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研究成果の概要（和文）：本課題では、語彙と口頭伝達能力の間の多面的な側面を明らかにし、語彙が発話様式
に応じて様々な形をとることを示した。この研究結果は論文集１章として出版された。この本より、これに関連
する新たな研究分野に展開されている。この研究では、語彙知識と流暢なスピーチとの関係はある程度熟練度に
依存するという、以前の研究（例：De Jong、2013）との結果の比較に基づいた調査結果が報告されています。

研究成果の概要（英文）： The research reported four findings: (i) based on comparisons of results 
with earlier studies (e.g. De Jong, 2013) relations between vocabulary knowledge and fluent speech 
ay to some extent be proficiency dependent. This can be followed up in future research designed to 
investigate the potential interaction between proficiency level and the relation between vocabulary 
knowledge and fluency; (ii)some degree of overlap exists between the productive vocabulary used in 
response to a productive vocabulary task as well as a speaking fluency task. This does not, however,
 suggest that this finding would be consistent across all proficiency levels. A series of studies of
 participants at different proficiency levels with the same tools employed in the current study 
might help shed some light on this finding; and, (iv)  the responses in (delayed) picture naming 
might relate to vocabulary knowledge in terms of speed and automaticity of retrieval (i.e. in 
vocabulary skills). 

研究分野： Vocabulary

キーワード： Vocabulary　multi-faceted　oral　ability
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研究成果の学術的意義や社会的意義
The research resulted in the culmination of an edited volume (vocabulary and the four skills) which 
served to demonstrate and support the multi-faceted construct view of vocabulary knowledge. 

※科研費による研究は、研究者の自覚と責任において実施するものです。そのため、研究の実施や研究成果の公表等に
ついては、国の要請等に基づくものではなく、その研究成果に関する見解や責任は、研究者個人に帰属します。
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１．研究開始当初の背景 

 

The words second language speakers choose to use when speaking may have consequences for 

their speaking fluency (e.g. Seifart et al., 2019). Several studies (e.g. De Jong et al., 2013; De 

Jong & Mora, 2017; Miralpeix &Muñoz, 2018; Milton et al., 2010; Segalowitz & Freed, 2004; 

Uchihara & Saito, 2016) explore how the relation between vocabulary knowledge and fluent 

speech can be evaluated objectively. Such evaluation is important because of the variety and 

volume of second language speakers, especially in English, whose fluency needs to be assessed, 

with the importance vocabulary plays in such assessment being absolutely central: ‘...while 

without grammar very little can be conveyed, without vocabulary nothing can be conveyed’ 

(Wilkins, 1972, pp. 111-112). Measures of vocabulary knowledge and fluency provide 

stakeholders, such as those involved in research, pedagogy, and assessment, with essential 

information to discriminate between users of second languages and their respective proficiency 

levels. Much research, therefore, is needed to explore the specific features necessary to distinguish 

between second language users with different levels of language ability. The study we report here 

adds to this body of research by examining the relationship between the vocabulary knowledge 

of pre-intermediate Japanese learners of English and their oral fluency. 

 

 

２．研究の目的 

 

I present a small-scale study in which I employ various vocabulary knowledge tasks and fluency 

elicitation tasks. I compare the results from several elicitation tasks not conventionally employed 

together in the hope not only that this combination of tasks is better suited to the users whose 

second language I measure, but also that the findings are informative in our investigation of how 

vocabulary knowledge relates to aspects of second language fluency. 

 

 

３．研究の方法 

 

The aim is to explore the potential relationships between the knowledge elicited from a productive 

vocabulary knowledge task and the aspects of fluency elicited from speaking (fluency) tasks. The 

second aim is to compare the vocabulary produced in response to the productive vocabulary 

knowledge task with the vocabulary produced in response to the speaking (fluency) tasks. I also 

explore findings from earlier papers on fluency in two additional respects, by: (i) comparing 

receptive knowledge with aspects of fluency; and (ii) exploring the speed and retrieval 

automaticity, and so including response latency and response duration measures in picture naming 

tasks in the investigation. The current study, therefore, focuses on the following four questions:  

 



1. Can productive vocabulary knowledge task scores predict aspects of speaking fluency? 

2. Can receptive vocabulary knowledge task scores predict aspects of speaking fluency? 

3. To what extent do vocabulary skill measures (e.g. response latency and response 

duration in picture naming tasks) predict aspects of fluency? 

