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ABSTRACT

The concept of vocabulary profiling texts as an aid to teaching and learning English is becoming more widespread due to the availability of computer-based tools.  Two commonly used tools are RANGE, a PC-based vocabulary profiler for corpora developed under the auspices of Paul Nation, and the Compleat Lexical Tutor, a web-based suite of lexical analysis tools and resources developed by Tom Cobb, which includes a vocabulary profiler for individual texts.  These two popular tools, which are free for anyone to use, rely on two main word lists in common use today:  the General Service List (GSL) and the Academic Word List (AWL).  Used in conjunction with each other, these two lists comprise between 85% and 90% of the actual words (tokens) in any academic text.  However, close examination of vocabulary profiles created using three bands defined by splitting the GSL into the first thousand (K1) and the second thousand (K2) commonly used words, and adding on the AWL words as the third, shows that this breakdown does not yield a vocabulary profile that reflects a natural distribution of words based on common use.  This article puts forward an argument that neither the GSL nor the AWL is genre-specific. Rather, their combined word members, redistributed to reflect the natural frequency of distribution of commonly used words, provide a vocabulary profile of a broad range of genres of written texts.  It also reports additional research on the identification of contemporary words in common use, leading to the creation of a critical lexical mass of 2,709 word families that consistently provides 90% to 95% coverage of the tokens (not including proper nouns, acronyms or abbreviations) in academic corpora. 
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1. The development of lists of commonly used words
Debates over learning vocabulary in a foreign language are likely to remain with us as long as there are teachers, revolving around the core issues of what it means to know a word, which words to learn, how many and in what order.  It has long been a goal of researchers, inspired by pioneers such as Ogden (1930), Palmer and Lorge (Chujo & Utiyama, 2005), to determine the core lexis required for proficiency in English. Some have been particularly interested in the size of vocabulary of native speakers of English, using this as a starting point in order to estimate the learning task that learners of English would face. Recent studies show that an average educated native speaker knows around 20,000 word families (Goulden, Nation and Read, 1990, as stated in Nation & Waring, 1997; Zechmeister, Chronis, Cull, D’Anna and Healy, 1995, as stated in Nation, 2001). This daunting task might be something to consider if learners are in an English as a Second Language (ESL) context (Milton and Maera, 1995, as stated in Nation & Waring, 1997) where learners are continuously exposed to the language and pick up language incidentally besides explicit learning. For the learners of English as a foreign language, however, such a level of lexical competency is an extremely ambitious, if not simply unattainable, goal to aim for.
1.1. Which words to focus on?

Since there are so many words to learn but neither sufficient time nor the necessary conditions for foreign language learners to acquire minimal lexical competence, the key question is what words to select to teach in the first place.  From the point of frequency, Nation (1990, 2001), and Nation & Waring (1997) state that the most frequent 2000 words in English (West, 1953) are the most useful, for knowing these would allow learners a good degree of comprehension (around 80%) of what they hear or read. Research by Liu Na and Nation (1982, as stated in Nation & Waring, 1997), on the other hand, showed that knowing the 2000 words only is not sufficient for overall comprehension, arguing at least 95 percent coverage is needed for a good comprehension of a text. Coxhead (2001) came up with a list of specialized vocabulary consisting of 570 word families most frequently occurring in academic texts. It is asserted that knowing these words in the AWL (Academic Words List), in addition to 2000 most frequent words (the GSL), would be a good basis for learning English for academic purposes (Nation, 2001). Nation also proposes that since these words of high frequency are clearly crucial, teachers and learners should place considerable emphasis on them especially when time is limited, such as the case of intensive university preparatory programmes in non-English speaking countries.
Until the advent of the Internet, the practical application of word lists in everyday teaching remained outside the realm of ordinary teachers.  However, there are now excellent software programs such as the web-based “Vocabulary Profiler” in the "Compleat Lexical Tutor" (Cobb, 2005) and the PC-based "RANGE" (downloadable from http://www.vuw.ac.nz/lals/staff/paul-nation/nation.aspx) that can assist teachers in effortlessly calculating text coverage.  These two software tools are perhaps the most accessible and easy-to-use applications for in-service English language teaching.  The former is a simplified version of the latter, restricted to use on single texts rather than a corpus and also restricted to measuring vocabulary levels by comparing the word lists made from the targeted text with the General Service List (first 1,000-word and second 1,000-word lists) and Academic Word List.  RANGE comes with these lists in the form of three baseword files, but unlike “Vocabulary Profiler” in RANGE users can also define and use their own word lists and are not restricted to using only three.
1.2. Nagging doubts about the validity of the GSL
Researchers have expressed doubts about the adequacy of the GSL because of its age and the relatively low coverage provided by the words not in the first 1000 words of the list (Engels, 1968).  Engels was, in particular, critical of the limited vocabulary chosen by West (1953), and while he concurred that the first 1000 words of the GSL were good selections based on their high frequency and wide range, he was of the opinion that that the words beyond the first 1000 of the GSL could not be considered “general service words" because the range and frequency of these words were too low to be included in the list.  He further suggested that the lower frequency words in the GSL should be revisited. The results of a subsequent study, detailed by Hwang and Nation (1995) support Engels' suggestion to a degree (see also Chujo & Utiyama, 2005). However, until now, despite the growing concern that the GSL is in need of replacement to redress the embedded errors, in addition to its antiquity and written focus from the early part of the twentieth century, it is still widely used.  However, when an add-on list like the AWL becomes the third band of a vocabulary profile, the oddities in vocabulary profiles are accentuated.  This does indeed support Engels’ original concern about the the GSL as a ‘general service list’ and reaffirms his suggestion to go back to the drawing board and reexamine the issue of commonly used words from a new perspective.  It also begs the question whether one can actually define a lexis specific to an ‘academic’ genre, or at best simply provide an extended lexical scope of the GSL to cover a range of more formal or educated English that can be found in a wide range of genres, ‘academic’ being one of them.
1.3. Engels’ K2 Deficiency
With Engels in mind, consider the following table from Nation (2001), 

Levels
conversation
fiction
newspapers
academic text

1st 1000
84.3%
82.3%
75.6%
73.5%

2nd 1000
6.0%
5.1%
4.7%
4.6%

AWL
1.9%
1.7%
3.9%
8.5%  

Other
7.8%
10.9%
15.7%
13.3%
Figure 1.
Distribution of commonly used words in different text types (p. 17).

