
 
 

 

Comparing the effect of different timing of brief dual explicit 
(FonF) exposure and incidental learning on new lexical learning  

                             A study of adult EFL learners  

 

 

 

Imane Berrouba Tani 

 

 

 

PhD 

 

 

University of York  

Education  

 

 

 

January  2021 

 



 
 

 
 

ii 

Abstract 

Dual vocabulary approach via both explicit (focus on form) and incidental learning of new 

words has been shown to be more beneficial for new vocabulary learning than incidental 

learning only. Most previous studies implemented focus on form (henceforth FonF) after 

incidental learning. However, the present study introduced incidental learning and FonF 

simultaneously. The motivation for the present study came from the Interaction hypothesis 

and arguments put forward by Long (1996; 2015) and Doughty (2001), who claim that brief 

shifts of learners’ attention to form (explicit learning) during a meaning-focused activity 

(incidental learning) is of paramount importance to help learners make the form-meaning 

connection. In other words, incidental learning and explicit learning need to be simultaneous. 

The present study examined the impact of different timing of dual explicit (FonF) exposure to 

20 new words and incidental learning via listening to a podcast containing these words. The 

study contrasted three possible timings: when listening is preceded by explicit exposure to 

new words (FonF+Listening), when listening is followed by explicit exposure 

(Listening+FonF) and when explicit exposure is simultaneous with listening to the podcast 

(FonF while listening). These conditions were additionally compared to an explicit-only 

condition. One hundred and thirteen Algerian adult EFL students were assigned to one of the 

following experimental groups: FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening and a 

comparison group (explicit-only). Participants in each group completed a vocabulary pre-test, 

and after a one-week interval, each group received one treatment session. Participants within 

the experimental groups completed a listening comprehension task to test whether they were 

focused on meaning while listening to the podcast, and were exposed, in a different order, to 

a list of the 20 new words along with their L1 translation on-screen. Participants within the 

comparison group were only exposed to the list of the new words on-screen. Based on 

immediate post-testing, the FonF while listening group showed a higher form recognition 

ability than the remaining two groups, while there was no significant difference in meaning 

recall between the three experimental groups. Lexical performance in the three incidental and 

explicit groups was not better than that in the explicit-only group, suggesting that a dual 

vocabulary approach can be as effective as a single approach. Finally, the present study 

showed a clear advantage for the learning of nouns over learning of verbs and adjectives.  
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Chapter One 

 Introduction 

 

1. 1 Why is vocabulary learning important?  

In the past, the preponderance of studies into foreign language teaching and learning focused 

on grammar. Recently, however, lexis has been attached similar, if not more importance than 

grammar for the attainment of language mastery. According to Lewis (2002), communication 

breakdowns are not likely to be caused by lack of grammatical knowledge but rather lack of 

lexical knowledge. In fact, good lexical knowledge is deemed to be a precursor to the 

learning and application of grammatical knowledge (Barcroft, 2007). Vocabulary knowledge 

determines the level of proficiency in language skills in that it is indispensable to speaking 

fluency (Hilton, 2008;  Nation, 2001; Schmitt 2008, 2010), writing quality, reading and 

listening comprehension (Stæhr, 2008). Such great significance of lexis makes it a formidable 

learning task. Moreover, the fact that there are different aspects of word knowledge and word 

categories that need to be learned calls for an explicit emphasis to be placed on lexical items. 

Nation (2013) states that high- frequency words “are so important that anything that teachers 

and learners can do to make sure they are learned is worth doing” (p. 16). Even high-

frequency words which are few, yet occurring very often need to receive attention, let alone 

low-frequency words, i.e., words that are not used very often and are legion (Dang, 2018). 

The current thesis focuses on L2 vocabulary learning.  

1.2 Rationale for study 

 

 Lexical knowledge is a prerequisite for English language proficiency (Meara, 1995; Nation, 

2013). Research has shown that L2 learners need to know approximately 8,000 to 9,000 word 

families to be able to understand a written text based on 98% lexical coverage (Nation, 2006; 

Schmitt, Jiang & Grabe, 2011). As for spoken text comprehension, Nation (2006) proposed 

that L2 learners need to know between 6,000 and 7,000 word families based on 98% lexical 

coverage. However, in a recent study by van Zeeland and Schmitt  (2013b), it was found that 
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only 2,000 or 3,000 word families might be sufficient to attain listening comprehension based 

on 95% lexical coverage. These figures indicate that a very high vocabulary knowledge (lexical 

coverage above 90%) is of paramount importance to reading and listening comprehension, i.e., 

learners need to learn a large number of words to understand both spoken and written texts.  

In addition to an adequate vocabulary size that is important to communicate efficiently, Nation 

(2013) points out that knowledge of a word is not limited to knowledge of the meaning in that 

there are two other crucial features that are included in word knowledge: form and use, as well 

as receptive and productive knowledge of these aspects (see Chapter 2, Section 2.3).  

 

As far as lexical learning approaches are concerned, some L2 researchers claim that second 

language learning approximates first language learning and that language aspects including 

vocabulary are acquired naturally while reading or listening (Krashen, 1989). This approach 

to vocabulary learning, which is called incidental vocabulary learning, is indeed the dominant 

learning approach in first language vocabulary acquisition. Research into L2 reading and 

listening has provided evidence that this mode of learning does occur in second or foreign 

language learning, in which learner’s primary goal is comprehension, and vocabulary 

acquisition may happen as a by-product (Horst, Cobb, & Meara, 1998; Huckin & Coady 

1999; Pellicer-Sanchez & Schmitt, 2010; Vidal, 2003). However, the process of incidental 

vocabulary learning is not completely clear-cut as there are several factors facilitating it, such 

as quality of context, guessing-strategies and inferences and repeated exposures (Huckin & 

Coady,1999). Other factors include the possession of a large vocabulary size (Webb & 

Chang, 2015a) and a high proficiency level in the L2 (Zahar, Cobb & Spada, 2001) which 

enable learners to reach a great lexical coverage and hence understand most of the running 

words in a passage (van Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013a). Moreover, some L2 vocabulary experts 

(Hulstijn,1992; Schmitt, 2008) argued that partial and relatively small vocabulary gains that 

are susceptible to decay result from incidental learning. This is the reason why incidental 

vocabulary learning requires a number of word encounters. For example, Webb (2007a) 

suggested that 10 exposures might be required for incidental learning and Waring and Takaki 

(2003) found that even if a word was encountered 15 or 18 times, it was still difficult for the 

learners to provide the translation after three months. Webb (2019) reviewed recent studies 

using different input modes (reading, listening, reading while listening, watching television) 
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to investigate incidental vocabulary learning. He reported that gains from incidental 

vocabulary learning are small after a relatively large amount of study time (Webb, 2019, 

p.231). In order to maximise the amount of vocabulary learning, researchers advocate 

extensive reading, which unfortunately, does not seem to be feasible because “many [L2 

learners] do not experience the conditions that are needed for this kind of learning to occur” 

(Nation, 2001, p. 232). 

 

Furthermore, incidental vocabulary learning relies heavily on the kind of context surrounding 

the words, which would not necessarily lead to correct inferencing of meaning of the words 

from context (Webb, 2008). Therefore, providing learners directly with explanations of new 

words alongside reading or listening to a text may prevent the incorrect guessing and may 

promote vocabulary learning. Such vocabulary learning approach is called explicit 

vocabulary learning, in which L2 learners deliberately focus on the novel words (Elgort, 

2011; Elgort & Nation, 2010; Nation, 2001, 2013) (details about incidental and explicit or 

intentional vocabulary learning approaches will be discussed in the review of literature). The 

great advantage of explicit or intentional learning lies in its ability to bolster faster learning. 

Webb ( 2019 ) states that “in a short amount of time, intentional learning is likely to lead to a 

greater number of words learned than incidental learning” (p. 231).  

 

Research into L2 vocabulary learning has found that explicit learning is necessary for L2 

leaners to acquire new words and enlarge their vocabulary (Hulstijn, 2003; Nation, 2001, 

2013). Empirical evidence showed that explicit word learning can be achieved through L1 

translation (Barcroft, 2009), word activities and exercises (Laufer, 2001; Paribakht & Wesche, 

1997), L1 and L2 glossing (Chen, 2002; Vela, 2015) and word cards (Elgort, 2011; Nation, 

2001). Furthermore, studies have revealed that explicit or deliberate vocabulary learning is 

more effective for retention (Elgort, 2011; Laufer, 2009) than indirect or incidental learning, 

which necessitates continuous and frequent exposure to the new words in order for these words 

to be acquired. In fact, compared to incidental learning, explicit learning can lead to some 

vocabulary learning from only few exposures (Webb & Nation, 2017).    
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However, it is impossible to learn the massive number of words belonging to a foreign language 

through a direct approach (Webb, 2019). This means that most of the new words in a foreign 

language are learned in an incidental way. There is, in fact, no preference of one vocabulary 

learning mode over the other, both explicit vocabulary learning and incidental vocabulary 

learning have advantages (Hulstijn, 2001). While the former produces better retention, the latter 

assists learners in learning how words can be used in different contexts.  

 

Hence, some researchers employed a combined-approach; incidental vocabulary learning 

followed by explicit vocabulary learning, which resulted in better learning outcomes than 

incidental learning alone. Hill and Laufer (2003) found that form-oriented activities focusing 

on new words following reading produced a larger amount of lexical gains than comprehension 

questions in a meaning-oriented activity. There is a vocabulary learning approach referred to 

as focus-on-form (FonF) (Long, 1991, 1996, 2015) which is employed during an incidental 

vocabulary learning task. FonF originated in grammar teaching, but has been applied to 

vocabulary teaching, leading to the emergence of the lexical FonF approach, as suggested 

by Laufer and Girsai (2008). The FonF approach is theoretically related to the noticing 

hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990, 2001) and consists of “drawing learners’ attention to linguistic 

elements during a communicative activity” (Laufer & Girasi, 2008, p. 695). In other words, 

FonF occurs during a meaning-focused task where second language learners occasionally 

direct their attention to specific language forms. FonF can occur in an interactive manner ( 

when learners face communication breakdown and rely on meaning-negotiation to solve a 

linguistic problem) or a non-interactive manner (when learners process aural or written input 

for meaning while focusing on linguistic features) (Ellis, 2016; Long, 2015). In other words, 

the central tenet of the FonF approach is that “ learners’ attention is attracted to form–meaning 

mapping while they are engaged in an activity where the primary focus is on meaning” (Ellis, 

2016, p.410). However, Long (2015) stresses that FonF must be brief and not overly explicit.  

 

Most studies which combined incidental vocabulary learning with explicit vocabulary 

learning (lexical FonF) used reading modality as the predominant incidental activity. For 

example, Sonbul and Schmitt (2010) compared the effect of reading-only with reading 

followed by explicit vocabulary learning by means of L2 explanation and definition on the 



 
 

 
 

5 

learning of three word dimensions. Results showed that the reading followed by explicit 

vocabulary learning was more effective than the reading-only condition. Positive results of 

reading and lexical FonF were also found by Laufer and Girsai (2008) and Barcroft (2009). 

Incidental vocabulary learning from written input has been the main focus of research on 

vocabulary (Pellicer-Sánchez & Schmitt, 2010), very few studies explored vocabulary 

learning from aural input. Vidal’s (2011) study on the effects of reading-only and listening-

only on vocabulary learning revealed that lexical gains from written input were greater than 

gains from aural input. Vidal suggests that the limited amount of vocabulary learned from 

listening might be attributed to the individuals’ tendency to focus on comprehension of the 

content delivered in a transitory input, while in reading, learners have the sufficient time to 

focus on lexical items in isolation. Therefore, given this plausible explanation, the 

combination of incidental learning through listening with explicit vocabulary learning 

(lexical FonF) seems to be a good option to maximise vocabulary learning from aural input. 

Incidental vocabulary learning through listening is under-researched (Vidal, 2011; van 

Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013a ), little is known as regards the benefits of listening modality plus 

explicit learning for new vocabulary learning (Hennebry et al., 2017; Tian & Macaro, 2012).  

 

Tian and Macaro (2012) compared vocabulary gains from listening plus lexical FonF to gains 

from listening-only and found that the largest vocabulary gains were in the listening plus 

lexical FonF condition. Similarly, Hennebry et al. (2017) compared vocabulary gains from an 

incidental-only condition to gains from an incidental condition followed by explicit learning. 

They employed two post-listening explicit instructions among English high school learners of 

French. The two explicit instructions consisted of either provision of L1 translation (English) 

or L2 definition (French). Results revealed that listening plus explicit instructions 

outperformed the listening-only condition. The highest performance results were in the L1 

condition, which highlights the important role of L1 for L2 vocabulary learning. The revised 

hierarchical model of L2 lexical and conceptual representation put forward by Kroll and 

Stewart (1994) suggests that L1 is active during L2 lexical processing and that access to the 

meaning of L2 words is facilitated when the L1 translation is provided (see Chapter 2, 

Section 2.11).  
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Empirical evidence, however, has shown mixed results with regard to benefits of L1 translation 

and L2 explanation for vocabulary learning. For example, Laufer and Shmueli (1997) found 

better vocabulary results from L1 glosses, Miyasako (2002), on the other hand, reported that 

L2 glosses produced larger lexical gains than L1 glosses. Mondria (2003) found no difference 

between vocabulary retention results when a word’s meaning was inferred from an L2 passage 

and words whose meaning was provided in L1. A recent study showed a clear advantage of L1 

glosses over L2 glosses (Ertürk, 2016). Therefore, more evidence is needed with regard to the 

potential effectiveness of L1 in L2 vocabulary learning.  

 The study by Hennebry et al. (2017) which was conducted over two phases showed the 

effectiveness of listening plus explicit vocabulary learning for new lexical learning. Yet, it 

might be important to note that vocabulary gains were relatively small on a test of meaning 

recognition (18.67% out of 30 words in phase A and 20% out of 30 in phase B) compared to 

gains from Sonbul and Schmitt’s study (2010) (68% out of 10 words) which evaluated reading 

followed by explicit learning. These results suggest that the usefulness of the combination of 

incidental and explicit vocabulary learning needs further investigation. It would be necessary 

to examine whether timing (before -during- after) of explicit word presentation with incidental 

learning would have an impact on new vocabulary learning. Would different timing of explicit 

word presentation have an impact on new word learning ? a question that has not been explored 

yet. Researchers have only been interested in researching and developing the two vocabulary 

learning modes (incidental and explicit) (Alamri & Rogers, 2018). The timing of explicit word 

presentation along with incidental learning might be an important factor to investigate. To my 

knowledge, there is only one study by Alamri and Rogers (2018) which compared pre-explicit 

vocabulary teaching to post-explicit vocabulary teaching along with incidental learning. 

However, Alamri and Rogers did not evaluate the potential effectiveness of simultaneous 

incidental and explicit vocabulary learning. It would be necessary to compare new vocabulary 

learning under the following three conditions: simultaneous incidental and explicit vocabulary 

learning, incidental vocabulary learning preceded by explicit learning and incidental 

vocabulary learning followed by explicit learning.  

 

Some studies on L2 vocabulary learning have examined word class learning (nouns, verbs and 

adjectives). Horst and Meara (1999) who investigated incidental vocabulary learning through 
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reading found that nouns are learned better than verbs and adjectives, and verbs are learned 

better than adjectives. A similar pattern of learning was found in the study van Zeeland and 

Schmitt (2013a) who investigated incidental vocabulary learning through listening. Similarly, 

a recent study by Zhang and Graham (2019) who used a dual approach (incidental learning via 

listening and explicit learning via lexical FonF) to examine new vocabulary learning showed 

that nouns are learned better than verbs and adjectives. To my knowledge, Zhang and Graham’s 

study is the only study which investigated word class learning under a dual incidental and 

explicit learning approach. Zhang and Graham used explicit learning after incidental leaning, 

via listening, and hence it be would important to examine the impact of different timing of 

explicit exposure (before, during and after incidental learning, via listening) on word class 

learning. What is the effect of different timing of explicit exposure alongside incidental 

learning, via listening, on the learning of word class (nouns, verbs and adjectives) ?. This 

questions has not been explored yet.  

