ways and words play a significant part in this

classfication. (Laufer, 1990b, p. 577)

This classification results in smlled culturallyloaded words. It could be argued that all
words are in one way or another culturdtdadedsince they all belong to their own
unique cultural setting; however, certain concepts differ from language to language or
culture to culture or might not exist in one language or culture.

For example, @ncepts across languages differ even though thejhtngeem
universal. This also holds true for one thie experiences of human life that seem
universal such as personal relationsh(yyserzbicka, 1997) Even though relationships
existin everyculture, certain concepts regarding relationships between individuals differ
across cultures. A learner of a foreign language must be aware of those differences in
order to be able to understand the language since culture is an integral part of language.
Knowing vocabulary, therefore, requires the learner to be aware of the culture that is

embedded within the lexical items. &ienddin conversations among Americans might

not be the saméas aFreund( 6 f ri end o) i n the.IGermaan speak

!t is important to keep in mind that there are-suliures within a alture, and that those sutulturesmay
have different understandings of concepts.

3



speaking cultures different words exist to make a distinction betwéeaumd( 6 f r i end 6)
and aBekannter( atquaintanc ) . Even though O6acquaintanced
equivalent in dictionaries it is not frequently used to label a pek@n conparing

entries from English and German lexitlae difference can be observed. While both the
MerriamWe bst er dictionary and the Oxford Engl i :
possible definition of &6friend®o&Benemabnrher t he
Worterbuch giveBekanntet 6 acquani t anc e 6Freund(s6 far ideenfd 6n)i.t i lom
German language there is a clear distinction between those two lexical Sunits.
differenceshowever are difficult to tease out in Hsased approaches vocabulary

teaching, and more culturally nuanced practioestbe explored and implemented.

RELEVANCE OF THE STUDY
In order to be able to communicate effediyvand appropriatelyn any language,
and our special focus is on second or foreigguagesthese cultural differences need to
be addressed in the language classtodmore specifically, words with cultural
differences between the L1 and theriged to be taught explicitly to language learners in
order for them to become aware of thosdedént classifications and to be able to
communicate effectively in thie2. Language | ear Q%chnedt, 1960¢ d t o A1
a form to fully understand and retain this also applies to theultural fornf. What
happens if the differences are not pointed out is that language teanmgdy map new

second languagd.-2) words they encounter in or outside the classroom onto their pre

%2 Language learners need to be made aware of the cultural differences between their own culture and the L2
culture(s) in order to be able to appropriately use a word irRasultural setting.
4



existing first language (1) conceptual system (Jiang, 2004, p. 104). This can lead to
miscommunication or, in the worst case, to communication breakdown.

When students go t& country in which the language they are learning is spoken
theyare not going to be producing lists of words in isolatiomaan alphabetical order
Rathertheywill need to be able to communicate with na(&ed other)speakes in the
L2 in a culturally appropriate manndn other wordsthey need to knowvhich words
they can use in a certain context or situation and they need to know how ttuosse
words in the_2 settingeffectively, including their sociecultural nuance.

As mentioned aboyestudents need to be made aware of the cultural differences
between their native language and the language they are learhengresenstudy not
only add to the subfield of second language acquisition, namely vocabulary learning
and teachingbut also to the discussion of culture in the language classroom. This issue
of culture has been raised increasingly in the last dec@i¢i@snsch, 1993)as the
importance of culture for languageaming has been discusseuth growing interest
Nowadays the discussion is sbit-going buthas been expandé&da way thatas shifted
focus awayfrom direct teaching applications of different cultural aspects to ways of
i ncreasing | anuglawareness as atated an the LA cepdrt (200M¢.

MLA report specifically reads that students should be taught critical language awareness
and not just cultural components encountered in the target language which are mostly
taught as a separate éyin the language classroom and not connected to language itself.

The presenstudy adds to this discussion as it shows a method of teaching vocabulary not

asindividual words but as part of a cultural syst@talverson, 1985, p. 32%at needs
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to be umlerstood in order to be able to use the words in thapipPopriately Specifically,
the current study examines the usefulness of Frame Semahriliosofe, 1977 for

improving lexical learning in a culturally appropriate way.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The presenquantitative research study evalubtiee effects of a new approach to
vocabulary acquisitianFrame SemanticsThe participants were alecondsemester
university students of Germanhe studyanalyzelst udent s6 abi l ity to |
of vocabulary including longterm retentionas well as the cultural understanding of the
words, compared to more traditional approach to lexica¢aching In other words, the
study investigates kether theFrame Semanticapproach has benefits ovar more
traditional vocabulary teaching approaeith regards to vocabula@cquisition, retention
and reall, and whetherithabenef it s f or L2 | earnersd usag
appropriate manner.

| argue that using@ Frame Semanticapproach to the tehing and learning of
vocabulary is beneficial because it not only helps to structure the different linguistic
entities in a logical manner but it also provides a structure that will help language learners
to sort the different linguistic entities withinare abstract frames whighay help them
understand the background knowledge and gain an understanding similar to that of native
speakers. As it has been pointed out by researchers in the field of translation theory,
Frame Semantics a useful tool for aiving at the meaning of a foreign language on

different levels such as lexis, syntax and {&dpez, 2002; Qingguang, 2009)
6



The Frame Semanticapproach(Fillmore, 1982)l propose as a teaching tool is a
means to make students culturally aware while engaging them in vocabulary learning. As
argued by Swar(1997) Al nformed teaching can helop
hypothesisabout the nature and limits of cregsguistic correspondences, and to become
more attentive to important categories in the second language which have no- mother
tongue <count eThps appwach gliges thel stugients in comparing and
contrasting heir native languages with the target language. WithFilaene Semantics
approach studentalso get a visualization of a semantic field and language learners
recycle and integrate old and new words and connect them t@thergingbackground
knowledge. Pecific aspects of a frame can be visualized using scales or grids. As
indicated by Cartel(1998) fi g a-lke tasks can be both visually stimulating (with
possible benefits to memorization) and megrrelated. Using many other grids, there
are clear possibilities for representing vocabulary in different ways for groups of learners
ot her than adyv anr22®.dhissill shdvedleamershdt fhere aPeIn&
always translational equivalenavailable to them and that some cultures might have even
more terms to express differezdanceptsfor example feelings, while other cultures have
fewer terms than their native language. German, for example has more wordslglrh as
haben( 6 | i- theegibds does not account for its actual meaniwgich does not have
equivalents in EnglishThose visualizationwill foster| e a r un@erstain@ling of cultural
differences between their native language and their target language since certain aspects
might be highlighted and more important in one language than in the lottegtdition,

those visualizations afeeneficial for students because it indicates whether the L2 word

7
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can be mapped onto their existing L1 concept, if their existing L1 concept tzebds
altered/expanded or if it was necessary to create a new concept for the L2 word for which

the visualization usingrame Semanticas a tool was helpful.

SIGNIFICA NCE OF THE STUDY

A Frame Semanticapproachmay bebeneficial because it not only Ips to
structure the different linguistic entities in a logical manner but it also provides a
structure that may help language learners to sort the different linguistic entities within
more abstract frames which will help them understand the backgroundekiye and
gain an understanding similar to that of native speakéi@me Semanticsises the
underlying cultural information, such aspexiences, practices and beligisown to
native speakers to structure mean{fgimore & Atkins, 1992) This means that our
background knowledge gives us the tooatcanget in frames whichhelp us to paint a
mental image of the situation in front of us. Therefore, it can bs ai d Ftame t :
Semanticsword meaning is characterized in terms of experiethesgd schematization
of t he s pe @PetrckdldI6,wo 35)h dtiler words,native speakers of a
language have not only knowledge of the language itselithmutcultural knowledge
asociated with the native language. Consequently, learning vocabulary in a foreign
language must include learning about the cultural knowledge embedded in the individual
words.

This studyis of pedagogical importanand adds to previous and current redearc

in applied linguistics especially the field of vocabulary acquisitioformation regarding

8
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the mplementation of pedagogical tools to teach vocabulary is still scarce even though
research in this field has gained some interest in recens. y@anthernore, effective
ways of teaching culturalipaded words successfully to beginning and intermediate

learners has been neglected; this is thetigapresentesearch study aims to fill.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS DISSERTATION

After this introduction,Chapter 2offers a overview ofthe research relating to
important aspect®f vocabulary acquisition, such dshowledge aspects of words,
incremental nature of vocabulary, cultural aspects of vocabulary knowladdehe
history of vocabulary teaching in the clamsm. In addition, a detailed summary of
research studies in the field of vocabulary acquisition with a focus on the organization of
vocabulary items for teaching and learning purpose presented, followed by a
discussion offrame Semanticand possibléeaching implications.

The proposed research questions are presented in Chapsong with he
researchand data analytimethodology This chapter also includdise lexical itemsthat
were selected for the study as well as how they were sel&@igater 4 presestthe data
collected from the prreatment and pogteatment questionnaseas well as the results
from thestatisticallyused in this study. The test results digcussedn detail for each
research questioand are connectdd previousresearchandtheir relevance to the field
of vocabulary acquisitionFinally, chapter 5 discussesiplications for pedagogy and
applied linguistics outlines limitations of the current study arigts recommendations

and directions for future research.



CHAPTER 27 REVIEW OF LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION

The present project is an investigation of the useF@me Semanticas
vocabulary teaching and learning tool. In this chaptdfdr an overviewof the relevant
literaturein order to help contextualizthe current findingsin the ongoing professional
discussion on effective approaches to lexical development in second language
acquisition To this end,n thefirst part of theliterature review discussseveraltheories
concerned with vocabulary acquisit and teachingn a second languagesearchin the
second parof this chapter] present the main ideas underlyifgpme Semanticand its

possible applications in the second language (L2) classroom.

VOCABULARY ACQUISITION IN SECOND LANGUAGE CONTEXTS

Almost all aspects of second language (L2) learning have reg@wedmultiple
times in the last decadgget the development of L2ocabulary has been largely ignored
andwas the fAstepchil d o f{Chddmar2007)g BLA lurdilnthgu a g e
1980s(Laufer, 1986; Paul Meara, 198@ince then it has gained momentum through
numerous research studies analyzing different aspects of the broad field of vocabulary
acquisition such as depth of vocabulary knowle@denriksen, 1999; Nation, 1990)
vocabulary and reading comprehensiddation & Coady, 1988)vocabulary learning
strategies and acquisitiofCoaly, 1997; ljaz, 1986) approaches for the classroom
(Lewis, 1997; Nation, 1990; Nattinger, 1988; Sinclair & Renouf, 1988; S6kmen, 1997;
Zimmerman, 1997and L1 influence on L2 vocabula(iaufer, 1990a; Swan, 199Net
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one area that is widely overlooked is the cultural aspect embedded in®Gds:

Zhong, 1999; Zhao, 2004)urthermore, there is still a gap betwethe research
currently available andts actual integration into the classroo®tudents still have to
memorize vocabulary outside of class from long and tedious(kstad, 2000, 2004)

This approach is often not only frustrating for studé€Bigielmann & Radnofsky, 20)

but ignores the fact that vocabulary is connected to other aspects of language.
Furthermore, there have hardly been any changes in the presentation of vocabulary in the
textbooks. Vocabulary is mostly still presented in lists at the end of the chapteXlles

klar?, Deutsch:Naklar!, TreffpunktDeutschor Vorsprungor even at the end of the book

as inAnders gedactandKaleidoskop These list presume that lexical learnirogcursby

simply memorizing a provided translation. However, as the nextian illustrates

vocabulary knowledge entails more than simmppping L2 words onto L1 frames

VOCABULARY KNOWLEDGE

Before we can discuss what the acquisition of vocabulary entails, it is important to
understand what it means to actually know a wakthrds are not simply words and
knowing words encompasses a multitude of aspects. A number of researchers attempted
to defitmeadhwhato ik now wordsé by creating com
vocabulary knowledge. Wesche and Paribgi®96, p. 28) for example, present a list

separating vocabulary knowledge into five components, namely (1) generalization (being

Wi t h fiembe ddmefdrtocutiuralkonowledgéehat isassociated witlor evoked bywords or
lexical items.
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able to provide definition), (2) application (being able to use the wordctiyre(3)
breadth of meanings (knowing multiple meanings of words), (4) precision of meaning
(knowing how to use the word in different contexts), and (5) availability (being able to
use the word productively). Pr i oawledgeo We s c h
categorization Richardgl976, pp. 74#89) suggested seven commnts of vocabulary
knowledge which arknowing (1)a  w o relatigedrequency and its collocation, (2) the
limitation imposed on its use, (3) its syntactic behavior, (4) its basic forms and
derivations, (5) its associati with other words, (6) its sentic value, and (7) many of
the different meanings associated with the word.

Nation (2001, p. 27) adopted the vocabulary knowledge components suggested by
Richards, restructured and extended the list. As table 2.1 illustrates Nation categorized
his vo@abulary knowledge components into form, meaning, and usage which are then

further separated into different aspects of knowing a word.
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spoken R | What does the word sound like?
P | How is the word pronounced?
€ | written R | What des the word look like?
L P | How is the word written and spelled?
word parts R | What parts are recognizable in this word?
P | What word parts are needed to express the meaning
form & meaning R | What meaning does the wordio signal?
= P | What word form can be used to express thesining?
'g concept& referents | R | What is included in the concept?
5} P | What items can the concept refer to?
= | associations R | What other words does this word make us think of?
P | What other words could we use instead of this one?|
grammatical funtton | R | In what patterns does the word occur?
P | In what patterns must we use the word?
collocations R | What words or types of words occur with this word?
@ P | What words or types of words must we use with th
> word?
constraints on use | R | Where, when, and how often would we expect to me
(register, frequency, this word?
€) P | Where, when, and how often can we use this word?

Table 2.1: Components of word knowledge

As this table showsNation (2001) not only categorized the aspects of word knowledge in
termsof form, meaning, and usage but also receptive and productive knowledge (denoted

by the R and theP in the table respectively)The categorization in the table not only

illustrated grammatical functi@rthat have to be known for the correct usage ofntbed

but also highlightscollocations and constraints on use which are part of cultural
knowledge. Besides being part of use cultural knowledge is also needed to be able to
know about a specific word meaning. What Nation (2001) categorizes as concepts and

referentsand associations listed under the category meaning, also requires cultural

knowledge in order to understand and use the words appropristetylanguage

textbooks mostly ignore the cultural aspect of words.
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When analyzing language textbooksecomes obvious th#fte focus onis on
Nation$ (2001) form and meaning category (mostly single word translati@m) in
some instances on grammatical functions as discuss&idwyn (2010) while ignoring
all other vocabulary knowledge aspects. However, being aware of the many facets of
vocabulary knowledge is not enough. It is also important to have an understanding of
what a word is. Vocabulary is more than just words. Each word comprises a multitude of
language functions: phonology, syntactic pattern, semantics and co8xnitt, 2000)
In other words: each word has a certain pronunciation or sound, a certain spelling
depending on its usage (e.g. adding an ending, changing a vowel) within a sentence, a
speific meaning, and an underlying meaning depending on the culture or situation.

Figure 21 below illustratesrariouscomponents embedded within individual words.
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phonology syntactic

(pronunciation/ behavior
sound)
a word
contextual
meaning semantic
(culture/ meaning
situation)

\ /

Figure 21: What is a word?

All of those language functions are iorgant for language students to develop the four
skills of listening, reading, speaking and writing, but also to understand the culture of the
target languageret it is important to note that language learners simply cannot learn all
aspects of vocabulaknowledge at the first encounter with a word, but language learners
need to be made aware that there is more to a word than a simple translation and that their
knowledge of each word will increase with time as vocabulary knowledge is incremental

in nature as discussed in the following section.
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INCREMENTAL NATURE OF VOCABULAR Y LEARNING

Due to the wealth of knowledge embedded in words that a language learner needs
in orderto acquireandfully understandhem.,it is clear thatexical learnings not a me-
time event but rather an incremental process. The incremental nature of vocabulary
learning has been indicated by research as (klistijn, 1992; Nation, 1990, 2001;
Schmitt, 2000) Learners cannot know alldhe is to know for each word after the first
encounter.Rather, theyneed to be exposed to words multiple times and use them in
different contexts in order to fully acquire the knowledge mentioned ablmweever,not
all vocabulary knowledge is acquiredetlsame way and some aspects of vocabulary
knowledge will be acquired more quicklyanothers. Schmit{2010)states that a wodd
basic meaning will be acquired more quickly amgily then knowledge of collocations.
Yet Schmitt (2010) also points out, that is hard to discuss the development of the
different types of word knowledge due to the shortagetudfes in this area. The studies
that were conducte(Pigada & Schmitt, 2006; Schmitt, 1998¢chmitt & Meara, 1997)
seem to agree on the development of some vocabulary knowledge aspects before others,
but a conclu®n of the overall development has ryet been drawn. However, a word is
not simply known or wunknown. AAl Schwmitt,r d knowl
2010, p. 21) and thiscontinuum can shift back and forth, meaning that vocabulary
knowledge can also be forgotten (attrititnjough the process backsliding. Therefore,
learners can have a partial knowledge of a veord various times during the acquisition
process.Howeve, it is crucial to keep in mind that learners need to know different

aspects of a words and that only knowing a multitude of words will not benefit language
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learneré communication as discussed in the next sectidich focuses on depth versus

breadth oknowledge.

DEPTH VS. BREADTH OF KNOWLEDGE
As discussed vocabulary knowledge is incremental in nature. It is not only
important for language learners to develop a large vocabulary or breadth (i.e. knowing a
lot of different words) but also knowing diifent knowledge aspects as discussed by
Nation (2001) or having depth of knowledgéChapelle, 1998; Henriksen, 1999
Traditionally foreign language educators have focuseddevelopingl e ar ner s 0
breadth of knowledgé meaning how many words the students kriovather tharthe
|l earner so6 de preféringtdb how muchviangudge eearners know about each
individual word. Vocabulary size tests such as developed by NaMatabulary Levels
Test (Read, 2004) are used to estimate the vocabulary size or breadth of knowledge of
language learners and can be used as proficiency and placement tests. However, as
discussed abovehere is more to knowing a word than simply knowing its L1 translation.
Therefore, simply focusing on how many words language learners know is not enough.
Depth of knowledge is as important as breadth of knowleBge.example, simply
knowing two translations for the wortb miss(dvermissef and dverpassed yoes not
help language learners to differentiate between the amstaahing Language learners
also need to know the meaning in mdepth(i.e. they need to know thaérmisserhas a
emdional component, e.g. to miss a person, whdepasserhas a temporal component

e.g. to miss a busNot knowing different meanings of a word or when and how to use it
17



appropriately might lead to miscommunication or even communication breakdown.
However, those different meanings of wadas well as knowledge of the different
aspects of vocabulary knowledge of individual words make some words harder than
others. How easy or hard it is to acquire a word and its multiple knowledge aspects also
depends on thease and difficulty of each individual word and its relation to other words

as highlighted in the next section.

LEARNING BURDEN

It is easy to forget that words are different in terms of the knowledge that is
required to fully understanaind useéhem. Some L2 words are harder to pronounce than
others, some L2 words are more difficult because of their polysemous nature or their
syntactic behavior and some L2 words are harder because the knowledge required to
understand them does not overlap vifte wo r d_® reeaning, othe concepts needed to
understand an L2 wordo not exist inthe L1 (Laufer, 1990a)In other words,some
lexical items or unitsare harder to learn then others, which is known adetning
burden asNation (1990, 2001}allsthis phenomenonThe learning burders understood
as the amount of effort that is required in order to comprehend all the included
knowledgeof a lexical item or unitNation, 1990) For example, research h&mund
(Lotto & de Groot, 198) that L2 words that resemble L1 words (e.g. cognateshare
easilylearned than words that are dissimilar from L1 lexical items. Other aspects that
make it easier to learn L2 words include phonetic similarity (i.e., if the L1 and L2 lexical

items ae similar in sound). However, this can also cause mistakese false friends
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look alike in the L2 and the L1 yet have completely different mean{egs gift
(meaninga present) vsGift in German (meaning poisan)herefore, it is important to
explainto language learners that knowing a words does not simply imply to be familiar
with the translation of this word, especially since many L1 words do not have
translational equivalents in the L2 and vice versa. Knowing a word in all its different
forms is nore beneficial than simply knowing the translati@atchison, 2003; Laufer,
1997; Nation, 1990; Schmitt, 2000yet there are other factors, besides the different
knowledge aspects that make a word harder or ressigearn that affect vocabulary
learning. One such factaas the following section exploras the motivation of language

learners with regards to vocabulary learning.

VOCABULARY LEARNING: MOTIVATION AND ATTITUDE

In addition to knowinghe differem aspects of a word other aspects that affect the
success of vocabulary knowledigeludesl e ar ner s 6 at foreigniangeage t owar d
but maybe also toward the specific semantic domain that is being covered. Depending on
the interests of the langualgarners and their lorgrm goalscertain semantic domains
may be more relevant and, therefore, the attitude toward such domains may be more
positive. In other words, learning about aspects that are more interesting and relevant for
language learners mdnave positive effect on motivatioAs pointed out by Schmitt &
Tseng (2008) Toftruly understand the vocabulary learning process, we must step
outside purely 1|l exical i ssues and address f

358). Yet even thoughhe factor & motivation has been studied widaly terms of its
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impact on learning a second language in genaral, has been investigated from both
pedagogicaindtheoretical perspectig€Clément, Gardner, & Smythe, 19771g@ent &
Kruidenier, 1985; Csizér & Ddrnyei, 2005; Dérnyei & Csizér, 2002; Elley, 1989; Ely,
1986; Gardner, 1985; Gardner & Maclintyre, 1991; Lukmani, 1972; Noels, Clément, &
Pelletier, 1999; R. Schmidt & Watanabe, 2001; Tremblay & Gardner, 19@Sgarh
has enjoyed limitedfocus regardingthe relationship betweewocabulary learning and
motivation as pointed out by Laufer and Hulstij2001) Only a few studies have
investigated the connection of motivatiand attitudeof language learners amdw they
learn the L2vocabulary(Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; Elley, 1989; Gardner & Macintyre, 1991,
Tseng & Schmitt, 2008)n those studies becomes clear that vocabulary knowledge and
motivationas well as attitude towards the learnprgcessare connectednd vocabulary
retention may be af f eBartleg(@970byoughtrattentibnetcatien er s 6 &
i mportance of attitude for | anguage | earnin
probably the most importafita ct or i n ac ad e nbifferensaspeasecans 0 ( p .
influence learners motivation and attitude such as the interest in the teaching materials
presented by the instructor as discussed by El18g9)wh o f ound t hat rai si-
interest with the appropriate selection of teaching materials fostered vocabulary learning.

Gardner and Maclntyre (1991) showed that integrative motivaasnwell as
instrumental motivatiohcan be beneficial for vocabulary learnir§ince all learners

have different language learning goals their motivation has to be taken into account as

* Integrative motivation refers to motivation that comes from the drive of the language learner to want to
become pa of a speech community (e.g. using language for social interaction
® Instrumental motivation refers to motivation that comes from the drive of the language learner to obtain a
specificgoal (e.g. getting a specific job, graduate, read materialtaimgaiage).
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well. Whetherlearners are motivated laydesireto become part of a speech commity

or by a more precise goslich as to igduate or career opportunities, their learning goals
can affect their motivation and learning outcomeseng and Schmitt (2008) fouridiat
vocabulary learning is promoted when language learners have intrinsic motivation to
learn vocabularyLearners with intrinsic motivatiSnshowed more willingness to take
control and responsibility for learning vocabulary. This highlights that faat th
enjoyment plays an important role for vocabulary learning, especially since there are
many words language learners have to learn. Enjoying this task may make it less
daunting for language learnerget more research investigating the specific link of
mativation and vocabulary learning is necessary to draw specific conclusions and to

better understand this important connection.

EXPLICIT VS. IMPLICIT LEARNING

Krashen(1981, 1982)defined language acquisition as an unconscious process
which happens incidentally while | earning
definition refers to as conscious knowledge. However, Schifii@l®4) proposes a
different distinction than the acquisitid@arning distinction imbduced by Krashen. He
suggesteddifferentiating between explicit and implicit learningOther researchers
(Hulstijn & Graff, 1994; VanPatten, 1994ye of the same opinion and belighat the

explicit and implicit learning distinction offsra better conceptualization than the

® Intrinsic motivation, as opposite to extrinsic motivation, refers to motivation connected to enjoyment of a
task, while extrinsic motivation refers to motivation due to outside forces (job opportunities, money,
grades)
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acquisitionlearning distinction because the exphaitp | i c i t l earning dist.i
not conflate with associated notions (such as intentimeadental learning, attention,
explicit-implicit instruction), as the acquisitich e ar ni ng di @ulstin &t i on do
Schmidt, 1994, p. 7)The distinction betweemcidental and intentional corresponds to
the implicit-explicit distinction asncidentali s def i ned as Al earning o
by-product of any activity not @ulgtjh,i2001,t 1y gea
p. 271)and intentionalis charactee ed as fAany activity geared
i nf or mat i on (Hustijn, 20@Llmm RFLYAttention refers to the conscious
process by the language learnemeTfollowing ®ction on explicit and implicit
vocabulary teaching does not separate exphulicit learning and intentionahcidental
learning distinction.