Engels’ concern about the validity of the second 1,000 words in the GSL becomes much more apparent when dealing with more academic texts.  Extrapolating Engels’ basic concern about the second thousand words leads one to ponder whether the decision to add on the AWL as a separate band beyond the K1 and K2 does indeed reflect a natural vocabulary profile and distribution for academic texts. As can be seen in the table above, academic texts often yield a vocabulary profile in which the AWL represents double or treble the percentage of total tokens than K2.  This runs counter to the basis of research into the frequency distribution of words in texts, in which the coverage provided by each set of commonly used words is less than the previous.  Obviously, the proportion of words to text coverage in the higher (less frequent) profile bands will be much less than the lower (more frequent) profile bands.  This basic principle does not, therefore, support the addition of a set of words like the AWL, which provides a much higher text coverge than the preceding band, i.e. K2, with only half the number of words
[image: image1.emf]70.00%

75.00%

80.00%

85.00%

90.00%

95.00%

1st 1000 2nd 1000 AWL

conversation

fiction

newspapers

academic text


Figure 2.
Graph of distribution of commonly used words in different text types (p. 17).

In Figure 2 above, the distribution curve for conversation and fiction follow the pattern of text coverage for the natural distribution of words in any text based on frequency alone (see Figure 3).  However, the curve shows an unnatural inverse relationship for academic texts.  This definitely indicates that the words in the list for the 2nd 1,000 most commonly used words are not the naturally occurring common words in that range in academic texts.  Even the first 1,000 words appear to be wanting in terms of text coverage, covering much less than the 80% one would expect of a truly representative set of commonly used words.  Upon closer examination of the GSL this could be attributed to the omission of words in the GSL, such as television, video, etc., which betrays the legacy GSL owes to the English of the first half of the twentieth century and confirms the general consensus of opinion that the GSL may be in need of a face-lift or perhaps something more radical.
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Figure 3.
Graph of text coverage in the BNC based purely on frequency of words.(Chujo, K & Utiyama, M, 2005).

2. The GSL—in need of a face-lift or major surgery?
The GSL has stood the test of time remarkably well.  Although nearly 90 years have passed since the primary research that it is based on (Chujo & Utiyama, 2005), the GSL still provides over 80% token coverage of any written text, and upwards of 90% of spoken English.

The GSL evolved over several decades before West’s publication in 1953.  Contrary to popular belief, the GSL is not a list based solely on frequency, but includes groups of words on a semantic basis (Nation & Waring, 2004; Dickins, J, n.d.).  Today there is no version of the GSL in print; it only exists in virtual form via the Internet. Various versions float around the Internet, and attempts have been made to improve it (Bauman, 1995).  However, for practical purposes, one of its most accessible formats exists in the Compleat Lexical Tutor web site (Cobb, 2005), where it can be viewed, downloaded or used for vocabulary profiling of texts.  Of most interest to the average English teacher, the CLT site includes a host of free easy-to-use web-based tools for text analysis, using the GSL and AWL as the basis.
The main tool for vocabulary profiling on the CLT site, the Vocabulary Profiler (http://www.lextutor.ca/vp/eng/), produces output in coloured form—blue for K1 (the first 1,000 words of English), green for K2 (the second 1,000 words), yellow for AWL (academic words based on the Academic Word List, see Coxhead, 2005), and red for words that are not in any of the lists.  Since this is the obvious tool of choice for most teachers, the following highlights of deficiencies in the GSL have been generated directly from this source.
2.1. Incomplete word families 
The following examples have been generated directly from the Vocabulary Profiler at the CLT site, September 2005 (http://www.lextutor.ca/vp/eng/).  These selected examples illustrate the nature of certain deficiencies in the GSL in terms of allowing for variations between American and British spelling, gaps in word families, inconsistency in plural forms, and inconsistencies in word forms.  The words in red are not present in the GSL.  
2.1.1. American / British spelling
1. special specially specialist speciality specialities specialists specialize specializes specialization specialized specializations specialised specialise specialises specialisation specializations

2. travel traveled traveler travelers traveling travelled traveller travellers travelling travels

2.1.1. Word forms
1. half halved halves
2. rise rises rising rose risen
3. length lengthening lengths lengthy lengthen lengthened

4. pure purest purer purely purity impure impurity

5. thirst thirsty
6. tour tourism tourist touring toured tours
7. wheel wheels wheeler wheeled wheeling

2.1.2. Word families
1. hope hoped hopeful hopeless hopelessly hopelessness hopes hoping hopefully

2. mother mother-in-law mothers mom moms motherhood mum mummy mums

3. present presence presented presenting presently presents presenter presenters presentation presentations

4. record recorded recorder recording recordings records

5. taste tasted tastes tasteless tasting tasty

6. sweet sweeten sweetness sweetly sweets
7. understand understanding understands understood understandable misunderstand misunderstanding misunderstandings misunderstood

8. view viewed viewing viewer viewers

9. week weekday weekdays weekend weekends weekly weeks

2.1.3. Plural and singular forms
1. keep keeper keepers keeping keeps kept

2. patient patients patiently patience

3. strength strengthen strengthened strengthening strengthens strengths
2.2. Based on the English of the 1920s and 1930s

2.2.1. The emergence and ascendancy of commonly used words

Many new words enter common use, but most have a limited life dictated by fashion or trends.  However, some words related to major changes in technology or more permanent shifts in politics and lifestyle do become candidates for addition to a list of most commonly used words.  Here are some examples of words that are not in the GSL (or AWL), but have gained currency and frequency of use since the pre-World War II period of primary data collection for the GSL.
AIRCRAFT

