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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF TASK-INDUCED INVOLVEMENT LOAD ON INCIDENTAL
VOCABULARY ACQUISITION AMONG ELT STUDENTS

TUNCAY KARALIK

Anadolu University Graduate School of Educational Sciences
Program in Foreign Language Education — MA in English Language Teaching

January, 2016

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Ali MERC

Vocabulary knowledge is at the heart of language learning as both comprehending and
producing messages depend on knowing words. Second/foreign language learners need
to acquire a great deal of vocabulary in a limited time to be successful in nearly all
aspects of the target language Therefore, a large body of research has been devoted to

investigating the best ways to help learners in their endeavour.

In recent years, incidental acquisition of vocabulary has been found to be
beneficial in expanding vocabulary knowledge. In this regard, how incidental
vocabulary can be promoted is an intensely investigated subject. Incidental vocabulary
acquisition through reading texts has been found to be facilitated by additional
vocabulary tasks drawing the learners’ attention to specific words. Therefore, designing
the best vocabulary tasks has been an important issue for teachers. In order to address
this concern, Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) proposed the Task-induced Involvement Load
Hypothesis positing that the absence or presence of three components (evaluation,
search and need) in a task determines the overall involvement load level induced by the

task. Evaluation is related to learners’ judgement on whether a specific word fits into a



context. Search explains whether the meanings of words are searched by consulting
dictionaries or other sources. Need is the motivational dimension of the construct and

explains whether the drive to learn the word is extrinsically or intrinsically exposed.

Using the framework of Laufer and Hulstijn (2001), this study aims to
investigate the effect of four vocabulary tasks with varying distributions of evaluation,
search and need components on incidental vocabulary gain and retention. The subjects
were 139 first year ELT students from eight intact classes taking Academic Reading
Course in the fall semester of 2015-2016. The subjects were assigned to four groups
randomly: fill-in with glossary, fill-in by searching, retelling with glossary and retelling
by searching. Two different texts were designed for four tasks. Each text contained 10
target words accompanied by reading comprehension questions. Prior to the
implementation of the tasks, the participants’ familiarity with the target words was
tested through a pre-test which required providing the L1 equivalent or English
explanations of the target words. The groups were to complete the reading
comprehension tasks and the vocabulary tasks they were assigned to. The fill-in groups
completed the gaps in the text with the target words, with or without glossary. The
retelling groups wrote their own versions of the text by incorporating the target words,
with or without glossary. Once the tasks were completed, the worksheets were collected
and an unannounced post-test similar to the pre-test was administered. Similarly, two
weeks later, an unannounced delayed post-test was conducted. For marking, each
correct answer was counted as 1 and the incorrect ones as 0. Partially correct answers

were awarded 0.5 point.

The comparison of the groups on immediate and delayed post-tests using one-
way ANOVAs showed that the tasks with higher level of involvement load yielded
higher vocabulary gain and retention. However, the only significant differences were
between retelling by searching and fill-in groups on the delayed post-test, which

provided partial support for the Task-induced involvement load hypothesis.

Keywords: incidental vocabulary acquisition, involvement load level, task-induced

involvement load, vocabulary gain and retention, vocabulary tasks



OZET

GOREV KAYNAKLI KATILIM YUKUNUN iINGIiLiZCE OGRETMENLIGI
BOLUMU OGRENCILERININ RASTLANTISAL KELIME OGRENIMi
UZERINDEKI ETKiSi

TUNCAY KARALIK
Anadolu Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii
Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali-ingilizce Ogretmenligi Programi

Ocak, 2016

Danisman: Yard. Dog. Dr. Ali MERC

Disaridan gelen mesajlar1 anlamak ve mesaj liretmek kelime bilgisine bagl oldugu i¢in,
kelime bilgisi dil 6grenmenin merkezinde yer almaktadir. Yabanci dil 6grenenler dil
O0grenme siirecinin her asamasinda basarili olabilmek i¢in kisa bir siire igerisinde yiiksek
sayida kelime 6grenmek durumundadir. Bu baglamda dil 6grenenlere yardimci
olabilmek i¢in en 1yi kelime 6grenme ve dgretme yollarini aragtiran ¢ok sayida ¢aligsma

yapilmustir.

Son yillarda rastlantisal kelime 6greniminin kelime dagarcigini artirmada faydali
oldugu bulunmustur. Bu noktada rastlantisal kelime ediniminin nasil hizlandirilacagi
sikca calisilan bir konu olmustur. Okuma parcalar1 yoluyla rastlantisal kelime
O0greniminin, 6grencinin dikkatini belli kelimelere ¢ceken kelime gorevleri vasitasiyla
hizlandirildig: sik¢a ifade edilmistir. Bu nedenle en iyi kelime 6grenme etkinliklerini
tasarlamak, 6gretmenler agisindan 6nemli hale gelmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, Laufer ve
Hulstijn (2001) herhangi bir kelime gorevinde varlig1 ve yoklugu o gorevin katilim
yiikii diizeyini belirleyen ii¢ bilesenli (degerlendirme, arama ve ihtiyag) “Gorev

Kaynakli Katilim Yiikii Hipotezi”ni ortaya atmiglardir. Buna gore, katilim diizeyinin

Vi



kelime 6grenimini etkiledigi varsayilmistir ve daha yiiksek seviyelerin daha fazla
kelime 0grenmeyi saglayacagi diisiiniillmektedir. Degerlendirme, 6grencinin bir
kelimenin belli bir baglama uygun olup olmadig1 konusunda karar vermesidir. Arama,
dgrencinin bir kelimeyi bir kaynakta arayip aramamasiyla ilgilidir. Ihtiyag ise,

Ogrencinin bir kelimeye neden ihtiyaci olduguyla ilgilidir.

Bu c¢alisma, Laufer ve Hulstijn (2001)’in 6nerdigi ¢erceve kapsaminda
degerlendirme, arama ve ihtiyag bilesenlerinin farkli dagilimlarini iceren dort kelime
gorevinin, kelime edinimi ve kalicilik {izerine etkisini 6lgmeyi amaglamistir. Calismaya
2015-2016 akademik y1l1 giiz dsneminde Anadolu Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi programinda verilen Akademik Okuma dersini almakta olan
sekiz ayr1 subeden 139 6grenci katilmistir. Katilimeilar s6zliik kullanarak bosluk
doldurma, sozliik¢e yardimiyla bosluk doldurma, sézliik kullanarak yeniden yazma ve
sozliik¢e yardimiyla yeniden yazma olarak dort farkl: etkinlikten birine rastgele
atanmustir. Her biri 10 hedef kelime ve okudugunu anlama sorular1 igeren iki okuma
pargasi, dort farkli etkinlige gore tasarlanmigtir. Ogrencilerin hedef kelimeleri bilip
bilmedikleri, kelimelerin Tiirkge veya Ingilizce karsiliklarinin soruldugu bir 6n test
yardimiyla belirlenmistir. Gruplar okudugunu anlama sorularini yanitlama ve
kendilerine verilen kelime etkinliklerini bitirmekle gorevlendirilmistir. Bogluk
doldurma gruplari, verilen parcalardaki bosluklar1 hedef kelimeleri kullanarak
doldururken, yeniden yazma gruplar1 hedef kelimeleri kullanarak pargalar1 yeniden
yazmistir. Etkinlikler tamamlandiktan sonra ¢alisma kéagitlar1 toplanmis ve haber
verilmeksizin 6n teste benzer bir son test uygulanmigtir. Ayni sekilde, iki hafta sonra,
kalicilik testi uygulanmustir. Ogrencilerin testlerde vermis oldugu her dogru cevap 1 ve
kismen dogru cevaplar 0,5 puan olarak hesaplanirken yanlis cevaplara puan

verilmemistir.

Gruplarin son test ve kalicilik testlerinde aldiklar1 puanlarin Tek Yonli ANOVA
istatistiksel yontemi kullanilarak karsilastirilmasi sonrasinda daha yiiksek katilim yiikii
igeren gorevlerin hem kelime edinimine hem de kalicilifa daha yararli olduklari ortaya
cikmistir. Ancak, tek anlamli fark s6zliik kullanarak tekrar yazma ve bosluk doldurma
gruplarinin kalicilik puanlar1 arasinda bulunmustur. Bu yoniiyle calisma “Gorev

Kaynakli Katilim Yiikii Hipotezi” i¢in kismi destek saglamistir.
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Anahtar Kelimeler: rastlantisal kelime 6grenimi, katilim yiikii, gérev kaynakli katilim

yiikii, kelime edinimi ve kaliciligi, kelime etkinlikleri

viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I would like to express my deepest gratitude to many people but for whom this thesis

wouldn’t have been written.

Firstly, I would like to express my sincere thanks to my thesis supervisor Assist.
Prof. Dr. Ali MERC for being patient and attentive through all the processes of material
selection, implementation and reporting the findings. Without his constructive feedback

and guidance, this thesis wouldn’t have been realised.

| also would like to express my gratitude to my thesis committee, Prof. Dr. Ziilal
BALPINAR, Prof. Dr. Giil Durmusoglu KOSE, Assoc. Prof. Dr. Belgin AYDIN and
Assoc. Prof. Dr. ilknur SAVASKAN for their invaluable feedback.

| would like to thank to Assist. Prof. Dr. Hasan CEKIC, Assist. Prof. Dr. Hiilya
IPEK, Dr. Miige KANATLAR, Zuhal KIYLIK, Samet DENIZ, Asli AKCAY, Merve
BAKKAL and Sibel ATAY for their understanding and allowing me their course hours

to conduct the implementation.

I would like to thank to my office mate, Yusuf OZTURK for his support during

the implementation and proofreading processes and also for his technological guidance.

Finally, I have to present my sincere thanks to TUBITAK for their contribution

to the improvement of science by funding the future scientists.
Tuncay KARALIK

Eskisehir, 2016



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT ettt ettt et r e b e et ner e v
OZET ..o vi
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. ... oottt IX
LIST OF TABLES. . ...ttt xiii
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ... X1V
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION .....oiiiiiiieiieiieesie et 1
1.1. Statement Of the Problem ... 5
1.2. Aims and ReSearch QUESLIONS. ........ccveiiiiiiieiie ettt re e b re e 7
1.3. Significance Of the StUAY ........cceiiiiiic e 8
CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE ..o 10
2.0 INEFOTUCTION ...ttt 10
2.2. Vocabulary Knowledge and Teaching of Vocabulary ............ccccocviiiiiiincnne 10
2.2.1. Intentional/Incidental Leaning of Vocabulary............ccccooviniiniiinincienen, 11

2.3. Task-induced Involvement Load HyYpOthesIs............coovviieieieiinceeceee 13
2.3.1. Internal Structure of Task-induced Involvement Load .............ccocvvvvvennnen, 15
2.3.2. Important Considerations for Involvement Load Studies ..........c.c.cccecveeennenn 16

2.4. Review of Related Studies on Task-induced Involvement Load Hypothesis...... 18
2.4.1 Effect of Evaluation COMPONENT.........ccoiviiiiiiiiiricee e 19
2.4.2. Effect of Evaluation and Search Components............ccccccvevveivieiieciee e 22

2.4.3. Path for Further Verification of Task-induced Involvement Load Hypothesis

................................................................................................................................. 26
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY ..ottt 27
3L INEFOTUCTION ...t bbbt 27
I 14 [ o g | S PSSSPSSRRR 27
3.3. The RESAICH CONMEXL .......cviviviieiiiieiciee s 28



I (a1 1 (V10 41T £ TR 28

341 REAAING TOXES ..ttt 29
3.4.1.1 Criteria for Selecting the Texts and Target Words...........cc.ccoovvvevenenen. 29
3.4.2. VOCADUIAIY TASKS ..ot 33
3.4.2.1. Fill-in DY SEAIrCING .....ccvviiiiiiieiiee e 34
3.4.2.2. Fill-in With GIOSSArY ......ccoviiieiieiece e 34
3.4.2.3. Retelling by Searching.........c.ccceov i 34
3.4.2.4. Retelling With GIOSSArY .......c.cciveiiiiiieiicie e 35
3.4.3. VOCADUIAIY TESES ...ecvieiicie ettt 36
3.5, PrOCEAUIES ...t 36
3.5, 1. CONSENTING ...cvieiieiieite ettt e et e st e et e e e s raesaesneesreebeaneenreas 37
3.5. 2. PHOLING ..o 37
3.5.3. IMPIEMENTALION.......couiiiiieiee e 37
3.6. ANAlYSIS OF the DA ........ooviieiiiiiieiieieee s 39
CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION .....ooiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 40
4.1, INEFOTUCTION ...ttt bbbt 40
4.2 RESUITS ...ttt 40
4.2.1. Tasks with Different Involvement Load Levels.........ccccoovveriiiniiiiicienen, 41
4.2.1.1. The First IMmplementation...........cccooeiiieiininenieiee e 41
4.2.1.2. The Second Implementation ............cccceovveiieeiiesie s 44
4.2.2. Tasks with Equal Involvement Load Levels..........cccooeiiiiiiic e, 47
4.2.2.1. The First Implementation..........c.cccoveiiiiiiciiiecee e 47
4.2.2.2. The Second Implementation ...........ccccceevieiieeiie s 48

