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Abstract

This empirical study reports on a cross-linguisticanalysis of
the overarching issue of L1 lexicalization regardig two (non)-
interventionist approaches to vocabulary teaching.
Participants were seventy four juniors at the Islanc Azad
University, Roudehen Branch. The investigation pursed (i)
the impact of the provided (non)-interventionist treatments on
both sets of (non)-lexicalized items related to thelifference
between the two groups (ii) the importance of the ross-
linguistic issue of L1 lexicalization in referenceto the
significance of the difference between the score$tained for
the two sets of (non)-lexicalized items within eachgroup
distinctively. The results of the independent-test between the
two groups indicated a significant difference betwen the
experimental and control groups dealing with both ets of
vocabulary items. The obtained findings related tdhe paired
t-test demonstrated a significant difference betweethe scores
achieved for the two sets of words in favor of legalized items
in the interventionist group. The results related b the non-
interventionist inferencing group demonstrated that the
learners had greater familiarity with lexicalized items at pre-
testing, and they were more successful in learninigxicalized
items compared to non-lexicalized ones at post-tésy.
However, no significant difference was found regarietg the
gain scores for the two sets of (non)-lexicalizedeims in the
non-interventionist group. These findings are discssed both
theoretically and practically for L2 lexical representation and
instruction.
Keywords: L1 glossing, inferencing, L1 lexicalization, institomialization,
bilingual mental lexicon
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1. Introduction
Lexis was blatantly underrated in the field of L2qaisition and has

traditionally been regarded as the Cinderella ef field of SLA. Chacon-

Beltran, Abello-Contesse and Torreblanca-Lopez Q20ktated that

vocabulary has suffered a lower status in compangth the other fields of

L2 acquisition, primarily grammar. One reason faclsa blatant negligence
was the apparent dominance of structuralism, lagguaaching methods
and approaches which depicted language as a chyséeim of manageable
grammar rules rather than an open-ended vast systeferred to as

vocabulary.

However, in 1986 vocabulary acquisition occupiedegitimate and
outstanding position within applied linguistics arkde following two
decades were dominated by brilliant perspectivegarckng different
approaches to vocabulary acquisition like lexicave&lopment, corpora
analysis and bilingual mental lexicon. Today, iprsvalently confirmed that
vocabulary should be located at the heart of anguage teaching program
since as Lewis (1993) would say “language consitgrammaticalized
lexis, not lexicalized grammar” (p. 89).

There is a transparent compatibility between thenroanicative
approaches to language acquisition and the lemjpptoach to vocabulary
acquisition in that both parties pinpoint the fewt all the tasks utilized by
teachers should have a crystallized lexical foclis. achieve such an
objective, teachers should fulfil several tasketeourage lexical and not
structural comparison between L1 and L2, whichiiedly related to the
theme of our discussion (Lewis, 1997 cited in Hasl2005).

In the field of L2 vocabulary acquisition, the issof L1 lexicalization
has been identified as one of the important factorgeference to its
underlying psycholinguistic mental processes alwdich we do not yet
have sufficient knowledge. Therefore, conductirgesech directed towards
the underlying psycholinguistic mechanism involiedhis area would be
helpful in filling the existing gap in recent litgure.

2. Rationale Behind the Study
It is worthwhile to consider the fact that the poess decades were funded
with a considerable augmentation of research infible of L2 lexical
acquisition due to the recognition of the fact tiiatabulary is crucial to
SLA. Yet, what should be technically noticed istthfi@e bulk of research
projects conducted in the field of L2 acquisitisrdevoted to the analysis of
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the lexical development in L1 and L2 separatelyhaitt providing an
overarching psycholinguistic perspective. Such soass fragmented the
field to studies designating, for instance, vocabulsize, passive/active
facets of word knowledge, vocabulary instructiorn aocabulary learning
strategies, stated by Augustin Liach (2011).

Paribakht (2005) contributed a lot by examining ttede of L1
lexicalization as a factor of difficulty in the press of inferring lexical
items. In other words, she pinpointed an area dficdity which was
recognized by some scholars but totally ignoredafdong period of time.
However, her research was focused on the processxigl inferencing
which did not allow exploring learning deeply from pedagogical
perspective.

Chen and Truscott (2010) worked on the effect pletéon and L1
lexicalization on incidental vocabulary acquisitidaaling with a different
L1 and a set of concepts different from those nooed by Paribakht (2005).
Their study was mainly concerned with the invesiayaof the effect of
different number of exposures on incidental vocatyubcquisition. In fact,
the difference between the present study and the aarried out by
Paribakht (2005) and Chen and Truscott (2010)asitliakes a step forward
by treating the issue pedagogically in situatiamsvhich the likelihood of
acquisition of different facets of the selected dgare more enhanced.

This being the case, the researchers were motivatégy at least to
unravel the enigma of bilingual mental lexicon ahé psycholinguistic
underlying mechanisms involved in L2 acquisition bpcovering the
overarching issue of L1 lexicalization both pedagally and
psycholinguistically  pertinent to two (non)-intentionist empirical
situations. As such, it claims novelty and origityafor its approach to the
analysis of the overarching issue of L1 lexicalmatin the field of foreign
language pedagogy with the hope of being helpfudé@veloping novel
theories when combined with the results of thaururesearch.