In order for language learners to acquire the correct L2 meaning and use it in an
appropriate contexthey need to be aware of the cultural differer{fetatch & Brown,
1995; Laufer, 1990b; Liu & Zhong, 1999; Zhao, 20040 explicit vocabulary teaching
approach is inevitab)especially in the early stagef studentévocabularylearning,and
whendiscussingultural relevant fames. After students are trained to learn vocabulary in
this mannerthey might be more conscious about new words when they learn them

implicitly. In addition, the strong push for implicit vocabty acquisition, e.g. as a nicely

"Explicit learningsge ner al |y defined as: Aimore conscious operat.
hypot heses i n a (Ns@€a&lHisg 1994f po )white implicittldanmingesddentified as the

facquisition of knowl ed g ®acanplexustimulushesvironmedtéy a pyotessg st r uc
which takes place naturally, (NC Hlsl1994,pMd wi t hout consc
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wrapped byproduct of language contact inside or outside the classroom has lost his
strength. As pointed out by Re@0D04)
There is no doubt that incidental learning occurs, particularly through extensive
reading in inputich environments, albeit at a rather slow rate. In the heyday of
the @mmunicative approach to language teaching, the concept of incidental
learning offered the seductive prospect that, provided the learners had access to
sufficient comprehensible input, L2 vocabulary acquisition would largely take
care of itself, without ta need for any substantial pedagogical intervention.
Or as stated by S6kmegd997) who summarized the view of vocabulary instruction
t hroughout hi story the following way: AThe
vocabulary (te grammar translation method) to incidental (the communicative approach)
and now, |l audably back to the middl e: i mpl i
supportedy other researchersho concurthat both approaches are necessarythath
combinaton of direct and indirect vocabulary instructioa useful (Barcroft, 2004;
Coady, 1993; Haynes, 199Baribakht & Wesche, 199Read, 2004; Stoller & Grabe,
1993) Schmitt(2000)pointsouti The consensus is that, for se
least, both intentional learning and incidental learning are necessary, and should be seen
as compl ement a(999%illustrate? hnd .identiads explicit @nimplicit

vocabulary learning not as two separate entities but as equally important depending on

the lexical items to be learneaksing a continuugrpresented bfigure 22 shown below:
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Intentional ( ) Incidental

(Explicit) (Implicit)

1 no cognate 1 cognate

1 first exposure 1 lots of exposure

1 no known L2-related words 1 known L2-related words

Figure 22: Gass (1999) understanding of incidental veentional vocabulary learning

As figure 22 illustrates Gass suggests that there should be an explicit focus on lexical
items andthatlearning should be intentional if (1) there are no cognates between the L2
and the L1, (2) the items have not beenoemtered previously, and (3) if there are no
words in the L1 that relate to the word in the L2. Not only does research point out that
explicit vocabulary learning should not be ignored, it further suggests that potential
problems might arise from solelydaesing on implicit vocabulary teaching and learning.
Those problems also discussed by Sok@e87, pp. 23&€38)in detail are:

(2) incidental vocabulary acquisition through guessing from context is a slow
processes and language learners are required to learn a multitude of words
in a short amount of timéCarter & McCarthy, 1988; Scherfer, 1993;
Sternberg, 1987)

(2) languagdearners tend to make mistakes and guess the incorrect meaning
when inferring word meaning from context. In addition, it is hard to
correct the wrongly acquired meaning and students at the lower level of
language proficiency are deotivated with this appach (Kelly, 1990;

Pressley, Levin, & McDaniel, 1987)
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3) relying on guessingrém contextual clues might not work, especially at
lower levelsof proficiency because¢helanguage learnedsomprehension
skill are still low; including a limitedlevel of vocabulary knowledge
(Haynes & Baker, 1993)

(4) a large vocabulary in language learners does not imply good inferring
skills and in most cases language learners relied on other means to acquire
a high level of vocabulary knowledg@dulstijn, 1993)

(5) long-term retention is not ensured when guessing word meaning from
context(Mondria & Wit-de Boer, 1991; Paribakht & Wesche, 1993; Parry,
1993)

As discussed above one of the problems of a solely implicit vocabulary tgachin
focus and relyingoo much on guessing from contextual clues in lower levels is the that
beginning learns may not be able to comprehend due to their lack of vocaSdary.
researcher@Chern, 1993; Nagy, 19971&hl & Fairbanks, 198@pund that using implicit
vocabulary learning methods might be more helpful and beneficial to language learners at
higher proficiency levels but only in combination with explicit vocabulary instruction.
Implicit vocabulary learningnd teaching methods also seemed suitable and effective for
learning highly complex word&Scherfer, 1993) A similar observation ds been made
by Schmitt(2000)whi ¢ch was, t hat Afcertain i mportant
explicit p.adzt E@utturdly-lmaded words certialy fall into the category of
important words, since learners need to be aware of their socially appropriate and correct

usage in order to fully function in the target culture.
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While implicit vocabulary learning describes a learnprgcessin which the
learner acquires vocabulary from a fewtith no specific attention put ontearning
individual words, explicit vocabulary learning describes a process of learning in which
the learner acquires vocabulary through specific activities and having then¢pani
specific words as the goal. Both methods have their bereditdifferent research studies
demonstrate. With regards to vocabulary acquisition and leafdardakht and Wesche
(1997) found that answering reading comprehension questions helped learns increase
their vocabulary knowledge and recognize lexical items. Gu and Jofi&@)reported
that extensive reading benefited language leadvexsabulary knowledgeYet there are
also research findirsgon the benefits of explicit vocabulary learning. Prin(096)
compared vocabulary acquisition via translation versus guessing vocabulary from
context. He found that learning L2 vocabulary via translation benefits vocabulary
acquisition in comparison to learning vocabulary frorferring word meaning from
context in sentences. An interesting observation was made by H(@§{a)who states
t hat it Ais the quality and g fadiwtigsueency of
el aboration on aspects of a wordodés form ani
retention o f new i nf or mad is mnagreerfept. with2othér)researehers
mentioned above who find it necessary to not separate incidentakpllt éeaching
and learning of vocabulary but rather have a balance of WettHulstijn (2001) further

states that traditional vocabulary methods (e.g. regular and multiple rehearsals of words,

8] use the word fAtexto very broadly. For me a text ca
book, newspaper or other writing, or a visual text such as an advertisement on paper or the TV, or a aural

text such as a report on the radio.
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rote memorization tasks, etc.) are necessary if the gdlalint communicative capability
and to enable learners to have automatic access to a large L2 lexicon (2852 7bhe
guestion that remains is how to best implement a combination of both ingiidit
explicit vocabulary teaching and learning approactine language classroom and for the

language learner.

VOCABULARY TEACHING: A BRIEF HISTORY

In this section | first give an overview of the development of vocabulary teaching
and proceed with an overview of pedagogical implications for vocabulaslyitgatoday.
During the history of second language acquisjtionanges have taken place in the
approaches and methods of teaching and leathieigalso had an effect on vocabulary
teaching and learning strategi@@mmerman, 1997)The Grammar Translation method,
popular well into the midwentieth century, focused omanalyzing the language in
guestion to using language in a communicative setting as highlighted by the
Communicative Language Teaching agmio starting in the 1980&Schmitt, 2000;
Zimmerman, 1997)With regards to vocabulargome methods focused on bilingual
word lists GrammarTranslation methodpr vocabularylearning while others negleetl
vocabulary teaching and thought that vocabulary would somehow take care p$iiself
as the Audio-Lingual methodor the Communicative Language Teaching approach
(Schmitt, 2000, p. 15)Yet a commonality hat can be found in all second language

teaching approaches is the lack of addressapgroaches to teachingocabulary
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specifically Table 2.2outlinesthe role of vocabulary throughotite history of language

pedagogy
Method/Approach |[Foc us o n|Roleof Vocabulary
Vocabulary Presentation
Grammar ability to analyze | used for translating| bilingual word lists
Translation language rather | texts
Method than use languag

Direct Method

oral language

initial vocabulary

pictures, objects,

Method

(listening as kept simple physical
primary skill) demonstration
only abstract wordj
presented in lists
Audio-lingual grammar for drills new vocabulary

to teach structural
patterns

was only added
when necessary fo
drills

Communicative
Language
Teaching

fluency rdaher
than grammatical
accuracy

vocabulary still
secondary status
(takes care of itself
i through reading)

little guidanceon
how to learn
vocabulary

Table 2.2: Vocabulary in differeteanguagdeaching methods/approaches

In the late 1980s interest wocabulary gave rise to new research into vocabulary

acquisition(Richards, 1976yvhich resulted in diffent pedagogical themes summarized

by S6kmen(1997)

(1)

access word meanirggitomatically

28
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(2)

3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

integrate new words with old word@swhich helps language lagers to
creatdinks and associations between words, become aware of
similarities and differences;

provide a number of encounters with the wibngthich can be done

through the use of different activities and different contexts;

promote a deep level of processihgvhich can be done by word
manipulation, relating words to previously learned words and personal
experiencaand background knowledge, and by asking language learners
for justification oftheir choices;

facilitate imaging and concretendsghich can be done by presenting
vocabulary in an organized fashion (e.g. presentation in units, introduction
of newwords in stages);

use of a variety of techniquésvhich can be done by implementing a
mixed approach to vocabulary learning and teagtstrategies in the
classroom;

encourage independent learning strategmsich can be done by
introducing and explain different vocabulary learning strategies to

language learners.

It has also been pointed out in research that the way in which language learners

are askd to memorize words is a complete departure from the way in which native

speakers remember words. Instead of remembering separate lexical items native speakers

rememberwods fias partsemamtni ciMathady &depd 19)
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However, researchn vocabulary teaching and presentation in semantically related sets
still needs further research as more current studies indicatesutttatan approachiging

semantically related s@tsiay actually hinder vocabulary learning as discussed next.

VOCABULARY PRESENTATION

Laufer and Shmuel(1997) conducted a study in which they compared four
different way of preseirig Englishvocabularyto Hebrew speakeis an EFL (English as
a Foreign language) class. The four different wayere (1) words presented in isolation,
(2) words in a single sentence, (3) words embedded within a shorter text, and (4) words
embedded in aalaborate textual context. For condition (jdents were provided with a
20-word list. The same words were given to students irsithgde sentence groupsut in
sentencdorm. For group (3) students were given a text that contained all 20 words with
glosses and in group (4) the same text as in group (3) was used but the words were
elaborated prior to handing the text to the students. For each method half of the words
were translated into English while the other half weaplainedin English. The study
showedthat L1 (native languagegxplanations explanation in the native language, i.e.
Hebrew in this casewere always better retaineghd less context benefitpda r t i ci pant s 0
vocabulary retention. Prince (1995) found similar results in a study exmire role of
L2 (target languageproficiency of learners with two different ways of presenting
vocabulary to the participant®ne method entailed presenting vocabulary in lists with
L1 translations while in the other methodhe lexical items were pviaded in L2

sentences to participants. The results of this study show that more participants with lower
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language proficiencies benefited from usingsltean contexialized lexical presentation;
they werenot onlyable to recall more vocabulary iterngt also recakkdthemwith more
accuracy.

Research does not indicate thatsliste unfavorable for vocabulary learning
rather, theymight even be beneficial especially at lower proficiency leveéds lists do
not provide additional information that is mssary to fully know a word. Furthermore,
lists do not help language learners to connect vocabudatiie cultural information

embedded in it. As pointed out by Folse (2007) a disadvantage of lists is that language

l earners dAwill gwl pdoael pf super hieawwi awlorkis@® an
| earners fAonly | earn the meaning as a trans
learners] will not ke able to actually use thewdrd ( p. 40) . I n addition,

may not be the most joyfulctavity to memorize vocabulary and may also seem
overwhelming since most vocabulary lists are relatively long. An important aspect of any
teaching method is ntd rely only on one method, but to implement different techniques,
methods and approaches ier to cater to differerearnersand to facilitatea learning
environment in which vocabulary can be learned throumiious processes and, from
different perspectiveseading to a more thorough understanding not only of the meaning
of the word but alsof its cultural connotation and use.

Many of the language textbooksurrently used in university courseme
organizing vocabulary in semantic sets (e.g. animals: mouse, hamster, cat, dog; or
furniture: couch, table, lamp, shelf) (Folse, 200Ygt anoher way of presenting

vocabulary in language textbooks is in thematic sets. Folse (2007;52) f0ovides a

31



visualization in form of a table to illustrate the difference between semantic units and
thematic unitsand how 32 vocabulary items could be aongad in those different ways.

Table 23 below shows two of the eight units created by Folse (2007).

Semantic Units Thematic Units
Unit 1: Colors Unit 1: eating out with friends
red, blue, green, white | like to go to this restaurant ddaturday

nights when they serve the modelicious
fresh shrimpsaladsyou have ever eaten!

Unit 2: days of the week Unit2: looking at pictures of a trip
Saturday, Sunday, Monday, Tuesday| This is a picture of myister and me with
some friends on nféont
of theblue andwhite Gr ee k f | a
tall girl on my left.

Table 2.3 Semantic unit vshiematicunits of representingocabulary

Even thoughvocabularylists in many language textbookis mostly organized in
semantic sefghere has notden a lot of research conducted with regards to vocabulary
recall and retention and there have beeenfewer studies for the use of thematic units

in second language vocabulary research. The most prominent studies have been
conducted by Tinkham (1993; 9B) and Waring (1997). Tinkham (1993) investigated

the same group of learneirs two differentsettings First his participnts had to learn
semanticallyrelated words (e.g. words for colors) and later vocabulary items that were
not semantically related.ifkham found in his study that students had less difficulty to
learn the unrelated words than the semantically related wbndsmay be due to the fact

that language learners misp semantically similar wordsTinkham® second study
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(1997) compared leairmg vocabulary in semantics sets versus thematic sets. His results
indicated a similar finding to his first study, namely that presenting vocabulary in
semantically related sets has a negative effect on vocabulary learomgigally, his

secondstudy suggskd that presenting vocabulary in thematic sets facilities vocabulary

Il ear ni ng (199YWatudy wag & r@plication of Tinkhardg1993) first study on
semantically related vocabul ary. Waringsod s
had difficulty in learning vocabulary presented in semantically related Beésto his

results Waring @ecommendations for teachingclude presening words in thematic
instead of semant i c sweaer changing eoona urs @, cash, s et [
register, wal, navy blue, stripednd so on magot show the same interference effects as
scarf, tie, coat , Furthemotesihashbedargaek byrFolse (200@). 2 7 0)
that presenting vocabulary in thematic sets benefits vocabulary retention. He also
suggests that it i's useful to Aincorporate
wordso (p. 56) , me ani n @ cdntext as gtehas @also beent hent i
suggested by Spinelli and Siskin (1993&mantic maps, as proposed in the next section,

offer one way to present vocabulary in thematic sets.

SEMANTIC MAPPING

Semantic maps are graphic organizers that illustrate a wadrdsarelated words
in a visual representation. The related words are clustered around the target word on the
map whereby the words are organized accordingetoanticcriteria or sukcategories.

Semantic mapping is known in literature under various tesuoth aslexicosemantic
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organization(de Groot & Comijs, 1995)semantizationHenriksen, 1999)or mental
organization (Zhang, 1995) With regards to language learnirggmantic mapping is
usually known and wused as fAbrainstorming
di agr ammi n g(Stkrhea, 1998 9. 250Figue 2.3di agr ammi ng t he

below illustrates an example of a semantipina

Animals
Machines
stampede blast off
swoop tow
soar explode
swarm Movement swerve
sting clang
gallop / \
Toys/Objects Nature
bounce blow
wal rustle
-UEZ flutter
tic erupt
tremble

Figure 2.3: Semantic apexample

However, in this study | am expanding on this notion by including boundaries in
the map that will help students become avedrand understand the boundaries of lexical

items. Combining the concept Bfame Semairts (discussed in the next section) with

° The semantic map example is taken from Lehr, Osborn & Hi¢b@t)
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semantic mapping gives students a visualized image of lexical items belonging to one
frame, therefore helping them to understand how to use a word in a given situation. For
example, the wortbveis used very loosglin the US American Englisfas inl love you
guys but cannot be used the same in German because in the German culture the word has
specific restrictions of its use. It is only used to express a deep emotional connection to
another person. Using semant@pping as a tool for teaching vocabulary whttame
Semanticgnay help students to become aware of such boundaries. As discussed by ljaz
(1986) and Jiang(2002) an important task with regards to vocabulary acquisition
involves the identification of boundaries existing between lexical items, understanding
the meaning within the boundaries and the expansion or modification of thdab@sn
once additional words that are related to the previously learned words are encountered.
Researchs still ambivalent abouthe best ways to present vocabularythe L2
classroombut, as discussed in the previous sectitibematic units seem tcelfavorable
compared to semantic unitdowever it has also been suggedteat vocabulary retention
is most favorable when new vocabulary is presented in semantic fields, clusters or
groupings of words that are related conceptually or summarized und=resafterm
(Keller, 1978) It has beerurthersuggested thahe mental lexicon of native speakers as
well as advanced language learners is structured in terms of semantic relationships
(Hatch, 1983) Semantic maps have been explored widely for native speakerglkdhen
and rese@h has shown its benefits l@srning and teaching technique for native speakers
of English at different grade levelSemantic maps abe namesuggests can be used to

illustrate how words are related semantically, however using semarappimg as a
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visualization tool can also be used to arrange words in thematic units. Tir{kBam)
suggests benefits of thematic clusters over semantic clusters for vocabulary learning. He
arguesthat semantic frames, which are understood as the organizing sgsumftour
background knowledgesuch adrog, pond, hop, swim, greeand slippery (Tinkham,

1997, p. 4)are learnednore easilydueto their thematic arrangement. J€mantic map

can be used to connect those words in one map as it wedlzhein semantic sts.

Students using semantic mapping have shown substantial improvement in reading
comprehension, writing and vocabulary expans{Bnown & Perry, 1991; Crow &
Quigley, 1985) Semantic mapping has also proved valuable for ESL students reading
skills (Carell, 1985) With regards to semantic mapping and the L2 classroom Morin and
Goebel(2001)found that learners in the semantic mapping group reported a higher recall
of lexical items than theontrol group and the semantic mapping group ranked their
familiarity with lexical items higher than the control group. In addition, they suggest that
semantic mapping can be DbYenseniantic mappinghas st ude
not been researched extensively enough to make specific chachsnany of the studies
have been conducted with regards to L1 vocabulary acquisition, reading and its
applications in the ESL classroom.

However, more research needs to be done on semantic mapping and its
applications in the L2 classroorBemantic maps are useful tools &&cond anguage
vocabulary teachingpecause they visually show the relatedness of previously learned
words and new words. In addition, students connect new words to their own experience

and world knowledggJohnson, Pittelman, & Heimlich, 198@)aufer (1990a)argues
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that A1t 1 s pos s izaidn ef wordsan thedasis sf eneaoinghul litks g a n i
wi || reinforce the semanti c neFuhemars, of t he
semantic maps can be used to illustrate the difference between the L1 and L2 cultural
background that is embeddedinth@ c abul ary it ems. AThe proced
provides students with a means for both activating and enhancing their knowledge base
regarding the specific topics and words di s
relationships among conceptlohnson, et al., 1986, @80). Several research studies
found that verbal as well as visual representation of new information improves not only
students6 understanding of the materi al but
recall of this informatior{Paivio, 1986; Sadoski, Paivio, & Goetz, 919 Using semantic
mapping as a tool to visually represent words and their connections to other words in the
lexicon may help language learners to establish the linkseletihe words similar to
native speakerg which includes the knowledge of cultuiaformation that might link
words in the lexicon.

Native speakersf any languagdave a higher linkage of lexical networks than
language learner@Vilks & Meara, 2002) Therefore, it would be beneficial to increase
the linkage of lexical networks inahguage learners during vocabulary instruction.
Furthermore, asking language learners to justify their choices afatagories, and word
associationsn references to theemantic maphey created with the words they learned
will increase their awareness the target language and lead to long term retention
(Hague, 1987; Machalias, 199I1owever, in order to understand whether language

learners acquired a word it has to be assessed. Depending on what knowledge aspect is
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being assessed different types of assessmentrtagsbe consideredThe next section

highlights the most commonly used assessment tools in vocabulary research.

VOCABULARY ASSESSMENT

In this section vocabulary assessment tools are discussed. Howenmrstibe
noted that the focus is on vocabulary assessment farobsand not the classroom. It is
included to give the reader an understanding for the selection of assessment tools chosen
for this study. The assessment tool used in this study is further discussed in detail in the
methodology sectionResearch indicatethe language learners think vocabulary is an
important part of second langualgarning Vocabularyinstruction which had been the
stepchild in the L2 classroom for too loisgslowly gaining footing in the classroom and
must therefore also be addressigdtests. We need to assess what we (as language
teachers) teach in this case vocabulary, since this has serious ramifications for how
much emphasistudents willplace on learningocabulary. Furthermore, testing what we
believe is important enough teach, has potential positive washback effetich as
students understanding the importance of vocabularyaguodential increase istudents
interest in vocabulary learning.

In order to tesvocabularyeffectively, severatjuestionsnustbe asked:

1) Why do weteachvocabulary What are thpedagogicateasondor teaching

and assessmént

2) Whichwordsare we going téeach and asses¢And what is a word?)
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3) How are we going tdeach and assess vocabutaikyhat kind of tests should
be usedo measuré ear ner so6 | eXi cal devel opment

4) When should we assess it?

In order to address these questions fully, we need to begin with the first one: why
do weteachvocabulary? What are our pedagogical objectives with including it in the
curriculum? The answer tthis question is thathere can be different reasons for
assessing vocabulary. Firstdstinction mustoe made between research and classroom
testing.In a perfect world, pedagogy should be informed by theory,|lgssimom testing
will mostly be syllalusbased whereas reseh testing needs to be thedrgsed. In
addition, different things will be tested. For example, a classroom test is usually an
achievement test which gives treainer and the teacher an idea of whetihematerial
that was coveretias been learned by the language leafiRead, 2004)Those tests are
syllabusbased because they cover the materials discussed in class. A diagnostics test and
proficiency testi even though they are not only used for resedrahould bemore
global in their assessmerdince they are not dependent on material covelaihg
regular classwork. Researchgenerdly has other goals for the use of tests than tests
written specifically for a language coursé&.et whetherteachingoriented or researeh
oriented,when designing a test it is important to keepmind what one wants to test.
Knowing what to test one can determine what test format is the most usefu(2keayl

also offers some help with his three dimensions of vocabulary assessment.
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discrete A - A embedded
selective A - A comprehensive

contextindependent A - A contextdependent

Discrete tests measures only one construct of vocabulary knowledge without considering
other aspects. A sensitive multiple choice test would be on the discrete, selective and
contextindependent side, whereas a wgt assignment (write a letter teeview a
product) is more on the embedded comprehensive and caoleshdent side. The
following are different examples of assessments currently available and used.

a) Checklist Test (Yes/No Test): This test, which viet developed by Meara
(Meara, 1996; 1989¥ a selfevaluative format. The use of aedklist allows for a large
amount of vocabulary items to be testd scored in a timely manner. Test takers
indicate whether or not they know a word. Vocabulary items to bedtast selected
from a range of frequency levels. The performance of theatest at the respective level
is used as an indication of the individuals receptive vocabulary know{btigea, 1996)

A computerized version was later developed by Mga&90) and is known as the
AEurocentres Vocabulary Size Testo (EVST).
a useful tool as a ptament tests. In order to get a better understanding and to counteract
overestimation of the tesakers Anderson and Freebo(y983)included norwords in
the test. Those newords are used to adjust the tedter®reallts, since testakers often

overestimated their knowledge when simply being ask to indicate whethetdhey do
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not know a word Figure 2.4 is an illustration ain example of a checklist test (Read,

2000, p. 129).
1 dring 2 take in 3 majority
4 modest 5 vowel 6 easy
7 swithin 8 obsolation 9 foundation
10 receipt 11 annobile 12 resident
Figure 2.4: Example of a Chec#tlitestformat
b) Vocabulary Level s Test: Tik used tot e s t

get an idea about the taskervocabulary sizeThe tests are structuréésed orword
frequency lists (2000, 3000, 5000, above 5080d 10000 levels). lalso has an
additional level for academic English words. The format of the test follows the multiple
choice format. The test takers are provided with sets of words and definitions and have to
choose the word that best matches the definitions providede$hassesses knowledge

of lexical meaning as well as an understanding of contextual knowledge of the target

word. An example of such a test is givierfigure 2.5below*.

a. royal
1. first b. slow
2. not public c. original
3. all added together d. sorry

e. total

f. private

Figure 2.5: Example of a Vocabulary Levels Test item

19 This excerptis taken from an example provided by Begtaraiable at: http://jalt.org/test/beg_1.htm
41
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c) Word Associates Te$¥WAT): This test was developed by Re@ 993; 1995)
andmeasure aspects of depth of knowledge such as word associationsofladational
knowledge. In the WAT a word is followed by eight other words in two boxes. Two
words in each box have either a pragmatic relationship or a syntagmatic relationship with
the target word. The tetaker needs to select tholir words that fom a relationship
with the target wordFigure 2.6 illustrates two example of a word association test items

based on Read (2000, p. 181).

edit
arithmetic film pole publishing
revise risk surface text
team
alternative chalk ear group
orbit scientists sport together

Figure 2.6: Sample items olMdord Association Tst

The tests described in b) and c) both use a multiple eHormat. This can often
lead to guessing by the tdakers unfortunately, which may negatively impact
conclusions we can draw from the results reduce the possibility of guessirgghmitt
(2000)points to &ormat introduced by Vives Boig 995)which is another version @in
Word Association Testhat eliminates the problem of guessing.this format the test
taker is provided with three lexical items and has to select the one that is not related.

However, as long as tewtkers have answer choices prodde them guessg cannot be
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fully eliminated.Figure 2.7 presentan exampleprovided by Schmitt (2000) of one

sampleitem for VivesBoix@ version of an Association Vocabulaegt*

creciente veneno pocima

Figure 2.7: Example of Association Vocabulary Test by Vives Boix

d) Vocabulary Kowledge Scale (VKS): The VKS developed by Paribakht and
Weschg(1993) gives the test taker a target word followed by a scale which has usually 5
points ranking from 1) | have never seen this word to 5) | know this word and | can use it
in a sentence. This tesbtonly requires tedikers to select a word from multiple
choices provided or to indicate whether or not they know the word but to give
translations, synonyms/opposites and provide sentences. This test measures depth of
knowledge and can be used as aellgymental measure, since it cassesshow
vocabulary knowledge develops over time. Sch(@00)argues that this test has some
problems. He argues thattBcale is random and that the spaces on the scale might not be
equally distributed. Furthermore, he argues that the test format mixes receptive and
productive knowledge and that the lower level knowledge is not verified. Another
critigue positedthat thistest does not account for multiple meanings of woAss.a
responseParibakht and Wesch@996) included a sixth level in order to account for

muliple word meaning#/hich is shown in the example providedigure 2.8.