4.3. A Brief Summary of the ReSUIS ........ccoooiiiiiii e 49
4.4. Discussion Of the FINAINGS .......oiveiiiiiiiei e s 50
4.4.1. The Effect of Tasks with Different Task-induced Involvement Loads......... 51

Xi



4.4.2. The Effect of Tasks with Equal Task-induced Involvement Loads .............. 58

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS ......ooiiiieeeieeee e 61
5.1, INETOTUCTION ...t bbb 61
5.2. An Overview of the Present StUdY .........ccoceieiiiiiiiiiiecece e 61

5.2.1. Tasks with Different Task-induced Involvement Load Levels...................... 62
5.2.2. Tasks with Similar Task-induced Involvement Load Levels........................ 63
5.2.3. SUMIMAIY ....utiiiiiiie ittt siee st ettt et e e s b e e sbb e e e nbb e e e bt e e e beeeanbeeeannes 63
5.3 IMPIICALIONS........eiiice et sreesae e nre s 65
5.4. Suggestions for FUrther StUdIES ..........ccceiiiiiiic e 70

REFERENGES ...ttt 72

APPENDICES ...t 85
APPENdIX . The FIrSt TEXL....cviiieieee et 85
Appendix 1. The SECONT TEXL......cciiiiiiiiiciee e 88
Appendix I11. Fill-in by Searching for the First TeXt........ccccoovviiinniininiecee, 92
Appendix IV. Fill-in by Searching for the Second TeXt.........cccocreviniiiiininiicieen, 95
Appendix V. Fill-in with Glossary for the First TEXt.........cccceoeveriiiniiirineeeeee, 98
Appendix VI. Fill-in with Glossary for the Second TexXt.........cccoovvieniiiniiieicnnn 101
Appendix VII. Retelling by Searching for the First TeXt.........ccoceevvreniiiiineninnienn 105
Appendix VIII. Retelling by Searching for the Second Text...........cccoovviniiininnnne. 108
Appendix IX. Retelling with Glossary for the First Text.........cccccovvvivieiieiiicvieene, 111
Appendix X. Retelling with Glossary for the Second Text ..........ccocevvevieiieeiieenne. 115
Appendix XI. Vocabulary Tests for the First TeXt .......ccccoevviiiiiiieiiie e 119
Appendix XII. Vocabulary Tests for the Second TeXt.........ccccevveiiiviiieiie e, 120
Appendix XI1I. Consent Form for the INStruCtors.........cccccvevieiiic e 121

Xii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Components of Task-induced Involvement Load...........cccocovveviiinniincninnnnn, 16
Table 2. Task-induced Involvement Levels of Tasks in Hulstijn & Laufer (2001)........ 18
Table 3. Distribution of Components in Sarani et al. (2013)........ccccccevveveeieniiene e, 23
Table 4. Frequency and Percentage of Encounters of Target Words in COCA ............. 31
Table 5. The tasks and Total Task-induced Involvement Load Levels..............ccccoe.... 33
Table 6. Number of the Participants across Tasks and Implementation......................... 35
Table 7. Implementation SChedule ... 38
Table 8. Immediate VVocabulary Gain Scores for the First Implementation.................... 41

Table 9. One-way ANOVA for Immediate Post-test Scores of the First Implementation

Table 10. Vocabulary Retention Scores for the First Implementation ................c..c....... 43
Table 11. One-way ANOVA for Delayed Post-test Scores of the First Implementation43
Table 12. Immediate VVocabulary Gain Scores for the Second Implementation ............ 44
Table 13. One-way ANOVA for Immediate Post-test Scores of the Second

IMPIEMENTALION ...t e e e sbeeneesre s 45
Table 14. VVocabulary Retention Scores for the Second Implementation....................... 46
Table 15. One-way ANOVA for Delayed Post-test Scores of the Second

IMPIEMENTALION ...t 46
Table 16. The Mean Scores of Groups across the Implementations ...............cccccccvenee. 49

xiii



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ELT: English Language Teaching

FBS: Fill-in by Searching

FWG: Fill-in with Glossary

RBS: Retelling by Searching

RWG: Retelling with Glossary

TILH: Task-induced Involvement Load Hypothesis
TILL: Task-induced Involvement Load Level

TW: Target Word

VG: Vocabulary Gain

VR: Vocabulary Retention

Xiv



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

A person grows with his vocabulary. Concepts broaden and become more complex as

an individual acquires new, more precise terms in which to express them.
Charles Croll (1971: 378)

In its simplest definition, knowing words or vocabulary refers to being able to identify
the form and meaning of a word according to Nation (2001) and as Croll (1971) stated
in the excerpt, knowledge of vocabulary is at the very core of understanding the
concepts around thus helping to express what is present in the environment. In this
sense, developing a larger body of vocabulary knowledge can be accepted as the key for
expressing one’s ideas more easily and give meaning to the messages coming from the

environment.

Folse (2006) underlined that having a good deal of vocabulary knowledge is a
prerequisite for second language learners to perform well in four main skills: listening,
reading, writing, and speaking. In other words, lack of vocabulary knowledge will lead
to unexpected consequences such as communication breakdowns, misunderstanding of
the message received and more importantly difficulties in expressing oneself. Nation
(2001) also suggests that whether receptive or productive, all language skills require

learners to know words either to comprehend messages or to express themselves

The fact that vocabulary knowledge affects language learners’ performance in
main skills becomes more salient when studies aiming to uncover the relationship
between lexical knowledge and competence in four main skills are reviewed. Starting
with the reading skill, a detailed review by Jeon and Yamashita (2014) demonstrates
that success in reading comprehension can be attributed to many factors such as L2
decoding, L2 grammar knowledge, L1 reading comprehension, L2 phonological
knowledge, L2 orthographic knowledge, L2 morphological knowledge, word reading,
and metacognition. Vocabulary knowledge is also among these factors and it has always
been found to be a significant contributor to reading comprehension. Studies on the
effect of vocabulary knowledge on reading comprehension have generally focused on

the correlational relationship between the size of vocabulary language learners have and



reading comprehension scores (Grasparil & Hernandez, 2015; Kharaghani &
Ghonsooly, 2015; Ma & Lin, 2015; Mokhtari & Niederhauser, 2013; Price, Meisinger,
Louwerse & D’Mello, 2015; Quinn, Wagner, Petscher & Lopez, 2015; Strasser, & Rio,
2014; Sidek & Rahim, 2015; Silverman, Proctor, Harring, Hartranft, Doyle & Zelinke,
2015; Tighe & Schatschneider, 2014; Zhang, McBride-Chang, Wong, Tardif, Shu &
Zhang, 2014). The unanimous finding of the studies on reading comprehension and
vocabulary knowledge was that the relationship between these two constructs was
strong with vocabulary knowledge contributing significantly to reading comprehension

regardless of both the context the studies were conducted and the covariates tested.

Research has also focused on the relationship between vocabulary knowledge
and listening comprehension in L2. Similar to the ones regarding reading
comprehension, studies on listening also highlighted the significant relationship
between vocabulary knowledge along with other variables such as morphosyntactic
skills, word reading, phonological knowledge and listening comprehension (Babayigit,
2014; Florit, Roch & Levorato, 2014; Kim, 2015; Ling, 2015; Vandergriff & Baker,
2015; Wang, 2015). The results of the mentioned studies underlined that decoding oral
input was highly affected by vocabulary knowledge capacity. Another perspective in the
area of vocabulary regarding its effect on listening was participants' perceptions of the
difficulties while listening to a listening text. Generally, learners were found to be
experiencing vocabulary related difficulties such as giving up listening and getting
discouraged in listening because of encountering too many unknown words (Hamouda,
2013; Nowrouzi, Tam, Zareian & Nimehchisalem, 2015; Solak & Altay, 2014).

In addition to the studies on the effect of vocabulary knowledge on
comprehending messages, there are also studies exploring the effect of vocabulary
knowledge on language learners’ success in producing written and oral language. To
this end, the vocabulary stock of language learners was found to be a direct determiner
of writing difficulties learners encounter as the studies showed that In cases where the
vocabulary knowledge stock of the learners was found to be deficient, difficulties in
arranging the ideas and word choice emerged (Al Seyabi & Tuzlukova, 2014; Begriche,
2013; Bouhitem, 2013; Huy, 2015; Putra, 2014; Rudy, 2013; Sawaki, Quinlan & Lee,
2013; Sofian & Salam, 2015; Yang, 2015).



The other productive skill, speaking, is also highly affected by vocabulary stock
language learners have. Similar to the studies regarding writing, research has also
focused on the difficulties learners have while speaking due to lack of vocabulary
knowledge (Al Nouh, Abdul Kareem & Taqi, 2015; Khotimah, 2014; Perez Manzanilla
& Diaz Cabrera, 2014; Tahir, 2015; Wahyuni, Basri & Mushuri, 2014) such as
hesitations, silence for too long trying to decide which words to use; and the positive
relationship between vocabulary size and speaking performance (Anova, Antoni &
Kasyulita, 2015; Fhonna, 2014; Nurfuah, 2013).

In sum, vocabulary knowledge plays a direct role in comprehension and
production of language in a second/foreign language. First, vocabulary knowledge is a
strong predictor of competence regardless of the context and the covariates under
control. Second, lack of vocabulary knowledge results in difficulties for learners to use
the language to convey messages both orally and in written forms.

The problems encountered by learners in four main skills have encouraged
researchers to determine how many words learners need to know in order to overcome
these difficulties. To this end, researchers have been trying to come up with some
threshold levels of vocabulary knowledge to help language learners succeed in basic
skills. Among these researchers, Laufer and Nation (1995) posited that 95% coverage of
the lexical items in a written discourse allows learners to comprehend the passage.
Later, Hu and Nation (2000) found that 98% of the words in a written discourse had to
be known for a reader to comprehend the text. Similarly, Adolphs and Schmitt (2000)
suggested that around 96% of the words in a spoken discourse should be known to
maintain daily conversations and Kaneko 2015 found that 96% lexical coverage was
needed for comprehending academic spoken English. What these coverage sizes mean
is that, learners have to master a great number of words for understanding the language
in these contexts. For example, Schmitt (2000) advocated that approximately 3000 word
families were required to read authentic texts and 10000 words to comprehend
academic texts. In another study, Schmitt (2008) suggested that 5000-7000 word
families had to be known for success in oral discourse. In a more recent study, Webb
(2013) discovered that knowing 5000 to 13000 word families will provide learners with
a coverage of 98% in academic spoken English. In a similar recent study, Kaneko

(2015) tried to calculate how many word families have to be known for a coverage of



96% of academic spoken discourse and the analysis showed that knowing the most
frequent 6000 word families resulted in slightly above the needed coverage. These
numbers of vocabulary knowledge required for competence in basic skills pose a great
learning challenge. The crucial role vocabulary knowledge plays in determining success
in promoting competence in the four skills led researchers to acknowledge the
importance of teaching vocabulary as Karbal (1975) suggested, teaching of vocabulary

is one of the first steps to take in teaching four main skills to language learners.

However, learning vocabulary is not the same for native speakers of a language
and those who learn that language as a foreign language. Regarding this issue Folse
(2006) states that native speakers of a language acquire the needed vocabulary for
expressing themselves and giving meaning to the incoming messages by being exposed
to the natural linguistic stimuli in their environment, which is not the case for foreign
language learners. Most of the time, the only chance for language learners to be exposed
to the input in the target language is their classes, where the exposure to the input is too
small when compared to the opportunities native speakers have. The important role
played by vocabulary knowledge in determining the success in four skills along with
high numbers of words to be mastered and the limited exposure to natural input makes
the learning of vocabulary a big challenge for language learners. As Schmitt (2008) puts
it “taken together, this amounts to a substantial lexical learning challenge, one which

many/most learners fail to meet” (p. 329).

Addressing this challenge, Paribakht and Wesche (1999) maintained that
teaching vocabulary in a way that is similar to how native speakers acquire lexis is not
feasible for language teaching programmes for two reasons: a) language teaching
programmes aim to equip the learners with the needed vocabulary in a limited time, b)
the vast amount of input present in natural settings does not exist in classroom settings.
What they actually put forward is that since language learners do not have the
opportunities native speakers have in terms of exposure to input, teachers have to
compensate for this lack of exposure by seeking ways to help learners acquire the

needed vocabulary through manipulation of the classroom practices.