3. Background Literature
To evaluate the significance of the issue of Llidalzation as the major
cornerstone of this research, it seems benefioiahitiate the discussion
with a more general view regarding the distinctidretween Lland L2
acquisition and gradually glide toward painting arendetailed picture of
the lexical transfer.
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Jiang (2000) proposed a psycholinguistic model wile aim of
elaborating on the cognitive distinctions betwekest fand second language
vocabulary acquisition. He classified the differesicinto two primary
categories: The first category deals with the cantdized input available to
children. It is worth mentioning that the presewéesuch a contextualized
input facilitates the extraction and combination lekical meaning for
children. In contrast, the amount of contextualizeput available to the
adult language leaner is scarce. The second vieveVer, refers to the adult
L2 learners’ access to an already established ptuleand lexical system
of their L1 which makes the act of translating iteens from L2 to L1
possible.

However, the two processes could be viewed fromfemrdint
perspectives. In L1 acquisition, the child becormegposed to both word
form and its meaning simultaneously which leadsato effortless and
spontaneous acquisition of the word. However, inalcguisition the adult
language learner is deprived of having simultaneaaosess to a rich
conceptual or semantic system in L2. Instead, lserte to the existing
linguistic and conceptual system of his L1 whicls laa intermediating role
in the process of L2 acquisition. Jiang (2000) mrefe to this stage as the
hybrid-entry stage because an L2 entry state sehiel is an amalgamation
of L2 linguistic and conceptual information and teyntax and semantic
system pertinent to the learner’'s L1. From a preiogsperspective, such a
stage could be termed as L1 lemma mediation siage Exical processing
at L2 is mediated by the lemma information providsda result of the act of
translation from L2 to L1. Rationally thinking, sua hybrid entry stage is
of great significance because it makes L2 vocapu@quisition different
from L1 vocabulary acquisition.

Kroll and Stewart (1994) and Potter, So, Von Eckaashd Feldman
(1984, both cited in Finkbeiner & Nicol, 2003) deked L2 vocabulary task
as follows: “The learning of new L2 labels for @dy established concepts
requires the creation of new form-meaning connestidA strong, stable,
one-to-one connection between a concept and itselets to give way to a
one-to-two connection between the concept and th@h_1 form and L2
form” (p. 370).

The semantic transfer claim depicts the L2 vocalpuaquisition as a
process of mapping the already available meaninmgsoocepts in the
learners’ L1 to the new lexical item in their L2owever, it should be
noticed that “the transition from mapping to exigtimeanings to mapping
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to new concepts may not occur for a majority of dgprand as a result, L1
lemma mediation often becomes the steady statexafdl performance in
advanced learners” (Jiang, 2004 , p. 419).

The hybrid entry stage encompassing the procekmdjra word in L2
to its translation in L1 is directly related to thmjor theme of this research
referred to as L1 lexicalization. Logically speakinforeign language
vocabulary items not lexicalized in learners’ Llghti be regarded as being
more difficult to acquire due to the difficulty die formation of the hybrid
entry stage that involves the process of transfgriihe semantic and
syntactic information in L1 into the empty spacetbé L2 word. This
process makes L2 lexical acquisition possible atithermediate level and
prolongs until the particular information relevaatan L2 word is stabilized
in its entry as a result of which the L1 translatie discarded (Jiang, 2000).

However, the lexicalization model provided by Jig2§00) presents
the idea that many lexical items fail to enter thiird stage and
consequently L1 lemma mediation may become a figiade of lexical
processing even at advanced levels. To providevid description of the
relationship between the two concepts of hybridryerdtage and L1
lexicalization, we do require a very transparentd astraightforward
perspective regarding the two general terms of cldiation and
institutionalization as integral components of therd-formation club
indicating the changes that happen to a new woobcept in a language.

Brinton and Traugott (2005) elaborated on the isguexicalization as
a dynamic process of word formation encompassingnpoanding,
conversion and derivation through which novel lekidtems come into
existence. This process augments the lexical Hreafit a language and
simultaneously enriches the sources relevant to pasticular field.
Accordingly, this dynamic process may lead to tbestruction of nonce
forms. These forms may or may not be conventioradlyepted by the other
speakers of the community through a process referte as
institutionalization. Brinton and Traugot (2005)fided institutionalization
as “the spread of a usage to the community andsitasblishment as the
norm” (p. 45). Several terms such as ‘routiniaati ‘petrification,” and
‘canonization’ were coined in the literature tobseate on the process of
creating institutionalized or ‘frozen’ forms (Bront & Traugott, 2005).

The issue of L1 lexicalization could also be linkedhe idea of lexical
relativity proposed by Sprouse (2006, cited in rigger, 2008). When a
second language learner becomes exposed to arstEfeflical item, he/she
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naturally looks for the exact equivalent of thamtin his/her L1. In case,
he/she becomes provided by the expected informaiiber by referring to
an interlocutor or a dictionary, the English lexié@m will be ready to be
re-labeled with the already perceived phonologarad selectional features
of his/her L1, stated by Sprouse (2006, cited nm&er, 2008). “As lexical
semantics determines aspects of syntax, non-thkgetrgument structures
are a product not of transfer of lexical paramesettings, but of lexical
transfer” (Juffs, 1996; Inagaki, 2001 cited iniBger, 2008, p. 238). This
belief is generally accepted as lexical relativiiccordingly, it could be
speculated that words not lexicalized in the le’'nel are more difficult to
be relabeled as a result of lexical acquisition.