“"creciente (6growingé6), veneno (6poisond), p-ci ma
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Please report on your knowledge of each of the words writtbaléh

ausgehen

I I dondét remember having seen this word
Il I have seen this word before but | don
1] | have seen this wd before, and I think it means . (synonym or translation
v | know this word. It means . (synonym or translatiq
Y | can use this word in a sentence:

(Write a sentence()f you do this section, please also do Section IV.)
Vi | know multiple meanings of this word

(Write all additional meanir

this word you know)

Figure 2.8: Example of a Vocalary Knowledge Scale test format

e) Other tests that can be used for vocabulary assessment are more on the
embedded, comprehensive and contt.d pendent s p e c(2000u three o f Read
dimensions of vocabulary assessment. Those tests can be used re aoefpulary
used in written comprehension througfatisticallyanalysis, such as looking at lexical
densty, lexical variation and/or lexical sophisticatiofable 24 provides a brief

overview of the tests described in the section above.
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Test Developer | Test Name | Format Uses Limitations
Meara(1996; Checklist self Pedagogy: overestimation
1989) Test (Yes/No | evaluative| Placementdst of testtaker
Test) Research:
Prior vocabulary
knowledge of
participants
Nation(1980s) | Vocabulary | multiple- | Pedagogy: standardsfo
Level 0¢choice Placementest analysis and
Diagnostictestfor validation
migrant and guessing by test
international takers
students
Reseech:
Estimate vocabulary
size of nonnative
speakers
Read(1993; Word multiple- | Research: guessing by test
1995) Associates | choice Depth of knowledge | takers
Test (WAT)
Vocabulary Paribakht and| 5-point Research: scale is random
Knowledge Scal¢ Wesche ranking | Depth of lknowledge | lower vocabulary
(VKS) (1993) scale developmental knowledge levels
measure not verified
Written - students | Pedagogy: time consuming
Comprehension writing assessing students

Tests

writing

As mentioned above, ven creating or using an assessment tool it is important to

keep in mind what the test is used for (reseasctclassroom) and what aspects of

Table2.4 Test assessing vocabulanydwledge

knowledge one wants to assess.this study used Paribakht and Weséh@993)

Vocabulary Knowledge scale to measure the vocabulary that was known to students prior

to the study, as well as immediately after and in aygelaetting. | discuss the test and

its applications in this study in more detail in the methodology chapter.
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VOCABULARY AND CULTURE

Taylor (1990, p. 1)stresses the importance of vocabularg o wl e d g e : Al n
live in the world, we must name it. Names are essential for the construction of reality for
without a name it is difficult to accept
Those objed events and feelings mentioned Baylor are not only part of the target
language but also of the target culture. One cannot be understood without the other.
Vocabularyknowledgeis necessaryor language learners and native speakers alike in
orderto be able toexpressoneself in a languge. Yet having knowledge of a language
without knowing the cultures not enough. &nguage and culture are connected and
knowledge of both is necessary in ordercommunicateappropriately.While native
speaker§ cultural knowledge isntuitive, languagelearners have to be made aware of
cultural differences between their L1 and the L2 and have to be conscious abbigt it.
leads us to the next questiamhat is culture®ver the years culture has been defined
countlesgimes and yet thereare no perfectdefinitions for the notion of culture. In the
following | provide some approaches to the definition of culture and how culture and
language are interrelated.

A very vague definition was provided by EdwardHall (1959)for whom culture
does not refer to fAan exotic notisdmhest udi
South Seas, 0 but fAa mold in which we are
unsuspected Whaiylke défmiodn @szylturedoes not offer much
explanation and is rather vague clearly reflectsthe connection between words of a

language and the culture in which those words areliis€lo mmuni cati on i s
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Culture i s CHalipddsd p. 6AJeelye(1D06)offered a similar position,

arguingthat
"[llearning a language in isolation of its cultural roots prevents one from
becoming socializ into its contextual use. Knowledge of linguistic structure
alone does not carry with it any special insight into the political, social, religious,
or economic systemo (p. 10) .

It is, therefore, necessary that language learners are exposed liodpasitic forms, i.e.

the words that make up a language, and the culture they are embedte @mso

important to note that culture is not a fixed and steiestruct but rather one that is

constant change and flux as languagd-isthermoreculture and languagare not the

same for all members of a societystead, they are nuanced constructs that vary within

subculturesas expressed by Speng@atey(2008)
Culture is a fuzzy set of basic assumptions and values, orientations to life, beliefs,
policies, procedures and behavioural conventions that are shared by a group of
people, and that influence (but do not determine) eaehmb er 6 s behavi our
hi s/ her interpretations of the Omeaningd
In the above quote form Spendg@atey the difficulty of capturing the idea of

A

culture in a definition becomes clear. But, Spef@ert ey s 6 d edthenndtibn on ent
that there is not one cultucé one society buthat it is part of a grougithin a society.

As mentioned above, native speakers have their native culture(s) internalized. Rivers
(1981) includes this internalized aspect of culture and native speakers in her definition:

€ children growing up in a social group
expressing themselves, ways of looking at things, what things they should value

and what tings they should despise or avid, what is expected to them and what

they may have expected from others. These attitudes, reactions, and unspoken
assumptions become part of their way of life without their being conscious of

them. Yet culturally determineceétures may be recognized in their actions,

social relationships, moral convictions, attractions and revulsions; through the
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institutions their social group establishes and conserves; and in the art and
literature which the members of the group produceagpieciate. (p. 316)

Learners of a second language have different ways of doing things than native speakers
of that language; they will express themselves in a different manner, look at things
differently, value different things, and despise differeiigh. Language learners need to
be made aware in the language classrooms of the culturally defined characteristics and
acquire an understanding of the target culture through activities in order to function and
communicate appropriately with the target laage in the target cultuf®ivers, 1981)
The importance of culture in the foreign language education has been pointed out by
MLA report (2007) The report reads:
At one end, language is considered to be principally instrumental, a skill to use for
communicating thought and information. At the opposite end, language is
understood as an essential neke n t of a human bei ngbs
perceptions, and sedixpressions; and as such it is considered to be at the core of
translingual and transcultural competence. While we use language to
communicate our needs to others, language simultaneoudglsews to others
and to ourselves. Language is a complex multifunctional phenomenon that links
an individual to other individuals, to communities, and to national cultures.
Institutional missions and teaching approaches typically reflect either the
instrumentalist or the constitutive view of language. (p. 2)
In addition, in the report thBILA Ad Hoc Committee on Foreign Languagesint out
that culture goes beyond the By little-c separation of culture and is comprised of

language itself.

Culture is reresented not only in events, texts, buildings, artworks, cuisines, and

t

b

many other artifacts but also in | anguage

happiness, o idlibert®, ®galit®, fraterni

and linguistic competence are equally necessary if one wishes to understand people
and their communities. (p. 2)
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The argument stated above, that almost all words inhesttl@ral meanng, (2007) has
already been stressed by Stg@@90)
Every word, every expression we usasha cultural dimension. Culture is the
means by which a community communicates. If people were not referring to a
commonly agreed upon set of meaning sin their interactions with each other, no
communication would take place. Speakers of a language sbarenly the
vocabulary and structure of the language; they share the perception of reality
represented by that vocabulary and structure. And because speakers of different
language have diffent perception of reality, navb languages show a ofe-one
comrespondence between vocabulary items or grammatical structures. It stands to
reason thenthat learning a second (or additional language), without learning
about and understanding the culture(s) in which it is used, will not enable an
individual to commurgate effectively with speakers of that language. (p. 4)
When looking atthe argument that wds are embedded in the cultural settings of the
language they belong,tthe conclusion has to be drawn that hee understand words
dependst least in paron aur background knowledge, meaning the culture we grew up
in. As pointed out by Zha(®004) A As | anguage and cul ture are
each other, and language is the vehicle of cultural manifestation, it is natural that some
words represent diffeent noti ons and cul tur al val ues i1
and culture are connected and culture. (neanings, values) is embedded in vocabulary
it cannot be separatédas Simon(1987, p. 37descr i bes it Al anguage
language learners cannot simply memorize random vocabularytistsadaccording to
Jiying (2004) they need to develop and learn ways of thinking, ordering their expanding
world knowledge and finding their way in it in order to function in the L2 culture with
the L2 vocabulary knowledge. It is therefore cruaial toseparag culture from the other

four skills, reading, writing, speaking and listenimgt ratherto integrate culture within

those skills(Kramsch, 1989, pp.-2). Kramsch continues by stati
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explore the cultural dimension of the very language we teach if we want learners to be
fully communicatively cormpetent in these languages ( p2p Learrling a new language
means developing an understanding of the new language system and organizing the
newly acquired lexicon within this system. This also entails referencing the target
language (L2) to the existingative language (L1).

Let us take using public transportation as an example. Riding the bus or taking the
train requires buying a ticket analidating the ticket which means getting it stamped,
punched or marked in a different way. In Germany, howeher alleged translational

equivalent isntwertenTable 25 provides the dictionary definitions of the both wotds.

2 For the English word thilerriam-Webster Dictionarand theOxford English Dictionaryvere used and
for the German word thBertelsmann Worterbucind theDudenwere used.

50



Validate

entwerten

Merriam-Webster

Duden Universalworterbuch

1.a: to make legally valid ratify b : to
grant official santon to by marking
<validatedher passporte : to confirm the
validity of (an election)also: to declare (a
person) elected

2. a: to support or corroborate on a soun
or authoritative basis <experiments
designed twalidatethe hypothesisk : to
recanize, establish, or illustrate the
worthiness or legitimacy ofwalidatehis
concerns>

1. fir eine nochmalige Verwertung
ungultig machen: einen Fahrschein, eine
Eintrittskarte e.

2. a) den Wert einer Sache, (selten:) eing
Person mindern: akte Privilegi wurden
im Laufe der Zeit entwertet; Das Schalen
der Rinde, insbesondere durch das
Hochwild, entwertet das Holz (Mantel,
Wald 62); warum die Planung ... die Plat;
Zzu bl oben Verkehsp
(Fest, Im Gegenlich 68); das Geld ist
entwertet; .. war er ein entwerter und
lahmer Mensch, mit dem nichts mehr
anzufangen war (Hesse, Sonne 9);

b) (e. + sich) (selten) an Wert verlieren: ¢
Geld entwertete sich (Niekisch, Leben 11

OED

Bertelsmann Worterbuch

1.a.trans.To render or declare ledgl
valid; to confirm the validity of (an act,
contract, deed, etc.); to legalizk. spec.
[Now after Frenclvalider.] To declare (an
election) valid; to declare (a person) duly|
and properly elected.

2. a.To make valid or of good authority;
to confirmor corroborate; to substantiate
supportb. To examine for incorrectness (
bias; to confirm or check the correctness

ent|wer|tefV.2, hat entwertet; mit Akk.]
eine Sache d. einer Sache den Wert
nehmen, ihren Wert verringer@eld e.;
indem du a@s sagst, entwertest du meine
Arbeit 2 wertlos machen, einer Sache de
Geldwert nehmen, sie flr weiteren
Gebraud ungultigmachen, sie
unverkauflich machereinen Fahrschein
(durch Lochen, Stempeln) e.; eine
Eintrittskarte durch Einreil3en e.

Table 2.5 Dictionary definitions for the English word validate and its commonly
accepted German translational equivakttverten

When boking only on the surfacethe translationof validate with the German word

entwertenseems to make sense atedencompass the @aning explained in English

above.Yet when looking more closelst the wordsywhatis most noticeables the prefix

ent which usually has a negative meaning in German. And indiasvertendoes not
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mean validate, but on the contrary expresses the dpposimely desalidate. Even

though this does not change anything about the basic meaning needed for understanding

it does show important cultural information. The German word indiaatphcitly that

the ticket can only be used once, while in Englishi¢inen has a more positive undertone.

This difference between a more positive meaning in English and a more negative
meaning in Germahecomes more obvious when also taking into account the dictionary
definitions for the worddisted in table 5 above While the entries in the English

dictionary focus onpositive aspects (e.g. make legal, official, recognize, of good

authority, to confim, etc.)the definition in the German dictionaries highligimore

negative aspects in comparison (e.g. to reduce the,\aldecrease the value, to lose in

value, valueless, etcT hi s means t hat Amany foreign wor
equi valent basic meaning in the | earneros L
di fferent (caofernl®%0a p.i582Mherefore, the language learnencat

simply transfer the L1 meaning he associates with this word onto the newly acquired L2

word because there are issues with translational equivalence.

As mentioned above, there are many aspects of word knowdeddiscussed by
Nation (2001)andnot al can be learned at once. However, it is important that language
learners are aware of cultural differences and similarities between L1 and L2 even at
lower levels which will help them become better learnd@nguage learnedsLl
knowledge can be utilizeto first see how a word is uadtood in their L1 and then use
this knowledge a point of departure to compare the L1 with the L2 which means that

learners may have to extend their conceptual undeistpadeven create a new concept
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in order to understal a word in a foreign languag&he problem of neglecting the
culture embedded in lexical items is also visible in language textbooks. Even though
many textbooks started to organize lexical items by semantic fields, their occurrence
within the chapters athe textbook does not address the cultural difference between the
L2 presented in the textbook and the L1 of the language le@fague, 1987)Hague
further argues:
€ learning a foreign |l anguage also entail
of the target people; thus, students are frequently faced with many unknown
concepts that are easily misunderstood without direct instruction. For example
students of Spanish may be assigned to read about the bullfight. However, that
student may have existing misconceptions about this sport which may cause a
failure in comprehension. ién something as simple dsaje de hucesthe
bull fighterdés traditional attire can cau
this concept iIis not part of the student soé
Yet this important aspect is ignored in vocabularygentation in textbooks or even in the
language classroom. Spinelli and Siskii992) established the following criteria for
selecting, presenting and practicing vocabulary: (1) present and practice vocabulary
within culturallyr authentic semantic figss and networks of relationships; (2) present and
practice vocabulary in ways that distinguish the native and target culture; (3) use
authentic visuals where native culture/target culture referents differ in form; (4) present
and practi ce ien anvdocorthdationadde (B)opreaent and practice
vocabulary in ways that will reinforce appropriate behavior in the target culture. Having
Avocabul ary presented as part of a total cul

more conceptually accurae I mage of t he wor dos meaning

(Halverson, 1985, p. 329 he Avocabul ary presentation as
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s y s t (Blalverson, 1985, p. 329% also in line with the MLA report (200,7yvhich

states that the goal of foreign language instruction entails that
students are taught critical language awareness, interpretationraarstiation,
historical and political consciousness, social sensibility, and aesthetic perception.
They acquire a basic knowledge of the history, geography, culture, and literature of
the society or societies whose language they are learning; the abilibgérstand
and interpret its radio, television, and print media; and the capacity to do research
in the language using parameters specific to the target culture. (p. 4)

Even though it can be a daunting task to teach culture, if it is connected to laogatou

may benefit studendsbility to communicate more appropriately in the cultural setting of

the language they are learning. As mentioned above knowing about the cultural

differences between the L1 and the L2 may also help language learners tthavioagh

of translational equivalence which is discussed in the next section.

TRANSLATIONAL EQUIVALENCE

Even words that supposedly lawa translational equivalent are often not
culturally neutral when looking more closely at the actual meaning iouthgral context
in which they are embedded iih is important to look at them within their cultural setting
and to analyze them from an outsider perspective assigning misleading and ethnocentric
terminology(Goddard, 2006)it is important to be aware of those differences in order to
be able to take in new concepts andinderstand the new language and culture in terms
of that new language and cultunstead othrough the glasses of the native language.
Concepts across languages differ even though they might seem universal. This

also holds true for one of the moshportant experiences of human lifepersonal
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relationshipgWierzbicka, 1997)Even thougtthe phenomenorf relationshipexiss in
every culture, certaiaspects of thegaterpersonatelaionships differ across cultures.

This example illustrates theiranslational unequivalengéebetween many
languages which also shows diversity of languages and the inability of one language to
represent the reality and culture of another as discussedfy (3924) and Whorf
(1942) Language students struggle with this aspect of learning a new language, because
many learners bring the conceptual system that they have developed while learning their
L1 [native language] into the learning of an lf@rgign language], assuming that every
single unit of conceptualization in their repertoire has an equivalent in the conceptual
system associated with the (3harifian, 2007, p. 33)n other wods, when learning a
second language students are inclined to assume that there is a translational equivalence
between L1 and L2 and they map the new words onto their existing or conceptual system
(Jiang, 2002, p. 104)However, this can be problematic since there is not always a
translational equivalent as demonstrated above. Students need to be madefdtiar
problem and they need help understanding and developing a new concept for the L2
words. As argued by Swgmh997)

Al nf or med t eac hitmfgrmutate mealibtie hypothesdabout then t s

nature and limits of crosslinguistic correspondences, and to leecopre

attentive to important categories in the second language which have no-mother

tongue counterparto (p. 179).

In addition, even if there seems to be a metbague counterpart (for example the word

Freundin German meanindgriendd or doyfrienddin English) does not necessary mean

that language learner can map the L2 word onto the existing coRcephdin German
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has different meanings than the wdreénd in English as the glosses above indicate.
Besides the different translationsfaénd it also has a deeper meaning. As described by
Wierzbicka (1997) the word friend has different meanings in different cultures.
Wierzbicka (1997) points out:
The ¢ onc e pandthdrreladidnship knked With it, are important to Anglo
culture, but it is an illusion to think that they must have their counterparts in all
ot her cultures and that they are somehow
of human relations arejuas cultures peci fi ¢, and | anguage spe
concept encoded in the preseiatly English wordriend has no privileged status
in them.(pp. 3233)
Wierzbicka furtherobserves t h a't Ai n tfrieres [ic AmmericannBnglish]s a g e
tend to be seen as a multiplicity of people
(p. 45). Thisexampleillustrates that concepts can @iffeven though they seem to be
similar.
There are three possibilities when learning a second langupgthes doncepts are
the same in both languages and a translational equivalent; €Xidtsee concepts are
slightly different and the language learnes ba alter his or her concepts gm® concept
exists in the L1 that is equal or similar to the L2 and the language leaner must create a

new concept in order to make room for the new acquired medfioue 29 visualizes

the three possibilitiesf concgtual development when learning a second language.
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1. The concepts are the same in both languages and a translational equivalent exists.

2. The concepts are slightly different and the language leamer has to alter his or her concepts.

3. No concept exists in the L1 that is equal or similar to the L2 and the language leaner must
create a new concept in order to make room for the new acquired meaning.

being fearful of
being left alone
and having to
live alone at old
age

Torschluss-

panik

Figure 2.9 Concepts varying in German and Engffsh

Frame Semantics may offer vaay to deal with the conceptual differences between

languages and to help language learners in their vocabulary aoqguisis thenext

sectiondiscusses.

13 The representation format was taken from Lagifewfer, 1990b)Also is should be noted that real
translational equivalents are rather rare as stated by Altenberg aneGeOt)
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FRAME SEMANTICS

The application ofFrame Semantics useful for all possible scenaridsescribed
at the end of the last section and illustratetigare 29, but especially for scenar(a
concept issimilar betveenLl1 and L2; e.gfriend (friend, acquaintanceand Freund
(fér i )pandiséenario 3 (the concept does exist in one language but not the other; e.g.
Torschlusspanik 6 bei ng f ear f ul of being | eft al one
because wordfalling into thosecategoriesinclude words that havecultural meaning
embedded within themAnother important aspect with regards to bBthme Semantics
and translational equivalence is context. What happens if we do notvidnictvframe is
used by thespeaker? If we are in a situation in which we hear or read the vagréor
example, we have to know the context in which the word is used in order to arrive at the
correct meaning in German. The following example (2.1) illustrates the different
meaningof the wordhotin English:

(2.1) a. It was very hot this summer.
b. The food at the new Indian place is very hot.

(2.1a) carries the meaning relating to temperature, therefore, evokitegrperature

scale frame (Fillmore, 2003) (2.1b) could either be carrying the meaning of taste

versusmild or it could verywell carry the meaning relating to temperature asion

versuscold. Sentence (2.1b), therefore, evokes two frames. As discussed by Fillmore

(2003)i1 t h e hetis capable of evoking a temperature scale frame in some contexts

and a particular taste experiencesguerame in

that because Indian food is known to be spicy, and as a speaker having this kind of
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background knowledge, that the meaninghot in this sentence ispicy and not the

meaning of a very warm temperature. Fill mor
containing this word Hot] requires assumptions about which frame is relevant in the

given contexto (p. 236) . 1Sdynodhave thsnedessaty ni ng &
background knowledge to determine what meaning is used. They cannot yet use the L2

the same way they use their L1 and often fab the trap of simply using the first word

that is provided to them by the dictionary translation. However, this often is misleading

as in the case difot Translatinghot into German gives the fallving resilts shown in

figure 2.10below:

h e i fasintemperature)
hot
scharf (as in spicy)

sharp (as opposed to dull)

Figure 210: Translation from English to German of the woia

Figure 2.10llustrates the issues that arise whemply using a word without knowing its
exact meaningNot knowing or being aware of the exact meanmgften the case when
using dictionaries in which words are not organized by fraares students are likely to
use the first words as mentioned abareone that looksool to them as one of my

students told merwe after | asked him why heage a word
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Having a framébased organization would help language learners to choose the
correct term. This means that students need to be made aware ofl differances
between their L1 and the L2 they are learnimgaddition, itmustbe stated again, that
there is not one culture for any language but that there are many sulscuituoh also
have specific terms that are part of their subculture (reg@meration, profession, etc.).
Frames can also be used to highlight those differerd¢ague (1987) points out that
semantic networks are culturally determined, yet foreign language textbooks, even
though their vocabulary lists are organized in semantic fields, their arrangement in lists
suggests that the boundzgiof these semantic networks are equivalent between the L1
and L2 culture.

The concept of frame has had many different names over the years but is a result
of the schema theory developed by Bart(@@32) as well as the theory of scripts by
Schank and Abelsof1977)which was introduced to cope with the understanding that is
involved in event sequences. The classic example is the restaurant script, where different
scenes such as entering, ordering, eating, etc. are parts of the entire script. Fillmore
understands a frame ascagnitive structuring device and, therefore, representations of
knowledge. A frame can be understood as the abstract part of meaning. This might
become <cl earer when | ooking at Fill moreds
between scenes and frameseiges are abstract knowledge which could be in principle
understood notinguistic knowledge and frames on the other hand are the devices of
organizing the linguistic expression needed to express a scene. As explained by Fillmore

and Atkins(1992)
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A wordods meaning can be understood onl
background of experience, beliefs or practices, constituting a kind of conceptual
prerequisite for understanding the meaning. Speakers can be said to know the
meaning of the word only by first understanding the background frames that
motivate the concept that the word encodes. Within such an approach, words or
word sense are not reldtéo each other directly, word to word, but only by way
of their links to common background frames and indications of the manner in
which their meanings highlight particular elements of such frames. {p7)76
When we have a conversation or read a textosganize what we hear or read into
frames. In other words, those texts, whetiveiten or oral have certain words that evoke
the frame. Those different frames are then structured into scenes which in turn give us the
broader understanding of the sitoeatibeing conveyed by the speaker or the text. Frames
help us to paint a mental image of the situation in front of us. Therefore, it can be said
t h a t Framé@ $emanticsvord meaning is characterized in terms of experiethesed
schematization of the spek e r 6 s (Petriock, 1996,0p. 5) The knowledge a person has
about their native language can, therefore, not be separated from the cultural knowledge
associated with the personos nati ve | angua
learning a foreign language must includearfeng about the cultural knowledge
embedded intsi ndi vi dual words. To use Fill morebs f
meaning of the verlbuy does not helm learner to understartie whole situation in
which this word is used. One needs to be awatheentire situation, the context, or in
other words know the frame as a wholehich in the case obuy would be the
commercial transaction frame (Fillmore, 1977) The commercial

transaction frame includes the following core frame elemestser, seLLer MONEY

andcoops Some of the lexical units in this framee for example: buy and sellithout
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the fibuyer o, the fs eltdbaydaes mtmdke tirly sense.gndhe d s o

following sentences (2.2 & 2.3) the frame elements from toenmercial
transaction frame mentioned above are realized. Frame elements that are optional

are in bold The lexical unito buyis the target lexical unit that evokes the frame

(2.2) a. Sandra buys the skirt from H&M for $39.
b. Mr. Tomson buys  the car from Mr. Smith for $7500.
(BUYER) (TO BUY) (GOODS) (SELLER) (PRICE)
(2.3) a. Mrs. Wirtsells fresh fruit Saturday  at the market.

(SELLER) (TO SELL) (GOODS) (TIME) (PLACE)
b. Walmart sells almost everything.

(SELLER) (TO SELL)  (GOODS)
Yet as examples (2.2 & 2.3) shothe frame elements do not have to be realized or with
other words they are not obligatoryeops are always @ obligatory elemst, but the
seLLer @Ndpricein example (2.2) and thgye and thes ace in example (2.3) are optional.
The perspective of a frame depends on the perspective of theSestiencg2.2) is an
example of the commercial transaction frame fromgthers pergective realized by the
verbto buyin which thegyyer and thesoopsarefore groundedvhile sentence (2.3) is an
example of the commercial transaction frame fromsthersperspective realized by the
verb to sell foregrounding thesg  er and thegoops The other frame elements such as
seLLer andprice are still understood, even though they are in the background, because the

frame is known as a whole by native speakers of English.
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Another example (2.4) in which the entire frame is understood evenlthbege
is no specific mentioning in the sentence is as follows:

(24 Kathy and Tom candot wait to open the p
the milk and cookies are gone.

English speakers know when hearing this sentences that the sentenceshdalks a
Christmas as well as Santa Clause. The presents that are supposedly under the tree are a
direct hint to the Christmas frame and it is a tradition to leave milk and cookies for Santa
Cl ause. A person not Knowi ng albrauGlaus€ hr i st m:
would not be able to understand the sentelmcaddition, they would also wonder about
the milk and the cookies that are mentioned. In Germany, Austria and Switzerland for
example Santa Clause does not exist. Inst&adNikolau&' comes on Deember 8 and
the Christkind® on Christmas Eve (December4

Yet anothereven more puzzlingxample (2.5) is connected to American politics.
During December 2010 a lot apeecheseard on TV and the radio as well as many
headlines in the daily newapers wereoncerned with pork.

(2.5) Earmarks turn Capitol Hill into a pof&st!®
A lot of background knowledge is required to be able to make sense of this sentence.
First of all readers or hearers need to know that Capitol Hill can be seen as éneotent

politics for the United States. However, this does not help to understand why

14 st. Nikolauswas himself a historic 4tbentury saint and GreeRishop of Myra (in Lycia, part of
modernday Turkey). The tradition o$aint Nicholas Day usually onDecember6th, is a festival for
children in many countries in Europe related to surviving legends of the saint, and particularly his
reputation as a bringer of gifts. (www.freedictionary.com)

15 The Christkindis the traditional Ciistmas gift bringer in (among other countries) all German speaking
counties). (www.freedictionary.com).

% From the NY Daily News, December 1,62010. http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/12/16/
201012-16_earmarks_turn_capitol_hill_into_a_pork_fesingress_insults_voters_with_new_org.html
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AEar maruksndo t hi s pol imdatipar®l. ®Ae nmteardwuldrieed & efar er
to know that both Earmarks and pork refer to mostly useless political fillersilbf a

Another aspect oFrame Semantics that frames do not stand alone but are
connected to other frames and are part of a mesh of different frames or are part of more
complex frames, as in the case of the commercial transaction frame discussed lailsove.

frame is has other frames connected,teuth ashetransfer framgFillmore, 2003)

FRAMENET

The FrameNet projectt he fAcomputational (Fllmeexi cogr ap
2003) at Berkeley developed by FillmgresesFrame Semanticas its basis. It is a
lexical resource for contemporary English asdurrently running in its 8 version. The
FrameNet data base currently contaimsre than 11,600 lexical units of which 6,80@
fully annotated and combinedt;n960 semantic frames. Those frames and their lexical
units are further highlighted by more than 150,000 annotated sentences from which
reliable information can be reported the valence, or combinatorial possibilities, of each
of the items analyzed in the databaSe.