To this end, the ways to foster vocabulary knowledge expansion should be
investigated to help language learners catch up with the requirements of main skills in a

limited time, which is usually confined to classroom hours.

1.1. Statement of the Problem

The role of vocabulary knowledge in four main skills is a highly salient one.
Since foreign language learners are deprived of the large amount of input to be exposed
to out of classes, opportunities for the learners to gain high numbers of vocabulary have
to be provided by teachers. Therefore, ways to foster vocabulary acquisition has been
the focus of many researchers. Mainly, studies have focused on what strategies learners
use to acquire vocabulary and proposed strategies conducive to vocabulary acquisition
(Croll, 1971; Fan, 2003; Fraser, 1999; Gu & Johnson, 1996; Harmon, Buckelew-Martin
& Wood, 2010; Lawson & Hogben, 1996; Little & Kobayashi, 2015; Mallet, 1975;
Namaghi & Malekpur, 2015; Pflaum, 1973; Readence & Searfoss, 1980; Sagarra &
Alba, 2006).

According to Nagy and Herman (1987), however, such direct instruction aiming
to expand vocabulary knowledge of the language learners may not be the only and best
source for vocabulary expansion as their study suggested that most of the vocabulary
stock their participants had were not taught in the class by applying word learning
strategies such as rehearsal and mnemonics. Nagy and Herman instead acknowledged
the value of reading in and out of class in leading to vocabulary learning. This kind of
vocabulary learning by engaging in reading and listening is incidental learning and it
involves picking up words without paying special attention to commit the words into
long-term memory (Schmidt, 1994; Gass, 1999). Following the influential proposition
of Nagy and Herman (1987), most researchers held that incidental acquisition of words
through processing the input is a valuable resource for expanding vocabulary
knowledge among these are Brown (2000), Day and Bamford (1998) and Krashen
(1989). However, because of the unforeseen nature of incidental vocabulary acquisition,
expecting the learners to pick up substantial and specific vocabulary is not an
appropriate step to take within L2 pedagogy as Paribakht and Wesche (1997) suggested:



“It appears from research on incidental vocabulary acquisition that if
systematic development of L2 vocabulary is desired, it cannot be left to
the students themselves. They cannot be expected to “pick up”
substantial or specific vocabulary knowledge through reading exposure
without guidance. Given the limitations of decontextualized vocabulary
instruction, the question for L2 pedagogy is whether L2 vocabulary
acquisition can be enhanced through instructional intervention in the

context of meaningful language use.”(p. 177).

Here, ‘instructional intervention’ can be operationalised through various ways
the most important one being tasks defined as “an activity or an action which is carried
out as the result of processing or understanding language” (Richards, Platt, Weber, &
Inman, 1986: 289). Later, Paribakht and Wesche (1997; 1999) acknowledged the
importance of meaning-based vocabulary tasks by stating that when learners’ attention
is drawn to the form and meanings of specific words (selected as targets by the teacher)

through vocabulary tasks, the chances that these words will be retained will increase.

Many studies investigated whether reinforcing the reading texts and leading the
learners to attend to specific vocabulary items by designing some vocabulary tasks had
an effect on incidental vocabulary acquisition (Folse, 2006; Hulstijn, Hollander &
Greidanus, 1996; Joe, 1998; Min, 2008; Pichette, de Serres & Lafontaine, 2011; Peters,
2012; Pichette, de Serres, & Lafontaine, 2011; Rassaei, 2015; Rott, Williams &
Cameron, 2002; Sonbul & Schmitt, 2009; Wesche & Paribakht, 2000). The findings of
the mentioned studies proved that getting the students involved in an additional task was
more beneficial than reading only condition in terms of incidental vocabulary
acquisition. Therefore, the proposition Paribakht and Wesche (1997; 1999) held that
incidental vocabulary acquisition through reading is better when learners are engaged in

additional tasks was proven.

The fact that getting learners involved in additional vocabulary tasks leads to
acquisition of more vocabulary raises an important concern: the difficulty in designing
and choosing the best tasks for bringing about the highest vocabulary gain (VG) and
vocabulary retention (VR). In this regard, analysing vocabulary tasks in terms of their

requirements and their potential contribution to promoting vocabulary acquisition is an



essential process for teachers and researchers. One such attempt was Task-induced
Involvement Load Hypothesis (TILH) proposed by Laufer and Hulstijn (2001). Laufer
and Hulstijn posited that existence or absence of three components of evaluation, search
and need in a task determines the overall Task-induced Involvement Load Level
(TILL), which in turn determines how cognitively loaded a task is (see section 2.3. for a
detailed account of the TILH). Their assumption is that increasing the level of these
components in a specific task makes it more cognitively loaded. Worded differently, the
amount of incidental VG and VR is assumed to be contingent upon the overall TILL
induced by a task from the learners, with higher loaded tasks assumed to be more
beneficial than lower loaded tasks.

By using the framework of TILH, it is possible for teachers, researchers and
material designers to design several different vocabulary tasks with different levels of
cognitive requirements. Therefore, utilizing the framework of TILH will make it
possible to design the most appropriate task for increasing incidental vocabulary

acquisition in a specific context.

1.2. Aims and Research Questions
The framework of task-induced involvement load hypothesis (TILH) assumes that tasks
with higher presence of search, evaluation and need components will bear higher
involvement loads. The higher involvement load a task bears, the higher vocabulary
gain (VG) and vocabulary retention (VR) rates this task will lead to. Designing several
vocabulary tasks with different task-induced involvement load levels (TILL), the
present study aims to explore whether the assumptions of the construct are valid in
determining the most successful tasks in promoting vocabulary acquisition as well as to
find out the most beneficial task to promote incidental vocabulary acquisition among
English Language Teaching (ELT) students. The research questions to be answered at
the end of the present investigation are:

1) Do different vocabulary tasks with varying levels of involvement load differ in

terms of their contribution to vocabulary gain and retention?



2) Do different vocabulary tasks with similar levels of involvement load
operationalised by different components (search and evaluation) lead to similar

amounts of vocabulary gain and retention?

1.3. Significance of the Study
The fact that vocabulary knowledge is a prerequisite for being successful in four skills
makes teaching of vocabulary an important part of language teaching programmes.
However, the needed numbers of vocabulary and the limited time for reaching these
high numbers pose a great task for both teachers and learners to accomplish. In this
regard, investigating the best ways to boost vocabulary acquisition to equip the learners
with the needed vocabulary stock in a short time is of crucial importance for language
teaching programmes.

As Paribakht and Wesche (1997; 1999) underlined, the deficiencies of direct
vocabulary instruction through decontextualized drills in promoting vocabulary
acquisition have led many to go for incidental acquisition of vocabulary through
contextualised and natural input. However, as incidental way of vocabulary acquisition
through reading is an unpredictable process in which there is no control over what is
acquired and how much time it takes to acquire that piece of vocabulary, ways to
provide guidance for the learners have been investigated intensely. The nearly
unanimous finding of these enquiries is that incidental vocabulary acquisition through
reading is best achieved by designing reading based tasks which require learners to pay
attention to specific words. The proven value and usefulness of vocabulary tasks in
drawing the students’ attention to the forms and meanings of specific target words
(TW), thus leading to considerable VG and VR raises the concern of determining the
best task to implement in a specific context. Evaluating vocabulary tasks based on their
cognitive requirements and contribution to VG and VR can be a good starting point for
selecting and designing the most appropriate tasks for a specific context.

The present study therefore aims to investigate four different tasks in terms of
their cognitive requirements and contribution to vocabulary acquisition within the
framework of TILH proposed by Laufer and Hulstijn (2001). The results of the study

are expected to add to our knowledge about the efficacy of different tasks in terms of



their contribution to incidental vocabulary acquisition. In this sense, the implications
can guide teachers and material designers in preparing appropriate tasks for vocabulary

development of language learners.

In addition, the present study will shed some light on the predictive validity of
the TILH as the tasks under investigation operationalise varying TILLs and different
distributions of evaluation, search and need components. How different tasks with
different and equal TILLs affect incidental vocabulary acquisition and how the different

components in the framework operates will be explored.



CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. Introduction
This present inquiry is aimed at investigating the effects of different tasks on incidental
vocabulary acquisition through reading within the framework of Task-induced
involvement load by Laufer and Hulstijn (2001). The present chapter will be devoted to
explaining the differences between intentional and incidental learning of vocabulary as
the two approaches to vocabulary acquisition. Then, the factors contributing to
incidental vocabulary acquisition will be covered. After that, reasons leading to the
proposal of task-induced involvement load hypothesis will be explained. Moreover, a
detailed account of the internal structure and the assumptions of this construct for
incidental vocabulary acquisition will be provided. Some important considerations and
caveats for studies on the task-induced involvement load will also be discussed in the
light of the hypothesis. In addition, some studies investigating the effects of different
vocabulary tasks designed in the light of the framework of task-induced involvement
load on incidental vocabulary gain and retention will be reviewed. Finally, the

significance of the related literature on the present investigation will be explained.

2.2. Vocabulary Knowledge and Teaching of VVocabulary
Nation (2001) provides a detailed framework of what is included in “knowing words”.
According to this framework, the most basic steps of knowing a word consist of
recognising the meanings and the forms of words in a language. From a psychological
perspective, according to Baddeley, in order for a word to be learned or acquired, three
steps are important: noticing, retrieval and generation (cited in VVan Polen, 2014, 7).
Noticing means paying attention to specific words when they are used in context for
various reasons such as the salience of the word or the potential of that specific word to
fill a gap in the learner’s mind. Retrieval requires the noticed word to be taken from the
schemata and the meaning of this word to be matched with the form or vice versa.

Generation includes using the word for conveying meaning.

In terms of providing opportunities for either one of these three steps to occur, it
is often stated that L1 context and L2 context are substantially different from each other.

Folse (2006) states that while L1 context provides abundant stimuli for native speakers,
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L2 learners of that language cannot find many opportunities for exposure to much input.
Therefore, while the three steps in learning a word in an L1 context is somehow taken
for granted, the situation is not the same for L2 learners to acquire the needed number of

words to be competent in all aspects of the language.

Since learning a large number words in a short time is a must for L2 learners to
have a good command of the target language, language classes are generally open to
any manipulation to bridge the gap between the needed numbers of words to be known
(Paribakht & Wesche, 1997). In order to provide this ‘manipulation’, two types of
vocabulary learning, seemingly dichotomous, have been acknowledged through the
literature of vocabulary acquisition. The first one is intentional learning and the other is

incidental learning.

2.2.1. Intentional/Incidental Leaning of Vocabulary
Intentional vocabulary learning has been referred to as paying deliberate attention to
commit the lexical items to long term memory by applying some retention strategies
such as rehearsals and mnemonics for preparing a later recall test (Gass, 1999; Hulstijn,
2003; Schmidt, 1984).

On the other hand, the second approach posits that vocabulary items can also be
acquired without deliberate attention to commit the lexical items into long-term memory
for later use. Generally, incidental vocabulary learning has been used to refer to
situation where learners acquire words by focusing their attention to something else
rather than specifically trying to learn the words they encounter (Day & Bamford, 1998;
Krashen, 1989; Nagy & Herman, 1987).

Regarding the effectiveness of the intentional vocabulary learning, many
researchers have advocated that the number of vocabulary items acquired under this
condition is highly limited and most of the vocabulary stock learners have cannot be
attributed to deliberate word learning strategies (Hulstijn, 1992; Krashen, 1989; Nagy &
Herman, 1987). Given that the intentional learning condition leads to limited amount of
vocabulary acquisition, then how incidental vocabulary acquisition can be fostered in a
way that allows learners to acquire the needed lexical items in a limited time is an
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important concern. Paribakht and Wesche (1997) underline that incidental learning has
an unpredictable nature as learners may pay attention to some words while totally
ignoring some other. Therefore, they posit that learners cannot be expected to learn all
the words they encounter while reading thus some interventions are needed to draw the
learners’ attention to important words so that these words will not be ignored. Such
interventions may include glossing of some words, increasing the encounters of specific
words, or encouraging dictionary use for the meanings of specific words. All these
interventions are proved to be beneficial for students to pay attention to the meanings of
specific words in a reading text thus eliminating the chances that students will ignore
the selected words.

Several studies have tested the effect of the times a specific word is encountered
in a reading on the acquisition of those words and it was found that the more frequently
occurring words attracted the students’ attention and were acquired. It is also evident
that the reoccurrence of unknown words are effective in creating a need in the students
to attend to the meanings of these words better (Eckerth & Tavakoli, 2012; Hulstijn,
Hollander & Greidanus, 1996; Rott, 1999; Van Polen, 2014).