The existing recent literature on glossing hasestipolemical debate
among different scholars with reference to sevie#ds of study including
reading research and vocabulary acquisition. RA889) believes that
“glosses are many kinds of attempts to supply whkaperceived to be
deficient in a readers’ procedural or declarativeoledge” (p. 96).
Glossing is defined by Segler (2001) as translatimnbrief explications of
difficult or technical texts especially pertineatunusual vocabularies.

Glossing in the form of direct contrasting with lgkovides brief
explications as a lexical task and necessitateketlraer to notice new word
forms specifically dealing with the non-lexicalizexhes which may be
considered as being more cumbersome for procesSingh an activity
requires attention, increased salience and undelis@ thefact that no
specific item is available to match the input witfeviously stored mental
representations.

As mentioned by James (1994, cited in Lee, 200¢)ctmtrasting the
L1 and L2, learners can recognize that what thegadly know in the L1
may appear quite new in the L2” (p. 212). In thensavay, Nisbet (2010)
believes that “when students know a particular wandtheir native
language, learning an English label is a relativetisaightforward, easy
process” (p. 13). Such an idea confirms the berafieffect of L1 on L2
lexical acquisition. Besides, Laufer and Girsaig20stated the idea that
through the act of translation the learner subdonsty notices the meaning
and the word form at the initial levels which leadshe subsequent process
of attending to the use of that word at produckaxels.

The pedagogical intervention as L1 glossing in ttisdy could be
regarded as being justifiable in terms of the iddaconsciousness as
intention proposed by Schmidt (2001) in which payattention through
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explicit teaching may be required to help the leesmotice the non-salient
cues or complex ones which are considered to beplocated due to the

differences existing between the learners’ L1 a@d As it is evident the

non-lexicalized vocabularies are considered todmgxemplars for such a
case due to the differences involved in processuady words.

Liu (2008) stated the following idea regarding tbée of the learners’
L1 in L2 language acquisition “In fact, L1 is praesen L2 learners’ mind,
whether the teacher wants it to be there or nat,the L2 knowledge that is
being created in their mind is connected in altsof ways with their L1
knowledge” (p. 65). It is interesting to know théte results of his study
regarding the effect of L1 use on L2 vocabularnckéag demonstrated the
fact that the proper application of L1 can effeelyv improve the
memorization of new words. In the same way, thailtesof the study
conducted by Latsanyphone and Bouangeune (200%rdieg non-
proficient language learners at the National Ursitgrof Laos in Japan
denoted the idea that the application of the learmaother tongue (L1) as
an explicit vocabulary teaching method enhanceddhmers’ retention of
novel vocabulary items both in isolation and in testh which could have
pedagogical implications for English professionals.

Lexical inferencing is defined by Kispel (2008) piyas the ability to
implement two or more pieces of information deriesm a text with the
purpose of detecting the third piece of informatibat is implicit. Among
several studies pertinent to inferencing, the ooedacted by Paribakht
(2005), is directly related to lexicalization ag timajor theme of this study.
Paribakht treated the issue of lexicalization ia ksarners’ L1 with respect
to their success in inferring the lexicalized arwh4fexicalized patterns in
reading text through incidental learning. The rissof her study presented
considerable success in favor of lexicalized wohdsyever, little difference
was reported with regard to learning. The obtaifiedings by Paribakht
(2005) revealed the fact that non-lexicalized wardsy cause a noticeable
obstacle in lexical inferencing since the learnsese almost three times
more successful in guessing the meaning of lexiedliwords than that of
non-lexicalized ones in both pre-inferencing and stpoferencing
administrations.

On the basis of the findings of her study, she kaled that words not
lexicalized in EFL learners’ L1 may require a spéd¢reatment especially
dealing with homogeneous groups of learners. $mrlg stated the idea
that inferencing alone does not provide the learméth the opportunity to
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acquire word knowledge beyond familiarity with twerd form. Therefore,
“it may be more productive to combine inferencingereises with other
vocabulary-related activities and tasks over agoeaf time to enhance the
likelihood of acquisition of different aspects ohdwledge and use of
selected vocabulary items.” (Paribakht, 20053f)7

Consequently, this research attempted to provsteall contribution to
the study of vocabulary acquisition with refereroethe cross-linguistic
issue of L1 lexicalization in two different empaicsituations with the hope
of providing a chance of recognizing the procest @eugh to formulate a
theoretical explanation of its mechanism when comtiwith the strength
of the other relevant research programs in future.

4. Research Questions
1) Is there any significant difference between éxperimental group that
received L1 glossing treatment and the control graavolved in the
inferencing procedure dealing with L2 words lexioadl in Persian?
2) Is there any significant difference betweendRkperimental group and the
control group dealing with L2 words not lexicalizedPersian?
3) How does L1 glossing in the form of direct contiragtaffect the L2
learners’ acquisition of lexicalized and non-leimad words (in reference
to the difference between the two sets) in thewetetionist group?
4) How does the inferencing procedure affect the la2rers’ acquisition of
lexicalized and non-lexicalized words (in referent® the difference
between the two sets) in the non-interventionisugf

5. Method
5.1 Participants
Seventy four female third year university studentgjoring in English
Translation with an age range of 20 to 27, studyabhghe Islamic Azad
University, Roudehen Branch in Tehran were selecMidthe participants
were native-speakers of Persian. Only the interatedevel learners were
selected based on their scores on the 2000 lewbkedNation’s Vocabulary
Levels Test (VLT), validated by Schmét al (2001). Learners whose score
on the VLT was 28 or more out of 30 were selectethéke sure that they
had mastered the intermediate level. The selectelividuals as the
members of a homogeneous sample formed the tw@grouthe study as
follows:
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The participants in the non-interventionist grougrev exposed to the
selected words through inferencing procedure withiming provided with
any pedagogical interventions. This group was amred as the control
group in this study.