The building blocks of FrameNet are lexical units (LUs), which are combined in
frames, which contain frame elements (FEs). A lexical unit is a word in oris of
meanings, which means that one word might be found in different frames depending on

its various meanings. A polysemou®rd like to run for example can evoke diffare

" The information was taken from the FrameNet website, which can be found under the following link:
http://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=40&Itemid=1
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semantic frames such as tself _ motion frame, thelLeadership frame the
Fluidic_mot ion frame, or theDperating_a_system frame as examples (2.5) to
(2.8) below illustrate respectively. The lexical units are written in capitalized letters and

the frame elements are listed in brackets.

(2.5) Stop RUNNING around the room.
(AREA)
(2.6) These two were RUNNING t he show
(LEADER) (ACTIVITY)

(2.7) 1could almost feel the rivet RUNNING  behind me.

(FLUID) (AREA)
(2.8) He RAN a pyramid scam.
(OPERATOR) (SYSTEM)

The frames that are evoked bxitmal units have frame elements (FEs). Frame elements
can either be core or naore elements. Those frame elements are the different
participants, props, and other conceptual roles that make up the frame and give it a more
visual representation.

The rehtionships between frames arisually illustrated in FrameNet with the
FrameGrapherftool. The Framésraphertool illustrates the relationship amg different
frames. Figure 2.1below is an example of the transfer frame. It illustrates how the
commercial _transaction frame and the transférame are part of a bigger mesh

of frames. Both frames are evoked when talking about buying or selling products because
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both actions involve the goods and money as well as a transfer of both of those items.

shows howothertransfersare part of this mesh of frames and might be evoked when

using for example the wortd give(Fillmore, 1982)

P / \ o= = = ~
( Change _of_state_mutml_state ) | Event | ( Change ol state_endstate )
. — o —P 3 S R
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Figure 2.1.: Transfer Frame

The assumption is that there is always some background knowledge which is activated by

a word (i.e.give transfer, etc.). Therefore, frames provide the ceptual structures that
in turn provide the context necessary for speakers of a language to integwet
structures. Overall, thedmes in FrameNet illustrate the existence of a lexical unit in a
languagel in this case English. With the lexical unitgganized in frames, frame
elements, annotated sentence and valence mattidrey provide the background

information and usage of words in a language.
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FRAME SEMANTICS: TEACHING APPLICATIONS

While traditional vocabulary presentation approaches suderasntic mapping
foster studentsworda s soci ati ons and promote the form
networks whichin turn, benefit students vocabulary retentigtague, 1987; Machalias,
1991) they also have their pitfalls. One of those pitfalls is that the semantic maps created
in class ca be overwhelming for students since word associationsu@mmited. The
Frame Semanticapproach utilizes a similar structuring device which creates a visual
image of the frame, therefore offering students a usefuMigblwhichto structure their
newvocabulary and connect it with previously learned words. Furthermore, the frames in
which the lexical items are combined preexist in the real life of the target culture and are
not a mere creation through weadsociationsas it is the case with semanti@apping.
Frame Semanticean be used as a vocabulary teachang learning tool in line with
Byr a®®di dea of ACul tur al awatrpel) bsngFrame v ocabu
Semanticdo the teaching and learning of vocabulamgy bebeneficial because it not
only helps to structure the different linguistic entities in a logical marimer also
provides a strcture thamayhelp language learners to sort the different linguistic entities
within more abstract frames which will help them understand the background knowledge
and gain an understanding similar to that of native speakers.
Using the entirety offerethy the FrameNet database i toverwhelming for
beginning languag&arners;however, using only parts makes it a useful resource. The

principles that are used by the FrameNet database can be transferred and used with other
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languages and implemented aad@ng tools’ especially the visualrganization of the
FrameGraphetool, organization of lexical units in frames and frame elements.

Even thoughthere have not been any specific studies showing possible
applications and benefits dframe Semanticfor the secondanguageclassroom its
possible value has been mentioned in the literature. Fill(i®&5, pp. 22224 as stated
by Petruck (1996)seesFrame Semanticas a tool for teachg vocabulary to foreign
language learners and Petrud®96) too, mentions thaFrame Semarts may have
potential applications for a foreign language learning setBogs(2001) highlightsthe
benefits of a framsemantics bilingual database for second language learning. He
especially emphasizes the usefulness of such a database in electronic form since it would
not ke restricted with regards to sjaeliketraditional learning materiale(g. textbooks,
dictionaries). Furthermore it would benefit students becauset w oftet [themf
access to more efficient ways of learning vocabulary by being able to relaterar@on
structuring devi cgBoas,i20, p, 72)s eemadn tfiwi tfhr asmeensadn f
annotated example sentences from corpora, students would be offered the opportunity of
l earning the vocabul ary dBoas,a200i,prEvwym | angu:
though there have not been any stsdiombining-rame Semanticgnd second language
acquisition, researchers in the field of translation theory have pointed ouEr#dmé
Semantic theory is a useful tool for arriving at the meaning of a foreign language on
different levels such as lexisyntax and tex{Lopez, 2002; Qingyuang, 2009)Since
learning a foreign language also includes the understanding and transfer of meaning

Frame Semanticseems like a valuable tool for the learning and teaching of foreign
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languages as well in which lexis, syntax and text play an importantinokddition,
Frame Semantic$ielps to highlight differences between various languages since frame
for a given concept vary across languagEsglish FrameNet frames have been
successfully raised for the analysis of other languagBsas, 2009) This shows that

frames are to a certain degree applicable dingsistically.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter | outlined several topics relevant to understanding of vocabulary
acquisition such as whait means to know a wor@ronunciation, multiple meanings,
cultural knowledge, etc.), the incremental nature of vocabulary learning (e.g. that the
learning of vocabulary is a fluid process), the difficulty of learning words or learning
burden, breadth and dépof vocabulary knovedge, andan overview of vocabulary in

the history of language teaching. In addition, | pointed to different vocabulary assessment
tools which arenecessary to understand why the tests used in study were chaksen. |
providedan overview of the cultural component embedded in words in which | showed
the necessy of knowing rot only the translation of a word (e.g. the-cadled
translational equivalent) but also of the cultural component of words. Lastly, | mesent
research in theidld of vocabulary acquisition, more specifically, semantic mapping,
semantic and thematic clustering of vocabulary for teaching and learning pura®ses
well as Frame Semanticand its suggested usages in the classroom. The research in
semantic and thertia clustering suggests that thematic clustering is beneficighdo

vocabulary learning processhile semantic clusters might hinder it. However, the results
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are still contradictory and some studies still suggest that semantic clusters can also foster
vocabulary learning. In additiolfrrame SemanticBas been suggested as being a useful
language learning tool in literature; however, it has not been implemented in an actual
classroom research prior to this study.

In the next chapterchapter 3| presemnthe research questiots whichthis study
aimed to seek answerdgscribe the setting and participant®instrumentation to collect
the data,the lexical units selected for this studgs well as theroceduresfor and

analysis of the collected data.
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CHAPTER 317 METHODOLOGY
INTRODUCTION

In this chapter | first present the research questions posed in this feiimyed
by adescription of the research design, which was used to anssserdbestions. Next,
the instruments that wereadsto collect the data fathis study are outlinedrhe chapter
will conclude withan overview of the data collectigmmoceduress well as how the data

was analyzed.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following research questions were investigated in this study:

1) What is the demographic make of the study participantsand how do
demographic characteristics connect to learning vocabulary in the L27?

2) Does theFrame Semantica ppr oach have andepthfoff ect on
knowledgeshort and longterm vocéulary recall and retention compared to
more traditional vocabulary learning techniques?

3) Do students learning vocabulary with theame Semanticgpproach acquire
and retain and recall more lexical items than students learning vocabulary
using mordraditional vocabulary learning techniques?

4) Do students gain a deeper knowledge of vocabiilaspecially the cultural
componeni with theFrame Semanticgpproach compared toore traditional
vocabulary learningechniques?

5) Are there differences n | earner sdé attit brmmees wi t h
Semanticsnstead oimore traditional vocabulary learningchniques?
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RESEARCH DESIGN

SETTING

The study took place during the fall semester of the 2010 acadew@icay the
University of Texas atAustin. During this time | taught German as an Assistant
Instructor in the Department of Germanitudes. The University of Texas Austin has
a language requirementwhich usually takes students two years to fulfill. The
accompanying course materialer fthe first two semesters of German is the -non
traditional online textbookDeutsch im Blick and the online grammar guid@rimm
Grammar'*? Students taking German language courses are also required to attend a
laboratory class once per chapter in whichytltomplete sealled WebquestsThose
Webquestsntroduce different aspects of the target culture to students via the Internet
through which students have to navigate in the target culture.

Deutsch im Blicklists vocabulary for each chapter at the begignof each
chapter. Vocabulary is mostly grouped in thematic units. In addition, students are offered
eight vocabulary study tools at the beginning of each chapter as well. Those tools include
listening, repeag words out lod, writing words, translatio, associations, cognates,
words families, and an oddanout activity. At the end of each vocabulary list students

find a tablethat they can use to help with their vocabulary learning. They canhkst

18 The Deutsch inBlick website is available to the public by using the following licéerll.utexas.edu/dib
¥ The Grimm Grammar website is available to the public by using the followingclirekll.utexas.edu/gg
2 Both Deutsch im Blickand Grimm Grammamweredeveloped and cread by Dr.Zsuzsanna Abrams an
Associate Professor at The University of Temag\ustin in the Department of Germanic Studies (now
Associate Professor at the University of California, Santa Cruz in the Language Program) in collaboration
with a team of gradate instructors, native speaker collaborators stadf at LAITS and TLTC (now
COERLL)
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words by lexical category (e.g. nouns, verbs, dtjeg). They also have a space in which

they can note a mnemonic. In each chapter, there are semantic maps that should be used
and created at the beginning of a new chapter or even topic/theme within a chapter to
help students activate knowledge and makmmnections with previously learned
vocabulary. Listening, reading, writing and speaking activities foster the usage of the
words found in the vocabulary listsidare geared to help students understand not only

the vocabulary but also grammatical aspetti®language and culture.

Even though theDeutsch im Blickmaterial includesguidelines to teach
vocabulary this aspect of the boadk usuallyneglected by the instructorStudents are
mostly still required to learn vocabulary at home from the ligtmgat the beginning of
the chapter. UsindPeutsch im Blickand incorporating all the tools available to for
vocabulary presentation may be more beneficial for students leelamguage learners
still needexplicit instruction about how to connegbcabulry and culture something
that cannot be done by simply memorizing disHowever, when combining the videos,
vocabulary tools and activities iBeutsch im Blickwith Frame Semantigdanguage
learners might benefit in that they will more easily estaliighconnection between the
L2 vocabulary and the L2 culture and become aware of the differences between the L1

and L2 culture.

PARTICIPANTS

Four second semester German classes were selected for this study. There were a

total of 52 participants at thieeginning of the study. However, due ddrition (e.g.
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students dropping the course, opting out of the study, not competing all parts of the study
or missing class on days the treatment or tests were adminjstieeetbtal number of
participants that carbe utilized for statistically analygs is 34 participants. The
participants were from four differesections of seconrsemester German. Two of these
sectionswere randomly assigned the Traditional Group(T Group)and the othertwo
sectionswere randorly assigned to th€rame SemanticSroup (FS Group).There were

17 students in th& Group and 17 students in the FS Group. Students i Geoup

were introduced to the new vocabularla memorization, recognition technique and
translation while the paticipants in the FS Group were introduced to the new vocabulary
via Frame Semanticand techniques to highlight cultural differences between L1 and L2
The participants were from two intact classes. All participants will be enrolled in one of
the GER 507 lasses second semester beginning German clasered during the fall
semester 2010. There were 17 participants in each of the two groups. All participants
were studets from the University of Texas #@ustin. Not all participants were native
speakerf English. Three of the participants described themselves as either bilingual
speaker with English as one of the languages and one participant described himself as

nonnative speaker of English.

“Two participants described themselves as bilingual speakers (one as English/Spanish and the other one as
English/Arabic) and one participant stated that he is a ngpigaker of Russian.
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PROCEDURES

The study itself took place during thelfsemester 201@t the University of
Texas atAustin. A pretreatment vocabulary test, vocabulary appropriateness test and
pretreatment questionnaire were administered two weeks prior to the treatment. After the
treatment participants received an immet#a posttreatment vocabulary and
appropriateness test and were asked to complete drgashent questionnaifé.The
specific tests are explained in more detail in the instrumentation section of this chapter.

Prior to the studynative speakers of Germavere asked to complete an online
survey using surveymonkey.com (for the survey, sggefdix A) in order to collect data
to which the responses of the studpatticipantsi from the culturally appropriateness
test (VAT) - could be comparedvith. E-mails were sent toGymnasiumsand
Fachoberschulerasking them to participate in this study with their students in the
Abiturklassen Studergd age in those classes is similar to the age of the students taking
German507 at the University of Texas Austin. Fifty-five native speakers of German
participated in the online questionnaire. The data was used as reference for teaching
purposes as wel |l as means for comparison
appropriateness test.

The pretreatment teststlife vocabulary knowledge scale test and the cultural
appropriateness tedr both theT Group and the FS Groupere administered on one
day during regular scheduled class ti me.

(1993) Vocabulary Knowledge Scatest. The results provided me with the knowledge

# Thetests and questionna are provided in the Appendix.
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base of studentsdéd vocabul ary, which was
knowl edge gai acquired vazabulap/teaultng frams tbe treatment. It
showed me the words that were previouskhown to students in both thErame
Semanticsand theTraditional Group. It also showedhetherboth groups were on even
footing. The pretreatment tests were administered tweeks prior to the treatment.
These pretests were of the same format as thengdiate postreatment and delayed
posttreatment tests used throughout this study and are discussed in detail in a later
section.

The FS Group had one additional contact class the day before the additional
treatment, during which | explained the consembderlyingFrame Semanticas well as
illustrated the importance of culture in order to correctly use vocabulary in the target

language.

INSTRUMENTATION

A pre- and postreatment and delaygubst test design was used in this
guantitative comparativstudy in addition to a prgeatment demographic questionnaire

and a postreatment (attitude/motivatigruestionnaire.

BACKGROUND/ DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

As the first step in the research procesmitipipants received ar@treatment

online questianaire (see Appendix B) developed with sywmorkey.com. It asked
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participants for demographic information such as age, gender, major, GPA, and reasons
for taking the course as well asegtions about their vocabulalBarning experience, and

their vocabudry learning habits. Since most students expect to learn and memorize
vocabulary from list§Read, 2000, p.)lit was important to include questions about
experiences and their habits since those
acquisition. Pimsleur, Mosberg & Morrisor{1962) discussedhow study habits and
second language acquisition are related Dornyei (2005) discussed how langge

|l earner s0 p a sdnneeed pduture éangoagesleamingeencounters and their
success rateln addition, participants were asked abtheir native language and other
languages that they might have studied prior to (or concurrently with) learning with

German.

ATTITUDE SCALE

In addition to background and demographic information collected in the online
survey, participants were askiedcomplete an attitude scale, which collected quantitative
data. As discussed in the literature review, vocabulary is an important part of language
and necessary for communicating effectively. Since students have to learn a great amount
of vocabulary in ader to communicate effectively, being motivated and having a positive
attitude toward vocabulary learning is important to help learners deal with the large
amount of vocabulary to be learned. The attitude scale was administered at the same time
as the prdreatment questionnaire, then again with the fresttment questionnaire. The

design of the attitude scale is based on attitude/motivation scale used in a vocabulary
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research study by Theodorid¢R009) and adapted to fit with learning German. This
particular attitude scale was selected because it not only looks at motivation but includes
attitudes toward vocabulary learning (iiaterest, enjoyment and confidence in using
wordg t hat mi g ht have an effect on | earner so
vocabulary learning. As pointed out by Dorny2D10, p. 6)questionnaires are useful
tools topose questions pertaining to attitude and opinion

The attitude scale was used to deteemwhether differences exist between the
Traditional Group (TGroup) and thé&rame SemanticSroup (FS Group) with regards to
vocabulary learning. Participants had to answer the questions usipgiat %ikert scale
from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagr€3) neutral, (4) agree, to (5) strongly agree. In the
pretreatment attitude scale 4 ctiens pertained to participadt attitude toward

vocabulary. Those questions were:

(2) | am interested in learning new vocabulary in German.
(2) | enjoy learning n& vocabulary in German.

3) | am motivated to learn new vocabulary in German.
(4) | feel confident using new vocabulary in German.

The posttreatment attitude scale asked participants to rate nine statements on the same 5
point Likert scale. The statemntsrgiven to th& Groupwere as follows:

(1) The new vocabulary presented in class was interesting.

(2) | enjoyed using the material presented in class.

3) | was interested while learning new vocabulary.

(4) | was attentive while learning new vocahyla

(5) | enjoyed learning new vocabulary.

(6) | was motivated to continue working with the materials presented in class

during vocabulary instruction.

(7)  The vocabulary instruction increases my interest in German vocabulary
learning.

(8) | am onfident using the new German vocabulary presented in class.
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9)

| like using lists to learn new vocabulary.

The statements given to the FS Groups were as follows:

(1)
(2)
3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)

The new vocabulary presented in class was interesting.

| enjoyed using the matial presented in class.

| was interested while learning new vocabulary.

| was attentive while learning new vocabulary.

| enjoyed learning new vocabulary.

| was motivated to continue working with the materials presented with the
Frame Semanticapproach.

TheFrame Semanticgpproach increased my interest in German
vocabulary learning.

| am confident using the new German vocabulary presented in class.
| prefer theFrame Semanticspproach over the vocabulary lists.

The attitude scales administered with the-fpeatment questionnaire and the post

treatment questionnaires are attached in Appendix B

VOCABULARY TESTS: (Pre-Tests, Immediate PosfTest and Delayed Posfest)

In order to have comparable measurdsy@tabulary tests used in this study had

the same format, both across the-pmad postests and between thEaditional and

Frame Semantiggroups. Those tests were used to answer the research qu2stidrise

first part of this test was to answerresearch questiorsand4, while the second part of

this test is used to answer research questiofhe pretreatment vocabulary test (see

Appendix E) and the prreatment vocabulary appropriate test (see Appendix F) were

administered two weeks prior the first treatment (two weeks prior to the start of

chapter 8), the immediate pastatment vocabulary test (Appendix F) and the immediate

posttreatment vocabulary appropriate test (Appendix 1) were given to the participants
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after the treatment; whilthe delayed podteatment vocabulary test (Appendix G) and
the delayed podteatment vocabulary appropriateness test (Appendix J) were
administered two weeks after the treatment. Tieetneatment tests were given to both
groups to determine that theyere on even footing in terms of lexical knowledge and to
measure prexisting knowledge of the lexical items focused on in this study. Two tests
were administered inagh group had one testing vocabulary knowledge (vocabulary
knowledge scale te$t VKS) and the other testing the cultural knowledge embedded in
the lexical items (vocabulary appropriatenessitasAT).

The first part of the vocabulary test was basedthe Vocabulary Knowledge
Scale(VKS) (Paribakht & Wesche, 1993Wsing the VKS as a test model had benefits
over using other tests. Not only did this test ask students whether or not they know a
wordasint he AChecklist Testo or hHYle8)bMtheyTest 0 a
also had to make a judgment regarding the depth of knowledge they had about the words
by providing an answer depending on their knowledge. Furthermore, this test focused on
what students knew rather than on knowledge gsipse students are asked to provide
the knowledge they had of a word prior to the treatment. This test, according to Read
(2000) includes a learnetsselfassessment questiograded on a five point scaland
guestions soliciting multiple aspects of w
|l earnersd6 awareness of di f fer e mdlocaticseh ge o f
possibilitipk7®)f darme welridoi t( ot her, pderi ved
179). Figue 3.1below illustrates the format of the VKS using in this study with one of

the lexical item in this casausgeherf 6 goi ng out 0) .
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Please report on your knowledge of each of the words writtbaléh

auggehen

I I dondét remember having seen this word
Il I have seen this word before but | don
i | have seen this word before, and I think it means . (synonym or translati
v | know this word. It means . (synonym or translation)

\Y/ | can use this word in a sentence:

(Write a sentence(Jf you do this section, pleasé¢so do Section IV.)
VI | know multiple meanings of this word

(Write all additional meanings

this word you know)

Figure 3.1 Example of VKS format

The pretreatment test compridea total of 20 lexical items. The immediate post
tests and the delayqabst test had the same lexical items. The difference in the tests was
the order in which the lexical itemsere presented in order to reduce memory and
practice effects. Furthermore, the immediate {pest and the delayed post tests gave
students the opportunity to add additional words timty encountered during the
treatment and that they felt they had fest.

The original VKS is based on a five point scale. However, since multiple
meanings of words are not addressed in the original VKS model introdudeatibgkht
& Wesche (1993), | added an additional option for the students to choose, as suggeted in
a later work by Paribakht & Wescl{£996) This was important since the German word
Freundcan mean either béyend or male friendTherefore, participants had 6 possible
answers instead of only 5 (theoriginal format)thatwere marked with Roman numerals

(1-VI). Participants received the number of points assigned by the Roman numerals if the
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answer was <correct or 1 point I f they selec
seen this word before. o The scorisedbycategor
Paribakht & Wesché&1997, p. 181ps shown in Figure 312elow?® While categories 2, 3

and 4 measure vocabulary recogntion, level 5 and 6 ameeasure of productive
vocabulary.The scoring procedure is as follows: If, for example, participants attempted

level 5 and they provided a word in a complete, semantically and grammatically accurate
sentence they received 5 points. However, if they madeakas they received a score of

4, 3, or 2 depending on whether their answers in the subsequent categories were correct

or incorrect. If level four is correct they receive four points, if level four is incorrect, level

3 is checked for accuracy, and so ®he scoring was the same for all VKS tests used

during this study (prreatment, immediate peseatment and delayed pdstatment

vocabulary tests).

% It mustbe pointed out that future research could also take into account the necessity of grammatical
correctness in the scoring procedures of the VKS. Since diffeargtidge do vary in their difficulty of
grammatical structures (e.g. no accusative in English, whereas students need to be aware of the accusative
in German) it might be easier to reach a higher level in one language compared to another language.
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Self-report
categories

Vv /

\4

Possible Meaning of scores

scores

1

2

The word is not familiar at all.

The word is familiar but its meaning is not

known.

A correct synonym or translation is given.

The word is used with semantic appropriatene

in a sentence.

The word is used with semantic appriateness
and grammatical accuracy in a sentence.

At least one additional meaning is knowof this

word.

Figure 3.2 Scoring categories of the VKS (Paribakht and Wesche, 1997),

Since the breadth of knowledge (i.e. how many words students know) is also

with levd 6 extension.

important the VKStestwere scored a second tirfee this purposeFor this analysis only

words students did not know in the fireatment VKS were used (e.g. oniprds that

participants marked with @ k n o w leeelddj kevel one or level twp Scoring in the

immediate and delayed peseéatment tests was as follows: Participants received one

point for every correct answer at level 3 or above. Those results lgavarnediate and

delayed postreatment gain scores.

In addition to the VKStest, a further testwas includedw h i

ch

tested

cultural knowledge ofsome of thelexical item assessed by the VKShis test, the

vocabulary appropriateness test (VAWgas modeled after materials developed by Zhao
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(2004) It asked students to provide a ranking of appropriateness of the usage of a word

and measured studentsod responses for cultur
introduced in the study. The legicitems used are listed in table ®dlow. Only lexical

items that refeed either to a person with whom one can have a relationship, terms
expressing a state of a relationship, and terms expressing emotions were used in the
vocabulary appropriatenesstdVAT). Since the VKS test was already fairly long and

students had to read sentences and determine whether the words were used appropriately

to keep the VAT shortenot all 20 lexical items wengsed.

der Bekannte
der Freund

die Freundin

der Kumpel
verabreden

die Verabredung
zusammen sein
lieben

lieb haben

A=A -48_-49_-9_9_45_4°_-°

Table 3.1 Lexical items used in the vocabulary appropriateness test (VAT)

Si mil ar (2004)tedththectadget items in each question (either words or
phrases) were underlined and studéwtd to respond by selecting the appropriateness on
ascalefromt5, where 1 is Oappropriate,d 2 is 0sc
use it,06 3 is Onot sure, 6 4 is Osomewhat [
Oi nappr opr i ad possibilityAvas peodidid ih the merative speaker test,
which was 6 01 dwo rndo/ts eknnt oewn cweh abebowatplevids3 Fi gur e

an example of this test format.
84



Please read the following sentences and indicatetfife underlined words in each sentence are
semantically and/or socially appropriate in he specific contexts by circling one of the numbers:
1 = Appropriate and you would use the word

2 = Somewhat appropriate and yon probably would use the word

3 = Somewhat inaccurate

4 = Somewhat inappropriate and you probably would not use the word

5 = Ingpropriate and you would not use the word

6 = | do not know what the word/sentence means.

1. Thomas habe ich vor zwei Jahren kennengelernt und wir spielen zweimal im Monat Tennis. E
Bekanntewvon mir.
1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Thomas habe ich vor zwei Jahrkennengelernt und wir spielen zweimal im Monat Tennis. Er ist|
Freundvon mir.
1 2 3 4 5 6

Figure 3.3 Vocabulary Appropriateness Test

The VAT test was ifst completed by native speakers of German, who were

approximately the same age as the American participants in this stu@9 (&ars); the

German respondents were all students at either Gymn&&iomBachoberschuléhin

Germany. All native speaker paipants were in their last year of school (Abiturklasse).

For each of the 14 lexical items on the VAT test an average score was calculated using

the native spgk er s 6
for the average meany of the cultural knowledge of native speakevgjch, in turn, was

used to score the answers provided byAheerican studenparticipants.The American

r es p o nsaeswas tieh used toaegtablish @ lmseline

participants received 2 points for each correct answer (same answer as native speakers of

% Gymnaium An academic high school in some central European countries, especially Germany, that

prepares students for the university. (www.freedictionary .com)
% A Fachoberschulés a German type of tertiary educatbinstitution, sometimes specialized in én
topical areas (e.g. technology or business). (www.freedictionary.com)
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German), Jpoint if they deviated by one point on the scale in either direction, or 0 points
for any deviation larger than one point on the st&le.