Another factor contributing to incidental acquisition of words is providing
glossary accompanying the text. Studies investigating the benefit of providing glosses
for specific words in a text indicated that the glossed words were retained better than
those which were inferred only (Cobb, 1997; Hulstijn, 1992; Hulstijn et al., 1996;
Watanabe, 1997).

Encouraging the learners to use dictionaries on any encounters of unknown
words was also tested whether it contributed to incidental acquisition of vocabulary.
The results demonstrated that consulting dictionaries was also useful in drawing the
students’ attention to specific words and acquire these words (Knight, 1994; Luppescu
& Day, 1993; Newton, 1995).

In addition to these factors, the most important contributor of incidental
vocabulary acquisition is the level of processing. According to Eysenck (1982), the
retention of the newly received information is contingent upon how that information is
processed. In this regard, in order to catch the learners’ attention and make them process

specific words at different levels, reading-based vocabulary tasks are suggested by
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Paribakht and Wesche (1997). In the literature, some studies compared the effect of
engaging in a vocabulary task in addition to reading comprehension and reading only on
incidental vocabulary acquisition. The results strongly suggested that taking part in
additional vocabulary tasks addressing the unknown words in a text led to higher
vocabulary retention than reading only conditions (Folse, 2006; Hulstijn, Hollander &
Greidanus, 1996; Joe, 1998; Min, 2008; Pichette, de Serres & Lafontaine, 2011).
However, determining the levels of processing a vocabulary task bears is a serious
concern to compare and design different vocabulary tasks. Addressing this issue, the
Task-induced Involvement Load Hypothesis was proposed by Laufer and Hulstijn
(2001) to determine a task’s processing levels and potential contribution to incidental

vocabulary acquisition.

2.3. Task-induced Involvement Load Hypothesis
The huge amount of lexical knowledge needed in order to be competent in the target
language and the proven value of vocabulary tasks in increasing vocabulary knowledge
compel teachers and researchers to decide which vocabulary tasks are more useful. In an
attempt to answer which tasks are better in terms of their contribution to VG and VR,
Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) proposed the construct of Task-induced Involvement Load
to compare vocabulary tasks based on their cognitive requirements. They give account
of three reasons for introducing the TILH.

The first reason is that the former constructs of ‘generative model’ by Wittrock
(1974) and “depth of processing’ model by Craik and Lockhart (1972) were deficient in
presenting observable processing levels of a task. These two constructs posited that
when learners encounter an unfamiliar piece of information, they process this
information by forming links between their existing knowledge and this new piece of
information. How many associations are made and how deeply the information is
processed later determine the retention time of this new piece of information. According
to these two theoretical perspectives, being able to store the new information in the long
term memory does not depend on the time it is held in the short term memory but on
how deep it is processed in the brain. Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) put their counter

argument by comparing the following tasks: practicing the spelling of a newly learned
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word and trying to find out the collocations of this word. When compared within the
former frameworks, the first task is considered to be shallow while the second task is
assumed to require a deeper processing. However, there is not a clear description of the

level at which the words are processed and what exactly constitutes a “level”.

Another reason, according to Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) is that when learning is
considered, not only cognitive but also motivational dimension of tasks should be
considered. They state that even though there are several studies investigating how
motivation correlates with language acquisition, none of the motivation theories
demonstrate how different tasks can evoke different degree of motivation in learner.
What they argue is that different vocabulary tasks can lead students to have different
levels of motivation towards learning the meanings of the target words (TW), words
selected by external agents for the learners to master. Therefore, the motivational
dimension should also be taken into consideration in classifying, evaluating, and

designing vocabulary tasks, according to Laufer and Hulstijn (2001).

The third reason according to Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) is that learners who are
given the opportunity to look up the meanings in a dictionary are better at retaining the
unknown words when compared to those who do not look up the words in a dictionary.
Studies investigating the effects of making students search the meanings of the
unknown words and providing the glossary of these words suggested that when students
were engaged in dictionary use or some other type of looking for the meanings of the
words, they acquired more words (Knight, 1994; Luppescu & Day, 1993; Newton,
1995). Despite the proven value of looking for the meanings of the words, as Laufer and
Hulstijn (2001) state, this element of search is not investigated as an ingredient of a

vocabulary task, but rather as a separate entity.

To sum up, these reasons led Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) to propose the TILH
which determines the cognitive load of vocabulary tasks based on the presence or

absence of three components: evaluation, search and need.

14



2.3.1. Internal Structure of Task-induced Involvement Load

According to the framework of TILH, evaluation means the judgement of the
learners about whether a given word fits into a specific context or their choice of the
correct homonym of a word to match a sentence or a piece of discourse. Laufer and
Hulstijn described the component as ‘selective decision based on a criterion of semantic
and formal appropriateness (fit) of the word into its context’ (p. 15). The component of
evaluation can exist in a task at three levels: moderate and strong or absent. Laufer and
Hulstijn (2001) demonstrated how the level of evaluation could adjusted with the
following tasks: a fill-in the blanks task requiring the learner to select the appropriate
word from a list of words and another task requiring the learner to use a word in
meaningful sentences. The first task will pose moderate evaluation as the context where
the word will be used is limited to just the list of words and the learner just needs to
decide which word will suit best to the gap. However, writing an original sentence using
the word will require strong evaluation as the learner needs to make some syntactic and
semantic decisions such as what kinds of words can come before and after the TW,

what kind of a sentence the word should be used in.

Search component is related to whether the learners need to find out the meaning
of the given words himself by using any source like dictionaries or software. If the
meaning of a specific word is looked up in a dictionary or in any other sources, then
there exists search. However, when the definitions of the words are provided in a
dictionary or the meanings can be inferred from the context, then, the ‘search’

component is not present.

Need is the motivational component of the construct of involvement load and it
is related to why a specific word has to be known. The component is operationalised at
three levels: moderate, strong or it can be absent. If a word is required by an external
factor such as the teacher’s demand or the requirement of a task, then need will be
moderate. On the other hand, if the learner wants to use the word to serve his own
purposes such as talking about something or describing something, need will be strong.
Whether the drive to use the word is externally or internally imposed determines the

degree of need in an activity.
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The TILH by Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) posits that existence or absence of
these three components determines the overall Task-induced Involvement Load Level
(TILL) of a given task. The existence of the components is graded through minuses (-)
and plusses (+). If a component does not exist in a task, it is given — and counted as 0.
However, when a task includes a component at moderate level that component is given
+ and counted as 1. When a component exists in a task at strong level, it is given ++ and
counted as 2. Table 1 summarizes the components in the TILH and demonstrates how to

measure the existence of each component.

Table 1. Components of Task-induced Involvement Load

Evaluation Search Need
Feature Cognitive Cognitive Motivational
dimension of dimension of dimension of
involvement involvement involvement

Operationalisation ~ Comparison of a Attempt to find  Need for knowing
word to other words the meaning of a  words for the task
to determine word

whether it fits its

context
Existence Absent (-) Absent (-) Absent (-)
Moderate (+) Present (+) Moderate (+)
Strong (++) Strong (++)

2.3.2. Important Considerations for Involvement Load Studies
Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) put forward some key assumptions regarding the effect of
TILL within the framework of TILH : a) retention of incidentally acquired words
depends on the absence or presence of need, search and evaluation in a task; b) words
which the learners process with higher involvement load will be retained better than
those processed at a lower involvement load level and c) teacher/researcher designed
tasks with a higher involvement load will be more effective for retaining words than

tasks with a lower involvement load.
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There are three important points to take into consideration before assessing or
conducting a study aiming at testing the effect of involvement load on VG and VR.
Firstly, as suggested by Laufer and Hulstijn (2001), TILH posits that retention of new
words are contingent upon the presence or absence of three components with which the
encountered words are processed under incidental condition only. Therefore, a
distinction between incidental and intentional learning should be made at this point.
According to Eysenck (1982), incidental learning refers to a situation where learners are
required to process some piece of information without being forewarned about
upcoming recall and retention tests. Schmidt (1994) and Gass (1999) described
incidental learning as a situation where learners acquire a piece of information when
they focus on doing something else such as focusing on completing a task following a
reading passage. Combining together these definitions, Laufer and Hulstijn (2001)
described incidental acquisition of vocabulary as a situation where the learners pick up
words as a result of completing a task without knowing that the retention of the words
will be tested later. Conversely, intentional learning means trying to commit the newly
encountered words to long term memory using some strategies and being prepared for
an upcoming retention test (Eysenck, 1982; Gass, 1999; Schmidt, 1994). When
deliberate attention and using rehearsal strategies to commit words to memory are at
play, it will not be appropriate to attribute vocabulary acquisition solely to vocabulary
tasks. Therefore, studies within the framework of TILH address incidental vocabulary

acquisition.

Secondly, pointing to the unpredictable nature of incidental acquisition of
vocabulary through reading underlined by Paribakht and Wesche (1997), Laufer and
Hulstijn (2001) maintained that every unknown word in a reading text may not be
processed with the same involvement load (e.g. some words may be skipped while other
words are looked up for their meanings). While the neglected words will not be
acquired, those words the learners attend to whose meaning and form will be retained.
Therefore, as a response to the suggestion by Paribakht and Wesche (1997) that there is
need for guiding learners’ attention to specific vocabulary, Laufer and Hulstijn (2001)
proposed that teacher/researcher designed tasks can provide this guidance by requiring
learners to attend to the selected words in a reading text thus preventing learners from
skipping those words.
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Thirdly, Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) do not take into consideration the relative
difficulty and allotted time of a task in promoting incidental vocabulary acquisition. For
example, in terms of efficiency in promoting incidental VG and VR, a 50-minute
composition writing task is expected to be equal to a 20-minute matching task as long as
the total TILLs of these tasks are similar. By adjusting the existence of components in
tasks, it is possible to reach different TILLs and therefore, a matching task can be as

loaded as a composition writing task.

2.4. Review of Related Studies on Task-induced Involvement Load Hypothesis
The literature of TILH starts with Hulstijn and Laufer (2001), who tried to provide
empirical support for their framework of TILH. For research purposes, three different
tasks were put under investigation and their contribution to VG and VR was compared.
The tasks were reading comprehension with marginal glosses, reading comprehension
plus gap fill and composition writing incorporating the TWSs. The first task induced
moderate need as the knowledge of the TWSs was obliged by the comprehension
questions. The second task induced moderate need and moderate evaluation. The third
task was loaded with moderate need and strong evaluation. Therefore, total involvement
load indexes of the tasks were 1, 2 and 3 respectively. Table 2 demonstrates how the

existence of components in these tasks were adjusted.

Table 2. Task-induced Involvement Levels of Tasks in Hulstijn & Laufer (2001)

Reading comprehension Gap fill Composition
with marginal glosses writing
Evaluation - + ++
Search - - -
Need + + +
Total TILL 1 2 3

The study took place in Israel and Netherlands simultaneously. The post-tests
required the participants to provide L1 equivalents or English explanations of the TWs.

Each correct answer was counted as 1 and the wrong answers were counted as 0. The
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groups then were compared on their immediate and delayed post-test scores. Data
analysis showed that composition writing group significantly outscored the other groups
on both post-tests in both countries. As for gap-filling and reading comprehension with
glossary, there was a significant difference between these groups on both immediate and
delayed post-tests in Israel. However, the groups in Netherlands did not differ from each
other on the post-tests. The study provided strong empirical support for the hypothesis
that tasks with higher TILL yield higher incidental VG and VR.

Some points should be noted regarding this first attempt to verify the TILH.
Firstly, all the tasks contained moderate need because the knowledge of the TWs was
required by the tasks rather than the learners themselves. This is the case when teachers,
researchers and material designers prepare tasks which require knowing the TWs.
Therefore, increasing the presence of need is not feasible in classroom environments.
The other point is that, search was kept under control by providing a glossary and the
tasks differed in terms of evaluation component only. By just adding or subtracting the
evaluation factor, the construct of involvement load cannot be fully explored. As Laufer
and Hulstijn (2001) expressed their doubts that all the components in the construct of
involvement load may not be equally effective, there was also need for further studies
which investigate different distribution of search and evaluation components together.
Therefore, the literature of TILH framework can be divided into a) the studies
investigating the evaluation component only, and b) evaluation and search components
together.

2.4.1 Effect of Evaluation Component
Following the introduction of the TILH framework by Laufer and Hulstijn (2001), many
studies attempted to verify the validity of the construct by using the design of Hulstijn
and Laufer (2001). Among these researchers, Tu (2004) prepared different tasks
containing varying TILLs and explored the effect of tasks on incidental vocabulary
acquisition. The tasks were reading comprehension with marginal glosses (moderate
need as the comprehension questions required the participants to refer to the TWSs),
reading comprehension plus fill-in (inducing moderate need and moderate evaluation)

and writing a composition incorporating the TWs (inducing moderate need and strong
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evaluation) with involvement TILLs of 1, 2 and 3 respectively. The groups were
compared on their immediate and delayed post-test mean scores. The results showed
that composition writing group significantly outperformed the other groups on both
post-tests. Similarly, the second highest loaded task, reading comprehension plus gap-
fill, yielded significantly better results than reading comprehension only task. The
results of the study strongly supported involvement load hypothesis.