 

In line with previous findings showing the value of post-listening explicit vocabulary learning 

(Hennebry et al., 2017; Tian & Macaro, 2012), the current study combines listening and explicit 

vocabulary learning using a number of different variables. It differs from the aforementioned 

studies in terms of target population, proficiency level, and more importantly, timing of explicit 

word presentation and listening material. The current study relies on an authentic magazine 

article that is recorded as a podcast episode, which EFL learners are very likely to use in their 

daily endeavours to be exposed to the English language.  

 

1.3 Significance and aims of study  

 

Most previous studies compared a dual explicit and incidental vocabulary learning approach 

with an incidental-only approach, very few studies used an explicit-only approach as the single 

approach. Additionally, previous studies employed explicit vocabulary learning after incidental 

vocabulary learning, it would be important to investigate when explicit word presentation 

would yield the best lexical scores, is it before, during or after incidental learning?. Moreover, 

reading modality has been the focus of most L2 vocabulary studies, more studies using listening 
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modality are needed. The current study seeks to fill in these gaps in the area of L2 vocabulary 

learning. It aims at:  

 

1. Evaluating the effectiveness of dual explicit vocabulary exposure via FonF and incidental 

learning via listening. The present study contrasts new lexical learning under an explicit-only 

condition to learning under a dual condition: explicit (FonF) exposure and incidental learning 

via listening. New word learning is measured via two tests: a Vocabulary Knowledge Scale 

(VKS) test with two levels (meaning recall and written form recognition) and a test of meaning 

recognition of spoken form.      

 

 2. Comparing the effect of different timing of explicit (FonF) exposure along with incidental 

vocabulary learning via listening on new word learning measured via the VKS test, with its 

two levels, and test of meaning recognition of spoken form. Hence, the timing (order of new 

word presentation) is taken as an important factor in this study to differentiate three possibilities 

that would produce better learning outcomes when combining incidental and explicit learning. 

The term in parenthesis will be adopted for each condition in the rest of the thesis.  

 

a) Exposure to the written form of new words with their Arabic translation on-screen 

first, and then listening to a text containing these new words (FonF+Listening) 

 

b) Listening to the text containing the previously unknown words and then exposure 

to the written form of these words with their Arabic translation on-screen 

(Listening+FonF) 

 

c) Listening to the text containing the previously unknown words with simultaneous 

exposure to the written form of these words with their Arabic translation on-screen 

(FonF while listening) 

 

3. Investigating the impact of different timing of explicit (FonF) exposure along with incidental 

vocabulary learning via listening on word class learning (nouns, verbs, adjectives).   
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1.4 Educational system in Algeria  
 
 
Algeria is a country situated in the Maghreb region of north Africa. It has 48 provinces 

including 43.05 million inhabitants based on the most recent World-Bank statistics (2019). 

With regard to education, some reforms began in Algeria after the declaration of its 

independence from the French colonialism in 1962 and the most recent reforms were in the 

early 2000s. These reforms were concerned with the number of years included in basic 

education (5 years in primary school, 4 years in middle school and 3 years in secondary 

school) (Bellalem, 2008). Education is free and mandatory to all Algerians aged between 6 and 

18. As for higher education, the Bologna process or system has been adopted since 2006 by the 

Algerian Ministry of Higher Education (Benouar, 2013). This system is known in Algeria 

through the LMD system. LMD is a French acronym standing for Licence (Bachelor’s degree), 

Master (Master’s degree) and Doctorat (Doctorate degree). Similar to the Bologna process, the 

LMD system aims at establishing an open education system to ensure compatibility with other 

international academic institutions to help build and maintain academic collaborations amongst 

teachers and students. 

 

1.5 Algerian linguistic context  

 

Algeria’s geographical location and ethnic diversity rendered it a country that has two main 

local languages: Arabic and Tamazight in addition to the French language that is used as a first 

foreign language (Benrabah, 2014). These languages play a crucial historical, social and 

educational role in the country. Due to globalisation and educational reforms, the English 

language is witnessing a rapid growth in the Algerian linguistic context (Belmihoub, 2017). 

The following section provides an insight into the most widely used local language in Algeria 

(Arabic) as well as an explanation of the status of French and English languages within the 

Algerian linguistic context.   
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        1.5.1 Arabic as the first language  

 

Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) is the official language according to the Algerian constitution. 

It has a strong historical background and is used in all governmental institutions across Algeria. 

Following the Arabisation reforms that were carried out after independence from France, MSA 

gained a very important status in Algeria and became the main language in schools, 

administrations and media (Maddy-Weitzman, 2012). However, the use of  MSA as an official 

language is limited to formal settings and “Al Darija” or what is called Algerian 

Arabic (Saadane & Habash, 2015) is the local Arabic variety spoken in everyday life. Al Darija 

is the mother tongue of the preponderance of the Algerian population (75% to 

80%) (Ethnologue, 2018). The bulk of Al Darija lexicon is from MSA, yet it features some 

borrowings from the indigenous Tamazight language and the French lexical body (Selouani & 

Boudraa, 2010). Despite its use as a predominant language in the Algerian society, Al Darija 

is not taught in schools due to scarcity of its writing resources as stated by Saadane and Habash 

(2015). MSA is the language used in educational institutions (Benrabah, 2005). Algerian 

students begin their basic learning of MSA in primary education, and at a higher level, they are 

taught MSA at an advanced level wherein they are exposed to classical and modern Arabic 

literature. MSA is the language of instruction of most subjects in primary school, middle school 

and secondary school, except for foreign languages which are taught in the target language. At 

a higher level, MSA is limited to the humanities, social sciences and Arabic studies (Benrabah, 

2005). Hard sciences and technical subjects are taught in the French language.   

 

   1.5.2 French as the first foreign language 

  

Due to the long-lasting French colonialism in the Algerian territories, from 1830 to 1962 ( 

Benrabah, 2013, p. 21), the French language, although not recognised as an official language, 

occupies a unique place in the Algerian linguistic context. The French language is considered 

the first foreign language in Algeria. Despite the Arabisation reforms after independence to 

reduce the use of the “ coloniser’s language”, the French is still a widely spoken language in 

the Algerian society (Benrabah, 2005, 2007; Maddy-Weitzman, 2012). Today, the French 

language holds a special status among the elite, mainly, intellectuals, businessmen, and 
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journalists. As for education, the French language is used at both basic and higher education 

levels. It is introduced at the third-grade level in primary school and taught as a compulsory 

subject throughout middle and secondary schools. At the university level, French is the 

language of instruction of scientific fields  (e.g., Mathematics, Physics, Biology, and Medical 

studies) and is offered as a specialty in many universities across Algeria.  

 

    1.5.3 English as the second foreign language 

 

The English language has achieved an important status in Algeria and has become the second 

foreign language. Due to some political and pedagogical reasons, the place of the English 

language in the country witnessed a fluctuation prior to gaining an important place. The 

presence of English in the Algerian linguistic context was limited to schools after the 

independence in 1962 in that French was the dominant foreign language. In the era of 

Arabisation, the English textbooks were limited to the language structure and were exclusive 

of the cultural aspect  (Hayane, 1989). Apart from schools, the English language was used in 

some governmental institutions and oil companies dealing with the international community. 

This was mainly from the 60s to the 70s. In the 80s, the English language began to be strongly 

present in the Algerian education and society. The British council (1984) reported an increase 

in English use in some institutions such as the Ministry of  Defense, Media and schools. There 

was also an increase of  English-speaking workers, both native and non-native, in the Algerian 

educational institutions and industries. Furthermore, scholarship programs were launched by 

the Ministry of Higher education for Algerian students to study abroad. Hence, all this called 

for more English language teaching and learning in Algeria.  

 

The increasing demand for the English language, however, slowed down during the 90s 

because of a decade of political and social unrest in Algeria (Bellalem, 2008). The development 

of English language teaching programs as well as other programs was affected as the education 

sector suffered instability. There were plans to introduce the English language as an optional 

language in primary schools but these plans miscarried because of poor management and 

parents’ disapproval. The end of the political and social unrest and the beginning of the 

globalistaion era led to the re-emergence of interest in English language teaching and 
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learning (Belmihoub, 2017). The spread of the transformative technologies, namely the internet 

in the late 90s and early 2000s also increased the demand for English language learning in the 

country.  

 

In educational institutions, English was taught from the eighth grade, but now, it is introduced 

from the sixth grade in middle school (Benmati, 2008). Students are taught the basic four skills 

of the language at this level and are supposed to have the ability to write and read by the end 

of secondary school education. At the university level, very few scientific fields use the 

language in that most of these fields rely on the French language. On the other hand, the English 

language is present as a specialisation within foreign languages programs in most universities 

across Algeria (Rezig, 2011). BA programs offer two years of advanced language learning, and 

in the third year, student opt for a specialisation in Applied linguistics, English for specific 

purposes (ESP) or English literature. Students are able to further these specialisations at Master 

and Doctoral levels.  

 

Since the English language is taught as a second foreign language in Algeria, classroom 

instruction is typically the only source of target language input for Algerian EFL learners. 

Hence, many Algerian EFL teachers consider well-designed classroom instructions of 

paramount importance to deliver high-quality English courses and help learners improve their 

proficiency. However, grammar is the language aspect which has gained the status of priority 

in the Algerian EFL contexts, while vocabulary is paid the least attention and is the least 

researched language component in the Algerian English departments. Schmitt (2010) points 

out that even L2 learners recognise the importance of lexical development for the attainment 

of L2 mastery and “carry around dictionaries and not grammar books” (p .4). This is because 

vocabulary knowledge is indispensable to the development of communicative language skills. 

One approach to enriching vocabulary knowledge is listening to authentic podcast episodes 

(Putman & Kingsley, 2009; Marefat & Hassanzade, 2016). This is the motivation behind my 

decision to conduct an experiment using new vocabulary which students may encounter in their 

daily contact with the English language by a means of a podcast episode.  
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1.6 Thesis overview 

 

The current thesis is divided into seven chapters: 

 

Chapter one was the introductory chapter which has set out the scene for the topic of the 

present study (L2 vocabulary learning). It began by highlighting the relevance of vocabulary 

learning to L2 proficiency. This is then followed by a discussion of the rationale for study 

which provided a background for vocabulary learning and reviewed briefly theories and 

empirical studies. Since the present study was conducted in Algeria, education, languages 

spoken in the country as well as status of the English language were discussed next. Finally, 

significance and aims of study were identified.  

 

Chapter two  is the first part of the literature review which will set the theoretical framework 

for L2 vocabulary learning. It will introduce vocabulary knowledge frameworks, vocabulary 

knowledge aspects and discuss approaches to vocabulary learning (incidental vs intentional, 

implicit vs explicit). The chapter will also present a review of theories that are relevant to L2 

vocabulary learning.  

 

Chapter three is the second part of the literature review which will present the empirical 

studies employing the aforementioned vocabulary learning approaches, both as a single 

approach and a dual approach. At the end of the chapter, gaps in literature will be presented 

along with the research questions and research hypotheses.  

 

Chapter four is the methodology chapter detailing the research design of the present study. 

The chapter will start by an account of two pilot phases and a discussion of their implications 

for the main study. This is then followed by a description of the main study design, context, 

participants and  procedures of  the treatment sessions. The chapter then presents data collection 

phases and concludes by a discussion of ethical considerations and validity and reliability of 

study.  
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Chapter five is dedicated to the presentation of the study results in line with the research 

questions. It starts by providing the scoring scheme of the vocabulary tests that were 

administered in the current study. Then, the chapter will explain the selection of statistical tests 

for data analyses. Finally, findings and results for each research question are presented.  

 

Chapter six is the discussion chapter which will present a discussion and interpretation of 

the findings in the current study. Findings for each research question will be discussed in line 

with theories and empirical studies on L2 vocabulary learning presented in the literature 

review.  

 

Chapter seven is the conclusion chapter which will summarise the main findings and 

highlight the contributions of these findings for the area of L2 vocabulary learning. The 

chapter will also discuss limitations to the present study and make recommendations for 

future research.  
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Chapter Two 
 

Literature Review  
 

Theoretical framework 
 

 
2.1 Introduction 
 
Within the context of language learning, vocabulary knowledge is key to achieving aural and 

written mastery. This chapter sets the theoretical framework for second language vocabulary 

acquisition. It first begins by a discussion of frameworks and aspects of vocabulary 

knowledge. This is then followed by a discussion of approaches to vocabulary learning, 

including implicit/ explicit learning and incidental/intentional learning, in addition to a 

discussion of the concepts of noticing, consciousness and input. The deep processing 

hypothesis, lexical quality hypothesis and effects of modality and testing on vocabulary 

learning are also discussed. The hierarchical models of lexical and conceptual representation 

focusing on the role of first language in L2 learning are next discussed. Finally, summary of 

the chapter is presented.  

 

2.2 Second Language vocabulary acquisition  

 

Second language researchers concur that vocabulary knowledge is central to L2 competence. 

Gass (1999) stated that  “learning a second language means learning its vocabulary” (p.325). 

Gass and Selinker (2008) go on to say that “the lexicon may be the most important 

component for learners.” (p. 449). Indeed, it is a core language element which determines the 

learners’ level of proficiency in the four skills: reading, listening, writing and speaking 

(Richards & Renandya, 2002). Vermeer (1992) stressed that “knowing words is key to 

understanding and being understood. The bulk of learning a new language consists of 

learning new words. Grammatical knowledge does not make for great proficiency in a 

language” (p. 147)  

Despite its importance, the field of vocabulary learning has suffered from a neglect in the 

area of second language education for decades. Oxford and Scarcella (1994) stated that 
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vocabulary instruction “is ignored in many L2 classes, on the assumption that students 

themselves will simply find ways to memorise words without any help” (p.241). Yet, second 

language learners have long been aware of the importance of word knowledge to become 

good L2 users. N. Ellis (1997) pointed out that: 

 

Learner don’t care about linguists’ analyses of language. They don’t care about grammar 

or whether words or morphemes are the atomic units of language. From a functional 

perspective, the role of language is to communicate meanings, and the learner wants to 

acquire the label-meaning relations (p.122) 

As a matter of fact, the larger the vocabulary, the easier and more effective communication. 

To that end, learners should learn as many new words as they can in order to convey 

messages and intentions. However, the massive amount of vocabulary needed to be learned in 

a second language might cause an overwhelm for L2 learners and make the vocabulary 

learning task demanding. Furthermore, this formidable aspect of language learning creates 

challenges for second language teachers as regards the implementation of the most successful 

vocabulary instruction in their classrooms. Therefore, over the last few decades, L2 

vocabulary learning modes have captured the attention of many scholars and researchers 

(Coady & Huckin, 1997; Nation, 2001; Schmitt, 2000, 2010; Schmitt & Meara, 1997). Their 

interest in the role of lexical knowledge in the field of second language learning has 

meteorically grown through several empirical studies and publications to establish principled 

approaches to L2 vocabulary teaching and learning. There are three main questions that L2 

vocabulary experts seek to answer:  

 

                       1- What does it mean to know a word?  

                             2- Which words do learners need to know?  

                             3- How will they learn them?   (Akbari & Jahangard, 2012, p.20) 

 

Second language researchers are concerned with other questions such as: How many words 

do learners need to learn to comprehend a spoken text? How many words do learners need to 

learn to comprehend a written text? How many encounters with novel words are required for 
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learning to take place? Could the provision of L1 translation alongside the L2 novel word 

facilitate learning?  

2.3 What does knowing a word constitute? 

      2.3.1 Vocabulary knowledge frameworks 

 

Prior to covering vocabulary learning modes, it is fundamental to highlight what it means 

when a learner acquires a new word. L2 vocabulary researchers have attempted to determine 

what word knowledge constitutes and what it means to know a word, and hence some 

vocabulary knowledge frameworks have been suggested. The earliest influential framework 

was put forward by Richards (1976) and consisted of eight assumptions to define what 

knowing a word means:  

 

1. The native speaker continues to expand his vocabulary in adulthood, whereas there is 

comparatively little development of syntax in adult life. 

2. Knowing a word means knowing the degree of probability of encountering that word in 

speech or print. For many words, we also know the sort of words most likely to be found 

associated with the word. 

3. Knowing a word implies knowing the limitations imposed on the use of the word 

according to variations of function and situation. 

4. Knowing a word means knowing the syntactic behaviour associated with that word. 

5. Knowing a word entails knowledge of the underlying form of the word and the derivatives 

that can be made from it. 

6. Knowing a word entails knowledge of the network of associations between that word and 

the other words in the language. 