The participants in the interventionist group wergected to learn the
selected (non)-lexicalized words by direct contrastwith L1 through
glossing and some pushed output production tashke. tieatment in this
experimental group aimed at enhancing the learngegth of linguistic
knowledge of the target words, i.e. the treatmeat hased on word-specific
knowledge.

5.3 Instruments

5.3.1 Receptive vocabulary levels test

Nation’s Vocabulary Levels Test was the first ingstent utilized in this
research assessing the learners’ receptive knowledfigrocabulary. The
students who passed the 2000 level with the scoat least 28 out of the
possible 30 were selected as the participantsosthdy.

5.3.2 Target words

The target words for the study consisted of 76 hghords (38 lexicalized

and 38 non-lexicalized items, with an equal numiererbs, nouns and
adjectives in both groups (17 verbs, 17 nouns anddgctives). The

lexicalized items were selected from the TOEFL wdisils. The non-

lexicalized English words were defined as thosé ¢ha be paraphrased in
Persian but do not have a fixed one word or comg@quivalent in Persian
based on several bilingual dictionaries and thegnpuehts of several

educated bilingual native speakers of Persian.

The final selection including both groups @mpassed words which
were considered to be relatively difficult for inteediate students (e.g.,
panacea, surmount). The selected words in bothpgrdelonged to the
second tier of the three-tiered vocabulary framéworoposed by Beck,
McKeown, and Kucan (2002) which included acadenaicabulary used in
sophisticated academic discourse across a varielyrmains.

5.3.3 Lexicalized/non-lexicalized vocabulary test
The (non)-lexicalized vocabulary test was devisgdthe researchers to
examine the participants’ knowledge of the word$olee and after the
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treatment. The test encompassed 76 (non)-lexichlizecabulary items
which were arranged randomly. Since the list ajéamords included some
polysemous items, the words were tested in coraéixeed sentences to
elicit the participants’ knowledge of the targetanmgs intended by the
researchers.

It must be mentioned that the words were preseiedsolated
contexts. The virtue of this approach was the luhglss of the contexts in
which they appeared. In other words, the reseaschgempted to provide
clues to meaning to guarantee reliable inferencinifpout defining the
target words particularly dealing with words withultiple meanings. Three
professors were consulted in devising the test.réhability of this test was
calculated by Cronbach’s alpha as .70.

5.3.4 Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS)

To compare the performance of the participantsheftivo sets of words
contextualized in sentences before and after tkatrtrent, they were
provided with a vocabulary task devised by theasd®ers on the basis of a
modified form of the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale #KWesche &
Paribakht, 1996). As mentioned by Schmitt (2010KS/is the best known
and most widely used depth of knowledge scale lfier most complete
description of the instrument” (p. 218).

The VKS has the advantage of utilizing both seffert and
performance data, which provides information alibet participants’ level
of awareness ranging from total unfamiliarity te tbapability to use the
word with semantic and syntactic accuracy in a esmd. “VKS scale
differences are large enough to be self-perceie¢dmall enough to capture
gains during relatively brief instructional peridéd®aribakht & Wesche,
1997, p.179).

The VKS was selected as a measure of assessiggtimers’ depth of
vocabulary knowledge from an incremental (developted¢ approach based
on the following rationales: First, the providedstmictions focused on
helping the learners to generate their receptiveredbas initial productive
ability regarding the selected words. Second, éselts of the investigation
conducted by Wesche and Paribakht (1996) revediad the VKS is
sensitive enough to both intra/inter-group gaingta feature is evidently
in conformity with the goals of this research segka bimodal comparative
analysis regarding a cross-linguistic issue bothdagegically and
psycholinguistically.
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5.3.5 Scoring

As mentioned by Wesche and Paribakht (1996), tK& ¥core utilizes an
amalgamation of two types of knowledge referrecasoself-reported and
demonstrated ability. The elicitation categoriesdl Il lead to levels 1 and 2
respectively. In the modified version of the sdle elicitation category Il
may lead to a score of 2 (if the synonym or traimtais wrong) or 3 (if it is
judged as being partially acceptable in situationshich the learner knows
one of the basic constituents particularly in refee to non-lexicalized
words) or of 4 (if it is correct). At this leveldhresearcher intended to make
distinction among learners regarding their recepkmowledge by devising
three scoring categories presenting lack of knogdedartial knowledge
and full knowledge of a word. In other words, tearher receives a score of
4 if the provided answer presents all the basic#tconstituents of a word
at receptive level.

Unacceptable receptive responses at IV categogwlige result in a
score of 2. The partial knowledge of the learnecategory IV leads to the
score of 3 and the full knowledge receives a saufred respectively.
Category V deals with the student’s initial produetknowledge at sentence
level. The sentences produced at this level artuate only dealing with
those learners who pass the receptive self-repadszhories successfully.
If knowledge of a meaning of the word is shown inadegory V response
but the word is not appropriately used in the sergecontext, a score of 4 is
given. A score of 5 is given if the word is utilzen the sentence in a way
that presents the learner's knowledge of its meanithat context but it has
the wrong grammatical category (e.g., a target nailized as a verb- He
announced his retire'), or if a mistakenly conjegabr derived form is
provided (e.g., 'catched' for 'caught’). A scor® oéflects both semantically
and grammatically correct application of the tangetd even if other parts
of the sentence encompass wrong forms.