Another study by Keating (2008) with a similar design to that of Tu (2004) set
out to investigate the effect of involvement load on vocabulary gain and retention via
three tasks with different TILL imposed. Search component in the tasks was kept absent
with the help of a glossary provided and need component was moderate as the drive to
use the words was imposed by the tasks themselves. The first task, reading
comprehension with marginal glosses inducing neither search nor evaluation. The
second task, reading comprehension plus fill-in induced moderate need, no search and
moderate evaluation as the participants were to fill in the gaps by choosing among the
given words. The third task was sentence composing task in which the participants were
to create original sentences incorporating the target words. This task induced moderate
need, no search and strong evaluation. Comparison among the groups showed that
participants doing task 2 and task 3 significantly outperformed their peers doing task 1,

proving that higher involvement load leads to higher VR.

Implementing similar tasks and using a similar distribution of the components,
some other researchers as well provided strong support for the TILH. The results
suggested that tasks with higher TILLs were found to be better in promoting incidental
VG and VR in reading context (Behbahani, Pourdana, Maleki & Javanbakht, 2011;
Feng, 2015; Sarbazi, 2014) and in listening context (Jing & Jianbin, 2009).

The framework was also supported empirically in that relative difficulty and
allotted time of the tasks are not important for determining the relative usefulness of
tasks in leading to incidental vocabulary acquisition. Kim (2008) compared writing
sentences and writing a composition incorporating the TWs. The tasks had equal
distribution of evaluation component and their total TILLs were the same. Although the
composition writing task required more time and was relatively a more challenging

process than writing separate sentences, the results suggested that the participants
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completing these tasks did not differ from each other significantly on VG and VR

Scores.

While there are many studies providing support for the huge effect of the
evaluation component, there are some other studies which yielded insignificant results
demonstrating that higher presence of evaluation does not always bring about higher
VG and VR. For instance, Walsh (2009) prepared two tasks with different levels of
involvement and compared them in terms of their contribution to incidental VG and
retention. The first task was a blank filling task and it induced moderate need and
moderate evaluation. The second task was a sentence composing task which induced
moderate need and strong evaluation. Both tasks lacked search component as the TWs
were glossed and the participants did not have to search for their meanings. When
compared on immediate and delayed post-test scores, the tasks did not differ from each
other significantly.

Similarly, Soleimani, Rahmanian and Saiedi (2014) compared the vocabulary
gains and retention achieved under three tasks: reading comprehension, blank filling
and sentence making. The reading comprehension task induced moderate need as the
target words had to be known to answer the questions. Therefore, the involvement load
index of the tasks were 1, 2 and 3 respectively. Comparison of the groups on immediate
and delayed post-tests showed that both sentence making and blank filling tasks yielded
significantly higher vocabulary retention than reading comprehension task. However
there was not any significant difference between blank filling and sentence making
although the latter led to slightly higher scores. Some other studies as well kept search
and need components under control and tested whether increasing the presence of
evaluation would make any difference. It was found that simply increasing the presence
of evaluation component from moderate to strong did not result in significant
differences in VG and VR (Bao, 2015; Beal, 2007; Jahangiri & Abilipour, 2014;
Keyvanfar & Badraghi, 2011) and that the initial positive effect of strong evaluation
diminished over time (Van Polen, 2014).

In summary, increasing the presence of evaluation component was found to be a

significant contributor to incidental vocabulary acquisition as shown by several studies.
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Requiring the learners to compare a word to other words and make several associations
with their existing vocabulary stock was helpful in promoting incidental VG and VR.

However, there were also cases where the increase in the presence of evaluation
component did not yield the expected results. These insignificant results were generally
attributed to the proficiency levels of the participants. The participants in the more
demanding tasks could not benefit from the higher levels of cognitive load due to their
lack of vocabulary depth and writing skills (Van Polen, 2014, Walsh, 2009). As a result
of deficiencies in vocabulary stock, the participants were not able to form strong
connections between the TWSs and the context they created, which in turn hindered
retention of the newly encountered words (Van Polen, 2014; Walsh, 2009). The
participants’ unwillingness to complete the vocabulary test was also another factor

leading to the inferior scores for the higher loaded groups (Beal, 2007).

Another factor leading to insignificant results was reported to be the disparity
between the expected and the actual TILL of tasks (Li, 2014). Li investigated the online
participant behaviours within the framework of TILH and tested whether the assumed
TILL would be realised. The results showed that the highest involving task did not lead
to significantly higher VG and VR and the expected participant behaviour patterns
either. Li (2014) attributed these insignificant results to the fact that the tasks were not
efficient in promoting the expected TILL as the participants did not attend to the
requirements of the tasks.

2.4.2. Effect of Evaluation and Search Components
In addition to the studies merely devoted to explore whether increasing the presence of
evaluation component results in significant differences, there are some other studies
exploring the effect of both search and evaluation components at the same time. These
studies aimed to further verify the TILH by increasing the presence of search
component as well as evaluation component. According to the assumptions of the
TILH, an increase in the total TILL, regardless of the component being increased
(search, evaluation or need), will bring about significant differences. Therefore,
designing tasks with different distribution of the components will help further

verification of the construct. Several studies aimed at weighing the effect of both
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components in the construct of involvement load and inconclusive results were obtained
regarding whether both components were equally effective. A limited number of studies

yielded results in line with the assumptions of the involvement load hypothesis.

For weighing the effect of the components in involvement load construct, Sarani,
Negari and Ghaviniat (2013) designed six tasks with varying involvement loads. Three
of the tasks were receptive and the other three were productive. Such a design would
help investigating whether different tasks (receptive, productive) with similar
involvement load levels would yield similar results in terms of incidental VG and VR.
Receptive tasks were true-false (moderate need), matching (moderate need and
moderate evaluation) and multiple choice (moderate need, search and moderate
evaluation) inducing involvement load indexes of 1, 2, and 3 respectively. The
distribution of the components in the receptive set was designed in such a way that the
researcher would be able to see if adding a component is really effective (by adding
evaluation in the second task and by adding search in the third task). Similarly tasks in
the productive set induced similar levels of involvement load and these tasks were short
response (moderate need), fill-in (moderate need and moderate evaluation) and sentence
writing (moderate need and strong evaluation). Search component was not present in the

productive set. The distribution of each component is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Distribution of Components in Sarani et al. (2013)

Receptive tasks Productive tasks
True/False Matching  Multiple Short Fill-  Sentence
Choice Response in Writing
Evaluation - + + - + ++
Search - - + - - -
Need + + + + + +
Total TILL 1 2 3 1 2 3

There is an important point in the tasks presented in Table 3. When true/false
and short response, and matching and fill-in pairs are investigated, it can be seen that
equal TILLs of these pairs were achieved with need and evaluation components

distributed equally. When sentence writing and multiple choice tasks are compared on
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the other hand, it can be seen that equal TILLs were achieved by adjusting the presence
of search and evaluation components. Search component was present in the multiple
choice task while the already existing evaluation was increased and search was absent in
sentence writing task. This design would enable the researcher to test whether the two

components were equally effective in contributing to incidental VG and VR.

First, the receptive and productive sets were analysed separately. The analysis on
the receptive tasks showed that multiple choice group with the highest involvement load
significantly outperformed the other groups. Similarly there was a significant difference
between matching and true false tasks on both immediate and delayed post-tests. This
result provided strong support for the assumption that increasing the TILL, whether by
adjusting search or evaluation, will increase vocabulary retention as well. Another
finding supporting this assumption was that there was no difference between sentence
making and multiple choice groups which contained different distributions of evaluation
and search. This result indicated that however the components are distributed, as long as

the total TILL is equal there will be no differences in vocabulary retention.

Using a similar design to that Sarani et al. (2013) used; Ghabanchi, Davoudi and
Eskandari (2012), Hazrat (2015) and Pourakbari and Biria (2015) also found similar
results proving that regardless of which component to increase, increasing the total

TILL in a task results in significant differences in terms of VG and VR.

While the three studies above provided support for the assumption that
increasing the overall TILL by changing the distribution of either search or evaluation
leads to significant differences in vocabulary retention, there are many studies revealing
that the components may not be equally effective. One such study was Yaqubi, Rayati
and Gorgi (2010) in which three tasks with varying levels of involvement load were
compared. This study was aimed at finding out whether all the components in the
construct were equally effective on incidental vocabulary acquisition. For research
purposes, a reading comprehension plus multiple choice questions task, a reading
comprehension plus fill-in task and a reading comprehension plus composition writing
task were compared. The first task induced moderate need, search and moderate
evaluation. The second task involved moderate need and moderate evaluation while the

third task contained moderate need and strong evaluation. The first and the third tasks
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induced similar involvement load index of 3 while the index of the second task was 2.
The groups' mean scores on immediate and delayed post-tests demonstrated that
contrary to the expectations of the involvement load hypothesis, task 2 significantly
outperformed the first task despite being lower in terms of involvement load, which
means that adding search did not bring about the expected outcomes. As for the
comparison between the two equally loaded tasks, it was found that composition writing
group significantly outperformed reading comprehension plus multiple choice questions
group. This suggests that, the components of search and evaluation may not be equally
weighed as the task that induced higher level of evaluation outperformed the task that

induced additional search.

Another study directly aiming at comparing equally loaded tasks was Konno,
Takanami, Okuyama and Hirai (2009) in which four different tasks with varying
involvement load levels were designed. Two of the tasks, comprehension plus gap
filling and sentence writing using the target words induced the same level of
involvement load (moderate need, search and strong evaluation) with a total of 4 while
the other comprehension plus gap fill had an involvement load index of 2 (moderate
need and moderate evaluation) and the other sentence writing with a total index of 3
(moderate need, strong evaluation). Comparison among the groups showed that,
contrary to the expectations of involvement load hypothesis, the highest loaded tasks
did not result in higher vocabulary retention. Sentence writing group, which induced an
involvement load index of 3 significantly outperformed both of the reading
comprehension plus fill-in groups, although one of which induced an involvement load
index of 4. As for the other sentence writing task, which had an involvement load level
of 4, it did not produce significantly better results than the other groups. These findings
demonstrated that increasing the involvement load by inserting search factor did not
yield better results whereas an increase on the factor of evaluation brought about

significant changes.

There were also other studies discovering that inserting search component was
not as effective as increasing the presence of evaluation (Haratmeh, 2012; Jahangard,
2014; Li, 2014; Marmol & Sanchez-Lafuente, 2013; Wang, Xu & Zuo, 2014; Xu,
2010).
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The results of the aforementioned studies were not as assumed by the TILH, and
these insignificant findings were attributed to factors related to participants’ task
performance. The common explanation for the insignificant contribution of search
factor is that while some participants may have looked into the words in a more detailed
way, others may have just looked up the meaning as in the case of using monolingual
and bilingual dictionaries (Jahangard, 2014). Superficial use of dictionaries may also be
the reason behind the insignificant effect of search. Individuals may have just preferred
to look up the meanings of the words without paying attention to the context provided
by dictionaries (Konno et al., 2009). Possible lack of dictionary use knowledge was
another factor diminishing the positive effects of search (Marmol & Sanchez-Lafuente,
2013). Li (2014) based on the look-up behaviours of the participants highlighted that
since the participants who were theoretically required to search the meanings of the
TWs did not actually get involved in this process, the effect of search component was

not evident.

2.4.3. Path for Further Verification of Task-induced Involvement Load Hypothesis
The construct of TILH was proven to be a successful predictor of more effective tasks
in boosting incidental vocabulary acquisition. Studies on the effect of increasing the
evaluation component and adding search in a task demonstrated that equipping any task
with a higher TILL led to significant difference in terms of VG and VR. However, some
contradictory findings were also obtained which suggested that increasing the overall
TILL did not always bring about significantly higher vocabulary acquisition rates. The
common point in all these studies was that some learner-related factors such as lack of
vocabulary depth and writing skills, and deficiencies in exploiting an external source for
searching the meaning of word prevented the components of TILH from taking effect.
Therefore, in order to investigate the TILH appropriately, relatively higher proficiency

participants should be chosen.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction
This study aimed to explore the effect of task-induced involvement load on incidental
vocabulary acquisition through different vocabulary tasks prepared in the light of
involvement load framework. Therefore, different task-induced involvement load levels
were achieved with different tasks assigned to different groups. The present chapter will
provide detailed information about the steps of the experiment. The chapter starts with
an account of the subjects chosen for the study and the context where the experiment
was conducted. There will also be information about the instruments including the
reading texts, vocabulary tasks and vocabulary tests. Finally, how the implementation
was undertaken and the relevant data were collected and analysed will be explained in

details. Additionally, several criteria for selecting the instruments will be covered.