AIRLINES

AIRPORT

AIRPORTS

AIRWAYS

AWARD

AWARDED

AWARDING

AWARDS

BANG

BANGED

BANGING

BANGS

BATTERY

BATTERIES

BUDGET

BUDGETARY

BUDGETED

BUDGETING

BUDGETS

CAMPAIGN

CAMPAIGNED

CAMPAIGNER

CAMPAIGNERS

CAMPAIGNING

CAMPAIGNS

CAREER

CAREERS

CASH

CASHED

CASHES

CASHIER

CASHING

CELL

CELLS

CELLULAR

COPE

COPED

COPES

COPING

DATABASE

DATABASES

DRUG

DRUGGED

DRUGGING

DRUGS

E-MAIL

E-MAILS

FUEL

FUELLED

FUELLING

FUELS

INTERVIEW

INTERVIEWED

INTERVIEWER

INTERVIEWERS

INTERVIEWING

INTERVIEWS

JOURNALISM

JOURNALIST

JOURNALISTS

LAUNCH

LAUNCHED

LAUNCHES

LAUNCHING

MAGAZINE

MAGAZINES

MESS

MESSED

MESSES

MESSINESS

MESSY

OK

OKAY

PLASTIC

PLASTICS

PROTEST

PROTESTED

PROTESTING

PROTESTOR

PROTESTORS

PROTESTS

TELEVISION

TELEVISIONS

TELLY

TV

TVS

URBAN

URBANISATION

URBANISED

URBANIZATION

URBANIZED

VICTIM

VICTIMISATION

VICTIMISE

VICTIMISED

VICTIMISING

VICTIMIZATION

VICTIMIZE

VICTIMIZED

VICTIMIZING

VICTIMS

VIDEO

VIDEOED

VIDEOING

VIDEOS

VIEWER

VIEWERS

2.2.2. The decline and fall of some commonly used words
The compilation of the GSL by West in 1953 was a remarkable achievement, considering that by and large the word list is still as valid today as it was over fifty years ago.  Our analysis indicated a few words that seem dubious in terms of currency, e.g. cultivator, shilling, oar, sow, beak, madden, scold, hurrah. In addition, there are a few odd terms that must have crept in as mistakes, e.g. advantaging, wheats, and wiseness.
2.3. Adding on the AWL
Coxhead (2001) produced a word list consisting of 570 headwords, based on a comprehensive study of frequency patterns in a wide range of academic texts.  Prior to her study, a much larger University Word List (UWL) had been compiled, but Coxhead’s word list has proved to be the more useful and popular.  In her compilation of the AWL, Coxhead excluded any words that were in the GSL.  As a corollary, any word not in the GSL was fair game as a candidate for the AWL.  However, in reality, the subsequent words that Coxhead identified contained not only words which were definitely ‘academic’ in nature within the context of her corpus of academic texts, but also others which were, in effect, words in English that had become common since the compilation of the GSL, and words that do not exclusively exist as common words in an ‘academic’ genre.
Coxhead acknowledged that there was considerable ‘range’ in the AWL according to frequency of use, dividing the 570 head words in 10 sublists, and identifying word family members that were the most frequently occurring form of that family.  The lists were packaged in lots of 60 words each, except for the final list, which ended up with only 30.  Since word frequencies tend not to occur naturally in such even and convenient blocks, the relative differences in frequency between the ten sublists could be quite significant.  Indeed, as seen in the previous table, the resulting 570 head words, when added on as the third band of a vocabulary profile of academic texts, actually provide almost double the text coverage as the preceding vocabulary band, K2, even though this has almost double the head words.  This means that a good percentage of the AWL words are more frequently occurring than those in the preceding vocabulary band.  Rather than adding the AWL on as a third profile band, it would make more sense to filter and evaluate these words within the context of a broader critical lexical mass for English for General and Academic Purposes.
A further problem of creating a ‘rarified’ band of lexis for academic purposes is that it promotes the common misconception that K1 words are ‘beginner’ words, K2 words are ‘intermediate words’ and AWL words are ‘advanced’ words.  This sort of division can be easily ‘institutionalized’, where GSL words are dealt with at the preparatory school and AWL words are dealt with in the modern languages department.  The consequences of such a simplistic interpretation can be dire indeed, leading to the ‘packaging’ of vocabulary according to convenient ‘levels’ and the tendency not to recycle or revisit words introduced at lower levels.  As a result, students can easily lose focus on the critical lexical mass—i.e. very common words, which are viewed as ‘beginner’ or ‘elementary’ words, are not systematically recycled, whereas in fact these words are the ones that really need to be explored in depth as they often have collocations, multiple meanings, and special meanings within an academic context.  Eldridge (personal correspondence) suggests that “the point about academic lexis, is it becomes academic through collocation and context, not because of any particular inherent properties of individual words, e.g. 'The research field can be divided into three distinct areas' is unmistakably academic, but there is no genre bound item contained in it.” A further study of how teachers perceive readability, and the function of lexis in this regard, by Hancioğlu and Eldridge (forthcoming) discusses the theoretical basis and practical issues with regard to productive skills, especially writing.
3. On the road to a critical lexical mass
The central question in this paper relates to the efficacy of the GSL as a ‘general’ word list.  As discussed above, there are deficiencies in the GSL.  These have in turn had an effect on the scope and range of the AWL, which was created on the basis of using the GSL as a filter for common words within the target corpora of academic texts chosen by Coxhead (2001).  Consequently, adding the AWL as a third profile band beyond K1 and K2 leads to rather pear-shaped vocabulary profiles. On what basis, though, could these deficiencies and discrepancies be detected and rectified?

There has been a lot of activity recently in the field of corpus-based linguistics, and as a result there are many other lists of words in existence, each created with different terms of reference but all purporting to be lists of ‘commonly used words’.  If one were to compare the various lists, would a common core emerge to define a critical lexical mass that is robust and valid enough to cover a wide range of genre of texts and spoken English?
3.1. Basis of comparison
Lists of commonly used words are widespread, especially in lexicographical circles. Nowadays, the corpora from which the lists are compiled are often proprietary and not open or accessible to general research.  However, the lists that are generated from these corpora are available, and effectively provide a reasonable basis of comparison with any other list of commonly used words.

In order to judge whether the GSL was in need of a face-lift, or indeed major surgery, a simple method was applied.  All words from a basket of commonly used word lists were combined into one list, and filtered to obtain only the unique terms.  The 4,500 words in the resulting list were then ranked according to how many of the lists they occurred in, as shown in Figure 4.  There are some problematic issues, such as the lemmatization of lists, in which the headword may not necessarily be the most commonly occurring form of that word family.  However, in broad terms, this was not a significant problem as most of the word lists selected for comparison had developed within similar lemmatization algorithms.  Accordingly, formulae for comparison and trapping widowed headwords or orphaned family words were applied.
The lists used for comparison included, of course, the GSL (head words and word family members), and the AWL (headwords and most frequently occurring word family member.)  The other lists included two purely frequency-based lists: Brown Corpus (first 2,000 words), British National Corpus (first 3,000 words), in addition to the 1995 Bauman revision of the GSL, the Longman Wordwise commonly used words, and the Longman Defining Vocabulary (LDOCE).