5.4 Procedure

Initially, the first version of Nations’ Vocabularjevels Test was
administered to the participants to evaluate the@abulary knowledge. The
performance of the learners on 2000 word level masitored to choose
intermediate-level learners whose mean score or2@®@ word level was
28.

The second stage involved pre-testing learnersemmd of their

performance on two sets of English words with tingt Set lexicalized and
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the second set non-lexicalized in Persian. To aptismsuch a task, the
students were provided with a vocabulary task whigks devised and
evaluated by referring to the modified version tife VKS developed by
Paribakht and Wesche (1996). The pre-test meadaseders’ familiarity

with the selected words ranging from total unfaanity to the ability to use
the selected words in sentences with semanticyandaic appropriateness.

The vocabulary instruction regarding the controbuypr was non-
interventionist as the participants were expeatedfer the meaning of both
groups of words from the provided contexts. Ireotlvords, the participants
in each class period were involved in a semanticcgssing activity
regarding the intended words as they tried to itifermeaning of the target
items from the context of sentences. The vocabwdagycise in this group
was limited to selective attention, lexical infecerg, followed by
productive tasks including sentence reconstructioiEnglish (in case of
successful inferencing) and a pushed out put mectvhich was not
regarded to be obligatory.

Initially, the learners were provided with an irdacing activity in
which the intended bold-faced words were contextadlin sentences. The
major aim of such a task was to draw learnershéta to the target words
to make sure they noticed the selected lexicalstehs mentioned by Gass
(1988), selective attention is the first stageh@a &cquisition of a word that
ascertains the noticing process. Paribakht and k¢eét997) stated that
selective attention is often implemented as an @olveorganizer and is
regarded to be the least demanding exercise fajukege learners. The
initial inferencing activity at receptive level this group was subsequently
accompanied by some productive activities such exonstruction and
sentence making tasks. In this way the participaet® asked to reconstruct
meaning by paraphrasing or elaborating on the meanof the
contextualized target words in their own words. sThask was aimed at
making the initial inferencing procedure meaningfuFinally, the
participants were expected to provide original eeoés including the
intended lexicalized and non-lexicalized wordshéy could. In fact, the
participants in this group were not provided withyaexplicit teaching
intervention. They were provided with some feedbseiommendations on
their inferencing activity at the final session.

The vocabulary instruction in the experimental growas an
amalgamation of a receptive activity followed bypeoductive one. The
instruction in this interventionist group was iated with a theoretical
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description of the issue of Lllexicalization andtitutionalization. In other
words, the researchers tried to provide the leama&th a criterion to draw
their attention to the distinction between (nomjdalized items. The
contextualized words in this group were glossed witmatching activity
including the target words and their equivalentgparaphrases in Persian
with the purpose of contrasting the meaning of therds with their
lexicalized or non-lexicalized forms in their L1.

According to Paribakht and Wesch (1997) such aivigcbelongs to
the category of recognition exercises due to tln¢ flaat the learners are
provided with the necessary elements and they xpected to match the
lexicalized and non-lexicalized words with theiua@lents and definitions.
They were additionally expected to demonstrater theiareness regarding
the issue of L1 lexicalization by choosing betwé#entwo available options
of L (lexicalized) and NL (non-lexicalized). In aitshell, the instructor at
this stage tried to introduce the term ‘noticingg @tention into the
metalanguage of the classroom by raising questikaswhat differences
did you notice between the two terms ....?" , ‘Didiymotice that we do not
have any special word for such a concept in ouguage?’

In fact, a similar procedure like the control grougs followed except
that the learners in this experimental group wagkindividually were
involved with a pair work activity involving L1 g&sing. In this way at the
foot of the page, the equivalents of lexicalizenns and the paraphrasing of
the non-lexicalized groups, together with equivedeof two to four other
words not included in the available contexts wan@vided in no particular
order. The participants were required to match dagfcalized or non-
lexicalized word with its equivalent or paraphraeetheir L1 with the
intention of noticing the lexical cues that requinebe processed differently
from the way they are presented in Persian dudaoldéxical differences
existing between the two languages of English argién.

The interventionist group was subsequently involved a
contextualized productive activity (a sentence diaion task). The major
aim of such a task was to lead the comparing tasttigcussion with the
intention of making translation purposeful. In atkerds, the students were
provided with the opportunity to consider the esgiee possibilities of the
target language and to discover that it is not gba@ossible to attain exact
equivalence by comparing and contrasting lexicdliaad non-lexicalized
vocabulary items. The learners were ultimately dskeproduce origional
sentences including the target words if they could.
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The instructor provided the students with some coatective feedback
and recommendations for each practice activity i@drrout in each
individual session. All the participants in botrogps were finally required
to submit their papers for further analysis by thstructor. Perhaps, the
assigned scores for each class activity did note hany effect on the
students’ final assessment. The assessment taskpmraarily used for
monitoring the students’ progress and performan@ach session.

After terminating the treatment, at the end of tbeurse both
experimental and control groups were provided wlita same vocabulary
test as pre-testing to be able to compare thanastaesults related to the
two groups after being exposed to the intervergtoand non-interventionist
treatments. Several crucial methodological conatitlans were taken into
account in devising the pre and post tests to aogiie validity of the
study. First, the pre/post-test tasks were compausabce they both assessed
the students’ knowledge of words in an incremefdahion by using the
VKS. Second, the researchers attempted to avoidoseslap between the
content of the tests and what occurred in the eoassthe interventionist
treatment with the purpose of decreasing the lesricbance of relying on
the episodic memory. It is worth mentioning thdtcdlthe testing sessions
were administered by the researcher to assurdhégtarticipants received
equal amount of time as well as identical instauctiAll the tests were done
in pen and paper.