3.2. Participants
The subjects of the present study were first-year students enrolled in the English
Language Teaching program at Anadolu University. The study employed two reading
texts implemented at different times and therefore, the number of the participants
attending each implementation was different. A total of 131 participants were included
in the data analysis of the first implementation while 139 participants were present in
the second implementation. The age range of the participants was 17-21. The

participants were from eight intact classes enrolled in the Academic Reading course.

The proficiency levels of the subjects participating in the study were upper
intermediate and above as either they had just passed the preparation school
examination of the institution, or they were already exempt from preparatory education
or they had completed the preparatory education. When the participants were compared
in terms their proficiency scores on the preparation school examination conducted at the
beginning of the academic calendar, the classes were found to be similar to each other.
Therefore, the comparison allowed the researcher to assume that the groups were
homogeneous and proficiency differences would not interfere with the overall results of

the study.

27



3.3. The Research Context
The study was conducted in the fall term of 2015-2016 academic year. In the term the
study was undertaken, the participants in the sample were taking basic language skills
courses such as Contextual Grammar, Spoken Communication, Written

Communication, Listening Comprehension and Academic Reading.

The implementation of the vocabulary tasks under investigation took place in the
‘Academic Reading’ course as the course addressed academic reading texts. The present
study, which also made use of academic reading texts, would lead to minimum
interference with the course in terms of the content. Moreover, it would be convenient
to keep track of the attendance of the participants as they were registered for the same

course.

The classes taking this course met once a week and the course took three class
hours. The first two weeks of the course were devoted to presenting previewing,
skimming and close reading strategies. In the weeks following the presentation, as
homework, the students were expected to analyse one article assigned for the following
week using the strategies they had been presented. In the lesson, the passage of the
week was discussed as whole class first and then analysed with the guidance of the
instructors. As for the examination, the students were expected to demonstrate how to
apply reading strategies (previewing, skimming and close reading) to a reading text.
There was also another part asking the students to provide definitions of some words

and use these words in sentences.

3.4. Instruments
For research purposes, there were several instruments utilised in the present study. The
participants were required to read two different texts accompanied by reading
comprehension sections and complete vocabulary tasks and they were measured on their

VG and VR scores through a set of vocabulary tests.
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3.4.1. Reading Texts
Similar to the previous studies on the construct of TILH, this study also made use of
reading texts accompanied by reading comprehension sections along with different

vocabulary tasks with varying TILLS.

Two different reading texts were used in the present investigation. Implementing
two different texts would enable the researcher to explore whether the results would be
consistent over different texts and different TWSs. The texts were taken from an online
source called IELTS Mentor, access to which is granted for anyone interested in
preparing for International English Language Testing System (IELTS) proficiency
exam. The texts selected were ‘The Triune Brain’ for the first implementation and

‘Practical Intelligence Lends a Hand’ for the second implementation.

3.4.1.1 Criteria for Selecting the Texts and Target Words
While choosing the reading texts, four points were considered. The first point was that
of reading difficulty, and both texts were to be similar in terms of reading ease. The
texts were measured in terms of readability through the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level
readability formula proposed by Kincaid (1975), and the results showed that both texts
were suitable for college or above level readers. The two texts being comparable in
terms of reading difficulty would eliminate text effects on reading comprehension and

thus, on success in vocabulary tasks.

The second concern was whether the reading texts contained enough number of
lexical items as most of the studies on the construct of TILH chose 8-15 words as target
vocabulary items. These words should be belonging to the same category, and
potentially unknown to the participants. As Laufer (1990) suggested that certain
grammatical categories lead to more difficulties in acquisition than others. Nouns,
verbs, adjectives and adverbs are not acquired in similar patterns, with the adverbs
being the most difficult one followed by verbs and adjectives. However, nouns are the
easiest category to acquire, according to Laufer (1990). In order to eliminate the effect
of different categories, only nouns were chosen for this study. In determining the
potential TWs, JACET 8000 Level Marker, an online tool for determining the level of a
word, by Shimizu (2008) was used. The words that were in the 5000 band or above
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level were identified first, so that the words would be not much frequent. Then, as any
encounters with the TWs after the implementation would interfere with the effect of the
tasks, Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) created by Davies (2008)
was utilized to determine the words which were frequently found in Academic and
written texts but scarce in spoken discourse. Identifying the words scarcely used in
spoken discourse would minimize the possibility that the participants could encounter
these words while watching TV series or movies. As for the possibility of the
participants encountering the words through written input, the Academic Reading
Course books were investigated whether the selected words appeared. The TWSs in the
‘The Triune Brain’ were aggression, equilibrium, indifference, kinship, morality,
offspring, propensity, respiration, solidarity and wit. As for the TWs in ‘Practical
Intelligence Lends a Hand’ there were acumen, apprentice, audit, deficiency, dilemma,
distress, entrepreneur, frustration, gratification, and recruitment on the list. Table 4
presents the frequencies of the TWSs across different genres in COCA.
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Table 4. Frequency and Percentage of Encounters of Target Words in COCA

Spoken Fiction Magazine Newspaper Academic Total

acumen 6% 12% 28% 29% 25% 526
aggression 15% 4% 14% 10% 57% 6505
apprentice 14% 33% 20% 21% 12% 1782
audit 7% 3% 14% 30% 46% 4282
deficiency 5% 4% 30% 12% 49% 3702
dilemma 14% 5% 19% 14% 48% 7413
distress 8% 16% 16% 9% 51% 5748
entrepreneur 11% 2% 40% 27% 20% 7045
equilibrium 3% 10% 15% 7% 65% 2034
frustration 18% 19% 18% 22% 23% 8612
gratification 10% 10% 28% 17% 35% 1114
indifference 6% 271% 19% 14% 34% 2430
kinship 2% 8% 9% 8% 73% 2312
morality 13% 6% 17% 11% 53% 5342
offspring 4% 13% 35% 13% 35% 3604
propensity 6% 5% 17% 9% 63% 1522
recruitment 6% 2% 9% 13% 70% 3993
respiration 7% 17% 19% 3% 54% 630
solidarity 11% 5% 18% 15% 51% 3957
wit 8% 28% 27% 23% 14% 3269

The possible unfamiliarity and usefulness of the selected target vocabulary items
were then questioned by consulting the instructors of the course and some experts in the

department of ELT. As a result, the words were found to be appropriate to use.

The third point was whether the reading passages were followed by reading
comprehension questions, which was convenient as it eliminated the need for creating
comprehension questions. Using texts with comprehension questions covering the
essential information would enable the researcher to ensure that the participants’

attention would be drawn to complete the questions rather than commit the TWs into
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long term memory, which is an essential component of incidental vocabulary
acquisition research (Hulstijn, 2003). Therefore, the texts were taken from IELTS
Academic Reading sample tests. Both of the reading texts were accompanied by a
reading comprehension section consisting of two parts. These comprehension questions
were checked on their appropriateness and strength to measure comprehension by
asking the course instructors and some experts in the ELT department.

The last consideration was the internal organisation of the texts. When compared
in terms of presenting the information, the two reading texts were similar since the
pattern of organisation used was compare and contrast. Both of the texts aimed to give
an account of three different entities and compared them to each other. This pattern

would make it feasible to retell the text, which was one of the tasks used in the study.

The first passage, ‘The Triune Brain’ is an article on the differentiated structure
of the brain in animals (reptiles and mammals) and humans consisting of 821 words and
7 paragraphs. A comparison between humans, reptiles and mammals is made in terms of
how the brain of each is divided into cortexes. The functions of reptilian cortex, limbic
cortex and neocortex are illustrated through examples. In addition to the different
functions of the brain in animals and humans, there is also information on what
problems occur in case of any damage to the different parts of the brain and some
incidents are provided to illustrate these problems. The passage is followed by a reading
comprehension section consisting of two parts. The first part requires the readers to
match a total of 9 features with the three different cortexes. The second part consists of
4 blank filling questions requiring the readers to provide answers up to two words

maximum. (See Appendix I for “The Triune Brain” and comprehension questions).

The second text ‘Practical Intelligence Lends a Hand’ is an article on three
different types of intelligence. The passage contains 912 words and 13 paragraphs. The
text is aimed at informing the reader about how academic intelligence, emotional
intelligence and practical intelligence differ from each other; and how performance on
these three types of intelligence is measured. Some examples of how these three
different intelligence types function are provided for the reader. Similar to the ‘The
Triune Brain’, this text is also accompanied by a reading comprehension section

consisting of two parts one of which is matching a total of 7 features with three types of
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intelligence and the other part consisting of 5 multiple choice questions. (See Appendix

II for “Practical Intelligence Lends a Hand” and comprehension questions).

3.4.2. Vocabulary Tasks
For the aim of the present study, the participants were to read the texts, complete the
comprehension tasks and a vocabulary task they were randomly assigned to. The
vocabulary tasks designed to operationalise varying levels of involvement load were
fill-in the blanks by searching (FBS), fill in the blanks with glossary (FWG), retelling
by searching (RBS) and retelling with glossary (RWG). The overview of the tasks and

their involvement load indexes are shown in Table 5.

Table 5. The tasks and Total Task-induced Involvement Load Levels

By searching With glossary
Fill-in Retelling Fill-in Retelling
Evaluation + ++ + ++
Search + + - -
Need + + + +
Total TILL 3 4 2 3

As seen in Table 5, the participants were divided into two broad groups as by
searching and with glossary, which would enable the researcher to see whether adding
or removing search component had any effect on incidental vocabulary acquisition. As
for evaluation, there were two tasks inducing different levels of it so that whether
increasing or decreasing the level of evaluation had any effect on vocabulary retention
would be verified. As demonstrated in Table 5, the highest involving task was retelling
by searching followed by fill-in by searching and retelling with glossary. The least
involving tasks was assumed to be fill-in with glossary. This design would help the
researcher test whether tasks with similar task-induced involvement load levels (TILLS)
FBS and RWG, operationalized with a different distribution of the search and
evaluation components would yield similar results as well as whether different tasks
with varying TILLs would result in any significant difference in vocabulary retention.
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3.4.2.1. Fill-in by Searching
The participants assigned to fill in the blanks by searching group were required to
complete the blanks of a gapped version of the reading passage by choosing the
appropriate words from a word list, including the TWs and an additional word
functioning as a distractor. The participants were encouraged to consult a dictionary or
their smart phones for looking up the meanings of the words in the word list. This task,
according to the framework of TILH, induced moderate need as the participants were
required to know the meanings of the words by the task; search since the participants
were allowed to look up the meanings of the words; and moderate evaluation as the
participants compared a limited number of words to each other. The total TILL of this
task therefore, was 3, and the participants were given 40 minutes to complete this task

(See Appendix Il and 1V for the task layouts of two texts).

3.4.2.2. Fill-in with Glossary
Fill in the blanks with glossary group was also required to complete the reading passage
by filling in the gaps by using the TWs. This time, unlike the fill-in by searching group,
both Turkish equivalents and English explanations of the TWs were provided by the
researcher by means of a glossary. Therefore, the participants did not have to consult
any other source for the meanings of the words and the search component did not exist.
In terms of involvement load, the task induced moderate need, moderate evaluation and
no search. The total TILL of this task was calculated as 2. The participants were given
30 minutes to complete this task (See Appendix V and VI for the task layouts of two
texts).

3.4.2.3. Retelling by Searching
Retelling by searching group was required to complete the reading comprehension
questions and retell the text by incorporating the TWs encountered in the reading text.
The TWs were written in bold to draw the participants’ attention to the words and the
context they were used in. Additionally, they were allowed to look up the meanings of
the TWSs in a dictionary or any other source. The instruction for this task informed the

students about what information they had to include in their own versions of the texts.
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This task contained moderate need as using the TWs was required by the task rather
than the participants themselves. There was search component as the TWSs were to be
looked up in a dictionary or any other source depending on the participants’
preferences. Finally, the component of evaluation was strong as the participants needed
to create a context based on their existing linguistic knowledge. The overall TILL of the
task was calculated as. The allotted time for this task was 60 minutes (See Appendix
VIl and VIII for the task layouts of the two texts).

3.4.2.4. Retelling with Glossary
Quite similar to the retelling by searching group, retelling with glossary group was also
required to complete the reading comprehension questions and retell the reading text by
incorporating the TWSs according to the instructions. However, the participants in this
group did not have to consult any sources for the meanings of the words as they were
provided with marginal glosses of the words. Similar to the retelling by searching task,
the TWs were written in bold to draw the participants’ attention to the target words.
This task induced moderate need; no search as the TWs were already presented through
a glossary; and strong evaluation. The overall involvement load index of this task was 3.
The time required to complete this task was 50 minutes (See Appendix IX and X for the

task layouts of the two texts).