The data collection instruments used in this study are summarized in table 3.
below, outlining what type of instrumewas used to measure the different aspects of this
study in order to answer the four research questpmsed at the beginning of this

chapter.

% The average native speaker rating was used in order to have the same level of comparison. However, it
shouldbe noted that participants at times picked the same choice as aspatier, but since it was not
the average it was not used in the analysis. It is also worth mentioning that one always has to be cautious
when using scales since participants might select an answer because they misread the instruction on how to
use the sale or did not pay attention when selecting their answers.
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Measuremen{ Test Description Purpose Research
Tool Question
PreTess Vocabulary Knowledgé&cale | Checking preexisting 2
(VKS) (T. S. Paribakht & M. B.| vocabuary knowledge of |3
Wesche, 1993)ith extended | participants (both depth | 4
level and breadth)
Checking students
Vocabulary Appropriateness | knowledge of cultural
Test (adapted from Zhao, 2004 connotaibns
Immediate | Vocabulary Knowledge Scale | Measureparticipants 2
Post Tesd (VKS) (T. S. Paribakht & M. B.| ability to recall lexical 3
Wesche, 1993)ith extended | items(both depth and 4
level breadth)
Measure participants
Vocabulary Appropriateness | awareness of cultural
Test (adapted from Zhao, 2004 connotations
DelayedPost | Vocabulary Knowledge Scale | Measureoarticipants 2
Tess (VKS) (T. S. Paribakht & M. B.| ability to retain lexical 3
Wesche, 1993)ith extended | items(both depth and 4
level breadth)
Measure participants
Vocabulary Appropriateness | ability to retain cultural
Test (adapted from Zhao, 2004 connotatiorinformation
about cultural connotation
Demographic| Survey asking for language | Collecting demographic |1
Survey abilities, study habits, informationof participants
understanding of word
knowledye
Attitude Survey asking language learn¢ Measuring participants 5
Survey to rate their attitude at the pre | attitude of learning

treatment and the pest

treatment stage

vocabulary with the two
methodsused in this study

Table 32: Summary of Vocabulary Tests utilized in this study
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LEXICAL ITEMS

A total of 20 lexical items was selecttat investigation The content selected for
this study is chapter 8 of thBeutsch im BlickGerman textboaoka chapter that the
students had not seen befoféne focus was on the segment of relationships covered in
chapter 8.The lexical items were selected randomly @ad be roughly separated into
four different categories: 1. descriptors of relationship typ2s, emotions for
relationships, 3. personal relationship types and Zeratblationship terms. Table 3.3

below lists the lexical items focused on in this study.

1. Descriptors of Relationships 2. Emotions for Relationships

der Freund male friend, bofriend sich mdgeri to like one another

die Freundiri female friend, girlfriend | sich verlieberi to fall in love

der Bekannté male acquaintance liebeni to love

die Bekannté female acquaintance lieb haberi to like someon&ery much
der Kumpeli buddy, pal gern habeii to like someone

verliebt seiri to bein love

3. Personal Relationship Types 4. Other Relationship Terms

die Beziehung relationship ausgeheii to go out/ to go on a date

zusammen seinto date, to be ina sich verabredehto agree to meet, to
relationship arrange a date

miteinander gehento date (highschool) | sich treffeni to meet

befreundet sein being friends die Verabredungdate

funkeni to spark, to hit it off

Table 33: Personal Relationsip Lexical ltems?’

All lexical items were included in the vocabulary tests (VKS) discussed in the previous

section; howevettheir presentation order was randomly changed for all three tests (pre

%" The translatioprovided in &ble 33 are fromtheleo.orgonline dictionary website.
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treatment, immediate peskeatment and delayed pdstatnent test) to reduce practice

effects. The lexical items that were used in the vocabulary appropriates tests (VAT)

included lexical itemghat are understood and used differently by native speakers and
nontnative speakers and require cultural awarem@sappropriate useTable 3.4gives

an example of differences of the wotd date and two of its German translations
ausgehen (6to go outd) and ei n.eTheBablealse hung he

provides example sentences which illusttaedifferent meaning®

228 The example sentence for the English avare from the MerriarVebster Octionary (MWD) and the

Oxford English Dictionary (OED). The example sentences for the twon@er translations are from the

Duden (D), the Langenscheidt Grobw°rterbuch/ Deutsch &
Gegenwartssprache (WG)
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to date

mitjimdma us ge hen
outio)

eine Beziehungnit jmdm
haben (O0havi
relati*onship

1 testing the waters

1 relationship

1 serious

1 going out with someong
| like

1 does not have to be
serious

{1 dating

ExampleSentences
MWD):.

(1 She dateda couple guys

during college.

(1 He only datesyounger

women

[1 They've been datingfor

six months.

ExampleSentencefOED):

1 I'm badtempered and
broody and going out
with brash blondes.

9 From time to time she
had been going out with
docta.

11 don't go out with chicks
who have colds all the
time.

mit  Freunden oder
alleine

Spass haben

Abends weggehen

viele Freunde und ich

T

l
l
l

Example Sentences (D):
fWir gehen ga
1 Wir gehen zum Vergniigel

weg.

Example Sentences (L):

{1 Abends in ein Lokiagehen.

1Zu einer Veranstaltung in
ein Lokal gehen.

Example Sentences (WG):
1 Der junge Mann geht fast
jeden Abend aus.

M serios
1 ernsthaft
1 Liebe

Example Sentences (D):

1 Irgendwann wussten wir
beide halt, dass wir
Zzusammensein wirden
und haben eine Beziehg
angefangen.

Table 34: Aspects of the lexical itemlatingin English and 2 of its German translations

The example outlined in table 3.4 shows that neither of the German translations for the
English verlto datedepicts the original meaning. The Gan translatiormusgeher{ 6 t o

go out 6) refers more to the action of l eavi

2 www.leo.og
30 |bid.
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accompanied by a group of people. On the other hand the Germalatimansine
Beziehunghabef 6t o have a r el atndeofmsendupcommitinemtdd ud e s
another person, while a date does not necessary imply a serious commitment between two

people.

TREATMENT

THE TRADITIONAL GROUP (T Group)

TheTraditionalGroup usedhetraditional vocabulary techniques to introdwacel
learnthe new lexical. Participants in tAeGroup took the same tests as the FS Group
(refer to Appendixes B). TheT Group was introduced to the new vocabulary during
their first class day of chapter 8 in tBeutsch im Blickextbook sequence. The hard
given to participants in theéraditional Groupgan be found in Appendix.Khe following
is a detailed description of tlaetivities carried out in th€ Group

Step 1:Participants received a vocabulary list with 20 lexical items. They were
asked towatch and listen to videos from tieutsch im BlickGerman textbook website
and underline the words on their list if they hear them on the videos. The videos that were

utilized for this activity are listed below in tables3.
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Interviews -> Deutsche md Schweizer-> PersOnliche Beziehungen:

1. Berna:
http://coerll.utexas.edu/dib/vidt.php?f=08
04 _int_bg beziehungd00:00:22)

Sprache im Kontext:

2. Eva:
http://coerll.utexas.edu/dib/vidt.php?f=08
01 _int_ek beziehungdi00:00:34)

1. Christian: Wlist du mit mir gehen?
http://coerll.utexas.edu/dib/vid.php?f=08 |
6_sik_christiardating(00:00:31)

Christian: Willst du
mit mir gehen?

2. Guidos Meinung zum Dating:
http://coerll.utexas.edu/dib/vid.php?f=08
7_sik_guidedating(00:01:03)

Guidos Meinun

zum Dating

Table 35: Videos used for listening aciiy in (C) Group
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Participants listened to each video twared marked the words they heard in the videos.
Their answersverereviewedwith the entire classStudents said the words they heard in
the videos.

Step 2:Next, participants were asked to wriggtown all the wordsfrom the
vocabulary list on ne cardssupplied by the instructor. Participants wrote the lexical
item in German on one side and in English on the other side of the note cardshé\fter
learnerswvere done theyereto familiarize themdees with the lexical items bstudying
the GermarEnglish equivalents (as flashcardBarticipants had a total of 30 minutes to
write down the lexical items from their list and to use the note cards to familiarize
themselves with the lexical items.

Step 3: The next step was a tet-unscrambing activity. Students received 7
lexical itemswhoseletters were out of order. Students hadinscramblehe letters and
write down the correct words for all scrambled lexical iterS¢udents worked
individually in this activity, in order to prevent learsdrom dominating in terms of
knowledge over one anothdihe results were agareviewedwith the entire class.

Step 4:Finally, students had to give the correct translatbnandomly selected
lexical itemsfrom the list (withoutreferring tothe list or the flashcards the learners
created in either German or EnglisiThis activity was done in a larger grouphe
teacher startedhe activity by saying aGermanlexical item covered in class, then
throwing a fall to a student who had to give the English translation of the word, Next
this student hdito choose another covered lexical itand say it to the class in German

or English (in this casehe second lexical item named by the student was in English).
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After the student said the word out lohé threw the ball randomly to another student,
who again had to give the translation (in this case in German) without referring to the list
or flashcard. This game continued and the other students had to supplg & \edher
German or English, throwing the ball randomlyatmther studemwho hadto provide the
correct translation in the opposite language.

Theremaining 20minutes weraised to administer the immediate ptsatment
vocabularytestand vocabulargppropriateness tests.cAmplete and detailddsson plan

for the activities completed with thigaditional Goupcan be found in AppendiM.

THE FRAME SEMANTICS GROUP (FS Group)

Before administering the treatment on the same day &6 @meupthe FSGroup
had an orientatiosessiorin which they received an introduction Fbame Semanticdn
addition, it was the goal in this session
which are embedded in many lexical items and which are important awdée of in
order to be able to use them appropriately in the target language. The lesson plan of this
session is included in Appendix O.

The Frame Semanticgeatment was administered in tAheame Semanticgroup
the same day as thiaditional vocabulagr learning techniques were used in the
Traditional GroupAppendixL contains the handout used during the treatment in the FS
group and the lesson plan for the treatment class can be found in Appéndhe

following is a stepby-step description of therame Semanticapproach in the FS Group.
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Step 1:During the first day of chapter B8 the actual treatment daystudents
began the class with brainstorming vocabulary covered in previous chapters in order to
connectrelevant itemgo wordsfound in chapteB8 (which were the focal point dhis
study). First, the participants wrote down as many words as possible that are related the
concept ofBeziehungen zwischen Personeror el at i onshi ps between |
feelings used in those relationships. Thisktavas performed in German in order to
recycle previously lerned vocabulary. In the secesemester beginning German course
students are already familiar with the semantic fielbfbmbes of t he f ami | y o
Step2: Participants had to sort the words thalyeady knew and collected into
subframes such a¥erwandtschaft ( 6 ki n Bensbnfiche) Beziehungen
(6personal rel ati onshi pfdames weeet provided for the hi s st
participants in the handout due to time constraints. However, thibeaone by the
students with the guidance of the instructor. Students worked in groups and assigned the
vocabulary they found in the previous task to thefsalmes mentioned above and shown
in Figure 3.1. For exampleocabularyitems such aMutter( 6 mb eVate( ,6 f at her 6) ,
Schwester( 6 s i Bruder (66)b,r ot her 06) w damdy memabere gdari zed as

kinship) whileFreund( é ma |l e f Freuadind 6 ¥ e ma H eSchatz( ielmd & J n g o)

were categorized apersonal_relationships . Words such ahd ( 6boss6) ,
Arbeiter ( 6 wor ker 69klave a(ndds | av e 6) wer e coll ectec
subordiatnes_and_superiors category andMitbewohner( 6 r oo mmat e 6) wa
categorized ageople by residence . Students were provided with a handout

which included the frame structyigiving them a more concrete overview of the abstract
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frame. Figure 3** below is the frame structure used in this study. It was created using

the Berkeley FrameNet project and its FrameGrapher tool as a model. Additional
vocabulary that did not fit intohe frame of Beziehungen zwischen Personen
(6rel ationships between individualsé) was
wrote down words such ddaustier( 6 p e t @éin Hand(dé my dogd) . Those

items were collected separately under aeddht frame, namely pets_and -patners

frame.
[ " ] . .
*
Zwizchanmenschliche
E=zichungs=n
.-"_.-- f ‘."li‘ *‘-""l-.____-.

A ¥ i NS S —
{" Persénlichs ““} Cm c:’f Vorgesstzte & 'q Personen_mach ™

__ Bezishungsn — Untareahang__a-"f —___Wohnstitta —"

d 1 1 !

o dieFrsundin e+ dieMutter o derAtweiskollegs/n o+ dexMitbewohner/ qin
. derChef/ -in .

Figure 3.4 Relations_betweemdividuals frame with suframes?

31 TheBerkeley FrameNet project had already created hundreds for frames aailaisla at
http://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edd’he FrameGrapher tool can be found on the FrameNet website as well.
*n order to make thistudyaccessible for different audiences and readers with no knga/liedGerman
the handoutandmaterialsused in this studgreprovidedwith anEnglishtranslation However during the
study participants had handouts in German only.
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The frame structure is also created on the blackboard and discussed with the entire class
after students in their groups assigned thekatary items to the different sdilames.

Step 3:The next stepvasto introduce lexical items relevant to chapter 8 in
Deutsch im Blickhat focus on the sulrame of personal_relationships. Not only new
lexical items are used in this study since votatyuknowledge is incremental and many
different aspects have to be known in order to have all the vocabulary knowledge
embedded in an individual wordhe lexical items were introduced by connecting them
with the already known lexical items collected ke tstudents in the previous task.
Freund/Freundin( 6 mal e f r i e n,dot éxamplaWwas alréadyi keowml ldy the
students in context of a male and female friend and the meanidgpyfriend and
@irlfriendd was added to it. Participants in the F&@ received a vocabulary list as
well; however, the words were already sorted by the categories listed in table 3.1 above.
Only two of the videos that were utilized in theGroupwere used in the FS Group to
introduce the words in an aural manner angdmt out cultural difference with regards
to personal relationships and dating between the German speaking world and the United
States of AmericaOnly the two videos were chosen because they explain cultural
differences and they were used to make stisddeware of possible differences and
similarities between the L1 and the LPable 36 highlights the videos from thBeutsch

im Blickwebsite used during the treatment in the FS Group.
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Sprache im Kontext:

1. Christian: Willst du mit mir gehen?2. Guidos Meinung zum Dating:
http//coerll.utexas.edu/dib/vid.php?f=08 http://coerll.utexas.edu/dib/vid.php?f=08
06_sik_christiardating(00:00:31) 07_sik _guidedating(00:01:03)

Christian: Willst du Guidos Meinung
mit mir gehen? zum Dating

Table 3.6 Videos from thédeutsch im Blickvebsite used in the FS Group

Students marked the words on the vocabularydistnthey heardhemin the video. The

videos were further used to highlight differesead similaritiesbetween the native and

the target cultureEven though those videos were not specifically creatednialyze

vocabulary and possible cultural variation between L1 and sidguhe videos helped
students to reexamine their reasoningds for
and guided them in their endeavor of comparing and contrastinghdieie culture with

the target culture.
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Step 4: Thepersonal_relationship frame was discussed and the frame
elements belonging to the frame were highlighted. Students were given a definition of the
frame as well as the core and rmTe” frame elementsral were asked to give examples
for the frame elements with the vocabulary item they collectedttaosie provided on
their handout.

Step 5:Next, in groups of two,participantssored the lexical items in the
Adescriptors of reémodioossi potypebat aodshihgs
scales. The scales used in this study are modeled after the ones first introduced by
Redman and Elli§1989)in their bookA Way With Wordand Gains and Redm#&h986)
in their bookWorking With Wordsas an model. Figure 3and 36 are two different
scales created for this study to help students visualize the difésrencntensity or

closeness of different relationship participants.

33 A frame is a representation (in form of target words and example sentences irthesiglwords occur)
of a experience or scenario. In such a representaidrame consists of different frame elements (i.e.
labels), lexical units (i.e. target words). The frame elements can be either corecoradrame elements.
Whereas core frameleanents represent an aspect unique to a frameco@n frame elements can be
understood as more general information that is not unique to a given frame.
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ein Freund (a male friend) / die Bekannte (female scquaintance)/
der Freund (boyfrend)/ der Exnmpel (buddy)/
der Eekannte (male acquaintance)/ eine Freundin (female friend)

die Freundin (girlfriend)
nfonmelle/ lockere Bezichung enge Bezichung
(casualrelationship) (close relationship)
, N i 5 N 5 5, 5, 5 5
T < % % < < % < v <

dﬂl_ﬁgkﬂ-ﬂ_”z-g

Figure 35: Scale asking for difference in closeness of partners in a relationship

a)verliebt sein
bilicben
c) sich verlieben

d)gem haben

-
o]
—
"W
=
=3
—
=

) lieb haben
f)sich mégen
g) funken

h)befreundet sein

ﬁ.

Figure 3.6 Scale asking for intensity of expressions of positive feelings

After participans sorted the lexical times their choices they had to state what lexical

items describing emotions they would use the relationship terms used in this study
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(e.g friend/male friend/female friend, acquaintance and bud@lyg following question

was posé for this task: Whaexpressionsayou use to express your affection to another

person and what is the status of that person? The importance here was to make

participants aware of differences between the L1 andgib2e some of the lexical items

descriling emotions do not have translational equivalents in Endhatticipants worked

in groups of two. Afterwardghe result§rom the scalgask and appropriatesage task

were talked overwith the entire groupParticipants stated themanking which was

collected by the instructoron a handout visible to the entire class via the document

camera.ln addition participants had to give reasoms English or Germarfor their

choices (regarding theranking of emotions and relationship partnersyhe group

disaussions helped students to collect mimfermation about the vocabulary items and

its meaning in German since participants could tap into eachh &nowlesige of the

words in questonEven though scales or grids fAcannot

spaker Oknowsd about a particular group of

more than isolated dicti o(@mamngll, 1881tprlil9% s or t e X
Step 6:The next step was to work further with the lexical items and provide the

correct personal relationship terior definitions given to the participantBarticipants

had sentences on their handout which had information about a relationship between two

people. From this context participants had to state the possible relationship those

individuals could be in. Inddition, toproviding an appropriate relationship term for the

given context participants had to provide frame elements occurring in the sentences.

Figure 37 illustrates this activity with two example sentesice
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1. Maria kennt Susi seit dem Kindergarten. Sie treffen sich fast jeden Ta
sprechen uber alle Sachen.
Maria und Susi sind

2. Tom und ich arbeiten bei der gleichen Firma. Wir gehen manchmal
zusammen zum Mittagessen. Ich arbeite gern mit Tom. Er ist mein

Figure 3.7 Example of é@finitions ofpersonal relationships activity

Afterwards the immediate podteatment vocabularytest (VKS) and the
immediate postreatmentvocabularyappropriateness te@fAT) wereadministeredThe
tests were the same format as the tests administered rratidgonal Group.No time
limit was setso thatstudents had as much time as they neeBedticipants had 20

minutes of class time plus 15 minutes after the class to complete the test.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Two weeks before the treatmenthe pretreatment vocabulary test was
administeredto both thetraditional and Frame Semanticgroups There was one
treatment session for both tlieand the FS Groypvith an additional orientation session
for the FS Group the day before the treatm@ihie treatrent took place athe start of
chapter 8 in the course syllabus. Atlur participating sections of secorsemester
Germanmet in their regular classrooms during the study. | was the assistant instructor in
one of the GER 507 classes during the study dudents wergarticipants in the T
Groups, while the FS Groups ande T sectionhadthreeother instructorsNone of the

four instructorsknew which students patrticipated in the studlyollected all informed
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consent forms in the other three sectionsl arcolleagu®f mine collected the forms in
my coursetoprotestt udent s6 i ght of choice.

During the treatment all students @efach class were present not only
participantsi since the study materiatonstitutedregular course material as well
(vocabulary covered in chapter 8 of theutsch im Blickextbook).

In the treatment session (day 1 of chapter 8), lexical items were introduced using
the Frame Semanticapproach in the FS Group and tinaditional vocabulary learning
techniques in th& Group. The immediate podteatment test was administered right
after the treatment. The delayed ptrsatment test was given to students two weeks after

the treatment.

DATA ANALYSIS

For the quantitative data anadgsiBM SPSS Statistics, version Mas used. The
items on theonline questionnaire(e.g. gender, reasons for taking Germavgre
numerically recodedor the statisticallyanalygs. A number was assigned depending on
the participants responses (e.g. female = 2, male Bebkgriptive statists was used to
summarize the datpollected. Thalescriptive statistics that was used are means, standard
deviations, maximums and minimums, frequency distribution, and percentages.

In order b analyze the data collected in the-preatment test, thenmediate post

treatment test and the delayed pmsatment testa twoway repeategneasure ANOVA

3 All humansubijects research at the University of Texas at Austin must first be submitted toitieeoDff
Research Support and Compliance and approved by the Institutional Review Board. The current study was
approved under IRB200912-0086
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was used. The twway ANOVA was us e d t o deter mi ne I f sStuc
knowledge increaseds a result of the treatmemind whether or not the treatmdrave
an effect on studentsdé vocabulary rtetenti on
ANOVA was used to understand whether or not changesurringi n studentso
vocabulary knowledgddepth of knowledgeand breadth of knowledgeyere due to
treatnment type, time or the combination of treatment and time. Thenmyorepeated
measure ANOVA was also chosen in order to determine if there is a significant
difference between the two groups in their cultural awareness compared to native
speakers.

The daa collected from the attitude scale was analyzed using a Multiple Analysis
of CovariancfMANCOVA) in orderto understand whether there was a different over
time in the participantsattitude towards vocabulary learning a Multiple Analysis of

Variance (MANOVA) was chosen and run via the SPSS statistics packages.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, the research questions were stated, and the methodology used in
this study was introduced. The different steps of the teaching procedures Foathe
Semantic8 peopch and the traditional vocabulary learning techniques were outlined. In
addition, the data collection procedure and the data analgsesdescribed. Table 3.7

below provides a timeline for this study.
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Sep. 17, 2010 Oct. 6", 2010 Oct. 7", 2010 Oct. 27", 2010
2 weeks prior to 1 day before treatment day 2 weeks after
treatment treatment treatment
FS and T Group FS Group FS and T Group FS and T Group
1) PreTreatment | 1) Orientational anq 1) Introduction of | 1) PostTreatment
Tests explanatory sessio Lexical Items/ Tests

(VKS / VAT) for Frame Practice (VKS / VAT)
Semanticgroup
2) PreTreatment 2) Immediate Post
Questionnaire Treatment
(online via Vocabulary Tests
surveymoiey.com) (VKS / VAT)
3) PostTreatment
Questionnaire
(online via
surveymonky.com)

Table 3.7: Timeline oftady

Chapter 4 presents the results from the questionnaires as well as the tests used in this

study. The data analysis is summarizedl the results are discussed éachresearch

guestion.
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CHAPTER 417 RESULTS & DISCUSSION
INTRODUCTION

Chapter 4 presents the results a turrentquantitative studywhich aimedto
determine whetheFrame Semanticc as si gni fi cant effects on |
and breadth of knowledge, their culturally apprariasage of vocabulary and their
attitude toward vocabulary learnind@his study, which had 34 participants, used
traditional vocabulary learning methods (rewriting, flashcards, unscrambling, and oral
repetition) as means of comparisdine data collecteth this study consisted of a pre
treatment questionnaire, a pasgatment questionnaire, vocabulary knowledge scale test
and vocabulary appropriateness test (VAT). The VKS and the VAT were administered
three times: aa pretest, immediate podest and dlayed postests. In addition, native
speakers of German were asked to complete a questionnaire and VAT in order to have
data for comparison with the participants in this studyart by giving a summary of the
descriptive statistics associated withe demographic information collected from the
participants. The information is given for both  groups  the
Traditionalgroup I Group) and thé-rame Semanticgroup S Group). Afterwardsl
presenthe statisticallyfindings pertaining toeach ofthe reseah questions posed in this

study and how these results pertain to previous research.

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION : Native Speakers
A total of 42 speakers in the age range frora308years completed the online
survey at surveymonkey.com which asked them dte rGerman words for their
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semantically/culturally appropriate usage. 35 (= 83.3%) native speakers were between 18
and 25 years old amgkven € 16.7%) of the participating native speakers were between
25 and 30 years old. The number of male and femateipants was equal with was 21

(= 50.0%) participanteach Most of the participants, 39 (= 92.9%) were students in an
Abiturklasse at a German Gymnasium #mete(= 7.1%) were students Fachabiturklasse

at a German Fachoberschule. aflthe participantscorsidered themselvego benative
speakers of Germah Participants that did not fall within the age range mentioned
above, that were not in the Gymnasium or the Fachoberscindee excluded.
Participants who considered themselt@debilingual speakes or nonnative speakers

of German were excluded as w&l.Table 4.1 below shows the languages that
participants indicated they speak with their sated knowledge of those languagkss
important to acknowledge nathspeaker§ knowledge of other leguage since this
knowledge (e.g. word meanings in other languages and possible cultural knowledge in
those languages) might have had an effect or on their understanding of the words and
might have influenced their answeralthough wsing this knowledge im detailed
analysis would go beyond the scope of this dissertation,nbigthelessecessary to
include this information and be aware of this possible interference of one langifage

other languages.

% It would go beyond the scope of this dissertation to discuss who or what asmdker of a language

is. Thelabelfinativespeaked in this study is a result of seléporting of participants.

% Since it was important for this study to have results to which the language learners answers of the VAT
could be compared to, and the comparison should be as feasibbsslsle only native speakers in the

same age range as the participants in this study were chosen. Includingtinenspeakers or bilingual
speakers who are probably exposed to other languages and cultures more often may have skewed the data.
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Language | Beginner| Intermediate Advanced
Arabic 1

Bulgarian 1
Croatian 1
Dutch 1
English 21 20
French 15 6 4
Italian 5 0 2
Japanese

Latin 8 1
Polish 1
Portuguese 1
Russian 4 1
Spanish 11 2

Turkish 1 0 1

Table 4.1: Languagenbwledge of N$articipants

17 (= 40.5%)participants spend more than 3 month in another country. Those countries
include: Great Britain, USAJreland Kazakhstan Australia, France, ltaly, Russia,
Poland New Zealand, Spain, Netherlands, Brazil, Portugal, Bulgaria and Yeérhen.

fact that some ativesspeaker participants spent more than three month in a foreign
country is important since it might have influenced how the understand the world around
them. Experiencing other cultures might also influetiesr answers or ratings dlfie
correctnessf the words used in a sententeedifferences between the countries visited
and the German culture, not to mention betweencsitiores in each placsould again

go beyond the scope of this study, but it is important to mention and might be interesting

for a future study.
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RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Research Question 1: Participants Demographic Information
What is the demographic make of the study participantsand how do demographic
characteristics connect to learning vocabulary in the L27?

