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Abstract 
Lexical competence is regarded as multifaceted due to its incremental nature and 
multidimensionality. Assessing lexical competence is always considered as a difficult task as one 
has to master various types of word knowledge. In this paper, detailed analysis of a three-
dimensional model of lexical competence is discussed to suggest the vocabulary framework for 
assessing the lexical competence. As a result, the Partial-Precise Knowledge, the Depth of 
Vocabulary Knowledge and the Receptive-Productive knowledge is identified as the dimensions 
for assessing the lexical competence of the L2 learners. 
Key words: Second Language Acquisition, Breadth, Receptive and Productive Vocabulary, Depth 
Introduction 

Language learners, teachers and researchers agree that vocabulary acquisition is central to 
the Second Language Acquisition (SLA) since words are the primary carriers of meaning (Vermeer 
217). As Wilkins states, “without grammar very little can be conveyed, without vocabulary nothing 
can be conveyed” (111). Considering the central role of vocabulary knowledge in Second 
Language Acquisition (hereafter SLA), it is necessary for the second language (L2) learners to 
master an adequate number of words to develop their lexical competence.  

For a long period of time, vocabulary teaching and learning was relegated to a secondary 
status as mastery of grammatical structures took the centre stage. Various research on vocabulary 
has demonstrated that it is necessary to include the vocabulary instruction in English Language 
Teaching (ELT) programmes. The challenge of learning a second or foreign language, according 
to language scholars and practitioners, resides in comprehending its vocabulary. However, little is 
known about how and what aspects of vocabulary knowledge contribute to the vocabulary 
knowledge of L2 learners, despite the importance of vocabulary knowledge. Unlike grammar, 
which is a set of rules with a finite number of variations, vocabulary is made up of a large number 
of terms with varying degrees of usefulness. As a result, one of the reasons for the assessment of 
vocabulary is its quantity. Furthermore, mastery of multiple properties of the word, as well as 
patterns it might make with other words, is also required for word knowledge. Therefore, the 
second intrinsic difficulty of vocabulary assessment lies in quality. The present paper discusses 
the issues in assessing the lexical competence of L2 learners in the English as a Second Language 
(ESL) context. The paper first presents the complex nature of vocabulary and then the discussion 
leads to the issues in lexical assessment. 
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The complex nature of vocabulary 
In order to come up with the estimates of learners’ lexical competence, it is important to 

state clearly the question of what a word is. Defining a word is considered as a difficult task 
because it depends on whether we focus on the representation, the thought of expression, or the 
formal criteria of the word. The first definition relies mainly on writing traditions that separate by 
sequences of letters or characters (Carter 4). The second definition considers the indivisible unit 
of thought as the most essential criterion. But these definitions fail to refer all the other aspects of 
vocabulary knowledge. Therefore, the definition of a word becomes crucial when we attempt to 
estimate the size of a learner’s vocabulary with words as the basic unit of measurement. The 
following section discusses some of the difficulties associated with defining a ‘word’ in a proper 
way. 

The distinction between types and tokens is the first convention in defining what a word 
is. Types refer to different word forms that are counted only once when they occur many times in 
a text.  Token refers to individual words that are counted at each time of occurrence. For example, 
the word play consists of four forms play, plays, played and playing. On a count of tokens these 
four forms are considered as different individual words in a running text, whereas on a count of 
the types, the four forms are taken as just one word. Generally, L2 researchers, who select words 
from a dictionary to test vocabulary knowledge, treat words as types rather than tokens. 

A potentially problematic area in defining ‘word’ is the distinction between function words 
and content words. The former comprises grammatical words such as articles, prepositions, 
pronouns conjunctions and auxiliaries etc. They contain relatively few numbers and the addition 
of new words is rare to this group. They constitute the closed class. Content words, on the other 
hand, which are also variously known as lexical words or full words  include nouns, adjectives, 
verbs and adverbs. They have little meaning in isolation and serve to provide more links within 
sentences. Classes of lexical words contain hundreds or even thousands of members and they form 
open class. For example, the English vocabulary has hundreds of nouns and new items could be 
added to this list. Generally, when researchers set out to test the vocabulary, they focus on the 
knowledge of the content words rather than the function words. 