The participants were assigned to one of the vocabulary tasks randomly. Table 6

demonstrates the total number of participants across two implementations.

Table 6. Number of the Participants across Tasks and Implementation

The First The Second
Implementation Implementation
Fill-in with Glossary 30 33
Fill-in by Searching 39 39
Retelling with Glossary 30 33
Retelling by Searching 32 34
Total 131 139
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3.4.3. Vocabulary Tests
In order to test whether the participants knew the meanings of the TWs prior to the
implementation and to measure the VG and VR, three versions of the same vocabulary
test were used. Similar to the vocabulary tests used in Hulstijn and Laufer (2001), the
vocabulary tests used in the present study required the participants to provide the
Turkish equivalents or English explanations of the TWs presented as a simple word list.
The participants were instructed to put ‘X’ next to the words they did not know. Similar
to Hulstijn and Laufer (2001), correct answers were calculated as 1 and the incorrect
answers were counted as 0. If the answer was partly correct, half a point was given to
the participant. The layouts of the vocabulary tests were not similar. The appearance
order of the TWs on the list was changed to eliminate the possibility that the
participants would associate the order of the words with the meanings and use this to

their advantage (See Appendix XI and XII for vocabulary tests for the texts).

The vocabulary pre-test was aimed at ensuring that the participants were
unfamiliar with the TWSs. This test would help researcher find out the participants who
knew any of the TWs and score this participant accordingly on the immediate and

delayed post-tests.

The immediate post-test was administered to measure the participants’
immediate incidental VG. The TWs appeared in a different order from that of the pre-
test to prevent the participants using this to their advantage. The correct answers were
calculated 1, the incorrect answers as 0 and the partially correct ones were given a

value of 0,5.

The delayed post-test was designed in order to find out the effect of different
tasks with varying TILLs on VR over time. The scoring was similar to that of the pre-

and post-tests.

3.5. Procedures
The present investigation consisted of three stages: consenting, piloting and the actual

implementation. The present section aims to provide what these stages included.
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3.5.1. Consenting
Before starting the implementations, the informed consent of the institution was
obtained through the ethics committee of the university. Also the instructors of the
Academic Reading Course were informed about the study and their consent was
obtained as well (See Appendix XII1 for the consent form for the instructors). As for the
participants, the procedural purposes of the study were not told in advance to prevent
any of the participants from devoting special attention to commit the target words into

their long term memory.

3.5.2. Piloting
After obtaining the consents, the instruments were piloted with another group of first
year ELT students who were not included in the actual study. The purpose of the pilot
was to find out whether the instructions of the reading comprehension sections and the
vocabulary tasks were clear. Another aim was to determine the time required by each
vocabulary task. Finally, the TWs were checked whether they were unknown to the
participants. Based on the findings of the pilot study, the instructions were found to be
clear to understand. As for the time to be allotted for the tasks, FWG, FBS, RWG and
RBS tasks required 30, 40, 50 and 60 minutes to complete, respectively. Finally, the
TWs were found to be unknown to most of the participants with only one participant
knowing the meanings of two words among the 20 TWs.

3.5.3. Implementation
The actual study adopted a between-subjects quasi-experimental design
(Creswell, 1994) without a control group: four different tasks with varying involvement
load levels were assigned to four groups from eight intact classes. The implementation
process lasted for four weeks in total. The classes for the Academic Reading Course
were held four days a week and on each day there were two classes meeting for the
course. Each two class taking the course on the same day were assigned to one task

randomly. Table 7 presents the implementation schedule.
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Table 7. Implementation Schedule

Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4
Class C-F Class B-D Class A-E Class G-H
Week 1 FWG FBS RWG FBS

Text 1 Vocabulary Tasks
and Immediate Post-test

Week 2 FWG FBS RWG FBS
Text 2 Vocabulary Tasks
and Immediate Post-test

Week 3 FWG FBS RWG FBS
Text 1 Delayed Post-test
Week 4 FWG FBS RWG FBS

Text 2 Delayed Post-test

Prior to the implementation of the reading texts, the vocabulary pre-test of the
related reading text was administered to check whether the participants knew the
meanings of the TWSs. The participants were required to provide Turkish equivalents or

English explanations of the TWs appearing in an alphabetical order.

After the completion of the pre-tests, the participants were handed out different
versions of the texts and vocabulary tasks according to their respective groups. As
explained above, different groups completed a different vocabulary task in the allotted
time. Once the reading comprehension sections and vocabulary tasks were completed,
the worksheets were collected and an unannounced immediate post-test was

administered to measure the immediate VG.

As most studies like Hulstijn and Laufer (2001), Keating (2008), Kim (2008)
regarding the effect of different vocabulary tasks adopted, a two-week period was set
for administering the unannounced delayed post-test to measure the effect of TILL on
vocabulary retention. The implementation procedure was the same for both of the

reading texts.
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3.6. Analysis of the Data
The participants were tested on their knowledge of the TWs through three vocabulary
tests. In the vocabulary pre-test the subjects who knew any of the TWSs were scored 0
for those words on the post-tests to make sure that the overall score would reflect the

actual improvement in vocabulary knowledge.

The subjects were compared in terms of their immediate VG through their scores
on the immediate post-test. Each correct Turkish equivalent or English explanation was
scored 1 and incorrect ones were scored 0. Partially correct answers (e.g., providing a
meaning belonging to a different word category) was given half a point. The maximum

immediate VG score was, therefore, 10.

Similarly, the participants were compared on their vocabulary retention via the
scores obtained on the delayed post-test. Similar scoring procedure was applied to the
delayed post-test.

The groups processing the target words at different TILLs were compared on
their immediate and delayed post-test scores to answer the first research question
regarding the effect of different TILLs on incidental VG and VR. For the second
research question, on the other hand, the groups completing tasks with similar TILLs
were compared on both post-tests. Since there were four groups, One-way ANOVA was

selected as the statistical analysis method.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Introduction
The present chapter aims to present the findings of the implementation process and
provide a detailed discussion of the results in the light of the previous research on the
effect of task-induced involvement load level (TILL) on incidental vocabulary gain
(VG) and vocabulary retention (VR). Furthermore, the research questions set in the
beginning of the study will be answered, and the answers to the questions will be
discussed based on the assumptions of the construct of task-induced involvement load
hypothesis (TILH) and the findings of the previous studies.

4.2. Results
The purpose of the present inquiry was to explore the effects of TILL on immediate
vocabulary gain and vocabulary retention. Therefore, the answers to the following two

research questions were sought:

1) Do different vocabulary tasks with varying levels of involvement load differ in

terms of their contribution to vocabulary gain and retention?

2) Do different vocabulary tasks with similar levels of involvement load
operationalised by different components (search and evaluation) lead to similar

amounts of vocabulary gain and retention?

The present investigation aimed at finding the effect of TILL on incidental VG and VR
utilising four different tasks with varying TILLs. Two separate reading texts were
prepared to operationalise different TILLs. To this end, the results obtained from the
immediate and delayed vocabulary tests will be analysed for both of the two reading
texts in the order they were implemented. Firstly the findings of the two
implementations regarding the first research question will be presented. After then, the

answer of the findings to the second research question will be covered.
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4.2.1. Tasks with Different Involvement Load Levels
The present section will be devoted to the present the findings regarding the effect of
increasing the level of involvement in a task. To this end, the groups completing
different tasks with different task-induced involvement load levels (TILLs) will be

compared on the immediate and delayed post-test scores for both implementations.

4.2.1.1. The First Implementation
In order to find out whether the different groups processing the target words at different
involvement load levels differed in terms of their immediate VG, they were compared
on their immediate post-test scores. The mean scores of the groups on the immediate

vocabulary post-test for the first implementation are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Immediate Vocabulary Gain Scores for the First Implementation

N M SD Min. Max.
FWG 30 8,4 ,9685 7,0 10,0
FBS 39 8,513 1,5748 5,0 10,0
RWG 30 8,6 1,4937 6,0 10,0
RBS 32 9,172 ,9299 7,0 10,0

Firstly, it can be seen in Table 8 that all the groups, regardless of their different
TILLs, gained the meanings of nearly all of the ten target words. The tasks actually led
to substantial amounts of incidental vocabulary gain. When the table is investigated
closely, it is evident that the lowest mean score was obtained in the fill-in with glossary
(FWG) group with a TILL of 2 (M=8.4, SD=0.968), followed by fill-in by searching
(FBS) inducing a TILL of 3 (M=8.513, SD=1.574) and retelling with glossary (RWG)
containing a TILL of 3 (M=8.6, SD=1.493). The highest mean score was that of
retelling by searching (RBS) (M=9.172, SD=0.929) and total TILL for this task was 4.
It was found that slight differences existed among the groups on immediate recall of the
words, with the higher loaded groups obtaining higher scores. In order to detect if the

difference between the mean scores of the groups on the immediate post-test was
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significant, one-way ANOVA was conducted. Table 9 presents the results of one-way
ANOVA.

Table 9. One-way ANOVA for Immediate Post-test Scores of the First Implementation

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 11,357 3 3,786 2,258 ,085
Within Groups 212,948 127 1,677
Total 224,305 130

Based on the findings of the statistical analysis conducted on the immediate
post-test scores of the participants, the groups were found to be not significantly
differing from each other (F(3,127)=2.258, p>.05). Although RBS group got slightly
higher scores than RWG group which in turn obtained better results than FBS and FWG

respectively, these differences were found to be insignificant.

The results of the immediate post-test showed that an increase in the overall
TILL was accompanied by an increase in the VG as well. The groups completing a
higher loaded task obtained higher scores. As mentioned in the vocabulary tasks
section, the total TILL of the tasks were increased by distributing the components of
search and evaluation into the tasks differently. Both inserting search into a task and
increasing the level of evaluation component from moderate to strong presence brought
about changes in terms of immediate VG scores. However the difference between the
groups did not reach significance and there was nearly no difference between the groups

in terms of immediate recall.

The groups were compared on their vocabulary retention scores to test the long
term effect of TILL as well. In order to investigate the differences between the groups
in terms of their vocabulary retention, a similar statistical procedure was applied to the
delayed post-test data. Table 10 shows the mean scores four groups obtained on the

delayed vocabulary test.

42



Table 10. Vocabulary Retention Scores for the First Implementation

N M SD Min. Max.
FWG 30 5,233 1,6281 2,5 9,0
FBS 39 5,385 1,4117 2,5 8,0
RWG 30 5,633 2,0466 2,5 9,0
RBS 32 6,406 1,3407 4,0 9,0

When Table 10 is investigated, it can be observed that the initial vocabulary
gains of the participants decreased to a large extent. However, the higher loaded tasks
kept their advantage despite the two-week interval over the lower loaded tasks. There
was a similar pattern in the line-up of the scores with the lowest mean score belonging
to FWG (M=5.233, SD=1.628) group with an index of 2. The highest scoring group was
RBS (M=6.406, SD=1.34) with and index of 4 followed by RWG (M=5.633,
SD=2.046) with the involvement level of 3 and FBS (M=5.385, SD=1.411) with an
involvement index of 3 respectively. Once again, the groups were lined up parallel to
their TILLs as groups completing higher loaded tasks obtained higher scores. In order to
find out if the groups differed from each other significantly, one —-way ANOVA was run
on the data. Table 11 presents the findings of the analysis.

Table 11. One-way ANOVA for Delayed Post-test Scores of the First Implementation

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 26,259 3 8,753 3,371 ,021
Within Groups 329,783 127 2,597
Total 356,042 130

The results of the one-way ANOVA indicated that there was a significant
difference among the groups in terms of their vocabulary retention scores
(F(3,127)=3.371, p<.05). In order to detect which groups differed from one another
significantly, a Tamhane’s T2 post-hoc test was conducted. As the results of the
analysis demonstrated, RBS group (M=6.406, SD=1.34) was found to be significantly
outperforming FBS (M=5.385, SD=1.411) and FWG (M=5.233, SD=1.628) groups with
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a moderate task effect size. However there was not a significant difference between
RBS and RWG groups in terms of vocabulary retention.

The findings of the statistical analysis run on the delayed post-test revealed that
the groups benefited from higher TILLs as retention scores were higher in the higher
loaded tasks. Especially the FBS group with the highest TILL obtained significantly
better scores than FBS and FWG groups. Based on the TILH framework, it can be
stated that inserting search and increasing the evaluation component to strong presence

at the same time leads to significantly higher vocabulary retention scores.