6. Results
The descriptive statistics related to the expertaleand control groups
regarding lexicalized items are presented in Table

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of lexicalizednin the interventionist and
non-interventionist groups in pre/post performance

Groups Pairs N  Minimum Maximum Mean SD
lexicalized Pre 36 47 78 59.69 6.25
Glossing
lexicalized Post 36 100 217 164.2528.21
lexicalized Pre 38 50 66 58.08 4.33
Control
lexicalized Post 38 64 88 74.76 5.03
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To find out if the mean differences between the tgroups are
significant, an independetitest analysis was conducted. The result otthe
test analysis between the interventionist grouplved in glossing and the
non-interventionist group involved in the inferamgiprocedure dealing with
lexicalized items are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Result of independéitést analysis for lexicalized items

Variables Scores Levene’s Test for t-test for Eqtyatif Means
Equality of Variances
F sig t df sig

Lexicalized Equal variances assumed 2.85 .096 1.29 72 .19

Pre Equal variances not assumed 1.28 61.9720
Lexicalized Equal variances assumed 53.66 .000 19.23 72 .000**

Post Equal variances not assumed 18.74  37.1000**

** (p < .001)

As shown in Table 2, the significance level repdfier the Leven's test
is .096, which is greater than .05 and not sigaificat pre-testing. Therefore,
we consider the row in which variances are assumoetbe equal. The
independent samplestest result with (df = 72) and (P = .19) regarding
lexicalized items presented the fact that the @gaents in the two groups did
not have any significant difference with regard tteeir knowledge of
lexicalized vocabulary items at pre-testing. Howeteet-test result at post-
testing with (df = 37.11) and (P=.000) with resp&ztthe same group of
participants is representative of a significantfeddnce between the
interventionist and non-interventionist groups witkspect to lexicalized
items. Table 3 displays the descriptive statistelated to the experimental
and control group for non-lexicalized items.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of non lexicalizns in the non-
interventionist group as inferencing (control) mrefpost performance

Groups  Pairs N Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Non-lexicalized Pre 36 0 4 76 52.58 8%.
Glossing
Non-lexicalized Post 36 5 9 198 148.47 5.2
Non-lexicalized Pre 38 6 4 71 53.55 .881

Control
Non-lexicalized Post 38 0 6 79 70.00 .82
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To find out whether or not the mean differencesmeen the two
groups are significant, an independétést analysis was conducted. The
result of thet-test analysis between the interventionist groumwlied in
glossing and the non-interventionist group involvied the inferencing
procedure dealing with non-lexicalized items arevamin Table 4.

Table 4. Result of independdrtest analysis for non-lexicalized items

Variables Scores Levene's Test for  t-testEguality of Means
Equality of Variances
F sig t df sig

Non-Lexicalized Equal variances assumed 8 2.0 .154 -.70 72 8.4

Pre Equal variances notiasd -.69 62.84 .49
Non-Lexicalized Equal variances assumed 822. .000 18.10 72 .000*

Post Equal variances not szl 17.65 .3y .000**

** (p <.001)

As observed in Table 4, the significance reportdtiie Leven’s test for
non-lexicalized items is .15, which is greater th@H and not significant at
pre-testing. Thus, we consider the row in whichareces are assumed to be
equal. The independent samptetest result with (df = 72) and (P = .48)
regarding non-lexicalized items demonstrated tlot flaat the participants
involved in the interventionist and non-intervenisi groups did not have
any significant difference in reference to theigee of familiarity with
non-lexicalized items at pre-testing (P>.05). Hoerevhe obtained-test
analysis with (df= 37.24) and (P= .000) at posthtes presents that the
difference between the two groups was significantreference to their
degrees of achievement regarding the non-lexiahliteens (p <.001).

In order to answer the research questions pertitetite overarching
issue of L1 lexicalization, a pairettest analysis was conducted after
splitting the file layered by the groups to see tlibe or not the performance
of the students differ significantly regarding th sets of items (in terms
of the intra-relationships between the two setsinterventionist and non-
interventionist groups simultaneously. The resatesdisplayed in Table 5.
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Table 5. Result of pairedtest for lexicalized/non-lexicalized items in
the interventionist and non-interventionist groups

Groups VKS scores Lexicdlize- Non-lexicalized
Mean SD Mean SD t p
Glossing Pretest 59.696.25 52.58 6.88 6.77 000
Posttest 164.228.21 148.47 26.26 5.26000**
Pre to Post testing 104.587.62 95.88 27.43 -251 017
difference
Control Pretest 58.08 4.33 53.55 4.88 6.04000**
Posttest B4.7 5.03 70.00 4.82 5.00000**
Pre to Post testing 16.68 4.37 16.44 5.88 -.19.845
difference

**(p <.001) *(p<.05)

Table 5 presents that the learners in both groapgsgheater knowledge
of lexicalized items compared to their non-lexizadl counterparts at pre-
testing (p < .001). The obtainédest results were also significant regarding
the mean difference between the two sets of worgsst-testing in both
groups. However, the measured rates of learninge {p post-testing
difference) was reported to be significant onlythie interventionist group
(P< .05). In other words, the learners’ degreeabievement in the control
group was not significant regarding the mean dffiee between the scores
obtained for the two sets of lexicalized and noaelglized items.