7. Knowing a word means knowing the semantic value of the word. 

8. Knowing a word means knowing many of the different meanings associated with the word 

(p.83) 

 

Despite the fact that several L2 vocabulary empirical works and studies have been developed 

from this framework, it was deemed to be general and not straightforward, and hence it has 
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received criticism from some scholars. For instance, Meara (1996) pointed out that 

“Richards’ paper is not really an attempt to provide a systematic account of what it means to 

know a word”  (p.2). Likewise, Qian (2002) argues that the eight assumptions are not 

exhaustive as they lacked other crucial aspects namely, spelling and pronunciation. Another 

vocabulary knowledge framework that most L2 vocabulary researchers seem to concur with 

consists of two dimensions of vocabulary knowledge: vocabulary size and vocabulary depth 

(Qian, 1998,1999; Read,1989; Wesche & Paribakht,1996). It is viewed that vocabulary 

knowledge is a multidimensional construct rather than a single dimension (Qian & Schedl 

2004, p. 29). According to Qian and Schedl (2004) vocabulary size refers to “the number of 

words of which the learner has at least some superficial knowledge of meaning” while 

vocabulary depth refers to “how well a learner knows a word” (p.29). In a similar vein, 

Nation (2001) notes that “words are not isolated units of language, but fit into many related 

systems and levels” (p.44). This means that L2 learners need to be familiar with the various 

facets of the word and with many degrees of knowing in order to be able to use the word 

effectively.  

A further vocabulary knowledge framework that depends on estimates of vocabulary depth is 

the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) which was developed by Wesche and Paribakht 

(1996). This framework encompasses five stages of the learner’s lexical knowledge 

development. They consist of statements of the levels involved in the process of learning a 

word (from zero knowledge, partial knowledge to full knowledge). The VKS levels, which 

have been widely used in several studies as a vocabulary measurement tool are listed below: 

 

Level 1: I don’t remember having seen this word before. 

Level 2: I have seen this word before, but I don’t know what it means. 

Level 3: I have seen this word before, and I think it means______. (synonym or translation) 

Level 4: I know this word. It means______. (synonym or translation) 

Level 5: I can use this word in a sentence: ________. 

(Wesche & Paribakht, 1996, p.28) 

The framework indicates that the learner goes consecutively from one stage to the next, for 

instance, from stage one (unknown word) to stage two (form recognition). However, the 

consecutive nature of lexical knowledge stages in this framework was criticised. Meara 
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(1996, p.7) noted that the volatility of word knowledge suggests that every particular learner 

in a particular learning situation might go from one stage to any other stage. He argued that 

“the transient nature of this knowledge sometimes becomes apparent when we find ourselves 

looking at the same word again, often only a few minutes after the original looking up took 

place” (1996, p.7). N. Ellis (1997) noted that vocabulary learning is a more complex process 

and provided a thorough description of the multitudinous processes embodied in lexical 

knowledge, indicating the intricacy of the vocabulary knowledge framework.  

 

To understand speech the auditory input lexicon must categorise a novel sound pattern 

[…]; to read the word the visual input lexicon must learn to recognise a new 

orthographic pattern […]; to say the word the speech output lexicon must tune a motor 

programme for its pronunciation; to write it the spelling output lexicon must have a 

specification for its orthographic sequence. We must learn its syntactic properties. We 

must learn its place in lexical structure: its relations with other words. We must learn its 

semantic properties, its referential properties, and its roles in determining entailments 

[…]. We must learn the conceptual underpinnings that determine its place in our entire 

conceptual system. Finally we must learn the mapping of these I/O specifications to the 

semantic and conceptual meanings (p. 123) 

 

      2.3.2 Receptive and productive word knowledge  

 

Receptive word knowledge and productive word knowledge represent a comprehensible and 

well-established vocabulary knowledge framework. Nation (2001) makes a distinction 

between the two types of word knowledge, explaining that receptive vocabulary “involves 

perceiving the form of a word while listening or reading and retrieving its meaning”, whereas 

productive vocabulary “involves wanting to express a meaning through speaking or writing 

and retrieving and producing the appropriate spoken or written word form” (p.38). In other 

words, when a leaner has receptive knowledge of a given word, it means he/she is able to 

recognise its correct written or spoken form, distinguish it from synforms, i.e., words with 

similar lexical forms (Laufer,1988) and recall its meaning. Productive knowledge, on the 
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contrary, involves recognition of a lexical item as well as the ability to use it in spoken and 

written discourse to convey meaningful utterances and sentences.  

Consistent results have revealed that receptive word knowledge is larger than productive 

word knowledge (Laufer,1998; Webb, 2008). Moreover, in the classroom, most of 

vocabulary learning tends to occur in a receptive manner, and receptive tasks are more 

common and popular than productive tasks (Webb, 2005). However, debates were raised as 

to whether the learning of new lexical items for receptive and productive use constitutes a 

continuum or a dichotomy (Laufer & Goldstein, 2004, p. 405). Most L2 vocabulary experts 

assume that vocabulary learning is a cumulative process (Laufer & Goldstein 2004; Webb, 

2008). This is because learners initially acquire the receptive knowledge of a particular word 

through reading or listening and receptive tasks such as inferring meaning from context, 

looking up a word in a dictionary and matching words with their definitions or translations. 

Then, they develop the productive knowledge through productive activities such as sentence 

or paragraph writings. Hence, initial knowledge of new words tends to be merely partial, for 

example, learners might know how a word is pronounced and spelled but cannot use it 

correctly in a sentence underlining that vocabulary acquisition is an incremental process. 

Meara (1997) suggests that this process may occur by:  

 

Building a connection between a newly encountered word and a word that already exists 

in the learner’s lexicon. The connection could be a link between the new L2 word and its 

L1 translation or it could be a link between the new L2 word and an already known word 

in the L2 (p. 118) 

 

Nation (2013) suggests that knowledge of a given word involves more than merely 

knowledge of its meaning. Vocabulary knowledge goes beyond the simplified distinction 

between receptive knowledge and productive knowledge. In fact, Nation proposes that 

receptive knowledge and productive knowledge have three main dimensions that are included 

in knowing a word. These knowledge dimensions involve form, meaning and use. He puts 

forward a model (see Figure 2.1) in which he presents a thorough description of each 

knowledge dimension.  
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Form         Spoken                                R   What does the word sound like? 
 
                                                               P   How is the word pronounced? 
 
                  Written                                 R   What does the word look like? 
 
                                                               P   How is the word written and spelled? 
 
                  Word parts                           R  What parts are recognizable in this word?  
 
                                                               P   What word parts are needed to express this meaning?  
 
Meaning     Form and Meaning            R  What meaning does this word form signal? 
 
                                                              P  What word form can be used to express this meaning?  
 
                  Concept and references       R  What is included in the concept?  
 
                                                               P  What items can the concept refer to?  
 
                 Associations                         R  What other words does this make us think of?  
 
                                                              P  What other words could we use instead of this one?  
 
Use          Grammatical functions         R  In what patterns does the word occur?  
 
                                                              P  In what patterns must we use this word?  
 
                  Collocations                        R  What words or types of words occur  
 
                                                                               with is one? 
 
                                                             P       What words or types of words must   
 
                                                                               we use with this one? 
 
                  Constraints on use             R       Where, when, and how often  
                 (register, frequency…) 
                                                                            would we expect to meet this word?  
 
                                                             P      Where, when, and how often can  
 
                                                                              we use this word? 
 
                                                               

Figure 2.1 What is involved in knowing a word Nation (2013, p.49) 
Note. R=receptive knowledge, P=productive knowledge  
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Recognition and production of the spoken form, written form as well as word parts fall within 

the form dimension. Knowledge of the meaning dimension requires the ability to establish 

form-meaning links and use the word form to convey meaning. Knowledge of the use 

dimension consists of the ability to recognise and produce grammatical functions and 

collocations associated with a particular word. In addition, the use dimension entails 

familiarity with the constraints on use including the ability to recognise the frequency level of 

the word and determine whether or not the use of the word would “suit the degree of 

formality of the situation” (Nation, 2013, p.50). Nation’s vocabulary framework is the most 

comprehensive and the most widely used by vocabulary experts.  

 

It should be noted that the above vocabulary knowledge frameworks did not specify the 

relationship between word components. In other words, the frameworks described well what 

learners need to learn, yet lacked information on hierarchical ordering (whether some 

components are learned prior to others) and whether word components are interrelated and 

learned simultaneously (González-Fernández & Schmitt, 2019). In fact, most L2 vocabulary 

researchers focused on word components individually and conducted single-component 

studies, for example, collocations (Peters, 2016), form (Milton & Hopkins, 2006) and form–

meaning link (Laufer & Goldstein, 2004). Webb (2005) investigated the acquisition of 

multiple word components and found an interrelationship between different word 

components. In a more recent study, González-Fernández and Schmitt (2019) explored the 

relationships and order of acquisition of four different word knowledge components, 

including form-meaning, derivatives, collocation and polysemy. It was found that there is a 

strong interrelationship between these word components, suggesting that knowledge of one 

component facilitates learning of the remaining components. It was also shown that some 

components are acquired before others, e.g., form-meaning link was learned before 

derivatives, and that learners mastered recognition knowledge prior to recall knowledge of 

the four components (see Section 2.10 for recognition vs recall). 
 

In addition to highlighting what knowing a word means, vocabulary experts attempted to 

account for what counts as a word. For example, should the words tree and trees be counted 

as the same word?. Words can be counted as tokens, types, lemmas and word families 
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(Nation, 2013, pp.10-11). When counting every single word that occurs in a spoken or 

written text, it is called token or running word, and if the word appears more than once, then 

each appearance should be counted. For example, ‘the show was the best!’ contains five 

tokens, with the word form the, occurring twice. Words that are counted by types, by 

contrast, are words with different forms, i.e., if a word with the same form is repeated within 

a text, it is counted once only. In the previous example, one can say that the sentence contains 

four types of words. Counting words by lemmas consists of counting related similar words in 

terms of part of speech (e.g., book, books) (Francis & Kucera, 1982 as cited in Nation, 2013, 

p.10), and counting words by a word family means counting a headword and “its inflected 

forms and its closely related derived forms” (Nation, 2013, p.11) as members of the same 

word family (e.g., happy, unhappy, happiness). However, vocabulary knowledge is a 

complex construct in that lexical knowledge goes beyond knowing tokens, types, lemmas or 

word families individually. In fact, vocabulary experts make a distinction between knowledge 

of single words and knowledge of multiword units (two or more words). Multiword units, 

such as idiomatic expressions tend to be more difficult to learn than single words (Laufer, 

1997), and hence the current study focuses only on single words. According to Pellicer-

Sánchez (2019): 

 

Single words and multiword units differ in their form and in the form-meaning 

connection they bear with them. Multiword units have a more complex and usually 

longer form; they are subject to different levels of compositionality; and are commonly 

associated with more opaque, figurative meanings ( p.158).   

 

2.4 Implicit and explicit learning 

 

Why is it that people are able to walk without thinking about how to make steps ? Why, by 

contrast, is it that they have to consciously learn the rules and guidelines of driving a car? 

Why is it that children have an innate capacity to acquire their first language when second 

language learners have to receive, to some extent, explicit instruction and make conscious 

effort to attain L2 mastery ?. In order to answer these questions, two contrasting mechanisms 

have been proposed to describe the learning process: the first is that learning occurs naturally 
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and without conscious awareness (Krashen, 1989) and the second is that there is no learning 

without consciousness (Schmidt, 1990). These two concepts are called implicit and explicit 

learning modes. Generally, a distinction between the two modes has been made with 

reference to the presence or absence of awareness while learning. DeKeyser (2003) defines 

implicit learning as “learning without awareness of what is being learned” (p.314). Hence, 

explicit learning is characterised by presence of awareness. R. Ellis (2009) elaborates on the 

distinction that :  

 

In the case of implicit learning, learners remain unaware of the learning that has taken 

place, although it is evident in the behavioral response they make. Thus, learners cannot 

verbalise what they have learned. In the case of explicit learning, learners are aware that 

they have learned something and can verbalise what they have learned (p.3) 

 

As a matter of fact, language learning occurs when we use the language for daily 

communication. Communication might flow smoothly without devoting much effort in the 

learning process or might suffer breakdowns. If this happens, negotiation of meaning might 

assist in achieving mutual understanding and improving linguistic knowledge. In this respect, 

N. Ellis ( 2005) states that “implicit learning of language occurs during fluent comprehension 

and production, whereas explicit learning of language occurs in our conscious efforts to 

negotiate meaning and construct communication” (p.306). Thus, implicit learning is 

automatic, while explicit learning is selective. In N. Ellis’s words (2007):  

 

Implicit learning is the acquisition of knowledge about the underlying structure of a 

complex stimulus environment by a process which takes place naturally, simply, and 

without conscious operations. Explicit learning is a more conscious operation where the 

individual attends to particular aspects of the stimulus array and volunteers and tests 

hypotheses in a search for structure ( pp 21-22) 

 

However, as already mentioned, there has been a long-standing controversy as to which 

learning mode is most effective, some L2 experts such as Krashen (1989) advocated the 

implicit learning mode and took a strong position against the explicit learning mode. He 
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considered the explicit learning mode just a monitor to ascertain accurate language 

production, avoid errors and incorrectness, which does not contribute to fluency 

development. He put forward some hypotheses namely, the Input hypothesis which postulates 

that second language acquisition occurs in a natural subconscious way that is akin to first 

language acquisition. It claims that a comprehensible listening/reading input is the vehicle for 

natural L2 acquisition and that L2 development takes place when the input contains language 

structures that are just beyond the current level of L2 knowledge (i+1). However, Krashen’s 

hypotheses lacked empirical evidence and hence received fierce criticism and were 

questioned in the field of second language learning.  

Indeed, some language aspects in first language are acquired in a subconscious manner (e.g., 

grammar knowledge), yet when it comes to the vocabulary knowledge, L1 users need to 

consciously learn new words and constantly enlarge their vocabulary, let alone L2 users. This 

implies that some degree of attention is shifted towards language forms and that the bulk of 

vocabulary existing in a language cannot be acquired in sheer unconscious manner. N. Ellis 

(1994) noted that pure implicit vocabulary learning entails:  

 

1) that acquirers really are unaware 

 2) that they fail to notice that the vocabulary item is novel  

 3) that they do not selectively attend to it 

 4) that they do not use a variety of conscious strategies to try to infer its meaning from 

context 

 5) that they do not apply metacognitive knowledge to guide application of appropriate 

mnemonic techniques to consolidate the new concept-label in memory (p.7) 

 

N. Ellis (1994), however, suggested that there is an intersection between explicit and implicit 

knowledge, alongside two major cognitive processes: controlled and automatic processes. 

The dichotomy between these processes springs from the progressive nature of second 

language acquisition, wherein a highly cognitive effort is required by L2 learners in the early 

stages of the acquisition and a lower cognitive effort as they gradually enhance their 

linguistic level. Controlled processing refers to “ a temporary activation of memory nodes 

through attentional control”, whereas automatic processing happens “when a particular 
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response has been built up through successive mapping of the same input to the same pattern 

of activation over many trials” (p. 85). More simply, Eysenck  (2004) puts it “controlled 

processes are of limited capacity, require attention, and can be used flexibly in changing 

circumstances, while automatic processes suffer no capacity limitations, do not require 

attention and are very hard to modify once learned” (p. 210) 

 

However, is it possible for second language acquisition to occur completely implicitly 

(without awareness) as claimed by Krashen?. In response to this view, Schmidt (1995) stated 

that “what learners notice in input is what becomes intake for learning” (p. 20). Thus, 

learners’ attention needs to be directed towards forms and their corresponding meaning in 

order to be retained, i.e., some degree of awareness is crucial for learning to happen.  

Irrespective of the controversy over implicit and explicit learning, other researchers view that 

both learning modes are of paramount importance to language learning. For example , Doughty 

and Williams (1998) claimed that both implicit and explicit modes play a crucial role in the 

representation and gain of knowledge. They suggested that the implicit mode aims “to attract 

learner attention and to avoid metalinguistic discussion, always minimizing any interruption to 

the communication of meaning”, while the explicit mode aims “to direct learner attention and 

to exploit pedagogical grammar in this regard” (p. 232).  