Another finding was that, although inserting search into tasks with similar levels
of evaluation component lead to differences in terms of vocabulary retention, this effect
was not significant. This was the case in FBS and RBS tasks which contained search but
did not lead to significantly higher retention scores than FWG and RWG tasks (lacking

search) respectively.

4.2.1.2. The Second Implementation
Similar statistical procedure utilized in the first implementation was applied to the data
gathered on the second reading text. Firstly, the groups were compared in terms of their
immediate VG on the immediate post-test and their vocabulary retention was compared
through their delayed post-test scores. Table 12 presents the mean scores of the groups

on the immediate post-test.

Table 12. Immediate VVocabulary Gain Scores for the Second Implementation

N M SD Min. Max.
FWG 33 8,758 1,3058 6,0 10,0
FBS 39 8,846 1,1071 6,0 10,0
RWG 33 9,076 1,1465 6,0 10,0
RBS 34 9,294 ,8801 7,0 10,0

As it can be seen in Table 12, the groups gained a large amount of the target
words, with nearly all the words recalled in the short term regardless of the involvement
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load levels. In addition, a similar line-up as in the first reading text was obtained. The
groups were in the order parallel to their respective TILLs and it was found that the
highest mean score was achieved by the RBS group (M=9.294, SD=0.88) completing
the highest loaded task followed by RWG (M=9.076, SD=1.146) and FBS (M=8.846,
SD=1.107) groups respectively. The lowest immediate mean score was obtained by the
participants in FWG group (M=8.758, SD=1.305) completing the least involving task.
These results signal that increasing the total TILL made a difference. In order to
determine whether this difference between the groups was significant, one-way
ANOVA was conducted on the mean scores. Table 13 presents the findings of the

analysis.

Table 13. One-way ANOVA for Immediate Post-test Scores of the Second

Implementation

Sum of Squares  df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5,977 3 1,992 1,594 ,194
Within Groups 168,757 135 1,250
Total 174,734 138

As displayed in Table 13, although the groups differed from each other with the
RBS group outperforming the RWG group which in turn obtained a higher mean score
than FBS and FWG respectively, these differences were not significant
(F(3,135)=1.594, p>.05).

Regarding the immediate VG scores, similar results as in the first reading text
were obtained. As the total TILL increased in a task either with an insertion of search or
an increase in the presence of evaluation component, immediate recall scores also
increased. However, the difference in the scores did not reach significance. Similar to
the finding of the first implementation, there was almost no difference between the

groups in terms of immediate recall of the target words.

In order to find out if tasks with different TILLs had an effect on vocabulary
retention over a two-week period, the groups were compared on their delayed post-test

scores. Table 14 presents the mean scores of the groups on the delayed post-test.
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Table 14. Vocabulary Retention Scores for the Second Implementation

N M SD Min. Max.
FWG 33 4,742 2,2539 1,0 10,0
FBS 39 5,346 1,4830 2,5 8,5
RWG 33 5,576 1,1932 3,5 9,0
RBS 34 6,309 1,2310 3,0 8,0

As Table 14 displays, the initial gains of the groups were found to have
decreased substantially during a two-week period, especially the lowest loaded groups
were found to be suffering from the effect of time. As in the first text, the line-up of the
mean scores were parallel to the total TILL at which the groups processed the target
words. The groups completing the more loaded tasks were able to retain the initial
vocabulary gains better than those completing a task with a lower TILL. The highest
score was obtained by the RBS group (M=6.309, SD=1.231) which was followed by
RWG (M=5.576, SD=1.193) and FBS (M=5.346, SD=1.483) groups. The lowest
scoring group was, similar to the immediate post-test results, FWG (M=4.742,
SD=2.253). One-way ANOVA was conducted to find out if these scores differed from
each other significantly, the results of which are presented in Table 15.

Table 15. One-way ANOVA for Delayed Post-test Scores of the Second

Implementation

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 42,287 3 14,096 5,569 ,001
Within Groups 341,705 135 2,531
Total 383,993 138

The results of one-way ANOVA showed that the participants completing
different vocabulary tasks with different TILLs differed from each other significantly
(F(3,135)=5.569, p<.05) in terms of their vocabulary retention scores. In order to detect
where the significant difference was, Tamhane’s T2 post-hoc test was exploited and the

results of the statistical analysis demonstrated that the participants who completed RBS
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task (M=6.309, SD=1.231) significantly outperformed their peers in the FBS
(M=5.346, SD=1.483) and FWG groups (M=4.742, SD=2.253) with a moderate task
effect.

Similar to the results on the delayed post-test of the first reading text, the results
obtained in the second text demonstrated that vocabulary retention was affected by the
increase in the total TILL positively. The groups that processed the TWs with a higher
TILL retained more words. The RBS group especially, retained significantly more
words than FBS and FWG groups respectively, providing support acknowledging the
value of TILL in determining the retention of lexical items.

Another finding, which is also in line with the delayed post-test results of the
first reading text, is that although inserting search component into tasks with equal level
of evaluation brought about increases in vocabulary retention, these increases were not
statistically significant. The FBS tasks which contained search did not result in
significantly higher vocabulary retention than FWG task which lacked search. Similarly
RBS task which induced search did not significantly outperform RWG task
significantly.

4.2.2. Tasks with Equal Involvement Load Levels
The second purpose of the present inquiry was to uncover whether different tasks with
equal involvement load level operationalised by a different distribution of search and
evaluation components would yield similar vocabulary gain and retention. In order to
fulfil this purpose, the fill-in by searching (FBS) and retelling with glossary (RWG)
groups were compared on their immediate and delayed post-test scores for both

implementations.

4.2.2.1. The First Implementation
Besides tasks with different TILLs, the present study also investigated tasks with equal
involvement load levels. To this end, the two tasks, FBS and RWG were compared on
their effect on immediate vocabulary recall and retention of words over time. As seen in

the Table 8 above, the comparison of the groups on the immediate post-test
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demonstrated that FBS (M=8.513, SD=1.574) and RWG (M=8.6, SD=1.493) groups
with equal TILLs but differentiated distribution of search and evaluation components
obtained nearly similar scores. Although RWG group obtained higher VG scores, these
differences were not significant, which provides support for the assumption of TILH

that tasks with equal involvement loads lead to similar amounts of VG.

These two equally loaded groups were also compared on the delayed post-test so
as to measure the effect of TILL on long-term vocabulary retention. When Table 10
above is investigated, it can be observed that RWG (M=5.633, SD=2.046) and FBS
(M=5.385, SD=1.411) groups did not differ significantly from each other since they
retained nearly the same number of words as in the case of the immediate post-test
results. In this sense, the results suggested that regardless of how the evaluation and
search components are distributed in a task, the VG and VR will be similar when the
total TILL is kept equal.

4.2.2.2. The Second Implementation
Similar statistical analyses to those conducted on the first reading text were exploited on
the scores of the FBS and RWG groups who processed the TWs at the same
involvement load level but with a different distribution of search and evaluation
components. When the two groups were compared on their immediate post-test scores,
as Table 12 above presents, the FBS (M=8.846, SD=1.107) and RWG (M=9.076,
SD=1.146) tasks were found to be conducive to similar amounts of immediate
vocabulary gains. Although the retelling group scored slightly higher, this difference

was not significant.

Similarly, in order to find out the long term effect of equal TILLs on vocabulary
scores, the participants completing the two equally loaded tasks were compared on their
delayed post-test scores. As presented in Table 14, the comparison between the FBS
(M=5.346, SD=1.483) and RWG (M=5.576, SD=1.193) groups demonstrated that there
was nearly no difference with the latter retaining very slightly more words than the
former. The results in this sense imply that when the total TILL is equal, the different
distribution of search and evaluation components in a task does not affect VG and VR

scores, which provides strong support for the TILH.
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4.3. A Brief Summary of the Results
The comparison of the groups on immediate and delayed post-tests showed that the
results were consistent across the two reading texts used in the study. The mean scores
of the different groups on immediate and delayed post-tests across two implementations

are presented in Table 16.

Table 16. Mean Scores of Groups across the Implementations

Implementation 1 Implementation 2

Immediate Delayed Immediate Delayed
Fill-in with Glossary 8,4 5,233 8,758 4,742
Fill-in by Searching 8,513 5,385 8,846 5,346
Retelling with Glossary 8,6 5,633 9,076 5,576
Retelling by Searching 9,172 6,406 9,294 6,309

Starting with the immediate VGs of the different loaded groups, it was found
that an increase in total TILL, regardless of the components increased, resulted in an
increase in the VG scores for both texts. The participants in the lowest loaded task
group, FWG, got the lowest scores followed by FBS and RWG. The highest VG scores
were obtained by the FBS group with the highest TILL. However these increases did

not reach significance.

The results of the comparison on the delayed post-test scores also showed that
increases in the total TILL affected VR positively. The participants who got the lowest
retention scores were in the FWG group, followed by FBS and RWG. The highest
scores belonged to the RBS group which completed the highest loaded tasks and
significantly outperformed those in FWG and FBS groups. There were not any other
significant differences between the groups, which showed that adding search to tasks
with similar level of evaluation component and increasing the evaluation component

without also inserting search did not lead to significant changes on VG and VR.

As for the effect of equal TILLs, the tasks with equal involvement loads were
found to be resulting in similar VG and VR as the comparison between FBS and RWG

groups demonstrated. The groups obtained similar scores on both immediate and
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delayed post-tests, which showed that regardless of the distribution of the components
in different tasks, the results will be similar when the TILL is equal.

4.4. Discussion of the Findings
In order to answer the research questions of the present study, four different tasks with
varying TILLs were designed. The tasks under investigation were fill-in with glossary
(FWG), fill-in by searching (FBS), retelling with glossary (RWG) and retelling by
searching (RBS). Assigning the participants to such tasks made it possible to divide the
participants into two broad groups as with-glossary and by-searching and then the other
two groups as fill-in and retelling. Such groupings would be useful to control the search
and evaluation components induced by the tasks. The two by-searching tasks, FBS and
RBS, required the participants to look for the meanings of the words thus contained the
search component. On the other hand, the with-glossary tasks, FWG and RWG lacked
the search component. In this way, it would be possible to test the effect of inserting
search into similar tasks. As for the evaluation component, fill-in tasks requiring the
participants to compare a limited number of words induced moderate need while
retelling tasks contained strong evaluation since the participants were required to refer
to their existing vocabulary and syntactic knowledge to complete the task. Therefore,
increasing the presence of evaluation component from moderate to strong would be
investigated. Total TILLs operationalised by the tasks were 2, 3, 3, and 4 respectively.
The tasks contained moderate need but differed in terms of how search and evaluation
components were distributed. In the end, tasks with both differing and equal TILLS

were achieved to provide answers for the research questions.

In order to answer the first research question seeking an answer to the inquiry
whether tasks with differing TILLs significantly differed from each other in terms of
their contribution to VG and VR, all the lower loaded tasks were compared to higher
loaded tasks on the immediate and delayed post-tests. Similarly, the two tasks with
equal TILLs were compared on the vocabulary post-tests so that the second research
question addressing whether different tasks with equal TILLs would yield similar
results could be answered. Similar comparisons were conducted for both texts. As a

result of the multiple comparisons on vocabulary scores obtained on both texts, it was
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found that the line-ups of the groups and the difference between the scores were
consistent over two texts. This finding implies that involvement load level was a strong
predictor of vocabulary gain and retention regardless of the different target words and
texts chosen. Therefore, it will not be inappropriate to discuss the results of both
implementations as a whole, and thus, the discussion in the next section applies to both

texts.

4.4.1. The Effect of Tasks with Different Task-induced Involvement Loads
In the present study, the total TILLs of the tasks were adjusted by adding search
component into a task, increasing the level of evaluation component from moderate to
strong or inserting search and increasing the presence of evaluation at the same time.
The with-glossary tasks lacked search component while by-searching tasks induced
additional search as in FWG and FBS; and RWG and RBS groups. Similarly, fill-in
groups lacked strong evaluation while retelling groups induced strong evaluation.
Therefore, while evaluating the results obtained from tasks with different TILLs, the
effect of adding search or increasing the evaluation component or both will be

discussed.

The statistical analysis conducted on the immediate post-test scores for both of
the reading texts showed that all the groups differed from each other with the higher
loaded tasks yielding higher scores. The line-ups of the groups and the differences
among them were the same across two texts. The groups were lined up parallel to their
respective TILL. The further analysis to determine whether equipping a task with a
higher TILL either by inserting search or increasing the level of evaluation was
significantly beneficial yielded that the short term benefits may not be as much salient

as expected.

When the groups completing the similar tasks with and without glossary were
compared, it was found that consulting a dictionary for the TWs indeed made a
difference. Even though most of the participants consulted their smart phones for the
meanings of the TWs, the seemingly effortless act of typing the words on their screens
brought about higher word gains. However, although the groups using a dictionary for

the meanings o