4. Is there an overlap between vocabulary used in response to the productive vocabulary 

task and the vocabulary used in the speaking fluency task? 

 

 

Methodology 

 

Participants 

The participants in the study were 30 pre-intermediate undergraduate adult L1 Japanese learners 

of English (M age = 19, SD = 1.3) with an average of 6.5 years’ experience of learning English 

in a school environment; learners had received L2 English instruction for approximately 3-4 hours 

a week from L1 Japanese teachers in Japan. They did not use English regularly outside of the 

learning context. Their X_Lex scores (M= 4048, Range=2400-4800) also showed they were of a 

pre-intermediate proficiency. 

 

 

 

４．研究成果 

 

The current study was designed to further investigate the extent to which vocabulary knowledge 

and skills can predict aspects of fluency using several tasks. We have reported on an experiment 

in which the participants carried out three speaking tasks, and responded to tasks designed to 

capture their vocabulary skills (picture naming to measure lexical retrieval speed and delayed 

picture naming task to measure articulation speed), as well as two vocabulary tasks (a productive 

vocabulary task (Lex30; Meara & Fitzpatrick, 2000), and a test of vocabulary size (X_Lex; Meara 

& Milton, 2003). We also included an analysis in which the vocabulary used in response to the 

speaking fluency tasks was correlated with the vocabulary knowledge and skills measures. We 

can now respond to each of our four research questions.  

 

We first asked whether productive vocabulary knowledge task scores predict aspects of speaking 

fluency. In broad terms, the findings from the current study are to some extent consistent with 

earlier fluency studies (e.g. De Jong et al., 2013; De Jong & Mora, 2017). The current study, while 

using different productive vocabulary knowledge measures, supports De Jong et al.’s (2013) 

finding that a higher vocabulary score correlates negatively and significantly with the number of 

silent pauses (Lex30). Regarding this specific correlation, we suggest it relates to Lex30 tapping 

into aspects of fluent speech if our pre-intermediate participants potentially used a similar set of 

highly frequent items from the same or similar frequency bands for the written and fluency tasks. 

In using Lex30, the current study supports Clenton et al.’s (2019) suggestion that it appears more 

aligned to the ability to use the words than other productive vocabulary knowledge tasks. This 



implication we feel is borne out by the significant correlations between the vocabulary used in 

response to the speaking fluency task and the Lex30 score (Table 11.4), because participants’ 

lexical resource appears to be shown both in response to Lex30 and to the speaking fluency task. 

We suggest, however, that at higher levels of proficiency, such overlap might not exist to this 

same extent between productive vocabulary knowledge task corpora and speaking fluency task 

corpora, because of the vocabulary size of highly proficient users. While we appreciate that our 

finding might be exclusive to the proficiency of the participants in the current study, we suggest 

that this interpretation is important because the Lex30 task might tap the vocabulary knowledge 

available to such proficiency groups. Clenton et al. (2019) suggest that some aspects of 

vocabulary acquisition might lag others if certain aspects of vocabulary knowledge (e.g. form, 

which we believe Lex30 accesses) come before others (e.g. semantic, and grammatical knowledge, 

which the PVLT accesses). We also sense that the current study confirms that Lex30 scores predict 

aspects of fluency at a pre-intermediate level of proficiency for the specific participants examined 

in the current study. However, we suggest future studies explore suggestions (e.g. Webb & Chang, 

2012; Zhang & Lu, 2013) that aspects of vocabulary knowledge develop inconsistently with 

increases in proficiency. We propose that for studies involving higher-level learners, a test such 

as the PVLT (alongside other productive vocabulary tasks such as Lex30) might help to inform 

the extent to which the quality of vocabulary knowledge develops with increases in proficiency. 