Thef i rst research question was <concerned \
up of the participants in the study and the connection to L2 vocabulary leafimeg.
reason for collecting this data was twofold. e one handthere is a need in second
language acquisition to replicated replicate studies. However, this diffilsat because
the same research conditions never occur twite data presented in the following
section benefits later research studies because the data can be conneeeddoltth
Additionally, further indepth studies can be conducted using this datdich would
again liebeyond the scope of this study. Aspects of language knowledge, or language
| earnersod6 ideas about whaadthein reasomder sakigyat o kn o w
specific language can be connected to the results and used in the analysis.

The data presented here was collected via an online questionnaire at
surveymonkey.com that both the Traditional Group (T Group; n = 17) and the Frame
Semantics groufFS Group; n = 17) completed@he link to the online questionnaire was
available for participants two weeks prior to the treatment. The first part of the online
guestionnaire focused on participantsoé bactk
participantswere female learners and 14 (= 41.2%) were male learners. The majority of

the learner6 (= 76.5%) was between 18 and 20 years of ape(= 17.7%) learners
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were between 223 years of agegne(= 2.9%) was between 24 and 26 years of age and
one(= 2.999 was between 27 and 29 years of age.

There was an equalumberof participants in th& Group(n =17) and the FS
Group (n =17). There were 11 (= 32.3 %) female participants simd= 17.6%) male
participants in th&d Group The majority of participast 14 (= 41.2%) in th@ Group
werebetween 18 to 20 yeaodd. Two (= 5.9%) participants were at an age between 24
and 26 years anghe (= 2.9%) participant was between 27 and 29 years. In the FS Group
there werenine (= 26.5%) femaleand eight(= 23.5%) male participants Of the 17
participants in the FS Group the majority, 12 (= 35.5#&re betweei8 to 20 yearsld,
four (= 11.8%)were betweer21 to 23 years andne (= 2.9%) was between 24 and 26

years. Table 4.2 gives an overview ofgbdata.
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Characteristics n %

All Participants 34 100.0%
Female 20 58.8%
Male 14 41.2%
Age Range

1820 26 76.5%
21-23 6 17.7%
24-26 1 2.9%
27-29 1 2.9%
TraditionalGroup T Group) 17 50.0%
Female 11 32.4%
Male 6 17.6%
Age Range

18-20 14 41.2%
21-23 2 5.9%
24-26 0 0.0%
27-29 1 2.9%
Frame Semantiagroup(FS Group) | 17 50.0%
Female 9 26.5%
Male 8 23.5%
Age Range

18-20 12 35.3%
21-23 4 11.8%
24-26 1 2.9%
27-29 0 0.0%

Table 4.2: Characteristics of participgjilearners

Language Abilities in Languages besides German

In addition to their gender and agmrticipants were asked to supply information
about their language ability of language besides English and German. Since knowing

other languages and havibhgen exposed to other languages and cultures might influence
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the participant@(Boroditsky, 20032010a;2010b)results in the study it was important to

find out about their language experiente the T Group 10 (= 29.4%) of the 17 (=
50.0%) learners indicated that theyeknone or more languages other than English or
German. In the FS Group the same number of learners, 10 (= 29.4%) indicated that they
knew one or more languages other than English. Table 4.3rdtest the number of

students reporting knowledge of languages other than English or German.

All Participants 34 100.0%
Some level of knowledge in a language other t

English or German 20 58.8%
Number of Languages Reported 12
TraditionalGroup 17 50.0%
Some level of knowledge in a language other t

English or German 10 29.4%
Number of Languages Reported 4

Frame Semantiagroup 17 50.0%
Some level of knowledge in a language other t

English or German 10 29.4%
Number of Languages Reyied 7

Table 4.3 Participants knowledge of languages other than English or German

The majority of study participants in tHeGroup nine (= 52.9%) reported some level of
knowledgeof Spanishtwo (= 11.8%) participants reported some level of knaolgkeof
French,one(= 5.9%) participant indicated a beginning level of knowledge in Italian and
one(= 5.9%) participant reported bgra native speaker of Russidrable 4.4 shows the

112



level of knowledge the learner in tfie Groupindicated for the languagthey know

besides English and German.

a Selt-Reported Proficiency Level o
g o g
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SPamsh | _ 59 406) | (= 11.8%) | (=5.9%)|© | © (=5.9%) | °
1 1
French (=5.9%) | (= 5.9%) 0 0|0 0 2
, 1
Italian (= 5.9%) 0 0 0|0 0 1
. 1
Russian| O 0 0 0 (= 5.9%) 0 1

Table 4.4: Selreportedanguageénowledgebesides GermafT Group)

In the FS Grouphte majority of study participantfye (= 29.4%) reported some
level of knowledge in Spanishhree (= 17.6%) participants reported some level of
knowledge in Frenchpne (= 5.9%) participant each indicated some level of knowledge
in ltalian, Russian Arab, Hebrew, and Vietnamese. Table 4.5 shows the level of
knowledge the learner in the FS Group indicated for the language they know besides

English and German.
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2 1
French (= 17.7%)| (= 5.9%) 0 0 0 0 3
. 1
Italian (= 5.9%) 0 0 0 0 0 1
. 1
Russian (= 5.9%) 0 0 0 0 0 1
. 1
Arabic 0 0 0 0 0 (= 5.9%) 1
1
Hebrew 0 (= 5.9%) 0 0 0 0 1
. 1
Viethnamese| 0 0 0 0 0 (= 5.9%) 0

Table 4.5: Sk-reported languagenbwledge lesides Germa(FS Group)

Reason for Studying German

The participants were furthexsked to provide their reasons for takswrond

semesteGerman courselhey couldselect from a list of choices and were ablehoose

multiple reasons as well as provide additional reasons istivas noton the list.

Of the 17 participants in thE Group 14 (= 82.4%) stated that they were taking

the course in order to fulfill the foreign language requirement at the univehsig(=

17.6%) reported that they were taking the course in order to better communicate with

their family; nine (= 52.9%)indicated that they were taking the course in otddearn
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about Germaspeaking cultureseven(= 41.2%) indicated that they took German in
order to improve their marketabififor a current or future jolmne (= 5.9 %) participant
indicated that theetason was to improve his GP#yjo (= 11.8%) reported that they took
German to be able to communicate with friends in Gerramit (= 47.1%) stated that
they took German in order to be able to watch television and films in German, or listen to
German langage radio or musidwo (= 11.8%) indicated that they want to visit German
websites; five (= 29.4%) want to be able to read Spanish language newspapers,
magazines or books; equalbne( = 5.9%) learner indicated that they want to be able to
read academigurnals written in German; 1 (= 5.9%) reported that they want to learn
something about their heritage and ancestors; and 2 (= 11.8%) indicated that they were
taking the course for other reasons than listed in the available choices. Those were: to
improvelanguage skills for travel, and a genuine interest in learning German.

With regards to th&rame Semanticgroup FS Group, of the 17 participants, 14
(= 82.4%) stated that they took the course in order to fulfill the general language
requirementat the university; two (= 11.8%) participants reported that they took the
course to better communicate with their famayx (=35.3%) participants indicated that
they took the course to learn about the German cultdines;(= 29,4%) participants
indicated thathey wanted to improve their language skills for their current or future job;
eight (= 47.1%) participants reported that they took the course to listen to and/or watch
German television, films, music and radioree(= 17.6%) participants reported thaeyh
took the German course to be able to read German newspapers, books and/or magazines;

one(= 5.9%) participant each reported that they took German to improve their GPA, talk
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to friends and visit German websiteBur (= 23.5%) indicated that they tooketltourse

to learn about their heritage and their ancestors;tlamee (= 17.6%) indicated that they

were taking the course for other reasons than listed in the available choices. Those were:
to improve their communication skills, to be able to study abrod@skermany and to be

able to live in German in the future and to be able to communicate with the population.

The results for both groups are presented in table 4.6 below.

Traditional Frame
Group Semantics
Reasons for Taking the Course (T Group) Group
(FS Group)
n % n %
to fulfill the general language requirement 14 | 82.4% | 14 | 82.4%
to communicate better with my family 3 |17.6% |2 |11.8%
to learn about the German cultures 9 [|529% |6 |353%
_to improve my language skills for my current of future 7 la12% |5 | 29.4%
job(s)
to improve my GPA 1 [(59% |1 |59%
to talk to my friend 2 |118% |1 |59%
tgélizten to and/or watch German TV, films, music, 8 |471% |8 |47.1%
to visit German websites 2 |118% |1 |59%
to read German newspapers, books and/or magazin(5 |29.4% |3 | 17.6%
to read academic jonals written in German 1 |59% |0 |0.0%
to learn something about my ancestors 1 [59% |4 |23.5%
other (please specify in the space below) 2 |11.8% |3 |17.6%

Table 4.6: Reasons faakingsecondsemesteGerman
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What does it maan to know a language?

Part of the pretreatment questionnaire also sought information about the
participantso i dea abhpatidpantsavergaskedte angwerchel e d g e .
guestion: i Wh at does i tSeconeg they weteasked morev a | an
specifically to indicatevhich aspects of language they think ammponent®f language
(e.g. culture, grammar, nererbal communication, pragmatics and vocabulary).
Participants were allowed to select as many of the choices as the liked.tfhey were
asked to rank the aspects just mentioned above in terms of importance-poira 5
Likert-scale frommost importanto least important Finally, participants had to give a
reason for their ranking.

Participantsodo answaroestott hmeaguaédant ikonm wi Vd
were codedisingemergent theme analygiStrauss & Corbin, 1990Three main themes
could be derivedrbm the answer in th@& Group (seeTable 4.7: (1) being able to
communicate, (2) knowing vocabulary and grammar, and (3) being aware of L2 culture.

Nine (= 52.9%) participants in th& Group reported that for them being able to
communicate means to know language.Seven (= 41.2%) indicated that knowing
vocabulary and grammar of that language means to know that languagleresg-

17.6%) also feel that knowing the L2 culture or at least being aware of it is part of
language knowledge. As for the FS Grpgpven(= 41.2%) participants are of the
opinion that knowing a language means being able to communicate in that language.
Eight (= 47.1%) participants think that knowing a language includes knowing a the

vocabulary and grammatical structurdsio (= 11.86) participants answered that
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knowing language means knowing vocabulary and(= 5.9%) participant each believe

that knowing a language also means to be aware of the L2 culture or knowing how to act
and interact depending on the social situatidhss interesting to notethat many
participants indicated in their answers that native speakers know their langhege

result is interesting becaugeshows how language learners assume that someone knows

a language simplbecause he or she can be consdlerenative speaker, even though a

lot of language learners acknowledge that they are far from being experts in their own
native languagesSt udent s understanding and idea of
may affect their motivation, interest in a langaaand onfidence in using a language.

The results for both groups are illustrated in table 4.7.

Frame

Traditional Semantics
What does it mean Group group
to know a language? (T Group) | (FS Group)

n % n %
being able to communicate 9 5200 |7 41.1%
knowing vocabulary and grammar |7 41.2% |8 47.1%
knowing vocabulary 0 0.0% 2 11.8%
being aware of the L2 culture 3 176% |1 5.9%
pragmatics 0 00% |1 59%

Table 4.7: What does it mean to know a wbhrticipant®answers

When asked more spedéilly to select aspects of knowing language
participants had the following choices: culture, grammar,-vesbal communication,

pragmatics, vocabulary and other. In th&roup 12 (= 70.6%) of participants reported
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that culture is part of language knledge, 16 (= 94.1%) participants indicated that
grammar is part of language knowledgae (= 52.5%) participants were of the opinion
that nonverbal communication is part of language knowledge, 16 (= 94.1%) participants
indicated that pragmatics is paot language knowledge and 17 (=100.0%) of the
participants reported that vocabulary is part of knowing a language. In the FS Group 15
(= 88.2%) participants reported that culture is part of knowing a language, 17 (= 100.0%)
participants believe that grammas part of language knowledge, 12 (= 70.6%)
participants reported that nmerbal communication is part of language knowledge, 14 (=
82.4%) participants indicated that pragmatics is part of knowing a language, 17 (=
100.0%) are of the opinion that voc#my is part of language knowledge aode (=

5.9%) participant reported other reasons which were: knowing idioms, sayings and

idioms. Table 4.®ffers a summary of these responses

Frame
Traditional | Semantics
Aspects of Language Knowledge Group Group (FS
(T Group) | Group)
n % n %
Culture 12 70.6 15 88.2
Grammar 16 94.1 17 100.0
Non-verbal communication 9 529 12 70.6
(e.g. body language, gestsrt facial expressions)
Pragmatics (social communication skills) 16 94.1 14 824
(e.g. greetings, taking turns in conversations)
Vocabulary 17 100.0 |17 100.0
Other (please specify) 0O 0.0 1 59

Table 4.8: Apects of language knogdgei participants pinions
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Figure 4.1 and figure 4.2 show the same results as described above and illustrated in

Table 4.8 which are participants options about what is part of knowing a language.
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Figures 4.1 and 4.2 illustrate the aspects that participants considered to be part of
language knowledgePresentingthe dah in graphic form in addition to bdes more
clearly visualizesp a r t i ddegs aboupartS of languagelt is importantto keep in
mind that | anguage | earnersd might have a d
practitioners and scholars working in the field of second langaegeisition. Students
might also be more inclined to engage with an aspect of language if they find it useful
however, if they believe that it is not part of language knowledge, they might not spend
time on it. Comparing both figures (4.1 & 4.2) showsit both groups have similar ideas
except for minor differences suggesting that participants in both groups have a similar
understanohg of what it means to know a word. This is important because different
notionsof what word knowledge is may have affettbe results of this study.

In addition to indicating what aspects participants believe to be part of language
knowledge they were also asked to provide a ranking of those language knowledge
aspects on a-point Likert scale frommost importanto leastimportant In theT Group
12 (= 70.6%) participants rated knowing vocabulary as most important for knowing a
languagegeight (= 47.1%) participants thought that grammar is important for knowing a
language, an equal number of participamige (= 29.4%) ated knowing culture and
pragmatics as slightly importamight (= 47.1%) participants ranked knowing reerbal
communication as less important for knowing a language sawken (= 41.2%)
participants also rated namerbal communication as least importantthe FS Group the
same number of participants as in Th&roupthought that vocabulary is most important

and grammar is important for knowing a language which were 12 (= 70.6%) participants
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andeight(= 47.1%) participants respectivebight (= 47.1% participants rated knowing
culture as slightly important and neerbal communication as less important, and 12 (=
70.6%) rated knowing newerbal communication as least important for knowing a
language. The entire ratings given by the participants arengarzed in able 4.9 for
both theT Groupand the FS GroupAs mentioned above language learners may spend
more time engaging with aspects lahguageknowledge that they consider part of
language. They will also engage more dynamically with asjleey believe to be more
important, while putting less focus on aspects they consider less important ar not

componentf language.
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_ < = = = _ c
Ranking of Language g 8 g = 8 0w 3 5 8
Knowledge Aspects €3 S 2 8 L3 o 8
Q. Q. Q. Q. Q.
£ £ ?E £ £
a) Culture 'Cl';rrzzl)clijlgonal 1 £ ‘ 7 4
0, = 0 = 0 = 0 = 0,
(T Group) 5.88%) | (= 5.88%) | (= 29.4%) | (=29:4%) | (= 23.5%)
Frame 5
Semantics (= 3 8 3 1
Group 0 9%) (= 17.6%) | (= 47.1%) | (= 17.6%) | (= 5.88%)
(FS Group)|
b) Grammar '(I;r:ﬂgonal ?: 4 / 5 4
(T Group) | 23.5%) (= 47.1%) | (=23.5%).{ (= 0.0%) | (=0:0%)
Frame 3
Semantics (= 8 3 2 0
Group 1‘7_6%) (= 47.1%) | (= 17.6%) | (= 11.9%) | (= 0.0%)
(FS Group)
c) Nonrverbal | Traditional 6 o 5 4 5
communication grcc’;‘ﬂup) (= 0,0%) | (20.0%) | (=11.9%) | (= 47.1%) | (= 41.2%)
Frame
Semantics | 0 0 2 3 12
Group (=0.0%) | (=0.0%) | (= 11.9%) | (= 17.6%) | (= 70.6%)
(FS Group)
d) Pragmatics '(I;r:)olljltlonal 5 & £ f ’
T Grf:))up) (= 0.0%) | (=29.4%) | (= 29:4%) | (= 17.6%) | (= 23.5%)
Frame
Semantics |0 2 4 8 1
Group (=0.0%) | (=11.9%) | (= 23.5%) | (= 47.1%) | (= 5.88%)
(FS Group)
e) Vocabulary | Traditional {12
Group = 3_ 0 1_ 0 0_ 0 1_ 9
(T Grotp) | 70.6%) (17.6%) | (= 5.88%) | (= 0.0%) | (= 5.88%)
Frame
Semantics 1:2 4 0 0 0
(Clazrgué)roup) 70.6%) (= 23.5%) | (= 0.0%) | (=0.0%) | (= 0.0%)

Table 4.9: Participant rankings of importance of language aspects
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A summay of all results for both the @&nd the FS Group are presentedrigure
4.3 The figure reveals thatoeabulary is ranked as the stamportant in both groups
with an average rating of 4.61 on géint Likert scale.The secondmost important
aspect with regards to knowing a language is grammtr an average rating of 3.9 on a
5-point Likert scale. The participants rated culturesigghtly important with a average
from both groups of 2.6 on afwint Likert scale followed closely by pragmatics as less
important for knowing a language with an average rating from both groups of 2.5on a 5
point Likert scale. Participants in both gps rated nowverbal communication as least
important for knowing a language with an average rating from both groups of 1.6 points
on a 5point Likert scaleThi s rating can affect | anguage
certain aspect st.see lafcertdineaspect efr languagel knowledge as

important it may affect how they react to a learning approach that includes such aspects.
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Participants Ranking of Aspects of Language Knowledge

Vocabulary 4.47

2.65

Pragmatics 2.47 BFS Group® RM Group

Nonverbal comm.

4.00

Grammar 5

Culture 2 65

Language Aspect:

0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00

Overall Ranking Results from Participar

Figure 4.3: Summary gfarticipants rankings of importance of languageegts

Comparing participansrarking of aspects of language knowledge in Thaditional

Group and thérame Semantic&roup figure 4.3) shows that their idea of what aspect

are important and what aspects are less important are similar. Both groups indicated that
vocabulary is the mosmportant aspects, followed by grammar. Pragmatics and culture

are fairly equally distributed in terms of importance and are ranked third, while non

verbal communicatiowas ranked least important by #eeparticipants. Those results

should then coincideiwt h par ti ci pant 0s;wéwonldexged tenl ear ni n

to spendthe most time on vocabulary and grammar.
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Language Study Habits

The pretreatmentquestionnaire also asked participants about what aspect
languagethey focused on most whestudying at homeand why they focused on those
aspects. In both thé Groupand the FS Group the only aspects that were reported to be
studied by the participants were grammar and vocabulary. [ theoupl2 (= 70.6%)
participants indicated that theyudly vocabularythe most while five (= 29.4%)
participants reported they focus on grammar the most when studying for the German
language course. In the FS Group 14 (= 82.4 %) participants reported they study
vocabulary the most and onllgree(= 17.6%) paticipants reported they study grammar
the most in their language class. Table 4.10 illustrates the aspects of language knowledge

that participants in both groups study the most.

Traditional Frame Semantics
Aspects of Language Knowledge Group group (FS
Studied the Most (T Group) Group)

n % n %
Vocabulary 12 70.6% 14 82.4%
Grammar 5 29.4% 3 17.6%

Table 4.10: Aspects of languagedwledgestudied the most byapticipants

Participants were also asked pimovide reason$or spending most time othe
different language aspects. Since grammar and vocabulary have been listed as the two
most importanespects thegpre presented in more detail in this section. The reasons for

focusing mostlyon vocabularyor grammarhave emergedas follows: in theT Group
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seven (= 41.2%) reported that vocabulary is the most important for communication,
therefore, they focus on this aspect. Two (= 11.9%) participants each indicated that they
focus on vocabulary because it is difficult them or because it is very tinsensiming.

One (= 5.8%) participant stated that he focuses on vocabulary because it is what the
teacher tells him to learn. In the FS Group four (= 23.5%) reported that they focus on
vocabulary because it is crucial for communication. Three (= 17.6%) pant€ipa
indicated that the vocabulary is the most time consumingterdfore requires the most
effort. Two (= 11.9%) participants each stated that they focus on vocabulary for the
following reasons: not easy because there are so many words, becausenéhasjzett

that tests and quizzes focus on and because it is the most important. One (= 5.8%)
participant stated that homework assignments deal with vocabulary which is the reason
for his focus on vocabulary. As for grammar, f¢ar23.5%) participants) the T Group

stated that they focus on grammar the most when studying for their language class
because it is difficult for them to learn or understand and (= 5.8%) participant
reported that grammar has to be learnetlke vocabulary or culturewhich is easier
especially wherone issurrounded by native speakets. the FS Groupparticipans
reported the following reasons for spending the most time studying grammar: it is
difficult to learn or understan@ne participant, = 5.8%l}t is important to undstand the
structures(one participant, = 5.8%)and because homework assignments focus on
grammatical structure@ne participant, = 5.8%A summary of the responses giveyn b

the participants is shown iatile 4.11.
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Reasons provided by participani n | %
important for communication 7 |141.2%
Traditional Vocabulary c]ifficult to qurn 2 | 11.9%
Group time consuming 2 11.9%
(T Group) tqlq to do so by instructor 1 |5.8%
Grammar difficult to learn/understand 4 | 23.5%
has to be learned 1 |5.8%
not easy because it is vast 2 | 11.9%
time consuming 3 |17.6%
Frame Vocabulary chusgd on in tests and' quizzes| 2 | 11.9%
Semantics given in homework assignments 1 |5.8%
Group |mpor.tant for communication 4 | 23.5%
(FS Group) most important 2 111.9%
difficult to learn/understnd 1 [5.8%
Grammar | to understand language structur] 1 | 5.8%
homework focuses on grammar| 1 | 5.8%

Table 4.11: Reasons for spending the most time on a certain language aspect

Part of the question about participantso
paticipants study vocabulary. Participants were asked to provide a description of how
they study vocabularyTheir answers were coded and resulted in ten different methods
which were (1) using flashcards; (2) repeating the word orally; (3) repeating therwor
writing; (4) using lists; (5) listening to the words; (6) memorizing the words; (7) using the
words in sentences; (8) looking at the word; (9) talking to friendsamebookand (10)
drawing a picture of the word.able 4.12and 4.13present theaumber and percentage of

thedifferent methods and tools participants in this study utilize to study vocabulary.
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TraditionalGroup [ Group) # of % of
Participantg Participants
Flashcards 6 35.3
look at the word 2 11.8
repeat orally 2 11.8
repeat wriing 5 29.4
Lists 8 47.1
talk to friends on Facebook 1 5.9
draw a pictures of the words 1 5.9

Table 4.12: Vocabulary learningahniques of raditionalGroup

Frame SemantiagSroup # of % of

(FS Group) Participantg Participants
Flashcards 8 47.1
repeat writing 3 17.6
repeat orally 5 29.4
Lists 6 35.3
listen to the word 2 11.8
Memorization 2 11.8
using it in a sentence 2 11.8
looking at the word 1 5.9

Table 4.13: Vocabulary learningaghniques of therame SemantidSroup

Both table 4.12 and.13 show how participants in both groups utilize either flashcards or
lists to study German vocabularix (= 35.3%) participants use flashcards in The
Groupand eight (= 47.1%) participants use flashcards in the FS Group. Lists are used by
eight (= 471 %) participants in th& Groupand six (= 35.3 %) participants in the FS
Group.Another techniquérequentlyemployed by theparticipants in both groups al

or writtenword repetition. In th& Group five (= 29.4 %) participants repeat a word by
means of writing it down and two (= 11.8 Yparticipantsepeat a word orally in order to

learn the word. In the FS Group more participants than i t&eoup five (= 29.4 %)
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participants, reported using oral repetition, while three (= 17.6%) participgmst a

word in written form to learn ifTwo (= 11.8%) participants in tHeS Group and one (=
5.9%) participants in th€ Groupreportedtheir vocabulary learning techniquelasking

at the word until they memorized it. Other techniques inTtl@&oupthat were reported

by the participants included talking to friends on Facebook (= 5.9%) and drawing the
word in picture form (= 5.9%)n the FS Grouptechniques that were reported besides
the ones giverabove were using the words in a sentence whichre@srted by two (=
11.8%) participants and two (= 11.8%) participants stated memorization and did not offer
an explanation wéi this might look like.

Comparing the answers of the participants in both groups it appears that they have
similar ideas about kat language is and what they think they need to do in order to
acquire a language. Most participants stated that knowing a language means to be able to
communicatefollowed by knowing grammar and vocabulary. When asked what aspects
are most important thgeneral consensus of the participants in this study was vocabulary,
followed closely by grammar and then culture and pragmatics. It also appears that
participants in both groups think that vocabulary is most important since this is the aspect
they spend mst time on studying. All of those beliefs and ideas about what a language is,
and how a language should be learned affect the performance and attitude toward a
language and practices used for language leafiogwitz, 1988) Furthermore, gender,
age, reasons for taking a course, language leastigggiesall play a role with regrds
t o | an g u amgodvatiordGémane& Ksuidenier, 1985; Gardner, 1985; Oxford &

Shearin, 1994; Schmidt & Watanabe, 20@hjch in turn affect theitanguage learning
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outcone. The data collected shows that both groups seem to have similar ideas and the
information is not only useful for future extended studies that investigate in detail how
those aspects may or may not influences the Frame Semantics approach but also benefit

studies replicating this present study.

Research Questior2: Vocabulary Recall and Retention

Does the Frame Semantics approach have an
short and londerm vocabulary recall and retention compared to more traditiona
vocabulary learning techniques?

The secondresearch question sought to investigate whether the use of Frame
Semantics as a tool for vocabulary instruction in the Frame Semantics Group (FS Group)
affected the performance of that group over the perfocmai the Traditional Group (T
Group) in terms of vocabulary recall and retention. To answer this question, two weeks
prior to exposing students to the new vocabulary items, the participants of both groups
were asked to complete a greatment vocabulariests in order to identify any prior
knowledge of the lexical items used in this study.