Moreover, when we restrict our attention to content words, another outstanding problem is 
that these words come in a variety of forms. These varieties of word formation involve two types 
– inflections and derivations. Inflections are the word class of the base root of a word or what is 
involved in adding inflectional endings to a base form. In vocabulary studies, the base and the 
inflected forms of a word are collectively known as lemma (Read, Assessing Vocabulary 18). For 
example, we have the word walk, but there are also words like walks, walked, walking. That is, in 
the given example, walk is the base form and walks, walked and walking are the inflected forms. 
In contrast, the word forms which often change the word class or a new element of meaning are 
regarded as derivations. Thus, the words stimulative and stimulation are the derivatives of the word 
stimulate. Such a set of base words, its inflections and its common derivations is known as a word 
family (Schmitt, Vocabulary in Language Teaching 2).  These kind of existence of the individual 
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word form and the whole word family often get around the potential ambiguity of defining a word 
in a proper way. 

Another major area of insight into the nature of vocabulary is collocations. A collocation 
is a word or phrase that naturally and frequently occurs before, after, or very near to the target 
vocabulary item (Schmitt, Vocabulary in Language Teaching 76). Most of the vocabulary items 
collocate with all sort of words. The word take often collocates with medicine, a shower, a person 
from one place to the other, a taxi, a test, etc. All these words function as a single unit of meaning 
which are conveyed by more than one word. Such items serve to structure or otherwise organize 
how information is received, but on their own they are not semantic units. These multi word 
phenomena upset the researchers to define word in a formal way. 

The category of polysemy is also a potentially problematic area for the analysis of word 
meaning. Polysemy refers to the existence of several meanings of an individual word. In English, 
a word has often multiple meanings applied in different contexts. Polysemy can produce meanings 
which are close or distant (Carter 13). Thus, paper could be associated with the newspaper, 
academic lecture, etc. This argument seriously challenges the researchers that how many separate 
entries are needed in a dictionary for the related and unrelated meaning of words.  

The various types of word knowledge mentioned above manifest that defining a word is 
considered to be a controversial issue in L2 vocabulary research because one can think of a word 
in different ways, such as, lexical words, word tokens, word types, and collocations. This 
miscellaneous nature of the different types of word knowledge reflected in vocabulary testing also. 
Most empirical work on vocabulary acquisition used investigative tools such as multiple-choice 
tests or think aloud techniques as a common type of task for vocabulary assessment (Meara, 
Network Structures 65). Such tasks usually provide one dimensional measurement of word 
knowledge rather than the full continuum of vocabulary knowledge. 

The above discussion of various aspects lexical competence revealed that lexical 
acquisition is incremental in nature and a single test could not possibly measure all the above-
mentioned traits for all the words an individual knows (Schmitt, A Fresh Approach 86). As Meara 
noted “it might be possible in theory to construct measures to assess each of these types of 
knowledge for particular words; in practice it would be very difficult to do this for more than a 
handful of items (The Dimensions 11). This practical concern calls for the distinction between the 
assessment of the overall state of a vocabulary and how well a particular set of word is known to 
a learner. Therefore, in attempting to measure lexical competence, researchers often tend to choose 
either a description of many separate traits, including different aspects of word knowledge as 
discussed above or a global trait model of lexical competence (for example, Meara, The 
Dimensions 1-17; Henriksen 303-17). Further the researcher experienced the difficulty in 
designing various types of tests during her pilot study to assess the lexical knowledge of ninety-
eight L2 learners while pursuing her Doctor of Philosophy in Assam University, Silchar. 
Therefore, the researcher had to adopt the global trait model of vocabulary framework for assessing 
the lexical competence of the L2 learners. The global trait model describes the lexical competence 
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in terms of two or three dimensions. The following section discusses some of the suggested 
dimensions of lexical competence in lexical assessment. 
 
Dimensions of Lexical Competence 

This section first presents different dimensions of lexical competence suggested by several 
researchers in vocabulary research. Then, a three-dimensional model of lexical competence 
proposed by Henriksen has been discussed in detail to provide a framework for assessing the 
lexical competence of the L2 learners (303-17). 