The impact of the GSL over the years has been considerable, so it is undeniable that many of these lists were themselves influenced by the GSL.  This may have lead to more uniformity between lists than would normally be expected. However, some lists were included that were purely frequency based, e.g. BNC and Brown, to balance this tendency.  In effect, we used secondary research results as our basis of comparison, so we acknowledge that our results could include compounded errors made in the primary research.  However, using a large ‘basket’ of various word lists as a basis of comparison limited the influence of any single variance or skewed tendency in individual word lists. 
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Figure 4.
Screenshot of the list comparer, with ranking column at the far right.

3.2. Ranking
The GSL is arbitrarily divided into two lists of 1,000 words each (K1 and K2), with the add-on AWL given as one list of 570 words beyond that.  In terms of vocabulary profiling, these are the three bands available in the Compleat Lexical Tutor.  However, in our research we combined all the various lists of commonly used words, and then ranked them according to the number of lists in which they were represented.  Instead of only three distinct arbitrary bands, as in the K1, K2 (GSL) and AWL, our ranking produced a much finer resolution in the form of six distinct bands.  The resultant list of commonly used words included a complete redistribution of the K1, K2 (GSL) and AWL divided according to this rating system (see 3.3.)  In the process, a subset of 176 commonly used words appeared that were outside both the GSL and the AWL (see Appendix:  GSL face-lift.)  The subsequent list of most commonly used words was christened the Billuroğlu and Neufeld List, or BNL for short, and each band assigned a BNL number, starting with 1 for the most frequent.
3.3. Resulting redistribution
The complete breakdown of the composition of the BNL ranking bands can be seen in Figure 5 below.  The resulting distribution clearly shows that the GSL, although in need of a face-lift, is not in need of any drastic surgery.  This also reinforces the underlying principle of commonly used words in a language: because they are commonly used, they continue to be used commonly over time.  It also clearly illustrates the Engels K2 Deficiency, as less than 100 of the K2 words ranked in BNL1, while the rest are quite evenly spread between BNL2 to BNL5.  Finally, it unmistakably shows that the words in the AWL are not rarified lexis suitable only for the hallowed halls of learning, but rather include a large number of words that have very common use in English (see Appendix:  Redistributing AWL in a unified critical lexical mass).
	BNL Ranking
	From K1
	From K2
	From AWL
	Newly added
	Subtotals

	One
	642
	98
	24
	1
	765

	Two
	192
	274
	38
	1
	505

	Three
	77
	254
	105
	3
	439

	Four
	46
	212
	145
	26
	429

	Five
	20
	138
	203
	29
	390

	Six
	2
	8
	55
	116
	181

	Subtotals
	979
	984
	570
	176
	2709


Figure 5.
Breakdown of component constituents of the BNL, illustrating how the BNL has emerged as a much better approximation of the natural vocabulary profile of English texts.
4. Comparison of GSL/AWL to BNL

4.1. Natural distribution of a vocabulary profile

BNL builds on the proven base-validity of the GSL and AWL but provides a much more natural and meaningful vocabulary profile according to token (word) analysis.  As a result, the BNL is a much closer reflection of the actual composition of authentic texts.

The following graph (Figure 7) is a classic example of how the vocabulary profile of a corpus according to the artificial split within the GSL (K1 and K2), and between the add-on AWL, does not reflect a natural distribution, in contrast to the natural vocabulary profile provided by the BNL.
A medium-sized academic corpus of 730,000 words, distributed with the excellent WordPilot program (from http://home.ust.hk/~autolang/Libraries and WordLists.htm), served as a good test to compare the BNL and GSL/AWL in terms of text coverage. The text sampling in this corpus meets the criteria established by Chujo & Utiyama (2005). Topics varied from agriculture to volcanoes, pollution to economics, computers to political science, education to human factors in air traffic control, from texts published on web sites of the National Academies Press, Harvard University, University of Michigan, University of South Wales, University Grants Committee of Hong Kong, US Securities and Exchange Commission, University of Leeds, UK Government web sites, Centre for Air Pollution Impact and Trend Analysis, University of Southern California, and the USGS Cascades Volcano Observatory.
Using RANGE as the vocabulary profiling software, the corpus was processed using the GSL/AWL lists as given in the Compleat Lexical Tutor site (Cobb, 2005).  The same text was then analyzed with the BNL, again using RANGE but exploiting the latest version’s capability to process an unlimited number of baseword lists.  The following table summarizes the results cumulatively, in both cases without the removal of proper nouns, acronyms and abbreviations.  For the purposes of the comparison table and graph, the six BNL bands were combined into three to match the three profile bands of K1, K2, and AWL.  Note the word family richness and token text coverage of the BNL, as compared to the GSL/AWL.  This is due to the effect of addressing the gaps and deficiencies in word family members as discussed in part 2.
	
	TOKEN (%)

	
	GSL/AWL
	BNL

	K1
	68.98
	72.27

	K2
	74.95
	83.55

	AWL
	86.89
	89.25

	
	
	

	Families found
	1975
	2291

	Total families in lists
	2532
	2709

	List coverage
	78%
	85%


Figure 6.
Tabulated data of text coverage of a 730,000 word academic corpus, contrasting the natural distribution of words given by BNL to the GS/AWL, highlighting the Engels K2 deficiency.

The general pattern exhibited in the table in Nation (2001) shown earlier in Figure 1 with the unnatural inverse pattern for K2 (see 1.3) shown in Figure 2 manifests itself even more clearly in this analysis.  The contrasting vocabulary profile in Figure 7 below once again confirms Engels’ concern about the K2 words being suspect in their coverage of commonly used words.  Furthermore, when the words from the basket of commonly used word lists are redistributed in the BNL, according to a comprehensive ranking system to produce a unified critical lexical mass, the curve fits a pattern much more representative of the characteristic distribution of words in an English text.
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Figure 7.
Line graph of text coverage of a 730,000 word academic corpus, contrasting the natural distribution of words given by BNL to the GS/AWL, highlighting the Engels K2 deficiency.