During the treatment period students in the T Group completed a variety of
traditional vocabulary memorization techniques (writing the words, flashcards,
unscramblingL1-L2/L2-L1 oral translation) while the FS Groups used Frame Semantics
to introduce and practice the vocabulary items used in this study (the specific
methodology was described in Chapter 3). After this session, the participants completed

an immediate pat-test that evaluated their knowledge of the words presented during the
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treatment. Two weeks after the treatment and immediatetqgasinent test a delayed
posttreatment test was given to the participants of both groups. In order to determine
whether tle participants in both groups were on equal footing in thérpegment state

with regards to depth of knowledge an independégsttwas conducted for the means in
both groups. The results from théest werestatisticaly non-significant (p = .441) wich

suggest that participants in both groups were equal in terms of their depth of knowledge
in the pretreatment stage. Table 4.14 below presents the mean scores and standard
deviation for the two groups for depth of knowledge resulting from the VKS gest:

treatment VKS test, immediate pdstatment VKS test, delayed pdastatment VKS

test.
T Group FS Group
(Frame Semantics

TestDepth of Knowledge (Traditional Group)| Group)

M SD M SD
PreTreatment VKS 2.26 0.30 2.19 0.16

: 4.06 0.43 3.80 0.37

Immediate PosTreatmeit VKS
Delayed Posfireatment VKS 3.74 0.44 3.64 0.44

Table 4.14: Mean scores and standard deviation for VSK(tkgigh of khowledge)

The results of the descriptive statistics, the mean scores, it appears that there was an
increa® in depth of knowledge from the pireatment (T Group 2.2588; FS Group =
2.1941)to the immediate podteatment test (T Group40588; FS Group = 3.800and

a decrease from the immediate ptveatment to the delayed pdstatment test (T Group
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=3.7382; FS Group = 3.64419r both groups. However, the mean scores for the delayed
posttreatment test are still higher th#rose orthe pretreatment test. This suggests that
participants have increased their depth of vocabulary knowledge from thegraent

to the delayed podteatment test and that both vocabulary teaching methods (traditional
and Frame Semantics) seem to have an impact on students recall and retention for depth
of knowledge of vocabularyin terms of vocabulary retention the T @poretained

82.2%, while the FS Group retained 90.1%.

To investigate whether there was datistically significant difference in
vocabulary recall and retention between the T Group and the FS Group;veaywo
repeateemeasure Analysis of Variance (ANOVAyas conducted on each of the VKS
tests. The Analysis of Variance was chosen in order to account for the differences
between the groups of participants over time on their recall and retention of the
vocabulary items. The withisubject factor was time, Wi three levels (prreatment,
immediate postreatment and delayed pdstatment). The betweesubject factor was
the respective group of participants (either Traditional Group or Frame Semantics
Group). The level of confidence for ttagatisticallyanalysis was set at .05.

The Analysis of Variancelid not show anystatistically significance between
subject effect (p = .158) as illustrated in Table 4.15 below. This suggested that there was
no statisticallysignificant difference in the performancetween the participants in the
two groups with respect to their depth of knowledge of the vocabulary items present in
the Frame Semantics approach and traditional vocabulary learning techniques over time.

The results of this analysis suggdsat Frame Senmiics used by the FS Group (Frame
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Semantics group) did netatisticallys i gni fi cantly affect | earner ¢
to the performance of the T Grougréditional Group) with regards to depth of

knowledge. This suggests that using Frame Semadhiicaot statistically significantly

affect participants6é performance and depth
the Traditional Group. All participants experienced the same learning outcomes with no

statisticallysignificant difference.

Test d BetweenSubjects Effects

Source  Type Ill Sum of Square: df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 1098.93 1 1098.93 4640.91 .000
Group 0.494 1 0.494 2.087 .158
Error 7.577 32 0.237

Table 4.15: Analysisf variancel betweersubjectseffects

In addition,there is ncstatisticallysignificant interaction effect between time and group
(p = .361). This means that there isstatisticallysignificance between the two groups.
Yet when looking at the withisubject effects, shown in table 4.16,statistically

significant effect can be observed for time (p = .000).

Tests of WithiaSubjects Effects

Source Type Il Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Time 57.82 2 28.912 322.001 0.000
Time*Group 0.186 2 0.093 1.036 0.361
Error (Time) 5.746 64 0.090

Table 4.16: Analysis of varianci within-subjecteffects
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This meanghat even though the two groups are sfattisticallysignificantly different

from each other at specific point of time in the study, there are changes in all participants
with regards to timeln other words, the data suggests that participant®tin groups
demonstrated substantial vocabulary learning outcomes as a result of either treatment. In
order to find out where those differences were (at the intermediate or delayed state) a
posthocanalysis was used.

The posthoc analysis yieldestatisticallysignificant differences for time from the
pretest to the immediate pewst (p = .000) and from the immediate piest to the
delayed postest (p = .000) for both the T Group and the F®Upr It also showed a
statistically significant difference from the pitest to the delayed petst stage (p =
.000). This supports the previously stated findings that participants in both groups
demonstrated substantial vocabulary learning outcomeseTiesults are also visualized

in figure 4.4 below.
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Figure 4.4: VKS (depth of knowledge) test scores over time

The above grapbhows that results from both groups are fairly similar from theqste

to the delayed pogest. It can also be seen thla¢ T Group has a steeper slope from the
immediate postest to the delayed petst which can suggest that Frame Semantics
may have longerm retention benefits. However, as stated, there arstatcstically
significant differences that can be reporfethich may be due to the small sample size),
making it impossible to make a claim about the effectiveness of the FS group compared
to the T group. However, statisticallysignificant difference might be found in future

studies using larger sample sizes.
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The depth of knowledge dimension is one of the least studied aspects in the field
of vocabulary acquisition which is most likely due to the difficulty in measuring
vocabulary depth of knowledge compared to vocabulary size (breadth of knowledge).
Most studies conducted are concerned with reading comprehefdaoBot, Paribakht, &
Wesche, 1997; Qian, 1998, 199%owever, measuring the depth of knowledge is as
i mportant since fil ear ne superficiatunderstandinglofathee mor e
meaning [of a word]; they should develop a rich and specific meaning representation as
wel | as knowledge of the worddos for mat f ea
possibilities, regi s tRead, 2004,apr %) @hen words ¢ s an
students need to be aware of thewledge aspects established by Nation (2001). No
previous studies investigated Frame Semantics as a vocabulary teaching and learning
tool. It was hypothesized in this study that frames can visualize (e.g. represent the
meaning) for the language learnerddmelp them to establish a connection between
words by means of the thematic clustering of the wdpPdsvious research by Tinkham
(1993; 1994; 1997) and Waring (19%Howsthat presenting vocabulary in thematic sets
(which is donewith the Frame Semansicapproach) benefits vocabulary retention.
Furthermore, research on semantic mappivag was used in this study to create the
frames visualizing the vocabulary showed substantial improvement and higher recall in
vocabulary knowledg€2001) However, the results dhis study are inconclusive, given
that there are natatisticallys i gni f i cant di fferences between
via the Frame Semantics and the traditional method. This may be attributed to the fact

that the instructors were different in tHasses and the reseaecdoes not know whether
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the instructors covered the words after the treatment gr nod e s pi t e t he
request Another factor could be the thematic relationship of the vocabulary items. Since
both groups were exposed to $@me vocabulary items (i.e. the same thematic clusters)
this may have contributed to the similarity in learning outcome. As mentioned above both
Tinkham (1993; 1994; 1997) and Waring (1997) found positive vocabulary learning

outcomes for words presentedthematic clusters.

Research Questior8: Breadth of Knowledge

Do students learning vocabulary with the Frame Semantics approach acquire and retain
and recall more lexical items than students learning vocabulary using more traditional
vocabulary learnig techniques?

The third research questiononcerns itselfwith the amount of vocabulary, or
breadth of knowledge, acquired by the participants in this study. Participants were asked
to supply additional lexical items having to do with personal reldtipsg the topic
covered in the treatment of this study, on the vocabulary knowledge scale test that were
not asked for in the test itseRarticipants had additional empty knowledge scale fields
and were asked to supply the German word and providekimmiviedge of the word. The
option of providing additional lexical items was given to participants in the immediate
posttreatment as well as the delayed piosaitment VKS.Although prticipants were
asked specifiglly to supply additional wordsnone of lhe participants in either group

gave additional words.
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In order to have useful data to answer this question, the VKS results for the 20
lexical items were utilized. The data collected wasagedin the following manner
Only lexical items that nonef ahe participants knew in the ptest were used. Those

words are listed in table 41

sich verabredento agree to meet, to arrange a date
sich mogen to like one another

der Bekannté male acquaintance

die Bekannté female acquaintance

die Verdbredung date

die Beziehung relationship

miteinander gehento date (high school)

der Kumpeli buddy, pal

funkeni to spark, to hit it off

lieb haberi to like someone very much

=4 =4 =48 -5_45_49_9_9_°_-2

Table 4.17Vocabulary items unknown to participants (results fromtese)

Since for the breadth of knowledge component only the amount of vocabulary items is of
interest, the VKS tests were analyzed. Participants received one point if they provided a
correct answer to any of the VKS option beyond the level 2 in the imteepast

treatment and the delayed posatment test. Usually the VKS is used as a depth of
knowledge measure; however, students did not receive higher points for answers at a
higher level.As mentioned abovef students provided an answer beyond levéhey

received 1 one point for their answer. In doing,this udent sdé answers wer e
for more detailed knowledge about individual words (i.e. depth) but simply for knowing

any knowledge aspect of the word (i.e. breadth). This resulted in the sneees and
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standard deviations for the Traditional and the Frame Semantics Group shown in table

4.18.
T Group FS Group
(Frame Semantics
TestBreadth of Knowledge (Traditional Group)| Group)
M SD M SD
: . 8.12 1.90 6.71 1.31
Immediate PosTreatment VKS Gain
. 6.94 1.71 6.41 2.18
Delayed Posfireatment VKS Gain

Table 4.18 Mean scores and standard deviation for VSK tgsesadthof knowledge)

The mean scores for the breadth of knowledge analysis in the T Group are 8.12 for the
immediate gain scores amd94 for the delayed gain scores. In the FS Group the mean
scores are 6.71 for the immediate gain and 6.41 for the delayed gain. From those
descriptive statistic resultsajppearghat there was an increase in learning of vocabulary
items from the pretest to the immediate petst. It furtherseemsthat there was a
decrease for the long term recall and retentioet it should be pointed out that the
decrease appears to be less in the FS Group compared to the T Group. Since only
vocabulary items unknawto all participants were chosen to answer the breadth of
knowledge question it can be concluded that both groups were on equal footing since
none of the participants knew the items in thetpeatment stage.

To investigate whether there was a diffeenn vocabulary breadth recall and
retention between the T Group and the FS Group, armsworepeategneasure Analysis

of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted with the immediate and delayed test gain scores.
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The Analysis of Variance was chosen in order to agctar the differences between the
groups of participants over time on their recall and retention of the vocabulary items.
The withinsubject factor was time, with two levels (immediate gosatment and
delayed postreatment). The betweesubject facto was the respective group of
participants (either Traditional Group or Frame Semantics Group). The level of
confidence for thistatisticallyanalysis was set at .05.

Table 4.19illustrates the betweesubject effects. It shows that there was no
statistcally significant difference (p = .066) between the two groups (T Group and FS
Group) in this study over time. This means that all students increased their vocabulary
knowledge regardless of group form the-f@st to the delayed pdsst stage. Therefgre
it cannot be determinefdom the results of this study whether Frame Semantics is more
beneficial compared to traditional methods, yet it can be stated that both Frame
Semantics and the more traditional techniques had a positiveinigaeffect for

participants

Test of BetweetrSubjects Effects

Source  Type Ill Sum of Square: df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 3374.132 1 3374.132 763.849 .000
Group 16.015 1 16.015 3.625 .066
Error 141.353 32 4.417

Table 4.19 Analysis of variancé betweersubjects dfects
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Table 4.2 shows the withirsubject effect for the breadth of knowledge dimension in this
study. As tlis tableillustrates,there are ncstatistically significant interaction effects
between time and group (p =.218), but time showtatsti@ally significant effect (p =
.044) that suggest that there arestatisticaly significant changes over time. Since there
are only two time points (immediateand postest stage) a posioc analysis is

unnecessary, since the difference is between thosemeqoints.

Tests of WithinSubjects Effects

Source Type Il Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Time 9.191 1 9191 4.390 0.044
Time*Group 3.309 1 3.309 1.580 0.218
Error (Time) 67.000 32 2.094

Table 4.2: Analysis of variancé within-subjecteffects

The results for the analysis of participant ¢
4.5 below. When comparing the two slopes it is obvious that the slope of the T Group is

steeper compared to the FS Group. Even thougdtatisticallysignificant changes ere

observed in this study, a loftgrm study should be conducted in order to see whether

attrition effects are smaller using Frame Semantics, meaning this approach has benefits

for | anguag<¢ermraeatomer s6 | ong
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Estimated Marginal Means

In figure 4.5 it appears that the T Group has a higher attrition effect compared to
the FS Group. Therefore, an exploratory gust analysis was conducted. Since the
sample size in this study was rathemadl this could have affected the results of the
ANOVA. A higher sample size might have yieldedtatisticallysignificant result for the
interaction effect of group and time. The pairwise comparison for time and group of the
posthoc analysis showed thtitere is astatisticallysignificant effect for the T Group (p
= .024) while nostatisticallysignificant effect could be observed for the FS Group (p =

.558). Those exploratory results indicate that FS might have benefits fotelong

10.00

8.007

.00

4.00

2.00

0.00

Groups

— T (Traditional) Group
FZ (Frame Semantics) Group

T
1

T
2

Time (Pre-, Inmediate Post-, Delayed Post-Test)

Figure 4.5VKS (breadth of knowledge) test scores over time

143




retention comparetb more traditional vocabulary learning techniques. However, a larger
study is needed in order gtatisticallydetermine whether a significant difference exits
between the two groups.

Those results (e.g. netatistically significant difference betweethe Frame
Semantics approach and the traditional vocabulary learning methods) contradict a study
by Sagarra & Albg2006)in which the authors founstatisticallysignificant differences
between their methods (rote memorization, keyword method andnsemmapping).

They found that they keyword method yielded better retention than rote memorization
and that rote memorization was favorable compared to semantic mapping. Other studies
showing benefits of traditional techniques (e.g. rote memorizationj sgmantic
mapping can be found in L1 reseafEhessley, et al., 198@nd in L2 researc{Scribner,
2000)with beginning learnersyet there are also studies that indicate the superiority of
semantic mapping in researdihile Coomber, Rastad & Sheet§1986)found positive
evidence using pseudowords, studies conducted by Brown & B€®y)and Scribner
(2000)show benefits of semantic mapping in the L2 setting and with higher proficiency
learners.

Other vocabulary research focused on teaching vocabulary using lists versus
implementing more contextLaufer and Shamueli (1997) found in their study that
providing |ists with L1 explanations benef i
(1995) found similar results, namely that |
vocabulary retention Those results also contradict with the present study as no

statistically significant differences have been found between the FS Group and the T
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Group. These and othestudies are different in their methodology, language and
proficiency, as well as theaomparing treatments, making it hard to achieve conclusive
results.

A reason for thatatisticaly nonsignificant results in this study may be due to the
fact that the sample size was fairly small @hd fact thatit was an actual classroom
study and ot a purely researebrientedsetting. However, there also have been studies in
which no statistically significant differences have been found using semantic mapping

and other vocabulary teaching and learning approgdhesre & Bailey, 1992)

Research Questiord: Cultural ly Appropriate use of Vocabulary
Do students gain a deeper knowledge of vocablilagpecially the cultural componént
with the Frame Semantics approach compared to traditional techniques?

The fourth research question sought to investigate tivwe the use of Frame
Semantics as a tool for vocabulary instruction in the Frame Semantics group (FS Group)
affected the performance of that group over the performance of the Traditional Group (T
Group) in terms of the ability to use vocabulary in a calty appropriate manner. To
answer this question, two weeks prior to exposing students to the new vocabulary items,
the participants of both groups were asked to complete-mgatnent vocabulary tests in
order to identify any prior knowledge of the iexl items used in this study.

During the treatment period students in the T Group completed a variety

traditional vocabulary learning activities, while the FS Groups used Frame Semantics to
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introduce and practice the vocabulary items used in this stDdgctly after the
treatment the participants completed an immediate -tpestment vocabulary
appropriateness test (VAT) asking them about their knowledge of using words in a
culturaly appropriate fashion. Two weeks after the treatment and immediateepband

a delayed podtreatment test was given to the participants of both groups. The following
table 4.2 presents the mean scores and standard deviation for the two groups for the
vocabulary appropriateness tests:-ppeatment VAT, immediate posteatment VAT,

delayed postreatment VAT.

T Group FS Group
(Frame Semantics

Test (TraditionalGroup) | Group)

M SD M SD
PreTreatment VAT 0.40 0.17 0.43 0.17
Immediate PosTreatment VAT 0.73 0.14 0.94 0.22

0.69 0.20 0.88 0.21
Delayed Posfireatment VAT (87.9%) (88.2%)

Table 4.4: Mean scores and standard deviation for VAT tests

In order to determine whether the participants in both groups were on equal footing with
regards to the culturally appropriate usage of vocabulary an indepentksitwas
conducted for the means in both groups. The results fromttst &ire nostatistically
significant (p = .675); they indicate that participants in both groups can be seen as equal
in terms of their culturally appropriate usage of vocabulary of knowledlgbe pre

treatment stage.
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To investigate whether there was a difference in the culturally appropriate usage
of vocabulary items between the T Group and the FS Group ,-av&yoepeatesneasure
of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the VAT dabulary
appropriateness tests) scores of the two groups. The Analysis of Variance was chosen in
order to account for the differences between the groups of participants over time on their
culturally appropriate usage of the vocabulary items. The w#ilbject factor was time,
with three levels (prreatment, immediate peseatment and delayed pdstatment).

The betweersubject factor was the respective group of participants (either Traditional
Group or Frame Semantics Group). The level of confidéorcthis statisticallyanalysis
was set at .05.

According to the data, there was a gain in culturally appropriate usage of
vocabulary in both groups in the immediate giosatment test. The immediate post
treatment mean score for the T Group Wa&3 aml the immediate podteatment mean
score for the FS Group was 0.94. In addition, both groups retained knowledge about the
culturally appropriate usage of vocabulary items. The mean score of the delayed post
treatment VAT for the T Group was 0.69 and toe £S Group 0.88. Those results give a
knowledge retention level of 87.9% and 88.2% respectively.

The betweersubject effects are given imble 4.2. A statistically significant
effect (p = .002) could be observed with regards to group. This meartbdhatwas a
statisticallysignificant difference for both the T Group and the FS Group over time. In
other words, both groups experienced significatatistically differences from the pre

treatment stage to the delayed pmsatment stage.
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Test of BetveenSubjects Effects

Source  Type Ill Sum of Square: df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 46.975 1 46.975 1035.222 .000
Group 514 1 514 11.325 .002
Error 1.452 32 .045

Table 4.2: Analysis of variancé betweersubjects Hects

A statisticallysignificance (p = .000) was also observed with respect to the time factor
present in table 43 This means that there wasstatisticallysignificant change in the
performance of all participants in this study. The interaction between time and group is
not statstically significant (p = .064). In other words there is statisticallysignificant
difference between the two groups. However, since thalye is only slightly above the
significant level a exploratory poshoc analysis was conducted to see possddalts in

case of a larger sample size.

Tests of WithiaSubjects Effects

Source Type Il Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Time 3.553 2 1776 57.316 0
Time*Group 0.177 2 0.089 2.8062 0.064
Error (Time) 1.984 64 0.031

Table 4.3: Analysis of \ariancei within-subject &ects

As shown in table 4.24here is astatisticallysignificant difference (p = .000) from the
pretest to the delayedost test for all participants in both groups. A significant effect (p
= .000) can also be observed frone firetest to the immediate pestst, however, there
is no statistically significant difference (p = .610 in the T Group; p = .391 in the FS

Group) between the immediate poss$t and the delayqabst test for participants in both
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groups. This suggestsatthere is long term retention for the cultiyappropriate usage

of vocabulary items.

Groups Time Std. Error| Sig.

T (Traditional) Group 1 2 .056 .000
1 3 0.62 .000

2 3 0.32 .610

FS (Frame Semantics) Grouj 1 2 .056 .000
1 3 .062 .000

2 3 .063 391

Table 4.2: Exploratorystatistically significant effects for different times in study
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Figure 4.6: VAT scores over time

The results from the VAT test discussed above are illustrated in figure 4.6. It
shows that there is an increase in therapriate usage of vocabulary in both groups from
the pretest to the immediate pesist as well as to the delayed ptestt. It can also be
seen that the changes from immediate pest to the delayed pestst are minimal
which has been confirmed nai be statisticaly significant. Even though there are no
statisticaly significant differences between the groups, these results suggest that there are
long term retention effects for the culturally appropriate usage of vocabulary items in

both groups. Hoever, the mean scores for the FS Group are higher at the immediate and
150



the delayed podest and there is atatistically significant difference between the FS
Group and the T Group at those time points (immediate and delayetegiostage)
suggesting that frame semantic has benefits compare to a more traditional vocabulary
learning method with regards to the culturally appropriate usage of vocabulary items.

A similar result to the one in the present study has been found by Zhao (2004). In
her studyshel et er mi ned that raising participantso
competence in judging appropriate word usage increasatisticaly significantly
compared to the control group. Another interesting results was provided by the study on
the aquisition of culturally loaded words conducted by Liu & Zho(P99) The
outcome of their study suggests that | angu
automatically improve their knowledge of culturally loaded words. The present study
seems to confirm those results and indicates that usraghe Semantics benefited
participantsd6 understanding of the cultural
been pointed out by the MLAddoc commi t t edeep Cuibad khowledgd a t A
and linguistic competence are equally necessary if one wish@sderstand people and
their communitiesoaipin@)l adhpuasgenelaear ndrag d
is not only beneficial to their overall understanding of words and appropriate behavior in
an L2 setting but wil Ibettex unslevstapdingof thelcalture e ar ner
they encounter in their learning endeavor.

Even thoughFrame Semantics did not show statistially signifcant benefits over
the more traditional method both groups increased their abilty to culturally appropriatly

use tke words. As it has been pointed out by Nation (2001) knowing words entails more
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than just knowingaoawor d transl ati on. Nationds vocabul
meaning and use, are all part of the cultural system which the words belong to. Bherefor

being aware of cultural differnces and similarities is necessary to appropriately use
vocabulary in a foreign language (Hatch & Brown, 1995; Laufer, 1990a; Liu & Zhong,

1999; Zhao, 2004). The results indicated that explicit vocabulary teaching isargcess

especially for words that differ in their concepts from one language or culture to another.
(Schefer, 1993; Schmitt, 2000). Comparing the results witiagistudies it is clear that
explict vocabul ary t e alyapprapgat bsage.€ven thaughst ude nt
Frame Semantics and the traditional group did not differ significantly with regard to the
statisitcal results (which have been due to interference of the other instructors during the
teaching of chapter 8) Frame Semantics itself shestatisticallysignificant increase in

the abiltiy to use a word culturally appropritaley. Leaving students to their own devices

and not providing the necessary knowledge may interfere with their communication

abilities. However, further studies are nesedemparing different vocabulary instruction

methods, including incidental vocabulary acquistion over a longer treatment period and

for different | evels of | eanersdé | anguage pr

152



Research Questiorb: Learnersodo Attitudetrytearmirgr ds Ger ma

What are | earnersodo attitudes reactions towa
to the two different approaches: Frame Semantics and a more traditional method?

The fifth research question was posed in order to investigate diffeseimc
|l earnerso6 attitudes toward German vocabul ar:
Frame Semantics approach or the more traditional techniques. Participants in both groups
received an attitude scale that was administered with the online questgoprior to the
treatment and after the treatment. Participants had to rate four statements on the pre
treatment attitude scale and nine questions on thetygaginent attitude scale. All scales
where based on affoint Likert scale from 1 = stronglyishgree to 5 = strongly agree.
The four statements in the pireatment attitude scale focused on interest, enjoyment,
motivation and confidence with regards to learning and using German vocabulary. The
nine statements in the pdseatment attitude scafecused on the same categories, but
were formulated differently than the statements presented to participants in the pre
treatment attitude scale. They differed in there wording to fit with the respective group
(e.g. FS Group and T Group). 3 statementsged on interest while learning vocabulary,
2 statements focused on enjoyment while learning vocabulary, 3 statements focused on
motivation while learning vocabulary and one statement focused on confidence when
using German vocabulary.

In order to analyg possi ble group differences wif
attitudes (T Group and FS Group) a Multiple Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) was

performed. The homogeneity of the regression slopes was investigated using scatterplots
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and as both groups were slamiin their slopes, it was possible to use the MANCOVA.
The four categories of the pteatment attitude scale were used as covariates. The sum
was taken for each category in order to arrive at new average scores which indicated the
vocabulary learning tatudes of participants prior to the treatment of this study. The
results of the nine statements of the gosatment attitude scale were used as dependent
variables in the MANCOVA. The level of confidence for #tatisticallyanalysis was set
at .05.
The analysis indicated that there was statistically significant differences
bet ween the T Group and the FS Gr6%g (Wil ks

illustrated in table 4.2B6elow.

Effect Value F gfypothess Error df Sig. Obseﬂ}’ ed
Powe
Group Pillai's Frace 217 617 9.000 20.00 769 .218
Wilks' Lambda  .783 .617 9.000 20.00 769 .218
Hotelling's Trace .277 .617 9.000 20.00 769 .218
Ro's Larget Root .277 .617 9.000 20.00 769 .218

Table 4.25Multiple analysis of ovariance

Those results suggest that there werestatisticallysignificant differences between the
two groups with regards to their attitude of learning German vocabulary using the two
approaches to learning vocabulary.

In addition to the MANCOVA a Multiplédnalysis of Variance (MANOVA) was
conducted to investigate whether the attitudes of the participants in the two groups (T

Group and FS Group) changed with tiinerior the treatment and after the treatment in
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this study. The four attitude sets examiidny the attitude scale interest, enjoyment,
motivation and confidence were used to investigate whethaatistically significant
changes could be observed. The nine statements used in theepteent attitude scale
were grouped into the same four gpires as explained above in order to have
comparable variables. The level of confidence fordhasisticallyanalysis was set at .05.

The analysis shows only satisticallysignificant betweersubject effect for the
factor of enjoyment, with a signdance of p = .049. That is, learners in the FS Group
reported a significantly higher level ehjoymentwhen using Frame Semantics to learn
vocabulary than did learners in the T Group, which used more traditional vocabulary
learning methods. The other fard do not show angtatistically significant between
subject effect (interest p = .064; motivation p = .081; and confidence p = .553) as
illustrated in table 4@ below. In other words, there was mstatistically difference

between the experiences of tix® groups for interest, motivation or confidence.