 
In recent years, various dimensions of lexical competence have been suggested by several 

researchers in vocabulary studies. For example, based on Bachman’s (86) general construct of 
language ability, Chappelle proposed four dimensions of lexical competence: (i) vocabulary size, 
(ii) knowledge of word characteristics, (iii) lexicon organization, and (iv) fundamental vocabulary 
process (164). The first dimension, i.e., vocabulary size refers to the number of words that a person 
knows. In the case of L2 learners, this goal has been estimated by testing the number of common 
words, they know from a word frequency list. The second dimension, i.e., the knowledge of word 
characteristics involves all the aspects of word knowledge according to the context in which it has 
been used. The third dimension, i.e., lexical organization concerns the way in which words and 
other lexical items have been stored in brain. Finally, the fundamental vocabulary process refers 
to the process through which vocabulary has been achieved for both the receptive and productive 
purposes. The above-mentioned dimensions provide a better theoretical foundation for the broad 
role that the vocabulary plays in language competence and performance. However, as Read quoted 
that “for practical purposes, they seem to have less potential for direct application, especially when 
vocabulary is tested in isolation” (Assessing Vocabulary 35).  In this regard, Meara proposed a 
two-dimensional model of lexical competence (The Dimensions 1-17).  One of these dimensions 
was vocabulary size i.e., the number of words a person knows and the other was lexical 
organization i.e., how well we know the words.  

 
Recently, an additional dimension has been suggested by Laufer and Nation, known as 

fluency, i.e., how quickly learners access the various kinds of word knowledge (Passive 
Vocabulary 9).  Laufer and Goldstein regarded fluency as the ‘automaticity of access’ or the speed 
with which a person required to perform some kind of operation on a word (401). But apart from 
few studies, fluency has not yet been extensively researched (Meara, The Vocabulary Knowledge 
1-11; Daller, Milton and Triffers-Daller 1-32). 

 
As indicated above, there have been numerous efforts to specify the dimensions of lexical 

competence. The main reason for these different frameworks or models was that the need for more 
clarity and standardization in describing the issues related to the process of vocabulary acquisition 
and assessment (Henriksen 303).  
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The Dimensional Approach 
The different dimensions of lexical competence discussed above indicate that lexical 

competence involves at least two or three dimensions. However, a specification of different 
dimensions of lexical competence is necessary in order to establish a more precise model of lexical 
competence. In this regard, one of the most commonly accepted views of lexical competence is 
that the acquisition of word knowledge occurs along a continuum of development (Henriksen 315). 
The continuum approach looks at lexical competence is in terms of its easily measurable 
dimensions. In line with the continuum perspective, Henriksen proposed three dimensions of 
lexical competence: (i) partial-precise knowledge, (ii) depth of knowledge and (iii) receptive-
productive dimension (303-17). These dimensions strike as a balanced position between a global 
description and a separate trait model of lexical competence (Henriksen 304). Zavera, 
Schwanenflugel and Nikolova (571) pointed out that Henriksen’s three dimensional models fully 
captures the differences in the overall lexical competence of the native speakers and L2 learners 
of English at different proficiency levels (303- 17). The following section presents a detailed 
description of these three dimensions. 
 
The Partial-Precise Knowledge Dimension 

The partial-precise knowledge dimension indicates that the knowledge moves from a 
recognition to vague understanding of the meaning and later to the mastery of precise 
comprehension. Several researchers related this dimension to the quantity of vocabulary 
knowledge (Qian and Scheldl 29; Zavera, Schwanenflugel and Nikolova 569). In vocabulary 
research, quantity is characterized as the number of words a person knows or the breadth of 
vocabulary knowledge. The quantity is often studied as the vocabulary size or the knowledge of 
words in different frequency threshold. Various types of vocabulary tests have been proposed to 
assess the breadth of the L2 learners.  Meara regarded vocabulary size as “the basic dimension of 
lexical competence” (3). For instance, Meara noted that “all other things being equal, learners with 
big vocabularies are more proficient in a wide range of language skills than learners with small 
vocabularies” (The Dimensions 3). 