4.2. The added value of the BNL over other lists
The BNL provides a much higher added-value to the two commonly used word lists in current use, in the following areas.
4.2.1. Re-prioritized to address the Engels K2 deficiency and updated with contemporary lexis with easier staging for learners

· Includes the 1,963 GSL words and the 570 AWL words, building on the tried and tested validity in terms of token coverage in any academic context

· Adds 176 contemporary common words based on an exhaustive comparison of other contemporary lists, adding currency and bring text coverage to over 90%+ on average (when proper nouns, acronyms and abbreviations are taken into consideration.)
· Categorizes the words in six different lists, not three (K1, K2, AWL), providing easier staging for learners, and a much finer gradation for materials designers and teachers.
· These lists have been re-prioritized by common use according to a wide range of published analyses of major corpora, giving a more natural distribution of text coverage in any given text.
4.2.2. The BNL has active, dynamic and dedicated web-based support and maintenance 
· Word lists have been published in open source mode on the Internet, in a wiki (see http://elgg.net/bnl and follow the link to the community wiki) so that users can suggest updates on the fly, for regular review and confirmation.
· The BNL is freely available for vocabulary profiling in a separate version of Vocabulary Profiler on the Compleat Lexical Tutor web site:  http://www.lextutor.ca/vp/tr. Also available for download in a format that can be used with Paul Nation’s RANGE PC-based software.
· Shared resources for teachers and teacher training are available in a moodle environment at http://thebnl.org/moodle, with worksheets, quizzes, discussion groups, and training in data-driven learning via an e-learning environment.
· The three-layer word learning technique provides ‘engagement level’ support for entry-level foreign language learners (http://thebnl.org – version for students whose native language is Turkish.)

4.2.3. Available as a supplementary word learning system
· The BNL is also available in printed form at 19.5YTL (approximately GBP7 or US$17):  ISBN 0‑921350‑08‑2.  The GSL is out of print, although the AWL on its own is available as a separate book direct from New Zealand at NZ$10 a copy. The third edition of the BNL includes:

· an enhanced word list (with IPA pronunciation and English definitions), with cross-references to use in context

· a set of 69 worksheets, providing examples of common uses in context of each word in the BNL

· a companion CD with a host of interactive activities to support the worksheets, as well as a complete concordance of the entire book.  
· A mobile phone version is under development, complete with language learning software, bringing some of the web-based support to users on their mobile phones.
· In its version for speakers of Turkish, it also includes 215 Turkish cognates as well as Turkish translations of the most common meanings—quick and easy reference for students as they develop their lexical competence.
5. Conclusion

Vocabulary profiling, an exciting new area in teaching English as a foreign language, has only recently become accessible to virtually any teacher thanks to the Internet and the efforts of pioneers like Paul Nation and Tom Cobb in providing free web-based resources.  However, the two most widely used word lists, the GSL and AWL, produce flawed vocabulary profiles which can lead teachers to a misconceived view that the most commonly used words exist in two distinct and separate sets:  “general” and “academic”.  This glaring anomaly in vocabulary profiles, identified almost 40 years ago by Engels, has been rectified by comparing a number of other more contemporary lists of ‘commonly used words’.

The new and revised list, known as the BNL, used a basket of commonly used word lists to produce an improved unified perspective on commonly used words. 

· The BNL defines the ‘critical lexical mass’ that students studying English, especially those in non-English speaking countries, need to explicitly focus on in their journey to proficiency in an academic context. 

· Furthermore, the BNL has assimilated common word usage in English that has evolved since the 1920s and 1930s and identified 176 commonly used words that have become frequently used in the English language and sustained their presence over time.

Students and teachers now have a much better graduated list of common words, with six distinct BNL bands instead of two in the GSL, K1 and K2, and the add-on AWL. 

· Not only do these six bands better reflect the natural vocabulary profile of any written texts, they also provide students and teachers with an easier and more meaningful approach to manage vocabulary development. 

· This is especially important for entry-level learners, who need to accelerate their language development in non-English speaking environments, as opposed to students in an ESL context who absorb commonly used words naturally by virtue of hearing the target language around them at all times.
The BNL encourages EFL teachers to put aside the idea of a lexis specific to either a “general” and “academic” genre. At the same time, it appeals to the common sense of practicing EFL teachers to revisit and explore the most commonly used words in order to unravel the contexts, varied meanings, register, etc., that will help turn these words into powerful tools of understanding and expression in the hands of students.   Furthermore, the BNL has a cyber presence which includes a support group in and ELGG format, including a community file sharing space, wiki and blog (see http://elgg.net/bnl), bringing the world of static word lists into the dynamic and self-regulating world of collaborative and peer-to-peer networking.  This innovative approach has recently been acknowledged by the TRNC Ministry of Education, which has endorsed the use of the BNL as part of in-service teacher training workshops to promote the teaching and learning of vocabulary in the state school system.  This approach to vocabulary learning will be of practical application to secondary school systems and English preparatory schools that teach English as a foreign language.
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Appendix:  GSL face-lift
The following headwords have been added to the BNL to give the GSL a ‘face lift’ and provide coverage in vocabulary profiling of words that have entered commonly usage since the 1920s and 1930s. 
BNL1