 

Therefore, explicit and implicit knowledge cannot be viewed as mutually exclusive types of 

knowledge (R. Ellis, Loewen & Erlam, 2006, p.340). There is no advantage of the implicit 

knowledge over the explicit knowledge or vice versa. They should be deemed as 

complementary approaches to optimal learning. For example, if L2 learners encounter a new 

word multiple times while listening to a song or a video and learn its meaning by guessing from 

context, they also need to learn how it is spelled ( its written form), this can be achieved through 

an explicit focus. By doing so, one can say that learning does not happen in a pure implicit 

manner and that “ [….] explicit knowledge may help the learner to notice features in the input 

that would otherwise be ignored” (N. Ellis, 1994, p. 98) 

 

To sum up, although comprehensible reading or listening input plays a primordial role in 

second language acquisition, explicit focus on linguistic features remains an indispensable 
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asset to learning. The onus for explicit focus on language features (grammatical forms, 

lexical items) is on noticing, that is, when learners are aware of the presence of those features 

in input. This leads to the discussion of a vital concept in second language learning which is 

noticing in the next section.  

 

2.5 The noticing hypothesis  
 
 
Following the dominant and central assumptions made by most language theorists in the 

1980s that linguistic knowledge and learning processes are unconscious, the noticing 

hypothesis was proposed by Schmidt (1990, 2001). The hypothesis stipulates that “intake is 

that part of the input that the learner notices” (Schmidt, 1990, p.139). Hence, “learner must 

attend to and notice linguistic features of the input that they are exposed to if those forms are 

to become intake for learning” (Schmidt, 2010, p.724). Schmidt (1995) put forward that 

noticing constitutes a level of awareness and a subjective cognitive concept which allows the 

learners to consciously register specific linguistic content. As such, Robinson (1995) noted 

that “ noticing is responsible for encoding in memory” ( p. 296). In other words, noticing is a 

prerequisite for the learning of the varied formal aspects such as grammar, phonology and 

lexis. However, other researchers such as Williams ( 2005) view that there is a possibility for 

learning to occur at the level of noticing without awareness. This is because “the vast 

majority of our cognitive processing is unconscious” (N. Ellis, 2005, p.306). 

 

The concept of noticing in learning was generated as a result of two case studies that were 

carried out by Schmidt (1983, 1984). The first case study was of an adult Japanese 

(autonomous) learner of English as a second language, who immigrated to the U.S. when he 

was 30, and whose English language learning and progress were recorded over several years. 

Schmidt (1983) gave the learner the pseudonym “Wes” who was described as a highly 

determined and motivated learner of the English language as he quickly improved his level in 

many aspects such as pronunciation, fluency, vocabulary, listening comprehension and 

pragmatic. However, he suffered from a deficiency in grammar, morphology and syntax 

because he was constantly making grammatical mistakes, and hence no development was 

noticed in these areas. As an attempt to explain the reasons behind Wes’ weaknesses in 
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grammar knowledge, Schmidt (1983) conducted longitudinal investigations and deduced that 

“adults do seem to have lost the still mysterious ability of children to acquire the grammatical 

forms of language while apparently not paying attention to forms”  (p.172). Hence, explicit 

exposure to forms is required for adult learners of a second language in order to develop 

mastery of grammatical structures because acquisition of these small details cannot happen 

through “over-reliance on an implicit learning strategy, learning through interaction alone, 

with little attention to language form and little conscious reflection about language structure” 

(Schmidt, 2012, p. 29).  

 

The second case study that led to the origination of the noticing hypothesis consisted of 

Schmidt’s personal learning experience of Portuguese in Brazil over a five-month period of 

time (Schmidt & Frota, 1986). He had taken a class for five weeks, after which he continued 

his language learning by means of daily interactions with native speakers. Findings revealed 

that despite the highly frequent exposure to some language forms in target input, these forms 

were still not acquired unless they were explicitly noticed in input. Thus, it can be deduced 

that although classroom instruction involved exposure to a large amount of Portuguese 

language input, with the opportunity for use and interaction after classroom, some explicit 

learning by paying attention to forms might have facilitated the acquisition of these forms. In 

this respect, Schmidt suggests that “SLA is largely driven by what learners pay attention to 

and notice in target language input and what they understand the significance of noticed input 

to be” (2001, pp. 3-4). 

 

In the same line of thought, Nation (2001, 2013) and Webb and Nation (2017) suggest that 

noticing is the key to vocabulary learning. Noticing is referred to as “giving attention to an 

item” (Nation, 2001, p.74) in order to learn it. When and how learners notice a certain word 

depends on some factors, namely the salience of the word, prior encounter with the word and  

learners’ awareness of the gap that the new word fills in their knowledge of the language (R. 

Ellis, 1990; Schmidt & Frota, 1986). Webb and Nation (2017) state that decontextualisation 

is another way whereby noticing is likely to occur. Decontextualisation involves deliberate 

focus on words in isolation, i.e., focusing on words out of their context, for example by 
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looking up a word in a dictionary, providing L2 definitions of the word and L1 explanations 

through L1 glossing.   

 

2.6 Input and second language acquisition 

 

Input has been at the heart of second language research in that it provides L2 learners with 

the needed and adequate linguistic data for communication. In fact, the concept of input “is 

the most single important concept of second language acquisition. It is trivial to point out that 

no individual can learn a second language without language input of some sort” (Gass,1997, 

p.1). In the same line of thought, VanPatten and Williams (2007) state that “acquisition will 

not happen for learners of a second language unless they are exposed to input” (p.9). 

However, the information presented in a certain input, e.g., via listening or reading should be 

sufficiently easy with some unknown and new linguistic features to be acquired. By doing so, 

learners are to be exposed to what Krashen calls comprehensible input (1985).                         

 

      2.6.1 Input processing theory 

 

Krashen’s view that acquisition is a subconscious process whereby learners read or listen for 

pleasure (they process input for meaning-only), leading automatically to acquisition was 

highly debatable. L2 experts emphasised the learners’ active role in learning and have been 

interested in discovering how learners cope with and process the input while reading or 

listening. To this end, they stress the role of attention; a fundamental cognitive aspect to 

information processing and storage, which is closely related to the concept of noticing. 

Schmidt (2001) emphasises that “the concept of attention is necessary for learning in order to 

understand virtually every aspect of second language acquisition”, including “ the way in 

which interaction, negotiation for meaning and all forms of instruction contributes to 

language learning” (p.3). Robinson (1995) stated that attention to features of the input is a 

crucial factor to language learning. He provided three usages of attention in learning: 

 

It can be used to describe the processes involved in selecting the information to be 

processed and stored in memory. […] It can be used to describe our capacity for 
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processing information. […] Finally, it can be used to describe the mental effort 

involved in processing information (p. 288)  

 

Similarly, VanPatten (1990) subscribed to the importance of attention in second language 

learning and conducted an empirical study that had a great impact on research on the topic of 

attention to form and meaning. Following advocates of the vital role of conscious attention to 

form to learn it, VanPatten questioned the possibility of the simultaneous processing of form 

and meaning. The main questions addressed in his study were: what is attended to in input?  

what is not attended to ? and why?. He proposed that there would be a competition between 

processing input for meaning and processing input for form and suggested that learners, at 

beginner and intermediate levels, tend to process meaning first because their main focus 

would be on the propositional content and not its encoding. VanPatten came up with the input 

processing theory which aims at looking into how linguistic data is processed by L2 learners 

(1996, 2007). The input processing theory does not cover all the L2 language processes, 

VanPatten (2007) postulates that “input processing theory is not a full theory of acquisition 

but […] it is only concerned with how learners come to make form-meaning connections or 

parse sentences” (p.127).  

 

Basically, the main aim of the theory is to account for the psycholinguistic strategies used to 

learn linguistic content from input (Benati, 2013). It claims that only certain language 

features are attended to, at a time, during online linguistic processing because not all of the 

data can be processed concurrently. VanPatten’s perspective was inspired from the tenet of 

cognitive psychology that learners have a limited cognitive capacity and that attention is 

arduous and selective by nature. Hence, he assumed that learners can only process a specific 

amount of information at a given amount of time. In fact, VanPatten indicated that input 

processing goes through three main stages: filtering, reduction and modification to derive and 

come up with one single entity which is labelled intake (VanPatten, 1996). This theory was 

developed from his study with 202 students of Spanish who were divided into four groups. 

Each group was required to complete a task while listening to a text for meaning: 

Task 1: Listening to the passage for content only 
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Task 2: listening to the passage for content and for the word “inflation”  wherein participants 

were required to note the lexical item “inflation” each time it was heard 

Task 3: listening to the passage for content and for the definite article la wherein participants 

were required to note the definite article each time it was heard  

Task 4: listening to the text for content and for the verb morpheme -n wherein participants 

were required to note the morpheme each time it was heard  

 

The hypotheses formulated for the study were:  

1.If learners have difficulty in directing attention toward both content and form, then a task 

involving conscious attention to non-communicative grammatico-morphological forms in the 

input will negatively affect comprehension of content.  

2. If these same learners are (basically) going for meaning first, a task involving conscious 

attention to important lexical items will not affect comprehension of content.  

3. More advanced learners will not exhibit the same patterns of performance on the tasks as 

the early stage learners, i.e., more advanced learners should be more able to direct attention to 

form since they are better equipped to attend to content (VanPatten, 1990, p. 290) 

Results showed that the groups which listened to content only and content plus word 

“inflation” achieved the highest score results on a subsequent comprehension test. Therefore, 

when learners attended to a definite article while listening to a passage comprehension was 

hindered, yet when they attended to a lexical item while listening to the passage to facilitate 

comprehension of input, comprehension was facilitated. Given these findings, VanPatten 

noted that there are two major principles underpinning the input processing theory, one of 

which is called the “Primacy of Meaning” that is reviewed in this study due to its relevance.  

 

The Primacy of Meaning principle asserts that when a certain input is processed by learners, 

their full attention is initially directed towards the meaning in order to understand the main 

message conveyed through an aural mode. By doing so, the form-meaning links are left aside 

to be processed when the message of the input is understood and clear. The primacy of 

meaning principle is composed of four sub-principles: 

 

- Learners process input for meaning before they process it for form. 
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- Learners process content words in the input before anything else.  

- Learners prefer processing lexical items to grammatical items (e.g., morphological 

markings) for semantic information. 

- Learners prefer processing “more meaningful” morphology before “less” or “non-

meaningful morphology” (1996, p.14).  

 

Therefore, L2 learners have a tendency to selectively allocate their attention towards specific 

features. Yet, a well-thought-out lesson design can also manipulate attentional resources and 

lead to important features in input being noticed by the learners. In this respect, Schmidt 

(2001, p.14) postulates that: 

 

We have some freedom to pay attention to one stimulus (or some feature of a complex 

stimulus) over another. A great deal of language teaching practice is founded on the 

premise that learners can attend to different aspects of the target language and that one 

of the important functions of teaching is to help focus learners’ attention.  

 

     2.6.2 Simultaneous processing of form and meaning  

 

As reviewed above, since conscious processing of language features is serial and effortful, 

form and meaning may compete for learners’ attention, who prioritise meaning-processing 

over form-processing, when exposed to a listening material. Accordingly, L2 researchers 

stress the importance of focus-on-form (FonF) so that L2 forms would not go unnoticed and 

would be learned. It is suggested that occasional “switch” to form while learners are engaged 

with meaning maybe useful for learning. For example, Doughty (1997, 2001) argued that 

FonF while reading or listening for meaning can be possible as long as it does not interfere 

unduly with comprehension of the message conveyed. She noted that “focus on form should 

come at cognitively opportune times; when the intervention can somehow be seamless with 

processing for language learning, rather than at overtly intrusive moments” (Doughty, 2001, 

p.23).  

Based on research, and in order to introduce language forms and meaning simultaneously, in 

an inconspicuous way, Doughty (2001) cited three criteria to be taken into consideration: a) 
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the primary focus is on meaning; b) the FonF targets arise incidentally and c) learners’ 

attention is drawn to forms briefly (p.23). According to Doughty, FonF should be deployed 

when learners need it. Some experiments by Cowan (1993) revealed that temporary shifts of 

attention to syllables during a task whose primary goal was comprehension, did not impede 

comprehension and led to the learning of the syllables. Subjects included in the experiments 

were asked to whisper-read a novel for meaning, and occasionally heard the most recent 

syllables, which they had to write down while whisper-reading. On a subsequent test, 

participants remembered input that was not at the centre of their attention as they could 

identify the syllables which interrupted their whisper-reading process. More importantly, the 

syllables were retained for up to 10 seconds in short-term memory without hindering  

comprehension of the novel. Hence, these experiments indicated that the brief introduction of 

word forms while learners are focusing on the meaning, can lead to learning without 

overloading the memory or affecting processing of the main input.  

 

The central finding from Cowan’s experiments is that learners’ attention can be attracted to 

form while they are involved in a task where the main focus is on meaning. From a 

psycholinguistic perspective, the limited nature of attention renders it selective, and thus 

learners can only attend to a specific thing at time. Selective attention is “the act of 

purposively focusing conscious attention on some particular object or goal while ignoring 

extraneous information that may be present in the situational context. In the case of language, 

attention may be selectively focused on meaning or on form”. (R. Ellis, 2016, pp. 411-412). 

Yet, in a focus-on-form task where attention is selectively attracted to meaning, brief shift to 

specific forms that are encountered in input is possible (R. Ellis, 2016, p. 412). The term 

focus-on-form (FonF) was coined by Long (1991, 1996, 2015) and was popularised along 

with focus on forms (FonFs) and focus on meaning (FonM) approaches to second language 

instruction. Theoretically, drawing on Schmidt’s emphasis on the importance of noticing, 

Long (1991) stated that FonF “ overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as 

they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication” ( 

pp.45-46). This approach is based on the Interaction hypothesis which postulates that “ 

important brief opportunities for attention to linguistic code features, and for explicit learning 

to improve implicit input processing, occur during negotiation for meaning” (Long, 2015, 
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p.53). However, Long (2015) argues that FonF can also be non-interactive, for example, 

during a listening or reading comprehension task where target language items are highlighted 

via input enhancement, i.e., the process of manipulating input to promote learning. By doing 

so, aural or written input processing is required by the learners, yet with a simultaneous 

attentional switch to target language items, ensuring that the FonF occurs only when needed, 

in an unobtrusive manner, for the completion of a task (Doughty, 2001).  

 

In contrast to FonF, FonFs consists of the explicit introduction of linguistic forms in isolation 

(form-centered approach) and FonM is the theoretical equivalent of communicative language 

teaching which focuses on incidental language learning (meaning-focused instruction) where 

linguistic forms are on the sidelines. It has to be noted that the term form does not solely 

entail focus on form but rather form-meaning association as Long (2015) states “ focus on 

form involves learners’ attention being briefly attracted to or in some cases directed to, 

language form and form-meaning connection…” (p. 317). FonF was originally associated 

with grammar but then was extended to vocabulary learning by some researchers (Laufer, 

2005, 2006; Laufer & Girsai, 2008) in that form does not only constitute focus on 

grammatical forms but also lexical forms (orthographical and phonological ) (R. Ellis, 2016). 

As far as lexical FonFs is concerned, it consists of the teaching of L2 vocabulary in a non-

communicative or an inauthentic language task, e.g., learning decontextualised lexical items 

via the use of word pairs/lists or word activities. Lexical FonF, on the contrary, encompasses 

the teaching or learning of L2 vocabulary that is necessary for the completion of a 

communicative or an authentic language task (Laufer, 2006). Marefat and Hassanzadeh 

(2016) examined the effect of listening with simultaneous lexical FonF on new vocabulary 

learning and compared it to FonM and FonFs conditions. Sixty seven Iranian EFL upper-

intermediate students listened to three newscast episodes over three sessions. In each session, 

they listened to one newscast episode including 20 new words. Thirteen students listened to 

the newscast episodes with simultaneous focus on the new words (printed ) (FonF condition). 

Twenty six students only listened to the newscast episodes (FonM condition). Upon 

completion of each treatment, a comprehension task was administered in both conditions. 

Twenty eight students were directly taught the new words via a word-list as well as a word-

focused activity (FonFs condition). An immediate word recall post-test and a delayed post-
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test one week later, showed that the largest amount of new vocabulary learning occurred in 

the listening with simultaneous focus on the new words (FonF condition).  