 
Vocabulary size is closely associated with the following three interesting questions. (1) 

How many words are there in English? (2) How many words do native speakers know? and (3) 
How much vocabulary a second language learner needs to know to achieve a particular purpose? 
Investigations on vocabulary size, particularly about the number of words in English have been 
published since early this century. Two separate studies (Dupuy 4; Goulden, Nation and Read 341-
63) have been focused on counting the number of words in Webster’s Third New International 
Dictionary, which is one of the largest non-historical dictionaries of English. Dupuy, for instance, 
after counting the number of main entries in Webster’s dictionary, came to estimation that the 
dictionary contained about 2, 35,693 words (5). After excluding entries such as proper names and 
alternative spellings, Goulden, Nation and Read found that the dictionary contained about less than 
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58,000 base words (356). Unfortunately, this learning goal is far beyond the reaches of second 
language learners and even for the native speakers. 

 
Research on the L1 speakers’ vocabulary size mainly focused on what minimum number 

of words they need to know for the demand of their studies. The published estimates of adult L1 
speakers’ vocabulary size vary about a range from 15,000 to 20,000 words (Meara, The 
Dimensions 5). Nation argued that these discrepancies are largely due to the different assumptions 
about the size of the sources, and the way the samples have been constructed from dictionaries 
(qtd in Meara, The Dimensions 5). Recent studies on L1 speakers’ vocabulary size revealed that 
an average university-educated English speaker knows around 20,000-word families that exclude 
proper names, compound words, abbreviations and foreign words (Nation and Waring 7). A 
generally accepted estimation is that the second language learners need to add 1000 words per year 
to match the growth of a native speaker’s vocabulary (Nation and Waring 7). 

 
Although, the published estimates of the number of word families in a dictionary and, the 

number of word families an educated adult native speaker knows varies from 58,000 to 20,000, 
not all of these words are equally useful. A useful way to measure usefulness is by word frequency, 
which is how often a word occurs in normal use of the language. Nation divided the vocabulary in 
a text into four different categories: high-frequency words, academic words, technical words and 
low-frequency words (Teaching and Learning 15). High frequency words involve all the content 
words and function words in a text; academic words involve words that are common in different 
kind of academic texts; technical words involve words that are closely related to the topic and 
subject areas of the text; and low frequency words involves words that we rarely meet in our use 
of the language. For example, from the point of view of frequency, the word the is a high frequency 
word that occurs about seven percent of the words on a page of written English. Therefore, 
knowing a large number of high frequency words could help the learners to know a large 
population of the running words in a spoken or written text (Nation and Waring 8). In terms of a 
second language learner, the size of the vocabulary is quite different. For instance, Laufer reported 
a minimum knowledge of 3,000-word families for a successful reading comprehension (How much 
lexis 130). Nation, recently, argued for a vocabulary of 6,000-7,000-word families to understand 
a radio interview without using the dictionary, and 8,000-9,000-word families to comprehend non-
fiction and novels (How Large 59). Similarly, Hazenberg and Hulstijn suggested a vocabulary of 
10,000 words to successfully undertake a university education in English for the L2 learners (159). 
However, most second language researchers nowadays recommend a basic vocabulary of at least 
3,000 words, while for more specialized needs, a working vocabulary of at least 4,000 to 5,000 
words (Sutarsyah, Nation and Kennedy 48). As discussed, there has been a growing understanding 
of the practical value of certain vocabulary size in vocabulary acquisition. Therefore, the first 
dimension, Partial-precise knowledge can be considered as the first dimension in assessing the 
lexical competence of the L2 learners. 
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The Depth of Knowledge Dimension 
Another way of assessing lexical competence is in terms of the quality of vocabulary 

knowledge, i.e., how well a particular word is known. In the last couple of years, L2 researchers 
realized that knowledge of words should be studied not with respect to the vocabulary size only as 
other possible dimensions might also play an important role in vocabulary knowledge. Thus, a 
second dimension of lexical competence in literature has been considered as the depth or the 
quality of vocabulary knowledge (Anderson and Freebody 93; Henriksen 305; Read, The 
Development 357; Vermeer 222; Wolter 46; Qian and Schedl 30). This dimension has been first 
suggested by Dolch and Leeds to compare the existing vocabulary tests in vocabulary learning 
(184). They claimed that the depth or the degree of meaning involves the knowledge of the 
synonymy, polysemy, hyponymy and figurative meanings of a word.  However, there is little 
agreement among L2 researchers about what depth or quality entails. 