REALISE
BNL2


FEED
BNL3


SCORE

TRAFFIC

URGENT
BNL4


ANNOUNCE

APARTMENT

APPEAL

BEACH

CELL

CHASE

CHEEK

CINEMA

CRAZY

CRISIS

CRITICISE

DELIBERATE

EMOTION

ETC

KEEN

MUSCLE

NERVE

NERVOUS

OLD-FASHIONED

PETROL

PLASTIC

PLATFORM

PORT

PROTEST

SWITCH

TELEVISION

TROUSERS

TRUCK
BNL5


ARBITRATE

BANG

BATTERY

BET

BOTHER

CLUE

COPE

EMERGENCY

ENTHUSIASTIC

EXIT

FETCH

FOREVER

GENUINE

GOODS

IMPRESS

INNOCENT

INSIST

INTERVIEW

MESS

MOOD

SCRAP

SCREAM

SLICE

SMART

SOFTWARE

SQUEEZE

STARE

TRAGEDY

VANISH
BNL6


ACID

AIRPORT

ALCOHOL

ALRIGHT

ASSET

ATMOSPHERE

AWARD

BEER

BIBLE

BOMB

BOOT

BREAST

BREED

BUDGET

BULLET

CABINET

CAMPAIGN

CANDIDATE

CAREER

CASH

CATHOLIC

CEILING

CELEBRATE

CHEMISTRY

CHOCOLATE

CHRISTIAN

CIGARETTE

CLIENT

COLUMN

CONCERT

CONFIDENTIAL

CONSERVATIVE

CURRICULUM

DATABASE

DECORATE

DEPUTY

DRUG

ELBOW

EMBARRASS

ENTERPRISE

ENTITLE

EXECUTIVE

EXPEND

FACULTY

FAME

FISCAL

FUEL

GOLF

GROSS

HEADACHE

HEADQUARTERS

HEEL

HELL

HORIZONTAL

HORN

HOUSEHOLD

HUGE

INFECT

INTELLECTUAL

INTERIOR

JACKET

JUNIOR

JURY

KID

LAMB

LAUNCH

LEAGUE

LIABILITY

LION

LODGE

MAGAZINE

MAGIC

MIRROR

MISSION

MUSEUM

NASTY

NAVY

NOVEL

NURSERY

OKAY

PARLIAMENT

PENSION

PERSONNEL

PHRASE

PHYSICS

PIANO

PILOT

POLE

POTATO

PRINCE

PROFESSOR

PUB

RECALL

REFORM

ROMANTIC

RURAL

SANDWICH

SENIOR

SESSION

SHY

SILLY

SLEEVE

SOLICITOR

SPECIES

TEENAGE

TENNIS

TINY

TOILET

TONE

TREATY

TROOP

TYRE

URBAN

VAST

VEGETABLE

VERTICAL

VICTIM

VIDEO

VITAL

WEDDING

WITHDRAW

Appendix:  Redistributing AWL in a unified critical lexical mass
The following headwords have been redistributed within the BNL according to the ranking based on a comparison of other commonly used word lists.  The number after each headword refers to the sublist in which the word appears in the AWL. 
BNL1