 

Laufer (2009) reviewed the empirical literature on L2 vocabulary learning through form-

focused instruction and found that there have been seven prominent themes that had been 

explored within research on lexical form-focused instruction (p.342):  

 

a) Effects of text input, without lexical support (A1) and with lexical support (A2)  

b) Learning words in authentic and/or communicative tasks with Focus on Form 

c) Learning decontextualized vocabulary, or in minimal contexts with Focus on Forms  

d) Multiple exposures/rehearsals.   

e) Acquiring partial knowledge of words  

f) Theoretical positions related to vocabulary learning 

g) Technology in vocabulary research and learning.   

 

The current study fits within theme (b) because it consists of a listening activity via an 

authentic podcast episode and lexical focus-on-form.  

 

2.7 Incidental and intentional learning   

 
 
At the beginning of the twentieth century, the terms incidental and intentional began to gain 

popularity in psychological literature and were widely used in experimental psychology ( 

Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001). In second language learning, with particular focus on the 

vocabulary aspect, incidental learning has been contrasted with intentional learning and has 

been given different interpretations. From a theoretical standpoint, incidental learning can be 

defined as “learning without intent to learn” or “learning of one thing, when the learner’s 

primary objective is to do something else” (Schmidt, 1994, p.16) such as in a reading or a 

listening comprehension activity. Intentional learning, on the other hand, involves the 

deliberate learning of something that is the main objective. From a methodological 

perspective, incidental learning requires the learners to perform a task involving the 
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processing of some information without being told in advance that they will be tested 

afterwards on their recall of information (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, p.10). On the other hand, 

in intentional learning, learners complete the task in readiness for a forthcoming assessment 

test, and thus testing occurs with advance notice (Akbari & Jahangard, 2012).  

 

The above definitions of incidental vocabulary learning imply that incidental learning occurs 

unconsciously. This has received criticism from Gass (1999) who stated that the definitions 

of incidental learning as a “side-effect” of a reading or listening activity “tend to bypass the 

active role of the learner” (p.320) in the learning process. In the same line of thought, R. Ellis 

(1999) stated that text comprehension is the learner’s primary aim in incidental vocabulary 

learning whereby there is no intention for explicit focus on the target items, yet this does not 

necessarily imply that the learning process or the learning outcome is achieved in an 

unconscious manner. R. Ellis (1999) made a distinction between incidental and intentional 

learning with regard to focal (central) attention and peripheral (secondary) attention in 

cognitive psychology. Based on this distinction, intentional vocabulary learning requires 

focal attention to be placed deliberately on the linguistic code (i.e., on form or on form-

meaning connections)” whereas, incidental learning requires attention to be made on meaning 

(i.e., message content) but always peripheral attention is directed to form (pp.45-46).  As far 

as vocabulary learning is concerned, incidental vocabulary learning refers to the process of 

learning new lexical items as a result of some other activity (Richards & Schmidt, 2002), 

while intentional vocabulary learning is defined as the rehearsal and memorising techniques 

invoked by learners when they have the explicit intention to learn and retain lexical 

information (Hulstijn, 2003, p.359). In other simple words, intentional vocabulary learning 

refers to “any activity geared at committing lexical information to memory” (Hulstijn, 2001, 

p.271).  

The literature on intentional and incidental vocabulary acquisition has always been uncertain 

which approach, is most efficient for lexical items acquisition because there are many factors 

that influence the learning process (de Groot, 2006). Those who advocate incidental learning 

(e.g., Huckin & Coady, 1999; Krashen 1985) claim that learners acquire most words in a 

natural and contextual way during extensive reading and in listening environments. They 

assume that L2 vocabulary is primarily acquired in an incidental and incremental way. In this 
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respect, Brown et al. (2008) state that “if learners do a lot of reading and listening, there will 

be considerable cumulative enrichment of partially known words as well as the establishment 

of certain new words in their lexicons” (p. 158). Similarly, Cho and Krashen (1994) stated 

that “ most vocabulary, in both first and second language is acquired incidentally (as cited in 

Akbari & Jahangard, 2012, p.39). However, Nation (2001) notes that “many [L2 learners] do 

not experience the conditions that are needed for this kind of learning to occur” (p.232). As a 

result, it is assumed that effective learning may accrue from explicit exposure or instruction, 

wherein fast and sizeable gains occur, with a strong likelihood of longer retention (Schmitt, 

2008). Laufer (2005) reported results from three studies that she conducted on the use of 

explicit vocabulary instruction and concluded that 70% of vocabulary was learned through 

direct focus on new words, on receptive immediate post-tests, which decayed to 21–41% on 

two-week delayed post-tests. Yet, she noted that these findings were much better than 

findings obtained from studies which relied on incidental vocabulary learning. Similar results 

were reported from a study by Smith (2004) wherein new items were deliberately focused 

upon in online chat activities. He found that 80–90% of target items were recalled on 

receptive knowledge post-tests and 50–59% of learning occurred in terms of productive word 

form.  

 

Elgort and Nation (2010) state that deliberate vocabulary aids such as notebooks and word 

cards are very useful methods for vocabulary learning. Nation (2011) asserts that “well 

directed deliberate vocabulary learning using word cards is very effective and much more 

efficient than teaching and vocabulary exercises” (p.536). In deliberate or explicit learning, a 

small number of encounters can be sufficient for word learning. Tinkham (1993,1997) and 

Waring (1997) found that seven repetitions resulted in new word learning. Elley (1989) found 

that only two encounters led to learning of new words from the teacher’s explanation of these 

words that appeared in a listening passage. In incidental learning, Webb (2007a) found that 

more than 10 meetings may be required for the acquisition of full knowledge of words.  

Laufer (2005) stresses the importance of implementing an explicit teaching approach for the 

following reasons: 
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• Learners who understand the overall message often do not pay attention to the precise 

meanings of individual words. 

• Guessing from context is often unreliable, especially if the learner does not know 98% of 

the words in the discourse. 

• Words which are easily understood (guessed) from context may not generate enough 

engagement to be learned and remembered. 

• New words which learners have met in discourse need to be met again quickly to avoid their 

being forgotten. In order for words relatively to be met 10 times in reading, learners would 

need to read 1–2 graded readers per week. The typical learner simply does not read this 

much.  

 

2.8 Lexical quality hypothesis 

 

Reading is a crucial source of second language learning that learners have to master to attain 

L2 proficiency. However, a common struggle among L2 learners is reading comprehension. 

Vocabulary knowledge is deemed a prerequisite for L2 learners to improve the skill of 

reading comprehension. Perfetti and Hart (2002) believe that “reading is partly about 

words…skill in reading comprehension rests to a considerable extent on knowledge 

of words” (p.189). The Lexical quality hypothesis put forward by Perfetti and Hart (2002)  

posits that alteration to the quality of word representation has a positive impact on reading 

comprehension. “High lexical quality includes well-specified and partly redundant 

representations of form (orthography and phonology) and flexible representations of 

meaning, allowing for rapid and reliable meaning retrieval, low-quality representations 

lead to specific word-related problems in comprehension” (Perfetti, 2007, p.357). The 

concept of quality involves two main components in the mental representation of a word: 

flexibility and precision (Perfetti, 2007). High lexical quality has three basic constituents: 

orthographical, phonological and semantic constituents, which are important for coherence in 

lexical entry. Hence, in order to enhance comprehension, the combination of the constituents 

is necessary for readers as “only words efficiently and effortlessly activated are able to free 

processing resources for building text representations and comprehending the resulting 

structure” (Hart & Perfetti, 2008, p.110).  
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The lexical quality hypothesis is not primarily concerned with vocabulary acquisition, it 

rather focuses on existing lexical representations, however, it supports vocabulary studies 

which used a combined listening while reading approach (see Brown et al., 2008; Webb & 

Chang, 2012). These studies provided evidence that exposure to both auditory and written 

word forms, in listening and reading situations, was more effective for lexical learning than a 

single exposure to either a listening-only (spoken form only) or reading-only (written form 

only) situation. The present study also relies on the presentation of both orthographical and 

phonological word forms to promote new vocabulary learning.  

 

2.9 Depth of processing hypothesis  

 

With regard to information processes involved in memory, Craik and Lockhart (1972) put 

forward the hypothesis of deep processing which posits that effective processing of new 

information is contingent upon the shallowness or depth of processing rather than the 

duration required for it. Craik and Lockhart (1972) noted that : “depth of processing is a 

series or hierarchy of processing stages where greater depth implies a greater degree of 

semantic or cognitive analysis”  (p.675). Linking the hypothesis to vocabulary learning, it is 

suggested that new words need to be processed deeply through some activities which 

encompass manipulation, repetition and generation so that the new words will be retained 

longer (Borer, 2007). Borer (2007) states that “deep processing refers to any elaborative 

semantic and syntactic focus deployed to assist learners in understanding, recalling, and 

reconceptualising words for use in new contexts” (p.276).  

 

Much research has shown that when learners are passive recipients of knowledge, loss and 

forgetting are more likely to occur, and thus cognitive effort is vital for effective learning and 

better retention (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001). However, Nation (2001) argues that different 

lexical items require a different amount of learning effort to be retained, referring to this as 

the learning burden. While some difficult lexical items require a higher level of learning 

effort to be processed and retained, other words such as cognates with a lighter learning 

burden can be readily learned and remembered. Furthermore, the learning burden is lighter 
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for new words whose synonyms are already known by learners than new words with 

synonyms that learners are not familiar with (Webb, 2007b). Also, the use of L1 knowledge 

in conjunction with L2 knowledge can speed up the learning of new lexical items (Webb, 

2007b).  

Increased learning outcomes are not solely contingent upon the depth of information 

processing but also the consistency between the initial mode of encoding and mode of 

retrieval later (Goldstein, 2007, p.200). This concept of cognitive processing is called 

transfer-appropriate processing (Lockhart, 2002). It posits that memory performance is highly 

optimised if there is congruence between the mode of the task involved in the learning 

process during first exposure and the mode of the task used for practice or assessment during 

second exposure. Hence, it would be useful for learners to design a type of activity or test to 

gauge their learning, that is in line with the type of training or instruction.  

 

2.10 Testing and modality effects on vocabulary learning 

 

There are two common types of memory retrieval: recognition and recall retrieval. While 

recognition refers to the ability to identify something, e.g., recognition of a person’s face, that 

has been seen before, recall is the ability to produce something that has been encountered, 

experienced or used before, e.g., the remembering of a computer password. There is a tenet in 

cognitive psychology that retrieval of an item by means of recognition tends to be easier than 

retrieval via recall (Haist, Shimamura & Squire, 1992). One common explanation for this is 

that, in recognition tests, learners are presented with a stimulus, e.g., multiple-choice answers 

and are only required to recognise the correct answer. On the other hand, items in a recall test 

are presented in isolation with no cue and learners make attempts to dredge up information on 

these item. For instance, in vocabulary assessment, the provision of the correct synonym or 

translation of an L2 lexical item demonstrates memory recall, while an indication of merely a 

prior encounter with the lexical item embodies memory recognition. Nation (2001) 

and Gyllstad, Vilkaite and Schmitt (2015) suggest that the format of recognition tests, e.g., 

multiple-choice tests, might encourage guessing which is most likely to be correct making the 

test less arduous than a recall test. Empirical evidence showing the ease of vocabulary 

learning via recognition tests in comparison to recall tests can be found in a study by Brown 
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et al. (2008). It was found that the amount of new vocabulary learned from a recognition test 

in a multiple-choice format was higher than the amount learned from a recall test by means of 

a translation test. Likewise, a study by Waring and Takaki (2003) revealed that vocabulary 

performance on a recognition test was significantly better than performance on a recall test. 

Therefore, the nature of  the vocabulary measures has the potential to affect subjects’ lexical 

performance.  

 

Moreover, another factor that influences vocabulary learning is the consistency of training 

with testing modality (Nelson, Balass & Perfetti, 2005). In other words, if a new lexical item 

is learned via an aural exposure, retrieval via the same modality (spoken) by hearing the item  

would make recognition easier than seeing the item in its written form. Similarly, if a new 

lexical item is learned via a written exposure, subjects can readily recognise it in a subsequent 

testing which involves seeing the item rather than hearing it. Nelson et al. (2005) conducted a 

study with 500 undergraduate students who were assigned to one of the following vocabulary 

training conditions: 1) orthography/meaning in which participants were presented with the 

written form of new lexical items with their definitions and were asked to learn the meaning, 

2) phonology/meaning in which participants were presented with the spoken form of the 

lexical items, i.e., they listened to the pronunciation of these items and saw their written 

definitions and were asked to learn the meaning. The testing phase included four conditions: 

1) orthographical testing of items learned orthographically, 2) phonological testing of items 

learned phonologically, 3) phonological testing for items learned orthographically, 4) 

orthographical testing of words learned phonologically. Results showed that recognition 

levels of new lexical items assessed in the same modality in which they were originally 

encountered were significantly higher than recognition levels in the opposite modality. 

Nelson et al. (2005) argue that this is “ because there is more overlap between the memory 

traces laid down during learning and the test item, making a match resonate from memory 

more strongly” (p.29). More recently, Jelani and Boers (2018) also examined congruence of 

input-modality and testing-modality in incidental vocabulary learning. They conducted a 

study with 66 intermediate high school students who watched a TED-talks video. Thirty two 

students watched the video with captions, while 34 students watched it without captions and 

were then required to complete a meaning recognition test and a meaning recall test, wherein 
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half of the target words was presented in a written form and the other half in an aural form. 

Results showed that the captioned-video group obtained the largest lexical scores, yet this 

advantage was mainly for the words presented in a written form and not the aural one. The 

fact that the uncaptioned-video group was not exposed to the written form of the words offers 

an explanation for its low performance. Hence, congruence of input-modality and testing-

modality plays a crucial role in vocabulary learning.  

 

2.11 Lexical and conceptual representation in the bilingual’s mental lexicon 
 
 
In order to look into the mechanism for representing L2 lexical knowledge in the bilingual’s 

mental lexicon, L2 experts and psycholinguists have been interested in answering the 

following questions: how are L2 lexical items processed during the different stages of L2 

acquisition ? Are lexical items in the L1 and L2 languages stored separately or in one shared 

lexicon with the same concepts ? (Kormos, 2006; Pavlenko, 2009). In fact, there has been a 

long-standing debate over the interconnectedness of the bilingual’s mental lexicon in the two 

languages. Singleton (2007) provided evidence for a separated lexicon in the two languages. 

Presently, there seems to be a consensus on a shared lexicon known as an interactive network 

system (Webb, 2019) with an ongoing debate over the degree of interaction. Pavlenko (2014) 

reports that recent studies have shown that languages interact substantially during lexical 

processing by both bilinguals and multilinguals.   

 

In order to shed light on the L2 lexical representation in the bilingual’s memory, French and 

Jacquet (2004) outline four types of hierarchical models of lexical representation. Prior to 

looking at these models, it is worth noting that there is a differentiation between lexical and 

conceptual levels of representation. According to Francis (2005), concepts “ can be given 

verbal labels, sequences of phonemes, or graphemes which are called words, word meanings 

are the concepts to which these words refer” (p.252). In other words, the conceptual level 

consists of the meaning a word carries. The term lexical means “ having to do with words” 

and is derived from the term lexicon which is “the set of words in a person’s vocabulary” 

(Francis, 2005, p.252). From a linguistic perspective, lexical level of representation includes 
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different types of word knowledge: morphological, phonological, syntactic and semantic 

information (Francis, 2005).  

The four types of hierarchical models for lexical representation in the bilingual’s mental 

lexicon include: the word-association model, the concept-mediation model, the mixed model  

and the revised hierarchical model. According to French and Jacquet (2004) : 

 

These models share a common architecture consisting of two separate lexical stores (one 

for each language) and one common conceptual store. The type of hierarchical model is 

determined by the location and weighting of the links between the L1 (first language) 

and L2 (second language) lexical nodes and the conceptual node (p.88). 

 

In the word association model, it is suggested that L2 words are not directly associated with 

their corresponding concepts in that they need to be linked, initially to their L1 equivalents, 

which means that a concept can be bypassed in the case of translation from L1 into L2. 

Therefore, there is a strong interrelationship between L2 words and their L1 translations (see 

Figure 2.3). The proficiency level to which this model best applies is lower level (French & 

Jacquet, 2004; Kormos, 2006).  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                      

 

                         
                  Figure 2.2 The word association model (French & Jacquet, 2004, p.88) 

 

 

In the concept mediation model, it is assumed that words in the two languages (L1 and L2)  

are linked to the same concept, but separated from each other, i.e., there is no need for the 

bilingual to go through the L1 translation prior to gaining access to conceptual representation 

Concepts  

L1 L2  
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(see Figure 2.4). Higher proficiency level is assumed to be of relevance to this model. This is 

because there is no need for the L1 translation, on the part of fluent L2 learners, to obtain 

access to the concept.  