 

Our second research question explored the findings from earlier papers on fluency (e.g. De Jong 

& Mora 2017) that found a significant correlation between receptive vocabulary knowledge task 

scores and one aspect of speaking fluency. The current study, however, did not find any significant 

correlations between receptive vocabulary knowledge task scores and the various aspects of 

speaking fluency. We refer readers to the discussions of our first and second research questions in 

this case, because we believe that the lack of correlations with the receptive vocabulary measures 

might relate to the specific proficiency level of our participant group and that this might relate to 

differences in developing lexicons. Previous fluency related studies (e.g. De Jong et al., 2013; De 

Jong & Mora, 2017; Miralpeix & Muñoz, 2018) have examined more proficient participants. Such 

higher-level participants might have developed a receptive vocabulary resource which, we suspect, 

while not only being larger than that of the pre-intermediate participants that were the focus of 

the current study might also be more closely related to their productive vocabulary knowledge. 

The lack of any significant correlation between Lex30 and X_Lex (r=.371) might support this 

finding and runs somewhat counter to earlier Lex30 studies (e.g. Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2010; 

Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017) that show significant correlations between the receptive and 

productive vocabulary measures. We suggest that follow-up studies explore this specific finding 

with perhaps leaners of different (lower and higher) proficiency participants.  

 

Our third research question explored the extent to which vocabulary skill measures (e.g. response 

latency and response duration) predict aspects of fluency. This specific question investigates 

Qian’s (2002) suggestion that vocabulary knowledge relates to speed and automaticity of retrieval. 

The findings here all relate to the timed picture naming tasks in which participants were required 

to name pre-primed pictures presented on a screen. Our investigation showed three significant 



correlations. First, it yielded a significant moderate correlation between response latency-delayed 

picture naming and the number of silent pauses per second in the speaking tasks (r=.37, p <0.05). 

Participants who were slower in their response in naming pictures used more silent pauses in their 

speaking performances. Second, there was also a significant correlation between response 

latencies in delayed picture naming and mean syllable duration (r=-.44, p <0.05). This negative 

correlation is counterintuitive, in that fast picture-naming speed is related to a slow articulation 

rate (long syllable duration). The findings we report here differ from those reported in De Jong et 

al (2013), who found ten significant relations (with n=179), the largest being .32. We speculate 

that such differences may relate to the different participant proficiency levels and the sample sizes. 

We suggest that the three findings we report in this chapter are worthy of further examination in 

additional studies to determine whether aspects of fluency, such as automaticity of retrieval and 

speed of naming, relate differently at different proficiency levels. 

Our fourth and final research question asked whether the vocabulary used in response to the 

productive vocabulary task predicted the vocabulary used in the speaking fluency task. Our 

findings here show that there is some overlap between responses to the Lex30 task and the 

speaking fluency task at levels 2 and 0 of the Academic Spoken Word List (ASWL; Deng et al., 

2017). This finding, however, should be tempered by the comments we presented earlier in our 

discussion (e.g. Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2010) that speaking output may not mirror written output. 

The current study, however, was originally designed to test our first research question, to evaluate 

the extent to which productive vocabulary knowledge predicts aspects of fluency with perhaps a 

measure appropriate to the specific proficiency of our participant group. We maintain that this 

specific finding is, however, worth exploring further and that future such studies could, of course, 

adopt a spoken Lex30 format in order to test this specific claim. We suggest, however, that there 

are potential limitations to this finding that rely on comparing data from the productive vocabulary 

knowledge task with the speaking fluency task. For our pre-intermediate proficiency participants, 

we propose that this kind of approach might fit if we can observe some overlap. However, with a 

highly proficient group, we argue that there might only be limited overlap between the productive 

vocabulary knowledge task and the speaking fluency task. Arguably, because of the limitations of 

the lexical resource, this approach might only be relevant for lower proficiency levels. We wonder, 

therefore, until which proficiency levels this specific approach is relevant. We might suppose that, 

up to a specific proficiency, Lex30 provides a useful sign of the available lexical resource. The 

extent to which this finding can relate to other proficiencies and to other productive vocabulary 

tasks would, we feel, be worthy of further exploration. 
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