AREA 1

AUTHORITY 1

AVAILABLE 1

DESIGN 2

ENERGY 5

FINAL 2

IMAGE 5

JOB 4

LEGAL 1

MEDICAL 5

METHOD 1

NORMAL 2

PARTNER 3

PERIOD 1

PHYSICAL 3

POSITIVE 2

PREVIOUS 2

PRINCIPLE 1

PROCESS 1

PROJECT 4

RANGE 2

SIMILAR 1

TEAM 9

BNL2

ACHIEVE 2

AFFECT 2

ATTITUDE 4

AWARE 5

BENEFIT 1

BRIEF 6

CHEMICAL 7

COMMUNITY 2

CONDUCT 2

CONTACT 5

CONTRACT 1

CONTRAST 4

COUPLE 7

DEFINITE 7

EMPHASIS 3

ENVIRONMENT 1

FILE 7

INCOME 1

MAJOR 1

MILITARY 9

MINISTER

NETWORK 5

OBVIOUS 4

PERCENT 1

PROFESSIONAL 4

REGION 2

REMOVE 3

SECTION 1

SERIES 4

SEX 3

SPECIFIC 1

STRUCTURE 1

STYLE 5

TASK 3

TECHNICAL 3

TRANSPORT 6

UNIFORM 8

VISION 9

BNL3

ADEQUATE 4

AID 7

ANNUAL 4

APPARENT 4

APPROACH 1

APPROPRIATE 2

ASSUME 1

ATTACH 6

CAPABLE 6

CAPACITY 5

CHALLENGE 5

CHAPTER 2

CIVIL 4

COMMISSION 2

COMMIT 4

COMMUNICATE 4

COMPLEX 2

CONCEPT 1

CONSIDERABLE 3

CONSIST 1

CONSTANT 3

CONTEMPORARY 8

CREATE 1

CREDIT 2

CULTURE 2

DATA 1

DEMONSTRATE 3

DESPITE 4

DEVICE 9

DISPLAY 6

DOCUMENT 3

DOMESTIC 4

ERROR 4

ESTABLISH 1

ESTIMATE 1

FEATURE 2

FORMULA

FOUNDED 9

FRAMEWORK 3

FUNCTION 1

GENERATION 5

HENCE 4

IMPACT 2

INDEX 6

INDICATE 1

INDIVIDUAL 1

INITIAL 3

INSTANCE 3

INTELLIGENCE 6

INTERNAL 4

INVOLVE 1

ISSUE 1

LABEL 4

LIBERAL 5

MAINTAIN 2

MECHANISM 4

MEDIUM 9

MENTAL 5

MINOR 3

NEVERTHELESS 6

NUCLEAR 8

OBJECTIVE 5

OBTAIN 2

OCCUR 1

ODD 10

PARALLEL 4

PHASE 4

PHILOSOPHY 3

PLUS 8

POLICY 1

PORTION 9

POTENTIAL 2

PRECISE 5

PRIMARY 2

PRINCIPAL 4

PRIORITY 7

REACT 3

RELAX 9

RELEASE 7

RESEARCH 1

REVOLUTION 9

ROLE 1

SCHEDULE 8

SCHEME 3

SIGNIFICANT 1

SITE 2

SOMEWHAT 7

SOURCE 1

STATUS 4

STRESS 4

SUFFICIENT 3

SUM 4

SURVIVE 7

TAPE 6

TARGET 5

TECHNOLOGY 3

TEMPORARY 9

TENSE 8

TEXT 2

THEME 8

THEORY 1

TRADITION 2

UNIQUE 7

VEHICLE 8

VOLUME 3

BNL4

ABANDON 8

ACCESS 4

ACCURATE 6

ADULT 7

ALTER 5

ALTERNATIVE 3

AUTHOR 6

BEHALF 9

BOND 6

BULK 9

CHANNEL 7

CHART 8

CIRCUMSTANCE 3

CLAUSE 5

CODE 4

COINCIDE 9

COLLAPSE 10

COMMENT 3

COMMODITY 8

COMPREHENSIVE 7

COMPRISE 7

CONCENTRATE 4

CONFLICT 5

CONSENT 3

CONSULT 5

CONTEXT 1

CONTRARY 7

CONTRIBUTE 3

CONTROVERSY 9

CONVINCE 10

CORE

CORPORATE 3

CRUCIAL 8

CURRENCY 8

CYCLE 4

DEBATE 4

DECLINE 5

DENY 7

DRAFT 5

ECONOMY 1

ELIMINATE 7

ENABLE 5

ENORMOUS 10

ENSURE 3

EQUIVALENT 5

ESTATE 6

ETHNIC 4

EVIDENT 1

EXCEED 6

EXHIBIT 8

EXPERT 6

EXTERNAL 5

EXTRACT 7

FACTOR 1

FEDERAL 6

FOCUS 2

FORTHCOMING 10

FUND 3

GOAL 4

GRADE 7

GUARANTEE 7

IDENTICAL 7

IDENTIFY 1

INCIDENCE 6

INJURE 2

INSERT 7

INSTITUTE 2

INTEGRITY 10

INTERVAL 6

JOURNAL 2

LABOUR 1

LAYER 3

LECTURE 6

LICENCE 5

LIKEWISE 10

LINK 3

LOGIC 5

MANUAL 9

MATURE 9

MINIMAL 9

MINISTRY 6

MODE 7

MUTUAL 9

NEUTRAL 6

NOTION 5

OPTION 4

OUTPUT 4

OVERALL 4

PANEL 10

PARAGRAPH 8

PASSIVE 9

PERSPECTIVE 5

PHENOMENON 7

PRELIMINARY 9

PRIME 5

PRIOR 4

PROMOTE 4

PROPORTION 3

PROSPECT 8

PSYCHOLOGY 5

PUBLICATION 7

PURCHASE 2

PURSUE 5

RADICAL 8

RANDOM 8

RATIONAL 6

RECOVER 6

REGIME 4

REJECT 5

RELEVANT 2

RELY 3

REQUIRE 1

RESTORE 8

RESTRICT 2

REVENUE 5

REVERSE 7

RIGID 9

ROUTE 9

SCOPE 6

SECTOR 1

SEEK 2

SELECT 2

SEQUENCE 3

SHIFT 3

SPHERE 9

STRAIGHTFORWARD 10

SUBSEQUENT 4

SUMMARY 4

SURVEY 2

SYMBOL 5

TECHNIQUE 3

TOPIC 7

TRACE 6

TRANSFER 2

TREND 5

TRIGGER 9

ULTIMATE 7

UNDERGO 10

VERSION 5

VIA 8

VISIBLE 7

VISUAL 8

VOLUNTARY 7

WELFARE 5

WHEREAS 5

BNL5

ABSTRACT 6

ACADEMY 5

ACCOMMODATE 9

ACCOMPANY 8

ACCUMULATE 8

ACKNOWLEDGE 6

ACQUIRE 2

ADAPT 7

ADJUST 5

ADMINISTRATE 2

ADVOCATE 7

AGGREGATE 6

ALBEIT 10

ALLOCATE 6

AMBIGUOUS 8

ANALYSE 1

ANTICIPATE 9

APPRECIATE 8

APPROXIMATE 4

ARBITRATE

ASPECT 2

ASSEMBLE 10

ASSESS 1

ASSIGN 6

ASSIST 2

ASSURE 9

ATTAIN 9

ATTRIBUTE 4

BIAS 8

CATEGORY 2

CEASE 9

CLARIFY 8

CLASSIC 7

COHERENT 9

COLLEAGUE 10

COMMENCE 9

COMPENSATE 3

COMPILE 10

COMPLEMENT 8

COMPONENT 3

COMPUTE 2

CONCEIVE 10

CONCLUDE 2

CONCURRENT 9

CONFER 4

CONFINE 9

CONFIRM 7

CONSEQUENT 2

CONSTITUTE 1

CONSTRAIN 3

CONSTRUCT 2

CONSUME 2

CONTRADICT 8

CONVENE 3

CONVERT 7

COOPERATE 6

CORRESPOND 3

CRITERIA

DECADE 7

DEFINE 1

DENOTE 8

DEPRESS 10

DERIVE 1

DETECT 8

DEVOTE 9

DIMENSION 4

DIMINISH 9

DISCRETE 5

DISPOSE 7

DISTINCT 2

DISTRIBUTE 1

DOMAIN 6

DOMINATE 3

DRAMA 8

DURATION 9

DYNAMIC 7

EDIT 6

ELEMENT 2

EMERGE 4

EMPIRICAL 7

ENCOUNTER 10

ENHANCE 6

EQUIP

EVENTUAL 8

EVOLVE 5

EXCLUDE 3

EXPAND 5

EXPLICIT 6

EXPORT 1

EXPOSE 5

FACILITATE 5

FEE 6

FINANCE 1

FINITE 7

FLEXIBLE 6

FORMAT 9

FUNDAMENTAL 5

FURTHERMORE 6

GENDER 6

GENERATE 5

GRANT 4

HIGHLIGHT 8

HYPOTHESIS 4

IDEOLOGY 7

IGNORANT 6

ILLUSTRATE 3

IMPLICATE 4

IMPLICIT 8

IMPLY 3

IMPOSE 4

INCENTIVE 6

INCLINE 10

INCORPORATE 6

INDUCE 8

INEVITABLE 8

INFRASTRUCTURE 8

INHERENT 9

INITIATE 6

INPUT 6

INSIGHT 9

INSPECT 8

INSTRUCT 6

INTEGRAL 9

INTENSE 8

INTERMEDIATE 9

INTERPRET 1

INTERVENE 7

INTRINSIC 10

INVEST 2

INVESTIGATE 4

ISOLATE 7

ITEM 2

JUSTIFY 3

LEVY 10