7. Discussion

The results relevant to the interventionist groopthis study indicated a
significant difference between the gains obtaingdhe participants in this
group who received a specific treatment as glossintpe form of direct
contrasting with L1 and the gains achieved by theigpants in the control
group who were involved in an inferencing proceduithout receiving any
interventionist treatment. In other words, the wdell translation in
teaching both groups of words proved to be satisfgc

To provide theoretical rationalization for the db&d findings, we
could refer to several scholars like James (198dd én Lee, 2004), Laufer
and Girsai (2008), Nisbet (2010) and Schmidt (200hp highlighted the
natural activation of lexical and semantic inforioat in L1 during
comprehension and production in L2. James (19%ddin Lee, 2004)
confirmed the salutary effect of L1 translation ldh lexical acquisition by
asserting the idea that “by contrasting the L1 Badlearners can recognize
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that what they already know in the L1 may appedtequew in the L2. The
comparative activity between the L1 and the L2 gasatly contribute to
learners learning know-how” (p. 212).

According to Laufer and Girsai (2008), as the leatrecomes involved
in L2-L1 translation activities he subconscioushtices the meaning and
the word form at the initial levels. The activatimf such a process
subsequently leads to the process of attendingn@¢ouse of the selected
lexical items at productive levels. Teachers cd&e tadvantage of such a
contributional process to boost the learners’ ghdealing with vocabulary
acquisition. In other words, through raising tharters’ awareness of their
native language which acts as a facilitating bridgachers can augment the
learners’ lexical achievement. Similarly Nisbet 12D believed that the task
of L2 lexical acquisition becomes totally straigimfard as soon as the
learner links an L2 concept with its L1 countergarntcessfully.

Finally, the obtained findings in this research reference to the
provided treatment could be justified in terms b tidea of noticing
sparkled by Schmidt (2001). Accordingly, it could bpeculated that the
presence of consciousness as intention in thiy/suad effective in helping
the learners to clearly notice the complicated ce&ged to non-lexicalized
ones that required different mental processing.

Based on the above-mentioned theoretical justiboat it could be
suggested that the greater lexical achievementenirtterventionist group
may be due to the fact that glossing in the forrdicéct contrasting with L1
which involved brief explications as a lexical taslecessitated the learner
to notice new word form specifically in referenoettie non-lexicalized ones
which are considered to be more cumbersome to so&ich an activity
required attention, increased saliency and undeistg the fact that no
specific item was available to match the input vatbviously stored mental
representations. In other words, translation inftmen of direct contrasting
with L1 acted as a consciousness-raising and iepoancement task which
facilitated the lexical processing of target wor@snsequently, the presence
of the above-mentioned features may have been heipfleading the
learners towards growing their knowledge of bothts sef words
incrementally up to productive levels as a resuittlee pedagogical
intervention provided in this study.

Regarding the control group little learning occdrie general dealing
with both groups of words. The participants’ gaiaswimited to familiarity
with the form of the target items. In fact, theabed gain score was due to
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the practice effect of guessing experience durirg dourse which led to
greater number of guessing limited to little suscaisthe level of familiarity
with form.

Unlike the first facet of this study which is prinig focused on the
analysis of the pedagogical effect of the providedtruction in a
comparative manner, the second facet is devotethdoanalysis of the
overarching issue of lexicalization as a factor difficulty from a
psycholinguistic perspective. It should be remembghowever, that both
sets of words were taught based on an identicaiadetogical treatment in
each interventionist and non-interventionist grotip.reach such a goal the
data obtained for the two sets of words in eaclugreas analyzed in a
distinct manner.

The obtained data in the interventionist group aée@ that the
participants had greater familiarity with lexic&d words at pre-testing
compared to the non-lexicalized items. Similarlyg tomparative analysis
of the data at post-testing demonstrated greateieeement in favor of
lexicalized items. Furthermore, the results of test analysis of the gain
scores (pre to post-testing difference) relatedh® two sets of words,
presented a significant difference in favor of tatized items.

The results of the study indicated that lexical@atof a word in L1
appears to be a significant factor affecting foneignguage learners’
success as they try to grow the depth of theirmabatary knowledge in
particular L1-directed interventionist situatioriBhe complexity of non-
lexicalized items could be rationalized theoreticah reference to several
psycholinguistic hypotheses formulated by differecholars like Jiang
(2004) and Sprouse (2006, cited in Stringer, 2@0&xplain the underlying
learning mechanisms involved in bilingual mentaiden.

Basically speaking, the participants’ lesser degrieknowledge gains
regarding non-lexicalized items could be justifiadth respect to the
framework of the lexicalization model proposed Bngd (2004). In second
language acquisition the adult language learneort®esto the existing
linguistic and conceptual system of his L1 whiclhysl an intermediating
role in the process of L2 acquisition through thed translating the items
from L2 to L1. This hybrid-entry stage encompassesmalgamation of L2
linguistic and conceptual information and the synéamd semantic system
related to the learner’'s L1. As such it is of greighificance since it makes
L2 lexical acquisition different from L1.
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From a processing perspective, such a stance ¢muldbeled as L1
lemma mediation stage since lexical processingzaisLmediated by the
lemma information provided as a result of the datxdrapolation from L2
to L1. Accordingly, it could be conjectured thatethearners’ greater
difficulty with the acquisition of non-lexicalizeitems in this study may be
caused by the difficulty of developing a hybridtgrdtage. The existence of
such a pitfall might be due to the learners’ falun finding an exact
equivalent for the non-lexicalized items in theistflanguage.