 

                                                         

                                                              

 
 
 
 
                                                                                          
 
 
 
 
            Figure 2.3 The concept-mediation model (French & Jacquet, 2004, p.88) 
 
 
Support for these models of lexical representation derives from two seminal experiments  

(Potter, So, von Eckardt, & Feldman,1984; Kroll & Curley, 1988). Potter et al’s. study was 

carried out with two groups of bilinguals of different proficiency levels: high proficiency 

Chinese-English bilinguals and low proficiency English-French bilinguals. The two groups 

were required to complete two tasks: 1) translate words from L1 into L2 and 2) give a picture 

the L2 name. In relation to the aforementioned levels of lexical representations in memory; 

word association level and concept mediation level, it was hypothesised that bilinguals would 

go through different stages while processing and producing L2 words and hence reaction times 

while completing the two tasks would be dissimilar. Details for the hypotheses are provided in 

Figure 2.5. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

concepts 
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Word association level Concept mediation level 

(a)                                                (b)  
Picture-naming                         Translating 

(c)                                           (d)  
Picture-naming                   Translating 

(1) recognise image         (1) recognise L1 word 
 
 
 
(2)retrieve concept 
 
 
(3)retrieve L1 word 
 
 
(4)retrieve L2 word       (2)retrieve L2 word 
 
 
(5) say L2 word             (3) say L2 word 

(1) recognise image            (1) recognise L1 word 
 
 
 
(2) retrieve concept           (2) retrieve concept 
 
 
 
 
 
(3) retrieve L2 word          (3) retrieve L2 word  
 
 
(4) say L2 word                 (4) Say L2 word 

 
Figure 2.4 Two hypotheses about the processing sequence leading to production of a second language 

word in response to a picture or first language word (Potter et al., p. 26) 

 

With reference to the word association hypothesis, which entails that L1 and L2 languages 

are directly linked in the bilinguals’ memory, if it is correct, Potter et al. (1984) speculated 

that the task of translation into the L2 would require faster reaction times compared to the 

task of picture-naming as it does not include the stage of concept retrieval. With regard to the 

concept mediation level, since both tasks (translation and picture-naming) necessitate the 

stage of concept retrieval prior to retrieving the L2 word, it was assumed that similar reaction 

times would be allocated to both tasks. Results were in favour of the concept mediation 

model and showed that the same reaction times were allocated to the two tasks by high-

proficient as well as low-proficient bilinguals. Therefore, the word association model was 

controverted. As a reaction to these findings, Kroll and Curley (1988) questioned whether the 

low-proficient bilinguals (English-French) truly belonged to a low proficiency level as they 

might have been low-proficient, only compared to the high-proficient bilinguals (Chinese-

English) who took part in Potter et al’s. study. There is likelihood that the low-proficient 

bilinguals have indeed gone through the early stage of L2 acquisition wherein there was 

lexical interconnectedness of L1 and L2 languages.  
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Kroll and Curley (1988) replicated Potter et al’s. study (1984) with a particular focus on the 

inclusion of bilinguals at a wider range of proficiency levels. Bilinguals who had been 

learning the L2 for less than two years were also included in this study. The same translation 

into L2 and picture-naming tasks were used to test the word association and concept 

mediation models. Results showed that participants’ reaction times in the two tasks differed, 

according to the level of proficiency, contradicting the previous study. It was found that the 

high proficiency level bilinguals completed the two tasks with similar reaction times which 

denotes that each language (L1 and L2) is directly linked to the conceptual representation. As 

for the low proficiency level bilinguals, faster reaction times were produced in the task of 

translation from the L1 into L2 than in the task of L2 picture-naming. This result which 

provided evidence that the word association model is correct, was also found in another study 

by Cheng and Leung (1989).   

 

The third model is the mixed model, a hybrid of the word association and concept mediation 

models. It suggests that both languages (L1 and L2) are linked to each other and are 

associated with a common concept (see Figure 2.6). The motivation behind this combined 

model is that L2 learners’ proficiency development does not necessarily mean that L1 is 

bypassed in L2 processing and that the interconnectedness of L1 and L2 words no longer 

exists. This is because “ the different word types may evoke different activation routes” 

(Dóczi & Kormos, 2016, p. 19). There are different factors affecting the processing of 

different word types, such as word concreteness, abstractness, cognateness and semantic 

relatedness. Empirical evidence can be found in study by Talamas, Kroll and Dufour  (1995) 

who revealed that cognate L1-L2 word pairs were more swiftly accepted by high-proficiency 

L2 learners than semantically-related L1-L2 word pairs.  
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                         Figure 2.5 The mixed model (French & Jacquet, 2004, p. 88) 

 

 

The fourth model of lexical representation is the revised hierarchical model (Kroll & Stewart, 

1994). This model will be discussed at length to justify the use of L1 translation alongside the 

L2 new words in the current study. The revised model seems to be relevant in that it 

highlights the crucial role of L1 for second language lexical processing. Nation and Webb 

(2011) state that “much of second or foreign language learning, certainly in the initial stages, 

does not immediately involve the development of a lot of new concepts. Typically, L2 word 

forms are connected to already existing L1 meanings” (p. 267). The revised model features 

flexibility and combines important features of the former models, with the assumption that 

there is a shared concept and connection between L1 and L2 words. Yet, the new tenet of the 

model lies in the strength of connection between the L1 and L2 words, which is contingent 

upon the direction of the translation ( L1 to L2 or L2 to L1) and is prone to change over the 

course of L2 learning (Dóczi & Kormos, 2016). Kroll and Sunderman (2003) assume that 

translation from L2 to L1 tends to be faster than translation from L1 to L2. From a lexical 

standpoint, it is predicted that translation from L2 to L1 is interconnected and does not go 

through the process of concept retrieval. Translation from L1 to L2, on the contrary, tends to 

be slower, entailing the stage of concept mediation. This phenomenon is called: “translation 

asymmetry” (Kroll & Sunderman, 2003, p.115). As shown in figure 2.7, L1 words are more 

strongly connected to concepts than L2 words and conceptual representation. It is assumed 

that there is a stronger link between the translation equivalents in the direction of L2 to L1 

L1  L2 

concepts 
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than from L1 to L2. This was demonstrated in a number of studies which showed that 

recognition of L1 was faster than the other way around (Kormos, 2006).  

 

The revised hierarchical model was a useful development model in that it shed light on the 

changes occurring with regard to the strength and direction of the links between L1 and L2 

words and concepts (Dóczi & Kormos, 2016, p.19). It also demonstrated how the L1 and L2 

connection differs according to the proficiency level, i.e., L2 learners at the early stage of the 

learning process have access to L2 words by relying on their L1 equivalents. However, as 

their proficiency level develops over time, direct links between L2 words and conceptual 

representation are established, and thus access to L1 translations becomes needless. These 

translation features were not included in the hierarchical models of word association and 

concept mediation. As a result, Kroll and Stewart (1994) suggested the revised hierarchical 

model of lexical and conceptual representation in bilingual memory.  

 

 
                                                                              lexical links 

 

 
 
                                          conceptual                                              conceptual 
                                               links                                                     links 
                              
                                                                                                         
 
 
 
 
        Figure 2.6 The revised hierarchical model (French & Jacquet, 2004, p.88 ).  

 

The above revised model predicts that the L1 prevails the bilinguals’ memory at both low and 

high proficiency levels. This is “because words in the L1 are assumed to have direct access to 

their respective meanings, the activation of the translation equivalent in L1 facilitates access 

to meaning for the new L2 words” (Sunderman & Kroll, 2006, p. 392) . Therefore, taking this 

prediction into consideration, both lexical representation models (word association and 

concept mediation models) could be true and applicable to bilinguals at different proficiency 
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levels. In order to test this prediction, Kroll and Stewart (1994) conducted an experiment with 

24 high-proficient English university students, whose first language was Dutch. The 

participants were asked to complete two tasks: on the first task, they were required to name 

words in the L1 and L2, on the second task, they were asked to translate words in both 

directions, i.e., from L1 to L2 and from L2 to L1. The two tasks involved a categorical factor, 

whereby the target words were grouped as either semantically categorised (e.g., skirt, 

trousers, coat) or semantically randomized (e.g., apple, lion, book). At the end of the 

experiment, a vocabulary recall test was administered. Results revealed that L1 words (Dutch 

words) were named significantly faster than the L2 words (English words) which confirms 

the hypothesis in the revised lexical model that, first language, was the dominant language in 

the mental lexicon of the participants who were at a high level of fluency in the English 

language. Besides, there was a substantial difference with regard to the time needed for the 

translation from L1 to L2  and from L2 to L1. Participants took significantly longer when 

translating from L1 to L2 than from L2 to L1. While translation from L2 to L1 did not 

produce significantly different reaction times for the semantically categorised and 

randomised target items, translation from L1 to L2 resulted in slower reaction times for the 

semantically categorised items than for the randomised ones. This finding showed that 

translation from L2 to L1 occurs at the word association level, whereas translation from L1 to 

L2 necessitates access to concepts, which supports assumptions of the revised model.  

 

However, Kroll and Stewart’s revised hierarchical model was questioned by Brysbaert and 

Duyck (2010). They argued that the prediction that the lexical link is weaker from L1 to L2 

than from L2 to L1 could not be true as there is evidence against it. Besides, they claimed 

that association between L2 words and their concepts is stronger than what was assumed in 

the revised model. In response, Kroll, Van Hell, Tokowicz and Green (2010) pointed out that 

the overall aim of the model was to address “the way in which new lexical forms are mapped 

to meaning and the consequence of language learning history for lexical processing”, which 

“cannot be accounted for solely within models of word recognition” (p. 373). Moreover, in 

response to the prediction of a shared concept, Pavlenko (2009) argues that it is very unlikely 

that concepts in two languages overlap due the fact that some concepts might be culturally 

different and language-specific.  
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 2.12 Summary  
 

This chapter presented the theoretical background of second language vocabulary acquisition. 

It began by a thorough description of vocabulary knowledge frameworks and what knowing a 

word means. This was followed by a general discussion of the two learning dichotomies: 

implicit/explicit learning and incidental/intentional learning relating them to vocabulary 

learning. Then, I discussed important notions for vocabulary learning, including noticing, 

consciousness and input. Subsequently, deep processing hypothesis, lexical quality 

hypothesis and impact of testing and modality on lexical learning were discussed. Models of 

L2 lexical representation focusing on the benefits of first language in L2 lexical learning were 

lastly discussed.  
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Chapter Three 

Literature Review  

Empirical studies on vocabulary learning 
 

3.1 Introduction 

 

Over the last few decades, there has been a large number of studies and publications on 

modes of vocabulary learning and retention. This chapter will review empirical second 

language vocabulary studies relating to the current study. This includes vocabulary learning 

studies through reading and listening, yet the focus will be on listening which is the main 

modality used in this study. This chapter will review studies with reference to incidental and 

explicit vocabulary learning modes and will deal with each learning mode separately. 

Subsequently, studies which used a combined incidental and explicit mode will be reviewed. 

Finally, an identification of the gaps in literature will be presented.  

 

3.2 Studies on incidental vocabulary learning 

 

    3.2.1 Incidental vocabulary learning through reading 

 

Reading is considered a crucial source of vocabulary learning among both first and second 

language researchers (Huckin & Coady, 1999; Krashen, 1989; Laufer, 1997). As learners 

read, they need to know the meaning of unknown words to comprehend the message of a 

text, and hence based on meaning inference and guessing, vocabulary pick-up may occur 

incidentally. By doing so, Paribakht and Wesche (1999) argued that vocabulary learning is a 

by-product of reading comprehension. There has been a substantial number of studies on 

incidental vocabulary learning through reading. Early research focused on reading short texts, 

after which learners were tested on vocabulary gains through immediate post-tests which 

produced very small amounts of lexical gains (Horst, Cobb & Meara, 1998;  Pitts, White & 

Krashen, 1989). These studies were criticised due to some methodological issues “including 

very small amounts of reading, insensitive measurement instruments, inadequate control of 
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text difficulty, small numbers of target words, and no delayed post-tests” (Schmitt, 2010, p. 

29). More recent studies (Horst, 2005; Pigada & Schmitt, 2006; Pellicer-Sanchez & Schmitt, 

2010; Waring & Takaki, 2003) have tackled these methodological issues and used different 

text types in different reading conditions, mainly extensive reading. This type of reading 

consisting of reading large amounts of simplified texts for pleasure such as graded readers 

produced a larger amount of lexical gains than short texts. For example, the study by Pellicer-

Sanchez and Schmitt (2010) investigated incidental vocabulary learning from reading a novel 

by 20 learners of English as a foreign language. Concerning the target words, 34 words were 

selected from the novel and grouped into five different occurrence bands ranging from 1 to 

28 or more encounters. No pre-test was administered as the target words belonged to a totally 

new foreign African culture, and thus these words were presumably not known by the 

participants. Multiple aspects of word knowledge including spelling recognition, word class 

recall, meaning recognition and meaning recall were measured. Participants were asked to 

read the novel only for enjoyment over a month, after which multiple-choice tests were used 

to gauge lexical learning. Results indicated that after 10 encounters or more, lexical learning 

occurred across the three word aspects, with 84% of meaning recognition, 55% of meaning 

recall, 76% of spelling recognition and 63% of word class recall.  

 

    3.2.2 Incidental vocabulary learning through glossing  

     

Essentially, glossing is used to assist learners in their reading comprehension and is defined 

as "short definitions or notes in order to facilitate reading and comprehension processes for 

L2 learners” which “are most often supplied for unfamiliar words” (Lomicka, 1998, p.41). 

With regard to vocabulary learning, Schmitt (2008) states that provision of definitions or 

explanations of the target words in a passage, can be a good way to direct the learners’ 

attention towards lexical items by using either L1 translations or L2 synonyms. Furthermore, 

Nation (2001) argues that glossing eliminates the incorrect guessing of words that are 

unknown by the learners and unlike dictionary use which is likely to engender distraction, 

glossing allows short interruption while reading. Studies on the impact of glossing on 

vocabulary learning referred to the learning process as purely incidental, i.e., when there is no 

deliberate attention oriented towards the target items. However, considering the case of 
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glossing while reading a text, L2 readers might check the provided L2 definition or L1 

translation of a novel word and intentionally try to learn it or memorise it. In this respect, 

“incidental vocabulary learning may be more intentional than we might think” (Gass, 1991 as 

cited in Webb & Nation, 2017, p. 54).  

 

A study by Watanabe (1997) about input, intake and retention examined the effect of 

vocabulary explanations through appositives, L2 glossing and L2 multiple glossing on lexical 

learning. Two-hundred thirty Japanese EFL students were involved in this experiment. The 

researcher used different versions of a text which contained translations and definitions of 16 

target words. The learners’ prior knowledge of the target words was pretested to ensure that 

these words had not been heard or seen before. Subjects were divided into three groups who 

read the text with:  L2 glossing, L2 multiple glossing or appositives. Another group made up 

a control group and was provided with the original text with no definitions or explanations. 

Two post-tests revealed that the L2 glossing and L2 multiple glossing groups achieved higher 

scores than both the appositives and control groups. In an attempt to determine which 

glossing type (L1 or L2) would be more effective for lexical learning, empirical studies have 

shown mixed results.  For instance, Jacobs, Dufon and Fong (1994) and Chen (2002) found 

no difference between the two types, whereas Yoshii’ s (2006) study uncovered that new 

words were retained better in an L1 glossing condition than in an L2 glossing condition.  

 

Miyasako (2002) investigated the effect of both multiple- choice glosses and single glosses 

on vocabulary learning and contrasted L1 glosses with L2 glosses as well. The subjects were 

187 Japanese pupils at secondary school who read a text with added: L2 (English) multiple-

choice glossing, L1 (Japanese) multiple-choice glossing, L2 (English) single glossing or L1 

(Japanese) single glossing. The study included a control group who received no treatment. 