 
Henriksen argued that the depth of vocabulary knowledge comprises a number of lexical 

aspects for the full understanding of a word (305). These aspects involve the knowledge of both 
referential meaning and its sense relations to other words. Referential meaning refers to the 
extensional relations between the concept and referent and sense relations refers to the intensional 
relations such as paradigmatic (synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy) and syntagmatic (collocational 
restrictions) relations of a word. Thus, Henriksen defined depth of vocabulary knowledge as “the 
knowledge of a word’s different sense relations to other words in the lexicon” (312). Furthermore, 
in Henriksen’s words, the depth of vocabulary knowledge also include the knowledge of the 
syntactic and morphological restrictions and features of a word (312). 

 
In Meara’s terms, depth of knowledge is the organization of words in the mental network 

(The Dimensions 10). Most researchers agree that vocabulary is not just a list of words that learners 
acquire by rote learning. In fact, the assumption is that words are linked to each other in a complex 
network structure (Aitchison 72; Meara, Network Structures 61). Therefore, one of the research 
paradigms that explore the construct of ‘depth of knowledge’ involves the network building 
process, which implies that the L2 learners create links between L2 words in their minds. During 
the network building process, learners build up semantic fields by adding terms to them as they 
elaborate their vocabularies by and creating links between words they already know and new L2 
words (Haastrup and Henriksen 221). Meara argued that organization shows the general 
knowledge of a word rather than how much each word is known (The dimensions 10). 

 
Researchers proposed different definitions for the depth of knowledge depending upon 

their view of vocabulary knowledge. For instance, Qian, in his doctoral dissertation, proposed a 
working definition to assess the depth of vocabulary knowledge of L2 learners (24). Qian’s 
framework included the aspects such as pronunciation, spelling, meaning, register, frequency, and 
morphological, syntactic, and collocational properties of a word (24). Similarly, Bogggards, in his 
study of testing vocabulary knowledge at a high level, put forward somewhat similar framework 
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for the depth of vocabulary knowledge (490-516). The study assessed the components such as 
form (spoken and written), meaning, morphology, syntax, collocations and discourse aspects 
(style, register, particular sense of the word) of a word. 

 
More recently, Read distinguished between three distinct lines of development in the 

application of depth to vocabulary acquisition - precision of meaning, comprehensive word 
knowledge and network word knowledge (Plumbing the Depths 211). Precision of meaning refers 
to one aspect of word knowledge, for example, the specific meaning of a word (i.e., how well a 
word is known). Comprehensive word knowledge involves the semantic features as well as the 
orthographic, phonological, morphological, syntactic, collocational and pragmatic characteristics 
of a word. Finally, network knowledge involves incorporation of a word into the lexical network 
and the various ways in which the individual words are linked to each other. Interestingly, 
Henriksen had chosen the network approach to label as ‘depth of knowledge’ as a separate 
dimension of lexical competence (305).  

 
As discussed, the complexity of vocabulary knowledge possesses a very difficult problem 

for researchers to assess the depth of vocabulary knowledge. Hence, based on the literature 
reviewed above, the paradigmatic and syntagmatic aspects of word knowledge proposed by 
Henriksen can be considered as the depth of vocabulary knowledge as this involves the knowledge 
of word’s different sense relations to other words in the lexicon. 
 
The Receptive-Productive Dimension 

Finally, the receptive-productive dimension is proposed as the third dimension of lexical 
competence (Henrkisen 306). This dimension refers to the mastery levels of vocabulary knowledge 
reflected in learner’s comprehension and production abilities. A variety of terms have been used 
to define the concept of receptive-productive vocabulary. For example, Nation defined receptive 
knowledge as the ability to recognize the form and meaning (comprehension) in listening and 
reading, whereas the productive knowledge as the ability to produce and use the word 
appropriately (production) in a target language (What is involved 31). Laufer labeled receptive and 
productive vocabulary as active and passive vocabulary (The Development 257). For Waring, 
receptive knowledge is the ability to provide a specific L1 translation for L2, and productive 
knowledge is the ability to provide a specific L2 equivalent for an L1 (A Comparison). On the 
other hand, Henriksen argued receptive and productive knowledge as a continuum where the levels 
of knowledge are operationalized as the “levels of access or use ability” (314). 