87 (a) Tradtional group presurvey, (b) Traditionagroup postsurvey, (c) Frame Semantics group-pre
survey, and (d) Frame Semantics group ysostey comprised the four data sets for this particular analysis.
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Test of BetweerSubject Effects
Source Measure Type lll Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square
Intercept Interest 1245.309 1 1245.309 | 2585.679 | .000
Enjoyment | 1080.015 1 1080.015 | 1372.729 |.000
Motivation | 948.765 1 948.765 | 1070.805 |.000
Confidence| 868.368 1 868.368 | 848.101 .000
Group Interest 1.779 1 1.779 3.695 .064
Enjoyment | 3.309 1 3.309 4.206 .049
Motivation | 2.882 1 2.882 3.253 .081
Confidence| .368 1 .368 .359 .553
Error Interest 15412 32 482
Enjoyment | 25.176 32 787
Motivation | 28.353 32 .886
Confidence| 32.765 32 1.024

Table 4.26 Multiple analysis of ariancei betweersubject &ects

The mean scores for the factor of enjoyment analyzed in the attituddachbth

the T Group and the FS Group are listed in tablé deow.

Groups M SD
PreEnjoyment 4.18 .728

T Gro_u_p PostEnjoyment 4.24 562
(Traditional PrePostAttitud
Grou rePostAttitude

P) Increase 0.05
FS Group PreEnjoyment 3.59 .795
(Frame PostEnjoyment 3.94 .966
Semantics PrePostAttitude |, 5¢
Group) Increase '

Table 4.7: Mean scores and standard deviation for attitude ¢$f@a®r. enjoymen}
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Looking at the descriptive statistics of the qm@atment attitude scale with the post
treatment attitude sde for the factor of enjoyment an increase of 0.35 can be observed in
the FS Group (i.e. the mean score in the -pesttment attitude scale for the factor
enjoyment is higher than in the preatment attitude scale). In the T Group only an
increase ofQ5 can be observed when comparing the mean scores of thegireent
attitude scale with the pesteatment attitude scale for the factor of enjoyment.

Research also found that motivation plays an important role with regards to
language acquisitiorfClément, et al., 1977; Clément & Kruidenier, 1985; Csizér &
Dornyei, 2005; Dornyei & Csizér, 2002; Elley, 1989; Ely, 1986; Gardner, 1985; Gardner
& Maclintyre, 1991; Lukmani, 1972; Noels, et al., 1999; Schmidt & Waian 2001,
Tremblay & Gardner, 1995)et specific studies in the field of vocabulary acquisition
and motivation are rather scar¢€ortazzi & Jin, 1996; Elley, 1989; Gardner &
Macintyre, 1991; Tseng & Schmitt, 280 This study showed that learning vocabulary
with Frame Semantics is more enjoyable than using more traditional methods. As Bartley
(1970)poi nt ed out Afattitude toward | earning 1is
academi c s ucThedosesingteachin@ap@odaches and creating teaching
materials that influence language learners attitude in a positive manner benefit learning
outcomes, which has been suggdsby Elley (1989) who found that encouraging
l earnersod6 interest with the appropriate sel e
learning. Frene Semantics uses materials that engages the students and makes them
compare their L1 with the L2. In addition, the materials used helped students to visualize

the cultural differences and similarities which might be more joyful than simply creating
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and menorizing flashcards. However, having interviews with the participants or
additional questionnaires might be helpful in future studies (which is discussed in a later
section) to be able to pimoint what participants liked or disliked about their specific

vocabulary teaching and learning methods.

CONCLUSION

This chapter presented the results from phe and postreatment questionnaire.
It further provided thestatistically analysis the data collected during the -fa€t,
immediate postest and delayegosttest, followed by a discussion for the resttis
each research question

The study was conducted in four sections of a second semester university German
couse at the University of Texas &tu st i n . It anal yzed student :
meanng of vocabulary as well as the cultural understanding of the words and vocabulary
retention, compared to a traditional approach to lexical acquisition, which in this case
include lists, memorization, unscrambling, oral repetition. In addition, the study
atempted to examine | earnersd6 reaction and

The data collected from the demographic questionnaire illustrated that language
learners in both groups have similar ideas about what is means to know a languages, what
aspectf language knowledge are part of languages, what the most important language
knowledge aspects arand what needs to be focused on while studying. There is a
general tendency among the participantse® vocabulary as most important followed by

grammay which is also visible in their study habitsmost of the participants focus on
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vocabulary followed by grammar. This data can be not only used for future research
when looking who those aspecksit also how those ideadfect the Frame Semantics
approab, andalso asameans for comparison when replicating this study.

The datdrom thestatisticallyanalysisshowed that botkrame Semanticand the
more traditional methodbsteredvocabulary acquisitiomnd retentiorbetween the pre
and postests, wihout significant differencelsetweerthe groups in terms of the breadth
and depth of vocabulary knowleddealso showed thd&rame Semantias beneficial in
the understanding of the cultural component of words as it fostered stucldihisally
appropiate usage of those wordsowever, there was no significant difference between
the FS Group and the T Grauginally, the results showed thietame Semantics benefits
|l anguage | earners6 enjoyment with regards
such as motivationnterest and confidence in using the words did not show a significant
effect between Frame Semantics and the more traditional mé&thedollowing chapter
presents the limitations of this study, contributions to applied linguisticaedlsas
language pedagogy outlines recommendations for future research and ends with

concluding remarks.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
INTRODUCTION

The goal of the present study was to determine whéttaene Semantidsenefits
student s 6 Vvisitionarbtention ang fosters tha cultlyahppropriate usage of
vocabulary.This quantitative research study evaldaiee effects of a new approach to
vocabularyteaching and learninfpr seconedsemester university students of German. It
analyzel student s6 abil ity to | earn the meaning of
understanding of the words and vocabulary retention, comparedroretraditional
approach to lexical acquisition.

At total of 34 university students enrolled in four secemthestr German
courses participated in the stu@ach of the twaroupsi the TraditionalGroup and the
Frame Semantic&roupi had a total of 17 participants. While tieaditional Group
used traditional method for vocabulary learningthe Frame Semantic&roup was
introduced to theFrame Semanticsapproach. The datavere collected using a
demographic information questionnaire and vocabulary and cuippabpriateness tests
as well as an attitude scaléhe demographic information questionnaire waspletel
by partcipants prior to the treatmeniwhile the vocabulary and culturalppropriateness
tests as well as an attitude scale were completed both beforgftandompleting the
treatment session.

In the following section the implications for pedagogynd contributions to

applied linguistics are presented, followed by timeitations of the present studyn

160



addition, future research possibilities are outlined and concluding remarks are given at

the end.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO APPLIED LINGUISTICS

Even thogh there is no overall theory of vocabulary acquisi{i®ohmitt, 2010;
Schmitt & Mc Car t h ythe fidd9o9 applied Tirglisiids expadded it )
research into different aspects of vocabulary acquisiind began increasing their
understanding of certain aspects important to vocabulary acquisition. A major problem is
that vocabulary acquisition is a highly complex system and studiesaaly focusean
one aspect of this vast field. As suggestedbby®a t t (2010) dAit wil!/
number of studies using a combination of methodologies before the key developmental
patterns become obviouso (p. 36).

The current study adds to the ongoing discussion in thdieddbof vocabulary
acquisition,especially studies concerned with teaching and learning methods such as
semantic mapping. Only a few studi@Brown & Perry, 1991; Scribner, 200Giave
examined semantic mapping in an L2 setting. Furthermore, it uses a tool, Frame
Semantics, suggested for vocabulary teaching and learning for quite some time, which
has never been researched in the second language acquisition context prior to this study.
Research &is been conducted on semantic and thematic clusters and seems to come to a
consensus of benefits of thematic over semantic clustering. Since frames can be

understood as thematic clusters this study adds to this research strand.
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Furthermore, culture is gang increasing recognition not as a fifth skill but as a
construct that permeates all aspects of a foreign language. The importance of culture for
language has been pointed out by many sch@kemsch, 1989; MLA, 2007and not
just culture but the connection between culture and w@iglisrg, 2004; Laufer, 1990a,;
Simone, 1987; Steele, 1990; Zhao, 200Rgsearch studies on ways in which to teach the
cultural component embedded in words to language learners are rare, but the importance
of raising | e anesskasiseén pointed butmukiple times & reeent years
(MLA, 2007; Liu & Zhong, 1999; Zhao, 2004). This study belongs to those research
studies (Liu & Zhong, 1999; Zhao, 2004) and the results can help inform classroom
teaching.This study also uses antaal classroom setting, which makes the research
applicable to real life. Thereforpedagogical implications are presented in the following

section.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PEDAGOGY

The results of this study add to the body of literature related to semaagjuing
in the foreign language classroom. Since research results in literature in this area of
vocabulary acquisition are varig@agarra & Alba, 2006as to the effectiveness of
semantic mapping for vocabulary acquisition and as to the usefulness of semantic
mappingas a vocabulary teaching tool, the results of this study add to the ongoing
discussion, and helps to determine whether or not this method is a useful tool in the

foreign language classroom.
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Furthermore, Frame Semantics has been mentiont Imguistics literature as
a possible useful tool for vocabulary teaching (in the L2), however, it has not actually
been implemented in L2 teaching contexts, and its benefits for vocabulary teaching and
learning have not been studied prior to this study. More gtudia similar veiri with
more participants, more presentations of semantic frameg, ate.necessary before we
can drawgeneralconclusions. However, this study suggests that Frame Semantics is at
least as beneficial as more traditional learning nagthim addition, it showed that Frame
Semantics may increase |l earnerso cul tural a
between the L1 and the ).2And therefore helps them to use a worbre culturally
appropriately Asmenti oned by Zhge @20d04&L)ulfiuaeguwanodt
separately because they are closely intertwined and language is deeply embedded in
cultureo (p. 49). Therefore, a suggestion foc
studies (Zhao, 2004; Liu & Zhong, 1999) is telude or even combine the teaching of
culture and vocabulary, especially with regards to culturally loaded words, and words not
having a translational equivalent. Teaching certain words explicitly is necessary and
important for vocabulary acquisition, naly for breadth of knowledge (e.g. the amount
of words) but even more for depth of knowledge (e.g. detailed knowledge of words (i.e.
grammatical function, collocations, usage, etc.) and its knowledge aspects are known)
(Coady, 1997) Using the results from this study and the knowledge from previous
research as a starting pqit¢achers should give language learners the opportunity to
learn words in a cultural context. ®rmpossible way of doing this is using Frame

Semantics, which follows the criteria for selecting, presenting and practicing vocabulary
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outlined by Spinelli and Siski(L992) They state that vocabulary should be presented in
culturally-authentic field and networks of relationships, which also fits in with research

findings by Tinkham (1993, 1994, 1997) and Waring (1997) who found benefits of
thematic clusters (but not semantic cluster
present and practice eabulary that highlight cultural fierences between the L1 and

L2; they suggestisingauthentic visuals in which the L1 and L2 culture can be compared,

to practicceawor d6s denotation and connotations and
in ways that wli reinforce appropriate behavior in the L2 culture. Giving students these
opportunities will not only lead to better language knowledge and improvement of the

four skills (reading, listening, writing, speaking) but will also foster appropriate behavior

and communication in an L2 language setting.

LIMITATIONS

The results of the present study should be interpreted cautiously and the
methodological limitationsnustbe addressed. First, tip@tential population podrom
which theparticipantscould be sadcted was limited. In the fall semestdr2010 four
second semester beginning German classes were offered. In this clabassumn
research participants were from intact groypsither theFrame Semantic&roup (FS
Group) or theTraditional Group I Grow). Whether the intact groups wereFeame
Semanticggroup or a Frame Semantic&roup was assigned randomly. In addition, all
four second semester beginning German courses were taught by a different instructor,

which made itdifficult to control the contdnto which participants were exposed
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especially the vocabulary topics used in this stuglyen though the instructors were

specifically instructed not to discuss the vocabulary items used in this study outside of the
treatment.Due to those conditionghe results of this current study may only be

applicable to conditions similar to those in this study tedbility to generalizenay be

limited. On the one hand given those conditions, the study was designed in the best

possible way in order to take fiddvantage of the available recourses, whileumatuly

impacting the curriculum, thus negativelffecting the learners, the course, the

part i clagsraomtpsrformanc@n the other handhesenaturalconditions made

the data much more realistand applicable to actual classroom practiédks (1997)

citing Nunan(1991)poi nt s out that d@Amuch of SLA resear
t han t he (x 7lxElis (199@)fudtherstates citing Wrigh{1992)t h a t Afeven
research that has taken plaseicl assrooms i s often not real/l\
71). Therefore, there is a need for realistic empirical studies.

Another limitation that might have affected the outcome of this study was the
small same size of participanfd=<34). The numberof participantswaslimited because
participants dropped the course, decidetito participate ithe study, did not complete
the online questionnaire or missed class on the treatment day texd days. A larger
sample size might have changed the Itesof this study, especially with regards to
statisticallysignificance.

The third limitation was the time spent with both fhraditional Group and the
Frame Semantic&roup. Longer exposure to eithErame Semanticer the traditional

vocabulary leanmg techniquesould have changed the results of this study. A longer
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exposure and intensive work with either method could have changed the attitude toward
vocabulary learning in German andtatisticallysignificance could possibly be observed

for all factors of the attitude scal&@herefore, future research studies should examine the
long-term exposure effects dframe Semanticas a potential teaching togberhaps
comparing it to a broader range of vocabulary teaching practices, as didoySsghrra

& Alba (2006)

A fourth limitation was the memory effect that might have affected participants
and might have come from the vocabulary tests and culturally appropriateness tests. Even
though lexical items were rearranged for each test (both VKS/&19 and each time
(pre-, immediate post and delayed pogteatment) in a random order to partially control
for this, memory effects might have influenc

Lastly, the length of the online questionnaires as well as the VKS (viacgb
knowledge scale test) may have affected the results of this study. Even though it only
took approximately 120 minutes for the preatment online questionnairand 10-15
minutes for the podreatment online questionnajné is possible that p#cipants gave
random answers order tofinish more quickly. Howeverthe majority ofparticipants
took the time to answer op@&mded questions, which points towards the fact that
participants gave honest answers when responding to questions in the onlin
guestionnaire. Ador the vocabulary testshaving to provide not just a omeord
translation but multiple answers the form of synonyms, opposites, sentences or even
multiple meanings might be tiring for participants and they might have chosen to rate

their knowledge lower in order to not have to provide additional information or just a

166



simple one word translation. Participants did not give additional lexical items that were
not asked for in the test which points to this fa@t it should be pointedut, that many
participants tried to give answers that require at least the translation, a complete sentences
or even multiple meanings of the word in questions, which means that the assumption can
be made that a lot of them wanted to provide the knowledghe vocabulary they

thought they had.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This study was designed to determine whetframe Semantics a useful tool
for the foreign | anguage classroom and bene
well astheir knowledge of cultural understanding of vocabulary itérhss study did not
provide anystatisticallysignificant effects between the FS Group and the T Group with
regards to breadth and depth of knowledge as well as culturally appropriate usage of
words.Yet it indicated that both groups experiencestatisticallysignificant effectover
time for breadth and depth of knowledge as well as the culturally appropriate usage of
words. The results also indicate that using Frame Semantics is more enjoyatie
learning process compared to the more traditional technidlmsever, this study has
provided several areas were future research is recommended.

As it has been pointed out by Schnf2010) a lack of replications of studies in
vocabulary research is a commaifficulty. Therefore, this study can be considered as a
useful starting point for similar research or replication to see whether the findings apply

in other settigs as well. In addition, replicating this study with a larger population is
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valuable. Furthermore, a longer time period for this study should be selected, in which
the study participant work with tiferame Semanticapproach on a regular basis and in
different thematic units. Using such an approach would allow the researcher to analyze
different lexical fields and frames and draw more conclusive conclusions about the
benefits of Frames Semantics not only as a teaching tool, but for vocabulary acquisition.
In addition, the incremental nature of vocabuléylstijn, 1992; Nation, 1990, 2001,
Schmitt, 2000kan be analyzed using a leteym study.

Future research with language learners beyond the beginning leeeim@diate
and advanced learners) is necessary in order to have a comparison of the benefits of
Frame Semantickr vocabulary acquisition at different proficiency levels. It would be
interesting to examine if more proficient students with an extended wacgbase
would be able to benefit more froframe Semantiahan beginning students.

Researching and comparinframe Semantics withdifferent methods of
vocabulary teaching and learning methods such as studies condu@addya & Alba
(2006)who compared rote memorization, keyword method and semantic mapping and
using longer treatment time may yield interesting results and will expand the field of
research into vocabulary acquisitjevhich is still needed.

Focusing on the breadth of knowledti@t students might be able to develop
using theFrame Semanticapproach, especially at the beginning level, would be another
recommendation for future research. Giving students the option to write down additional
words not covered in the test that tHegrned during the treatment did not provide any

results. Participants in this study did not supply any additional words. However, asking
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participants to provide words is not the most effective method to identify additional
words participants know. Insteaddding words that came up during the treatment but
were not the specific focus of the study might be a better way to acquire an understanding
of participantsd knowledge of those | exi

In addition, studying the effects of vocabulary learninghoés in a realistic
classroom setting will contribute to the field of SLA. Both Nunan (1991) and Wright
(1992) discuss the importance and the need for realistic empirical studies (i.e., studies
that collect actual data but are grounded in the real classewironment).Those
classroonstudies investigating in this case Frame Semantics can also investigate the
effectiveness of this approach for different levels of proficiency. Using Frame Semantics
in higher proficiency levels (e.g.®year or 4' yea) may have more benefits, since
vocabulary is incremental in nature. Students at higher levels already know certain
vocabulary knowledge aspects and using semantic frames could benefit their expansion
of their depth of knowledge.

Furthermore, differenframes need to be analyzed not only on a semantically
level but also on a syntactic level, meaning that their syntactic realigdtmm on
language to other languagesust be investigated in order to determine whetties
complexity of framesaffects laguage | earnersd ability of
easily than otherge.g.areframes withthe same or similar valance patterns in the native
and the target languagmasier to learn; arkess abstract frames such as thevard
motion frame easier to éarn compared to frames with different valence patters and

more complex and abstract framesareframes evoked by only one lexical uag in the
169
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case ofKulanz( 6t he wi ll ingness of a company after
accommodations oredb gener ous t o w)ahardesto achuege)lusingghiso mer 0
analysis, language textbooksaustbe examined to see if they can be arranged by means

of framesi starting with easier frames and having more abstract, frames in later chapters.
Using this aproach will help to determine what frames should be introduced at what

time helping in the development of materials and the ultimate goal of an online frame

based vocabulary learning tool.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

This study was the first to implemeRtameSemanticsas a language teaching
tool in the second language classrodfwen though studies have been conducted looking
at the benefits of semantic mapping in the foreign language clas¢Byomin & Perry,
1991; Moage & Bailey, 1992; Scribner, 2000)they have not been combined with the
concepts underlyinframe Semantics

The present study used a freatmenti immediate postreatmenti delayed
posttreatment test design to investigate potential benefitSrafne Semanticsersus
more traditional vocabulary learning techniques for vocabulary acquisition. In addition,
this study analyzed wheth&rame Semanticaould profit language learndrsisage of
vocabulary in a culturally appropriate manner and improver thgitude towards
vocabulary learning in a positive way.

It was argued thatthe Frame Semanticapproachwould exhibit increased

vocabulary learning outcomes with regards to vocabulary recall and retention compared
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to the Traditional Group (T Grouplrurthermore, it was hypothesized that uditgme
Semanticswould be beneficial to students depth of vocabulary knowledge, especially
with respect to using vocabulary items culturally appropriate. In addition, it was
hypothesized that usinframe Semanticsvould significantly influence the positive
attitude of the FS Group compared to the T Group. However, the results of this study do
not allow us to make specific claims of the benefits Bfame Semanticever more
traditional vocabulary learning techniquedthoughthey do suggest a trend toward the
effectiveness oFrame Semanticthat help beginning learners of German to understand
the cultural component embedded in lexical items and use vocabulary culturally more
appropriately in the target languagéhe participants that were exposed Foame
Semanticgdid not appear to have an advantage in terms of vocabulary knowledge, as
compared to participants who did use the more traditional vocabulary learning
techniques.

As pointed out by Fillmore and Atking1992) Frame Semanticaises the
underlying cultural information, such as experiences, practices andsbaliewvn to
native speakerdo structuremeaning. This meaning needs to be acquired by language
learners who want to be able to communicate appropriately in the target culture. The
results of this study showhat using both traditional methods (creating flashcards,
unscrambling words, oral refin) and Frame Semantics for vocabulary teaching is
beneficial to second semester beginning learners of German with regards to vocabulary
acquisition and retention. Furthermore, this study showed that &sarge Semantics

had positive learning outcomés participantswith respect to the culturally appropriate
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usage of vocabulary. This suggedhat Frame Semantics a useful tool to visualize
cultural differences and similarities embeddledtin turn will help language learners to

use vocabulary ites appropriately in an L2 cultural setting, possibly reducing
miscommunication or even communication breakdown, but also raising awareness of
another culture helping them gain a better understanding for actions, behaviors and

traditions ofthe foreignand their own culture by means of comparison.
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Appendix A:
Native Speaker Questionnaire and Vocabulary Appropriateness Test (VAT)

Dissertation: AppropriatenessTest (Native Speakers of German)

Verstandnis von Wortbedeutungen - Personliche Fragen

Vielen Dank far Ihre Hilfe bei meiner Studie far meine Doktorarbeit. Sie brauchen ca. 10-15 Minuten, um die Fragen zu
beantworten.

In dem folgenden Fragebogen bitte ich Sie Satze auf einer Skala von 1-6 nach semantischer und/oder kultureller
"Richtigkeit” (angemessener Verwendung) zu beurteilen.

Da fur das Verstéandnis von Wortbedeutungen auch Altersunterschiede, Geschlecht, usw. eine Rolle spielen kénnen bitte

ich Sie auch einige personliche Fragen zu beantworten. Es werden aber keine Fragen gestellt die lhren Namen,
Addresse, usw. preisgeben. Die Studie ist anonym.

1. Geschlecht?

O mannlich
O weiblich

2. Wie alt sind Sie?

O unter 18
O zwischen 16 und 25
O zwischen 25 und 30
O iber 30

3. Welche Schule besuchen Sie momentan? oder
Welchen Schulabschluss haben Sie?

O Hauptschule
O Realschule
O Gymnasium
O Gesamtschule
O Fachoberschule

O Andere Schule (bitte hier angeben)
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4. Sprechen Sie andere Sprachen (aufter Deutsch)?
Wenn ja, geben Sie bitte an welche und wie gut lhre Kenntnisse sind.
Bitte geben Sie auch an, wenn Sie eine Sprache nicht sprechen.

Bitte geben Sie auch weitere Sprachen die Sie sprechen an.
Spreche ich nicht Grundkenntnisse Fortgeschritten Flieftend

Arabisch
Chinesisch
Englisch
Franzasisch
Italienisch

Spanisch

0000000
OO0O00000O
OO0O00000O
OO0O00000O

Turkisch

andere Sprachen:

5. Wenn Sie andere Sprachen sprechen:
Wie oft sprechen Sie diese Sprachen?

O immer

O fast jeden Tag

O einmal in der Woche
O einmal im Monat
O nur im Urlaub

O ganz selten

‘Wenn Sie mehrere Sprachen sprechen, geben Sie bitte an wie oft Sie diese Sprachen verwenden:
[
[

6. Waren Sie schon einmal laenger im Ausland? (laenger als 3 Monate)

Wenn ja, wo?

Land 1

Land 2

Land 4

Land 5

|
|
Land 3 |
|
|
Land & |
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7. Bitte geben Sie bei den folgenden Sétzen an, ob die Worter die zwischen den
*Sternchen* geschrieben sind semantisch und/oder kulturell angemessen verwendet
wurden.

Die Skala geht von 1-5.

1 = absolut nicht richtig/angemessen verwendet (Ich wiirde das Wort nie so verwenden.)

5 = absolut richtig/ angemessen verwendet (Ich wiirde das Wort auf jeden Fall so
verwenden.)

5.
1 - absolut nicht 2 -nicht 3 - etwas L
o o 4 -richtig absolut
richtigfangemessen richtig fehlerhaft o
verwendet richtig
verwendet verwendetverwendet
verwendet

1. Thomas habe ich vor zwei Jahren kennengelernt und wir spielen zweimal im
Monat Tennis. Er ist ein *Bekannter* von mir.
2_ Thomas habe ich vor zwei Jahren kennengelernt und wir spielen zweimal im
Monat Tennis. Er ist ein *Freund® von mir.
3. Anna und Silvia gehen in die gleiche Klasse und kennen sich seit ¥ Jahren.
Sie machen fast jeden Tag etwas gemeinsam nach der Schule. Sie sind

*Freundinnen®.

O OO0
O OO0
O OO0
O OO0
O OO0

4_ Anna und Silvia gehen in die gleiche Klasse und kennen sich seit ¥ Jahren.
Sie machen fast jeden Tag etwas gemeinsam nach der Schule. Sie sind
*Schulfreundinnen®.

Wenn Sie Kommentare haben bitte hier angeben:

.

8. Bitte geben Sie bei den folgenden Séatzen an, ob die Worter die zwischen den
*Sternchen* geschrieben sind semantisch und/oder kulturell angemessen verwendet
wurden.

Die Skala geht von 1-5.

1 = absolut nicht richtig/angemessen verwendet (Ich wiirde das Wort nie so verwenden.)

10 = absolut richtig/ angemessen verwendet (Ich wiirde das Wort auf jeden Fall so
verwenden.)

5.
1 - absolut nicht 2 -nicht 3 - etwas L
L L 4 -richtig absolut
richtigfangemessen richtig fehlerhaft o
_ verwendet richtig
verwsndetiber verwendstverwendet
verwsndest

O O O

5. Tim ist Annas Freund. Die zwei *verabreden*® sich seit einem Jahr.

6. Tim ist Annas Freund. Die zwei *sind* seit einem Jahr *zusammen*.
7. Herr Eller und Herr Probs arbeiten in der gleichen Abteilung bei Simens. Herr
Eller ist ein *Kollege* von Herrn Probs.

&. Herr Eller und Herr Probs arbeiten in der gleichen Abteilung bei Simens. Herr

O 00O
O OO0
O OO
O OO
O OO

Eller ist ein *Kumpel* von Herrn Probs.

Wenn Sie Kommentare haben bitte hier angeben:
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