Results revealed that participants who were presented with L2 multiple-choice glosses and 

L2 single glosses performed better than participants in the remaining conditions. A recent 

study by Vela (2015) investigated the effect of L1 glossing, L2 glossing and no glossing on 

incidental vocabulary acquisition. The study involved three groups. Two groups read a text 

with either L1 translation or L2 explanation of new words, while the third group was a 

control group who received no glossing. Immediate and delayed vocabulary post-tests 
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revealed that the L1 and L2 glossing groups performed better than the control group, with the 

L1 glossing condition being more effective than the L2 glossing condition. Similarly, Ertürk 

(2016) found that L1 glossing resulted in better vocabulary gains than L2 glossing. Review of 

studies examining the effect of glossing on vocabulary learning shows that most of these 

studies relied on written input (reading). It might be important to evaluate the effectiveness of 

glossing in aural input (listening), L1 glossing in particular, which proved more beneficial 

than L2 glossing for vocabulary learning. Will L1 glossing while listening promote new 

vocabulary learning?.   

 

    3.2.3 Incidental vocabulary learning through listening 

         3.2.3.1 Listening in second language learning  

    

Prior to moving into empirical studies on incidental vocabulary learning through listening, it 

is worth giving a brief insight into L2 listening which is relevant to this study. Rost (2005) 

refers to listening as a “complex cognitive process  […] encompassing receptive, 

constructive, and interpretive aspects of cognition” (p. 503). Listening is a vital receptive 

skill which provides L2 learners with target input to be able to use language in speaking and 

writing effectively. Unlike reading, speaking and writing, listening is an onerous task that 

involves physiological and cognitive processes at different levels (Vandergrift, 2004, p. 4), as 

well as attention to contextual and “socially coded acoustic clues” (Swaffar & Bacon, 1993). 

Wipf (1984) noted that listeners “must discriminate between sounds, understand vocabulary 

and grammatical structures, interpret stress and intention, retain and interpret this within the 

immediate as well as the larger socio-cultural context of the utterance”(as cited in Li, 2017, 

p.62). Considering listening as a passive skill, it was not paid much attention in L2 learning, 

yet over time its complexity has captured the interest of many L2 researchers (Vandergrift, 

2004).  

In order to account for how comprehension is attained while listening, L2 scholars 

distinguish between two cognitive processes: top-down and bottom-up processes which 

involve a description of the process of comprehension (Vandergrift & Goh, 2011). While top-

down process involves “the application of context and prior knowledge to interpret the 

message”, bottom-up process includes “the segmentation of the sound stream into meaningful 



 
 

 
 

55 

units to interpret the message” (Vandergrift & Goh, 2011, p.18). When listeners use top-

down processing, they primarily rely on their background knowledge sources that are stored 

in long-term memory, including knowledge of the listening context, knowledge of the topic 

of the listening material and knowledge of culture, which are called schemata (Vandergrift, 

2015). Lynch (2006) defines top-up processing as  “the relevant packages of prior knowledge 

and experience that we have in memory and can call on in the process of comprehension” 

(p.93). The bottom-up processing means that listeners divide the sound units they hear into 

small individual chunks (phonemes) and use suprasegmental features (e.g., stress and tone) to 

construct larger units (phrases and sentences), express ideas and convey meaning 

(Vandergrift & Goh, 2011).  

 

Research suggests that L2 listeners are advised to use both processes taking into account the 

purpose of listening (Vandergrift, 2004). However, the use of both top-down and bottom-up 

processes can be burdensome for L2 learners due to the limited capacity of working memory 

and speed of the information they hear (Vandergrift, 2004). Moreover, L2 listening 

comprehension differs from L1 listening comprehension, which can be attained efficiently 

and automatically by L1 listeners. Therefore, using top-down and bottom-up processes 

simultaneously can be an arduous task due to the little language knowledge possessed by L2 

listeners, particularly in their early stages of learning (Vandergrift, 2004).  

 

      3.2.3.2 Vocabulary knowledge and listening comprehension 

 

Compared to written input comprehension, comprehension of aural input is an onerous task 

for many L2 learners. Vandergrift and Baker (2015) note: 

 

Listeners must apply phonological knowledge to the comprehension process to segment 

the sound stream (often indistinct) into meaningful units and process them quickly. 

Given that listeners have neither the luxury of reviewing information heard nor spaces 

between the words in a message, they have to hold more information in working 

memory (p. 39) 
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In order to gain insights into factors leading to optimum performance on reading or listening 

comprehension, research has been carried out as regards lexical knowledge, individual 

differences, cognitive abilities and their impact on comprehension. As far as lexical 

knowledge is concerned, Nation and Webb ( 2011) assume that incidental vocabulary 

learning is conducive to the development of language skills such as listening 

comprehension. Several L2 researchers emphasise the importance of vocabulary knowledge 

for better listening comprehension (Goh, 2005; Mecartty, 2000). Martínez-Flor and Usó-Juan 

(2006) note that “knowledge of the lexicon or vocabulary is an essential part of listeners’ 

linguistic competence, since it is the means to recognize the words that are heard within a 

whole piece of spoken discourse” (p.38). Empirical evidence showed that successful listening 

comprehension is associated with a large vocabulary size.  

 

      3.2.3.3 Listening for vocabulary acquisition  

 

Listening and reading are the primary sources of lexical development. L2 learners need to 

read and listen to comprehensible yet challenging input which includes a number of novel 

words for lexical learning to occur (Krashen, 1985; Rost, 2011). A large number of studies 

have been conducted on incidental vocabulary learning through reading, however studies on 

incidental vocabulary learning though listening are very scarce (Vidal, 2003, 2011; van 

Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013a). Vidal (2003) conducted an experimental study on incidental 

vocabulary learning through academic listening. One-hundred and sixteen ESP students of 

Tourism listened to three video-taped lectures which included 36 target words (12 words in 

each lecture). Prior to the treatment, a modified version of the vocabulary knowledge scale 

test (VKS) (Paribakht & Wesche,1997) was used as a pre-test to ensure that participants were 

not familiar with the target words. The same VKS test was administered as an immediate 

post-test and as a delayed post-test after one month. Results revealed that academic listening 

had a positive impact on incidental vocabulary learning. Participants demonstrated lexical 

gains of 16.01% on the immediate post-test and 8.2% on the one-month delayed post-test.  

In a follow-up study, Vidal (2011) contrasted the effects of listening and reading on 

incidental vocabulary learning and retention. Two-hundred and thirty first-year ESP 

undergraduate students took part in the study and were assigned to three conditions: 1) 
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reading condition wherein 80 participants read three academic texts, 2) listening condition in 

which 112 participants watched three video-taped lectures, with same content as in reading, 

3) control condition in which 38 participants received no treatment, they neither listened to 

the video-taped lectures nor read the academic texts. A pre-test/immediate post-test/one-

month delayed post-test design was adopted and knowledge of 36 target words was gauged 

using the VKS test. Results showed that both reading and listening were useful for the 

learning of the target words, yet lexical gains from the reading condition were the highest 

(22.7% on the immediate post-test and 10.6% on the one-month delayed post-test).  

 

However, lexical learning in this study was assessed through a written mode only, which 

could have undermined the effect of listening on participants’ lexical performance. This was 

mainly in the group who was exposed to the target items through a listening mode and 

achieved 15.5% of vocabulary gains on the immediate written post-test and retained 7.8% 

after one month. Therefore, vocabulary uptake from listening resulted in better retention, yet 

only among high-proficient learners. Vidal (2011) notes that “for higher proficiency students, 

vocabulary acquired through listening is more resistant to forgetting” (p. 238).  

 

Hatami (2017) set out to compare the effects of incidental vocabulary learning through 

reading to learning through listening on the acquisition of five vocabulary knowledge 

dimensions. These dimensions included: spoken form recognition, written form recognition, 

part of speech, syntagmatic association and form-meaning connection. One-hundred thirty 

nine Iranian undergraduate students from different majors participated in the study. They 

were considered at a pre-intermediate English level of proficiency, speaking Farsi as a first 

language. Sixteen nonwords were used as the target words replacing real words originating in 

a graded reader. The participants were randomly assigned to two experimental groups; 

reading and listening groups and a control group. During treatment sessions, while the 

reading group read a graded reader, the listening group listened to its audio version read 

aloud on a CD by an English native speaker. The control group received no treatment, i.e., it 

neither read nor listened to the graded reader. The study adopted an immediate post-test/ 

three-week delayed post-test design. Results showed that vocabulary learning occurred in 

both reading and listening modalities, yet the preponderance of vocabulary learning was in 
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the reading modality, on the five vocabulary knowledge dimensions, except the dimension of 

spoken form recognition.  

 

Van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) investigated the effect of L2 listening on the acquisition of 

three vocabulary knowledge dimensions: form recognition, grammar recognition (part of 

speech) and meaning recall. Thirty advanced postgraduate students speaking different first 

languages took part in the study. The participants were divided into two groups who listened 

to four passages of different genres containing 24 words which were replaced by nonwords. 

These words appeared multiple times in the listening passages. The first group completed 

three vocabulary tests on the aforementioned word aspects immediately after listening, while 

the second group after two weeks. Form recognition and grammar recognition tests were in 

both written and spoken formats, whereas meaning recall test was in a written format only. 

On the immediate post-test, results showed learning of 45.8% on the form recognition test 

followed by 33.7% on the grammar recognition test and 8.5% on the meaning recall test. 

Similar results were found on the two-week post-test: form recognition (25%), grammar 

recognition (24.6%) and meaning recall (7.5%), with no salient effect of frequency of 

occurrence. In order to improve meaning recall results from listening, I believe it might be 

useful to incorporate explicit vocabulary learning of new words alongside listening 

(incidental learning). Van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) identified some limitations to their 

study. Firstly, the number of the participants was fairly small (30). Secondly, participants 

might have easily guessed the meaning of the target words from the context of the listening 

passages which were not highly controlled. Thirdly, participants listened to all of the target 

words over one session.  

 

Some other studies have investigated the effect of listening to L2 songs on vocabulary growth 

(e.g., Lems, 2001; Tegge, 2015; Pavia, Webb & Faez, 2019). It was found that songs can be 

an alternative source for the scarce L2 listening input due to their repetitive and conversation-

like characteristics ( Pavia et al., 2019, p. 746). Pavia et al. assessed lexical gains, including 

spoken-form recognition, form-meaning connection and collocation recognition, through 

repeated listening to two L2 songs. Using a pre-test/immediate post-test/ delayed post-test 

design, 330 Thai pupils listened to the songs which included 42 target items with multiple 
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appearances. Overall results showed that 3.29% and 8.67% of new vocabulary learning 

occurred from listening to the two songs on the immediate post-test, on the different word 

knowledge dimensions. On the delayed post-test, it was found that 6.37% and 4.27% of 

vocabulary gains were retained.   

 

A study by Peters and Webb (2018) investigated the effect of watching a full television 

programme on vocabulary learning of three dimensions: form recognition, meaning recall and 

meaning recognition. The relationship between the following learning factors and lexical 

learning was examined: frequency of occurrence, cognateness, relevance, and learners’ prior 

vocabulary knowledge. The study adopted a pre-test/immediate post-test/one-week delayed 

post-test design. Sixty four target words (presented in both their written and spoken forms) 

were selected from a one-hour BBC documentary to be used in the treatment sessions.   

The participants were Flemish EFL university students, at an intermediate level, who were 

assigned to either an experimental group who watched the programme or a control group who 

received no treatment. In order to minimise learning effects, two experiments were carried 

out in the study. The first experiment assessed form recognition and meaning recall, wherein 

63 participants were provided with the list of the target words and were asked to report 

whether they were able to recognise the words and supply meaning, synonym or translation. 

The second experiment involved 62 participants and tested meaning recognition. This test 

was in a multiple-choice format wherein new words (in both their written and spoken forms) 

were presented with definitions as distractors, one correct answer and an “I don’t know” 

option. Results showed that some lexical learning did occur from watching a television 

programme, yet only in the dimensions of meaning recall (8.31%) and meaning recognition 

(13.95%).  

Feng and Webb (2020) compared the effects of three input modes, including reading, 

listening and viewing on new vocabulary learning. Seventy six Chinese students majoring in 

English translation either listened to a television programme, read the transcript of the 

programme or viewed the programme without captions or subtitles. Forty three target words 

were selected from the television programme based on a pre-test. Two immediate post-tests 

were administered after treatment. The first test was a checklist test, wherein participants 

were presented with the target words in both their written and spoken forms and were 
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required to indicate whether or not they had knowledge of the words via provision of yes or 

no answers. The second test was a multiple-choice test, including three distractors, the key 

and the “I don’t know option”. The same tests were administered one week after treatment. 

Results showed that listening, reading and viewing led to similar vocabulary learning gains.  

 

Jin and Webb (2020) conducted a quasi-experimental study examining incidental vocabulary 

learning through listening to teacher talk by adopting a pretest/immediate posttest/one-week 

delayed posttest design. One-hundred and forty Chinese EFL students were assigned to two 

conditions: an experimental condition, wherein 86 students listened to the teacher’s video-

taped anecdotes over a 26-minute period along with interaction between teacher and students 

(using L1 translation), and 54 students made up a control condition. Participants in this 

condition received no treatment, i.e., they only took the pretest, immediate and delayed 

posttests. These tests included a meaning recall test and a multiple-choice test. Results 

showed that listening to teacher’s talk can be a good source of new vocabulary learning in 

that the experimental group obtained significantly higher scores than the control condition on 

both meaning recall and multiple-choice tests. It was also revealed that the use of L1 

translation during listening was beneficial for vocabulary learning.   

 

 

In general, the aforementioned studies provided evidence that listening can be a source of 

incidental vocabulary learning, yet with a relatively small amount of gains. This might be 

ascribed to the incremental nature of incidental vocabulary learning and the frequent and 

extensive exposures needed for new words to be acquired (Webb & Nation, 2017). 

Furthermore, Donkaewbua (2009) suggests that the transitory nature of listening might affect 

the amount likely to be learned, in that during listening there is no time to linger over words 

and give them extra language-focused attention (p.104). When L2 learners are exposed to a 

written text, speed is not a requisite for the processing of information in that they are able to 

focus on linguistic features at their own pace. This might be conducive to the acquisition and 

recall of new words. N. Ellis argued that (1995) “there is opportunity for the reader to study 

the context, to form hypotheses at leisure and cross-validate them [...] The word is frozen in 

time on the page, whereas in speech it passes ephemerally” (pp. 105-106). In a spoken text, 
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however, learners have a limited amount of time to be able to notice new vocabulary in input, 

in addition to speech segmentation problems which might impede comprehension and lexical 

learning (van Zeeland & Schmitt 2013a).  

 

Overall, studies which used listening modality to investigate incidental vocabulary learning 

yielded smaller lexical gains compared to gains from reading modality. The reason might be 

that L2 reading  “allows more attention to be focused on language form” (Vidal, 2011, p. 

248), whereas in L2 listening learners’ attention is usually oriented towards the general 

message or meaning of the passage. Hence, in order to attain more sizeable gains from 

listening, combining explicit vocabulary learning with listening might be beneficial for 

increased word learning. Considering the possible combination of explicit word exposure and 

listening, does explicit word exposure result in greater learning before/after listening? or does 

explicit word exposure result in greater learning when combined with listening 

simultaneously? . 

 

 3.3 Bimodal input: Incidental vocabulary learning through listening while reading 

 

Prior to reviewing studies on listening while reading (two modes), it is worth highlighting the 

effectiveness of varied word representation for L2 learning. According to the lexical quality 

hypothesis proposed by Perfetti and Hart (2002), the integration of different representations 

of word form (both orthographic and phonological forms ) can be a predictor of effective 

comprehension, pronunciation, spelling as well as fast meaning retrieval. In fact, the use of a 

bimodal input, i.e., auditory and written input to present new words has resulted in better 

recognition memory for spoken word forms than auditory input only (Bird & Williams, 

2002). In Bird and William’s study, learners were exposed to novel words through the 

following input modes: text, sound or text plus sound. It was found that the simultaneous 

presentation (text plus sound ) and written presentation (text) could efficiently aid new word 

learning. Other studies (Hu, 2008; Ricketts, Bishop & Nation 2009; Ziegler, Jacobs & 

Klüppel, 2001) showed that orthographic and phonological forms interact, such that the 

orthographic form assists in promoting learning and retention of the phonological form and 

vice versa. It was found that variation in lexical representations bolsters fast and accurate 
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processing (Ricketts et al., 2009). A study by Ricketts et al. (2009) showed that exposure to 

orthographical form resulted in better learning of phonological form, an effect called 

orthographic facilitation. The implementation of phonological and orthographical word forms 

could apply to studies which combined reading and listening input modes and yielded 

positive results. 