 
Most L2 researchers agree that there is a difference in the receptive and productive 

vocabulary of L2 learners (Nation, Learning Vocabulary 43; Henriksen 313, Dhanyamol 80). 
Henriksen stated that “just a limited number of words that we know receptively become 
productive” (307). Therefore, to know a word receptively did not imply to know how to use it 
productively. Thus, the amount of receptive vocabulary is always larger than the productive 
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vocabulary. Melka attempted to clarify this distinction under the concept of ‘word familiarity’. 
She stated that receptive knowledge of a word could become productive, depending on the 
learner’s familiarity with the word (86). 
 
Conclusion 
A strong interrelationship among the three dimensions of lexical competence can be hypothesized 
from the above reviewed studies. These dimensions can be considered as a continuum rather than 
separate traits of vocabulary learning. The partial-precise knowledge and depth of knowledge are 
considered as a knowledge continuum which refers to the acquisition of word meaning and 
developing and understanding of sense relations. The receptive-productive dimension is a control 
continuum which refers to the levels of word understanding or comprehension. Therefore, the 
depth of knowledge is an important dimension for an accurate understanding and precise 
comprehension and production of a word. 
 
References 
Aitchison, Jean. Words in Mind: An Introduction to the Mental Lexicon. 1987.Oxford: Blackwell. 
1990.   
Anderson, Richard C, and Peter Freebody. “Vocabulary Knowledge”. Comprehension and 
Teaching: Research Reviews. Ed. John T. Guthrie. Newark: International Reading Association. 
1981. 77-117. ERIC. Web. 31 Aug. 2022. 
Bachmann, Lyle F. Fundamental Considerations in Language Testing. Oxford: Oxford U P. 1990.  
Boggards, Paul. “Testing L2 vocabulary knowledge at a high level: the case of the Euralex French 
Tests”.  Applied Linguistics 21.4 (2000): 490-516.  
Carter Ronald. Vocabulary: Applied Linguistic Perspectives. 2nd ed. Routledge: London. 1998.  
Chappelle, Carole A. “Are C-tests valid for Second Language Vocabulary Research?  Second 
Language Research 10.2 (1994): 157-87.  
Daller. Helmut, James, Milton, and  Jeanine, Triffers-Daller. “Conventions, Terminology and an 
Overview of the Book”. Introduction. Modelling and Assessing Vocabulary Knowledge. Ed. 
Daller. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2007.1-32.  
Dhanyamol C T. Acquisition of ESL Lexical Competence A Cross sectional Study of Post 
intermediate and Advanced Students in Assam University. Diss. 2015. 
http://hdl.handle.net/10603/293756. 
Dolch, E.W, and Don Leeds. “Vocabulary tests and Depth of meaning”. The Journal of 
Educational Research 47.3(1953): 181-89.  
Dupuy, Harold J. The Rationale, Development, and Standardization of a Basic Word Vocabulary 
Test. Washington, D.C: US Government Printing Office. 1974.  
Goulden, Robin, Paul Nation, and John Read. “How Large Can a Receptive Vocabulary Be?” 
Applied Linguistics 11.4 (1990): 341-63.  
Haastrup, Kristen, and Brigit Henriksen. “Vocabulary acquisition: acquiring depth of knowledge 
through network building”. International Journal of Applied Linguistics 10.2 (2000): 221-40.  



 
 
 