LOCATE 3

MANIPULATE 8

MARGIN 5

MEDIA 7

MODIFY 5

MONITOR 5

MOTIVE 6

NONETHELESS 10

NORM 9

NOTWITHSTANDING 10

OCCUPY 4

OFFSET 8

ONGOING 10

OUTCOME 3

OVERLAP 9

OVERSEAS 6

PARADIGM 7

PARTICIPATE 2

PERCEIVE 2

PERSIST 10

POSE 10

PRECEDE 6

PREDICT 4

PRESUME 6

PROCEED 1

PROTOCOL 9

PUBLISH 3

QUALITATIVE 9

QUOTE 7

RATIO 5

REFINE 9

REGISTER 3

REGULATE 2

REINFORCE 8

RELUCTANCE 10

RESIDE 2

RESOLVE 4

RESOURCE 2

RESPOND 1

RESTRAIN 9

RETAIN 4

REVEAL 6

REVISE 8

SCENARIO 9

SECURE 2

SOLE 7

SPECIFY 3

STABLE 5

STATISTIC 4

STRATEGY 2

SUBMIT 7

SUBORDINATE 9

SUBSTITUTE 5

SUCCESSOR 7

SUPPLEMENT 9

SUSPEND 9

SUSTAIN 5

TERMINATE 8

THEREBY 8

THESIS 7

TRANSFORM 6

TRANSMIT 7

UNDERLIE 6

UNDERTAKE 4

VALID 3

VARY 1

VIRTUAL 8

WHEREBY 10

WIDESPREAD 8

BNL6

ADJACENT 10

AMEND 5

ANALOGY 9

APPEND 8

AUTOMATE 8

CITE 6

COMPATIBLE 9

COMPOUND 5

CONFORM 8

CONVERSE 9

COORDINATE 3

DEDUCE 3

DEVIATE 8

DIFFERENTIATE 7

DISCRIMINATE 6

DISPLACE 8

DISTORT 9

DIVERSE 6

ENFORCE 5

ENTITY 5

EQUATE 2

ERODE 9

ETHIC 9

EVALUATE 2

EXPLOIT 8

FLUCTUATE 8

GLOBE 7

GUIDELINE 8

HIERARCHY 7

IMMIGRATE 3

IMPLEMENT 4

INFER 7

INHIBIT 6

INNOVATE 7

INTEGRATE 4

INTERACT 3

INVOKE 10

LEGISLATE 1

MAXIMISE 3

MEDIATE 9

MIGRATE 6

MINIMISE 8

NEGATE 3

ORIENT 5

PARAMETER 4

PRACTITIONER 8

PREDOMINANT 8

PROHIBIT 7

SIMULATE 7

SO-CALLED 10

SUBSIDY 6

TRANSIT 5

UNIFY 9

UTILISE 6

VIOLATE 9
Appendix:  Colour coding of vocabulary profile in WORD macros
The following extract (taken from an EMU PhD student’s assignment) has words colour coded according to common use in an academic context: most frequent, quite frequent, frequent based on the BNL and using a macro in MicroSoft WORD, with the option to show head word in UPPER CASE.
THE personal assignment discusses AND analyzes THE strengths AND weaknesses OF A mixed APPROACH WHICH is THE NEW PARADIGM IN educational RESEARCH. IN THE assignment, RESEARCH approaches AND designs are explained TO MAKE CLEAR POSITION FOR THE improvement OF using A mixed APPROACH IN educational RESEARCH. FURTHERMORE, critical reviews OF RELEVANT LITERATURE PUT MORE EMPHASIS ON A NEW PARADIGM IN educational RESEARCH BY opening original arguments that SUPPORT THE USE OF A mixed APPROACH. THEREFORE, IT CAN BE seen that applying A SINGLE PARADIGM, solitary METHOD is NOT SUFFICIENT TO PROVIDE VALID, reliable results IN educational RESEARCH. Using A mixed APPROACH IN educational RESEARCH minimizes THE WEAK points OF EACH APPROACH AND creates A beneficial FRAMEWORK TO efficiently OBTAIN educational knowledge. MOREOVER, THE NEW multi-paradigmatic VIEW offers A MODERATE solution TO PARADIGM wars AMONG researchers AND encapsulates THE overcoming polarization BETWEEN QUALITATIVE AND quantitative RESEARCH approaches.
PURPOSE OF THE Assignment
THE PURPOSE OF THE assignment is TO CLARIFY THE ROLE OF researchers AS teachers IN ORDER TO CONTRAST QUALITATIVE AND quantitative RESEARCH approaches. IT aims TO MAKE them BE AWARE OF THE NEW PARADIGM OF using A mixed APPROACH IN educational RESEARCH. THE KEY argument IN THE assignment is TO STRESS multi-paradigmatic VIEW IN educational RESEARCH AND POINT OUT THE strengths OF depending ON different POINT OF views. Researchers HAVE A CHANCE TO objectively COMPARE THE STRONG AND WEAK points OF BOTH QUALITATIVE AND quantitative RESEARCH approaches AND THE reasons FOR using A mixed APPROACH IN educational RESEARCH.

Importance OF THE Assignment

THE ISSUE OF using A mixed APPROACH IN educational RESEARCH clarifies THE CURRENT FOCUS OF researchers WHO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN different contexts AND FOR different needs. Underlying THE STRONG AND WEAK points OF using mixed approaches AND RESEARCH designs is THE importance OF stressing THE merits OF QUALITATIVE AND quantitative RESEARCH approaches. THEREFORE, researchers CAN minimize weaknesses INHERENT IN ANY APPROACH AND ENHANCE PROFESSIONAL RESEARCH IN their academic AREA BY dealing WITH NEW paradigms AND approaches. THE PARADIGM is focused AT educational RESEARCH IN RELATION TO exploring basic concepts IN an education CONTEXT. Teachers’ perceptions WILL especially AFFECT their OWN interests AND their RESEARCH CONTEXT. THE argument IN THE assignment is TO USE mixed approaches IN educational RESEARCH AS A NEW PARADIGM AND ADDRESS WEAK AND STRONG points OF EACH RESEARCH DESIGN IN ORDER TO EXPLORE basic concepts SUCH AS collegiality AND critical friendship. Getting DEEP, RICH DATA, AND critical perspectives ON using A mixed APPROACH TO educational RESEARCH reflects RESEARCH practices FOR researchers IN education CONTEXT WITH THE RELEVANT RESEARCH methodologies AND techniques afforded BY shifting TO NEW alternatives. THEREFORE, THE ISSUE broadens THE SCOPE OF researchers WHO CONCENTRATE ON ONE RESEARCH DESIGN AND opens A NEW PARADIGM IN educational RESEARCH BY considering an eclectic APPROACH AND different angles TO THE SAME MISSION. 
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