Additionally, the obtained findings in this piecéresearch related to
the greater difficulty of non-lexicalized vocabuylaitems could be
theoretically rationalized in reference to the idefh lexical relativity
provided by Sprouse (2006, cited in Stringer, 20083cordingly, the
difficulty in the acquisition of non-lexicalizedeitns could be explicated in
reference to the mapping problems the learnersanagunter as they try to
re-label the English lexical form with the non-leaiized perceived
semantic, phonological and selectional featurebeif L1.

It is interesting to note that the results obtainkd the non-
interventionist group was representative of theidhat L1 lexicalization did
not cause any noticeable difficulty in this gro@uch a finding may be due
to the limited learning occurred in general.

8. Conclusion

In this study, we investigated the effect of theerawching issue of L1
lexicalization pedagogically with respect to timerrelationships between
the involved groups. Furthermore, the researchigmated to scrutinize the
issue in terms of its underlying psycholinguistieahanism involved in the
bilingual mental lexicon by considering the intedationships within each
group in a distinct manner. The obtained findirggarding the first facet of
the study denoted the fact that glossing in thenfof L1 translation may
have a considerable effect on the intake of voeapuhs a result of
increased saliency and the formation of associatwinich leads to a more
effective storage of items. The findings are cdesiswith the results of the
two investigations conducted by Liu (2008) and hatgphone and
Bouangeune (2009).

The results of the study conducted by Liu (2008)aded the fact that
the efficient utilization of L1 can effectively impve the memorization of
new words. In the same way, the results of thestigation carried out by
Latsanyphone and Bouangeune (2009) regarding nuficignt language
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learners at the National University of Laos in Japapported the beneficial
effect of the application of the learners’ mothengue (L1) as an explicit
vocabulary teaching method on the retention of htesdcal items both in
isolation and in context.

The obtained data regarding the effect of L1 ldketion as the
second facet of the study in the experimental grnsuponsistent with the
results reported by Paribakht (2005) and Chen angscbtt (2010).
Paribakht (2005) conducted a study to evaluate itifleience of first
language lexicalization on second language lexitdérencing. The
obtained results by Paribakht (2005) denoted tba tfat in spite of the fact
that learners resorted to somehow similar types anoportions of
knowledge sources in the way of inferring both gowf lexicalized and
non-lexicalized words, they were shown to be fas leuccessful in decoding
the meanings of the non-lexicalized words. Accagbiinit was speculated
that lexicalization in L1 could be considered adaator of difficulty
influencing learners’ differential success in diffet areas like L2 reading
and text comprehension as well as vocabulary dpustot.

Additionally, the obtained results stand in confaymvith the findings
reported by Chen and Truscott (2010). They founmbtigon inefficient in
learning non-lexicalized words in comparison withxitalized ones.
Consequently, the findings provided by Chen anddatt (2010) confirmed
the idea sparkled by Paribakht (2005) regardingdhethat non-lexicalized
words may require a special type of treatment i@ tbrm of explicit
intervention particularly with regard to meanindieTfindings reported by
Paribakht (2005) and Chen and Truscott (2010) noayiren the importance
of L1 lexicalization dealing with the two processaslexical inferencing
and incidental acquisition of words. The novel fmgs from the current
study suggest that L1 lexicalization is a significgactor in lexical
acquisition in particular L1-directed interventisnsituations. However, it is
not evident whether or not such an issue matteemaarea of difficulty in
the other interventionist situations (e.g., L2-lthsgerventionist situations)
as well.

9. Pedagogical Implication and Suggestions for Funer Research
Pedagogically, the identification of the L1 lexieakion as a significant
factor as well as the utilization of appropriateggies for instructing these
specialized group of words which are abundant bygiowth of technology
in English with respect to Persian as the learreksiould help the teachers
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to pave the way towards the development of a méfrelemt vocabulary
framework dealing with homogeneous student popratn EFL contexts
which could be regarded as a significant implicaod this study.

In fact, teachers who deal with heterogeneous stupepulation in
ESL contexts should also consider the impact depad of lexicalization in
the learners’ L1 on their degree of lexical enhameet at both receptive and
productive levels as well as their inferencing iapiland their L2 reading
performance. In addition, teachers can take befrein the results as a
deeper understanding of the relationship between |#arners’ L1 in
reference to the issue of lexicalization and th@artant role it plays in
lexical achievement and proficiency. In other wormsleeper understanding
of the significance of the issue would act as aqueaisite for devising
techniques that enable students enhance their aeép#xical knowledge
and learn how to make active use of that knowlemgé¢he real act of
communication.

An interesting alternative would be to analyze thiect of L1
lexicalization as a psycholinguistic overarchingues by considering its
impact with regard to different L1s. In fact, suah investigation may lead
to totally different effects dealing with Latin-leh languages as L1 in
comparison with the Persian language which is mdintbased and as such
differs from English with respect to the degree #r®manner it lexicalizes
the vocabulary items. Another alternative to thislg would be devoted to a
comparative view regarding the performance of Ehginajor and non-
major learners on the two sets of vocabulary itelReshaps, the learners’
background knowledge and their degree of involvereunld have different
impacts on their performances dealing with theassiuL1 lexicalization.
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