7086 
 

Ann. For. Res. 65(1): 7077-7087, 2022 
ISSN: 18448135, 20652445 

ANNALS OF FOREST RESEARCH 
https://www.e-afr.org/ 

© ICAS 2022 

Hazenberg, Suzanne, and Jan H. Hulstijn,. “Defining a Minimal Receptive Second- Language 
Vocabulary for Non-University Students: An Empirical Investigation”. Applied Linguistics 17.2 
(1996): 145-63.  
Henriksen, Brigit. “Three dimensions of vocabulary development”. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition 21 (1999): 303-17.  
Laufer, Batia.  “How much lexis is necessary for reading comprehension”?  Vocabulary and 
Applied Linguistics. Eds. Pierre J. L. Arnaud and Henri Bejoint.  London: Macmillan , 1992. 126- 
132.  
Laufer, Batia. “The Development of Passive and Active Vocabulary in a Second Language: Same 
or Different?” Applied Linguistics 19.2 (1998): 255-71.  
Laufer, Batia, and Zahava Goldstein. “Testing Vocabulary Knowledge: Size, Strength, and 
Computer Adaptiveness”. Language Learning 54.3 (2004): 399-436.  
Laufer, Batia, and  Paul Nation. “Passive vocabulary size and speed of meaning recognition: Are 
they related?” Eurosla Yearbook 1 (2001): 7-28.  
Meara, Paul. “Network Structures and Vocabulary Acquisition”. Vocabulary and Applied 
Linguistics. Eds. Pierre J.L. Arnaud and Henri Bejoint.  London:  Macmillan, 1992. 62- 70.  
Meara, Paul. “The dimensions of lexical competence”. (1996): 1-17. Web. 12 August. 2022. 
<http://www.lognostics.co.uk/>. 
Melka, Francine. “Receptive versus productive aspects of vocabulary”. Vocabulary: Description, 
Acquisition, and Pedagogy. Eds. Norbert Schmitt, and  MichaelMcCarthy. Cambridge: Cambridge 
UP, 1997. 84-102.  
Nation, I.S.P. “What Is Involved in Learning a Word”. Teaching and Learning Vocabulary. New 
Zealand: U Wellington, 1987. 29-50.  
Nation, Paul. Teaching and Learning Vocabulary. New York: N H. 1990.  
Nation, Paul. “How large a vocabulary is needed for reading and listening?” The Canadian Modern 
Language Review 63.1 (2006): 59-82.  
Nation, Paul. Learning Vocabulary in Another Language. Cambridge: Cambridge UP. 2001.  
Nation, Paul, and Robert Waring. “Vocabulary size, text coverage and word lists”. Vocabulary: 
Description, Acquisition and Pedagogy. Eds. Norbert Schmitt, and Michael McCarthy. 
Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1997. 6-19.  
Quian, David D. Depth of Vocabulary Knowledge: Assessing its Role in Adults’ Reading 
Comprehension in English as a Second Language. Diss. U Toronto, 1998.Canada: privately 
published, 1998. Web. 15 Sept. 2012. 
Qian, David D, and Mary Schedl. “Evaluation of an in- depth vocabulary knowledge measure for 
assessing reading performance”. Language Testing 2.1 (2004): 28-52.  
Read, John. “The development of a new measure of L2 vocabulary knowledge”. Language 
Testing10 (1993): 355-71.  
Read, John. Assessing Vocabulary. Cambridge: Cambridge U P. 2000.  



 
 
 

7087 
 

Ann. For. Res. 65(1): 7077-7087, 2022 
ISSN: 18448135, 20652445 

ANNALS OF FOREST RESEARCH 
https://www.e-afr.org/ 

© ICAS 2022 

Read, John. “Plumbing the depths: How should the construct of vocabulary knowledge be 
defined?” Vocabulary in a Second Language: Selection, acquisition, and testing. Eds. Paul 
Boggards and Batia Laufer. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 2004. 209-27.  
Schmitt, Norbert. “A fresh approach to vocabulary: Using a word knowledge framework”. RELC 
Journal 26.1 (1995): 86-94.  
Schmitt, Norbert. Vocabulary in Language Teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge U P. 2000. 
Sutrasyah, A, Nation, P and Kennedy, G. “How useful is EAP vocabulary for EAP? A Corpus 
based case study”. RELC Journal 25.2 (1994): 34-50.  
Vermeer, Anne. “Breadth and depth of vocabulary in relation to L1/L2 acquisition and frequency 
of Input”. Applied Psycholinguistics 22 (2001): 217-34.  
Waring, Robert, “A Comparison of the Receptive and Productive Vocabulary Sizes of some 
Second Language Learners”.  n.pag. Web. 30 September. 2022. <http://www.fltr.ucl.ac.be/>. 
Webster’s Third New International Dictionary. 1963.  
Wilkins, David Arthur. Linguistics in Language Teaching. London: Edward Arnold. 1972.  
Wolter, Brent. “Comparing the L1 and L2 Mental Lexicon: A Depth of Individual Word 
Knowledge Model”. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 23 (2001): 41-69.  
Zavera, AllaPetrova, Paul Schwanenflugel, and YordankaNikolova. “Relationship between 
Lexical Competence and Language Proficiency: Variable Sensitivity”. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition 27 (2005): 567-95.  
 
 