 

Early research on vocabulary learning through reading, except a study by Horst et al. (1998), 

examined the impact of unassisted reading, i.e., reading a book without its audio version on 

vocabulary acquisition. Yet, assisted reading, i.e., when learners listen to a text while reading  

was highly beneficial, particularly for children to develop language and overcome reading 

difficulties (Beers, 1998). Recently, incidental vocabulary learning through listening while 

reading has captured the attention of some researchers to promote vocabulary learning by 

adult learners. For example, Brown et al. (2008) investigated the impact of three modes of 

input: reading-only, reading-while-listening and listening-only on incidental vocabulary 

learning. Their study involved 35 EFL Japanese students majoring in English literature who 

were divided into three experimental groups. They were asked to read three graded readers 

and were tested on knowledge of 28 nonwords, with a varying number of occurrence in the 

stories. In order to assess their vocabulary learning, two tests were administered in this order: 

(a) meaning-translation test ( meaning recall), (b) multiple-choice test (meaning recognition) 

across three times: immediately after treatment, one week later, and three months later. 

Results revealed that subjects were able to learn the words which were frequently repeated in 

the stories through the reading-while-listening mode, followed by the reading-only mode and 

then the listening-only mode. There was no difference between scores on the meaning recall 

and meaning recognition tests in the reading-only and reading-while listening conditions. 

Interestingly, in a questionnaire, learners revealed that the reading-while-listening mode was 

their most preferred mode. This study showed that written plus aural input in the reading-

while-listening condition was a predictor of uptake of new vocabulary.  

 

A study by Webb and Chang (2012) investigated the effect of assisted and unassisted 

repeated reading on vocabulary learning. Eighty two Taiwanese secondary school students 

took part in the study and were instructed to either read or read and listen to 28 short stories, 
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with each story including nearly 300 words. Using a pre-test/post-test design, the experiment 

was conducted over two occasions, with 50 new words being assessed in each occasion (14 

stories in each), thus 100 target words were used in the study. The vocabulary measurement 

tool employed was the vocabulary knowledge scale test. This test included three levels of 

word knowledge, which the researchers called: lack of receptive knowledge of written form 

and form and meaning (level 0), receptive knowledge of written form (level 1) and receptive 

knowledge of form and meaning (level 2). Results showed that both conditions constituted a 

source of lexical learning, with the largest gains being in the assisted reading condition. 

However, participants in this study were allowed to use dictionaries and discuss meaning of 

stories with one another, and thus vocabulary gains in this study may not be considered 

utterly incidental. Furthermore, since real words were used, a control group would have been 

useful to attribute lexical learning to treatment and not to external learning attempts.   

 

Another study by Webb and Chang (2015a) examined the relationship between prior 

vocabulary knowledge and vocabulary learning through reading-while-listening. Sixty 

Taiwanese EFL students were divided into three groups: a low-level group, an intermediate-

level group and a high-level group based on pretests of target words and Vocabulary Levels 

Test (VLT). The three groups read 20 graded readers with their audio versions over two 

terms. In the first term, participants read and listened to ten Level 1 graded readers, while 

they read ten Level 2 books in the second term, and each term included a pretest of 100 target 

items. A post-test of these items was administered one week after reading and listening to the 

last graded reader and a delayed post-test was taken three months later (the same treatment 

and testing procedures were followed in each term). Results showed a strong relationship 

between prior vocabulary knowledge and vocabulary gains via reading-while-listening to 

different graded readers. In a follow-up study, Webb and Chang (2015b) examined the 

relationship between frequency and vocabulary learning. Eighty two Taiwanese EFL high 

school students were assigned to either an experimental group (62 participants) or a control 

group (21 participants). Participants within the experimental groups read and listened to ten 

Level 1 graded readers, from which 100 target words were selected based on a pretest. These 

words occurred 1-70 times. Participants within the experimental condition listened to and 

read one graded reader over a week, while the control group learned through the course book. 
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A post-test was administered one week after the participants had read the last graded reader 

(10th graded reader) and a delayed post-test was taken three months later. These tests 

consisted of a bilingual matching test, wherein participants had to match each target word 

with its L1 translation. Results showed no correlation between vocabulary learning and 

frequency within a reading-while-listening situation.   

 
 A more recent study by Teng (2016) contrasted the effects of a reading-only condition with a 

reading-while-listening condition on incidental vocabulary learning of four word dimensions 

among 60 EFL learners. These word dimensions included: form recognition, grammar 

recognition, meaning recall and collocation recognition. Participants either read or read and 

listened to a graded reader. The audio version of the book was read aloud by a native speaker 

as participants were reading it, which presented the reading-while-listening condition. 

Twenty four pseudowords words were used in the treatment, with the frequency of 

occurrence varying from word to word. As for the testing, multiple- choice recognition tests 

were used to assess knowledge of word form, grammatical functions and collocations. With 

regard to the meaning recall dimension, students were asked to supply the meaning of the 

target items by means of translation, synonym or definition. Findings revealed that learners in 

the reading-while-listening condition acquired more words than learners in the reading-only 

condition on the three vocabulary tests. On the form recognition test, 65.4% of learning 

occurred in the reading-while-listening condition vs 52.9% in the reading-only condition. On 

the grammar test, learners demonstrated 43.3% of new word learning in the reading-while -

listening condition vs 34.1% in the reading-only condition. On the meaning recall test, 30.4% 

of new word learning occurred in the reading-while-listening condition vs 17% in reading-

only condition. On the collocation recognition test, 20% of new word learning occurred in the 

reading-while-listening condition vs 12.9% in the reading-only condition.  

Therefore, vocabulary learning from two modes could be effective as it allows the learner to 

both view the written form of the words and hear its auditory form. Seeing and hearing new 

words is more useful than only hearing because it assists in segmenting the words into small 

manageable chunks and facilitating comprehension (Bisson, van Heuven, Conklin & Tunney, 

2013).  
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3.4 Studies on intentional and explicit vocabulary learning  

 

The most crucial question posed in L2 vocabulary research is: what is the major source of L2 

vocabulary learning?. As already mentioned, L2 vocabulary experts claim that learners 

acquire most L2 words incidentally through reading input. This view is referred to as the 

default hypothesis (Nagy et al., 1985 as cited in Laufer, 2001) in that the large number of 

words existing in a language suggests that the inclusion of explicit vocabulary instruction in 

L2 classrooms is not feasible. However, the amount of lexical gains from a reading-only 

condition tends to be very small compared to the amount of gains from reading-plus activities 

or dictionary consultation. This finding is based on Laufer’s (2001) review of studies which 

compared vocabulary learning via a reading-only condition to reading-plus activities or 

dictionary consultation. For instance, Paribakht and Wesche (1997) conducted an experiment 

in which they asked a group of learners to read a text for meaning and asked another group to 

read the same text and complete a set of vocabulary exercises based on the text. The latter 

group acquired the largest amount of target words. Other studies which investigated the effect 

of reading-only and reading-plus dictionary consultation on lexical learning showed that 

subjects who were allowed to use dictionaries to look up meaning of unknown words while 

reading learned the target words better than subjects who were only asked to read the text ( 

Cho & Krashen,1994; Knight, 1994; Luppescu & Day, 1993).  

 

Laufer and Shmueli (1997) evaluated the relationship between four different modes of 

vocabulary presentation and lexical learning. Five groups of high school students speaking 

Hebrew as a first language participated in the study and were assigned to one of the following 

teaching conditions: 1) words in isolation, 2) words in minimal context, 3)  words in text-

context, 4) words in elaborated context. The fifth group was a control condition. The 

participants’ pre-existing knowledge of 20 low-frequency words was assessed prior to 

treatment. As for the first condition,  participants were presented with a list of the 20 words 

along with their L1 translation or English synonym. In the second condition, participants 

were presented with the 20 words and sentence examples where the target words were used. 

In the third condition, participants read a passage, which included the 20 target words, 

glossed in either English or Hebrew and completed a comprehension task. In the fourth 
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condition, the original reading passage in the preceding condition was modified by means of 

lexical elaboration to assist the participants in comprehending the passage and the meaning of 

the target words. Synonyms or additional explanations were used to elaborate the original 

reading passage. The control group was given the list of the target words without translations 

or definitions. A surprise recognition vocabulary test was administered at the end of the 

teaching conditions. Results showed that vocabulary learning was better in the ‘list’ group, 

i.e., words in isolation and the ‘minimal context’ group, i.e., sentences.   

 

It is argued that different types of word-focused activities such as filling-the-blank and 

sentence writing, are essential for vocabulary learning (Dunmore, 1989; Wesche & Paribakht, 

1994). According to Min and Hsu (2008), reading alone cannot be useful for lexical learning. 

It should be accompanied with word-focused activities which draw the learners’ attention to 

the form, meaning and function of the target words for better retention. Evidence of the 

benefit of word-focused activities for lexical learning is found in the seminal work of Laufer 

(2001) which consisted of three experiments. She compared word gains from a reading task 

to word gains from word-focused activities. Word-focused activities consisted of different 

tasks, mainly sentence writing and fill-in-the blank. In one of the three experiments, Laufer 

compared the effect of the following three conditions: reading-only, sentence-writing and 

reading-plus sentence writing on vocabulary learning. Eighty two advanced EFL university 

students participated in this experiment and were divided into three groups: the first group 

represented the reading-only condition, with dictionary consultation to look up the meaning 

of unfamiliar words. The second group was provided with the explanations and definitions of 

the target words and was assigned the sentence-writing task. The third group was required to 

complete both tasks; reading and sentence-writing tasks. An immediate test revealed that the 

reading- plus sentence writing group achieved a larger amount of lexical gains than the 

reading-only and sentence writing groups. However, two weeks later, a delayed test showed 

the superiority of both the reading-plus sentence writing and sentence-writing groups over the 

reading-only group. No significance difference was detected between the reading-plus 

sentence writing and the sentence- writing groups. These results suggest that reading-plus 

sentence writing does not have a greater impact on lexical learning when compared to 

sentence-writing only.  
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In order to incorporate a well-designed direct word instruction into pedagogical frameworks 

for L2 vocabulary learning, Schmitt (2008) proposes that explicit vocabulary instruction 

should take into account the following elements: 1) learner’s involvement in vocabulary 

teaching; by creating engaging vocabulary tasks because “the more a learner engages with a 

new word, the more likely they are to learn it” (p. 338), 2) maximum amount of new word 

exposure: learners should meet the new target words multiple times, 3) focus on different 

dimensions of word knowledge, i.e., in addition to meaning dimension, other word 

knowledge aspects should also be taught explicitly. One popular approach to explicit 

vocabulary teaching is form-focused instruction. Laufer and Girsai (2008) indicated that, over 

the last three decades, there has been a transition from meaning-focused instruction and 

comprehensible input (incidental learning) to form-focused instruction. This was mainly due 

to the inefficiency and insufficiency of meaning-oriented and communicative tasks for L2 

competence attainment, which led L2 linguists and experts to have recourse to attention to 

form. Therefore, it was argued that second language learners need to shift their focus and 

attention to linguistic forms (Housen & Pierrard, 2005; R. Ellis, 2001; Long, 1991, 1996, 

2015).  

As already mentioned in the previous chapter, Long (1991, 1996, 2015) made a distinction 

between FonFs, i.e., explicit teaching of linguistic items out of context, and FonF which 

refers to the brief attention to linguistic forms while learners are involved in a communicative 

or meaning-focused activity. Studies examining the effect of lexical FonF and lexical FonFs 

on vocabulary learning will be reviewed separately. Regarding studies on lexical FonFs, 

studies by Mondria and Wiersma (2004) and Webb (2005, 2007b) are examples of carefully-

designed studies.  

Mondria and Wiersma (2004) investigated whether the use of both receptive and productive 

learning modes results in higher L2 vocabulary receptive learning than the use of only a 

receptive learning mode. One-hundred and ninety eight Dutch pre-university students took 

part in this study, who were learning French as a foreign language. Sixteen French target 

words were selected for the experiment and were taught in three learning conditions: 

receptive, productive and receptive-plus productive conditions. The words were 

decontextualized and presented in two columns in both L1 and L2. In the receptive learning 

condition, participants were presented with words from L2 to L1 (i.e., French to Dutch), and 
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from L1 to L2 (i.e., Dutch to French) in the productive learning condition. In the receptive-

plus productive learning condition, words were presented from French to Dutch on one side 

of the sheet and from Dutch to French on the other side. Participants were made aware of two 

upcoming immediate receptive and productive tests, and thus an intentional vocabulary 

learning approach was employed. While on the receptive test, participants were asked to 

provide the L1 translation for the L2 words, on the productive test, they were required to 

recall the L2 words of the L1 translation. The same tests were administered two weeks later. 

Results showed that there was no significant difference between the amount of lexical 

learning from the combination of receptive and productive learning and receptive learning 

only, neither was there a difference between lexical learning from the combination of both 

receptive and productive learning and productive learning only.  

 

The study by Webb (2005) used a dimensional approach, in which five word knowledge 

aspects were gauged: form and meaning, orthography, syntax, association and grammatical 

functions. Sixty six Japanese EFL first-year university students were divided into two groups. 

The first group learned 10 nonsense words in three glossed-sentences (using L1 translation).. 

The second group received a list of the target words with their L1 translation in isolation 

(word-pairs) and was asked to use these words for sentence-production. After the 

announcement of assessment, immediate tests measuring the aforementioned word 

knowledge aspects were administered. On the form and meaning test, which is relevant to the 

current study, participants were given the target words and were asked to provide their L1 

meaning. Results revealed that better lexical learning occurred in the glossed-sentence task 

than in the sentence-production task. 

In Webb’s (2007c) study, vocabulary learning was examined through contextualised and 

decontextualised vocabulary tasks. Previous studies indicated that decontextualised 

vocabulary tasks tend to produce higher scores for form and meaning than contextualised 

tasks. Thus, Webb made an attempt to find out whether these findings apply to other word 

knowledge aspects. He investigated the five dimensions of word knowledge which were 

measured in his previous study: form and meaning, orthography, syntax, association and 

grammatical functions. He compared vocabulary learning from a word-pair task to learning 

from a single glossed-sentence. Eighty four Japanese EFL students took part in the study and 
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were divided into two groups: an experimental group and a comparison group, which were 

taught 20 disguised words. Participants involved in the comparison condition learned the 

target words through the word-pair task, in which they were presented with a list of the 20 

disguised words alongside L1 meaning. In the experimental condition, participants were 

given the list of the word pairs, accompanied by a sentence example which included the 

target word underlined. Upon completion of the tasks, unexpected receptive and productive 

vocabulary tests of the five word knowledge dimensions, 10 tests in total, were administered. 

Results showed that both decontextualised (word-pair) and contextualised (glossed-sentence) 

tasks were effective for the learning of the five word knowledge aspects. It  was revealed that 

59% of new vocabulary was retained immediately from the combination of single sentences 

and word pairs, and 56% of new vocabulary was recalled from the word pairs-only task.  

This suggests that vocabulary learning from minimal context (sentence) plus word pairs does 

not have a greater effect on lexical learning when compared to learning from word pairs only. 

However, the context used in the study was only minimal, and hence a richer context plus 

word pairs could potentially result in larger lexical gains. It might be important to investigate 

the effects of listening plus word pairs in which learners would have the opportunity to 

encounter words in a larger context.  

Word lists constitute another useful method to direct learners’ attention towards lexical items 

(FonFs), Elgort and Nation (2010) state that deliberate vocabulary aids such as word cards 

and word lists are very useful methods for vocabulary acquisition. Nation (2011) asserts that 

“well directed deliberate vocabulary learning using word cards is very effective and much 

more efficient than teaching and vocabulary exercises” (p.536). Elgort (2011) carried out an 

experiment with advanced second language learners to investigate the effect of word cards on 

lexical learning. Learners were exposed to some English pseudowords on a computer screen 

in both their spoken and written forms. Once a pseudoword was presented, they paused and 

used the word cards to see the target item with its meaning. Once the treatment was 

completed, learners were tested through a written retrieval test where the definitions of the 

pseudowords were read out randomly and learners were required to recall the pseudowords 

suitable for each definition. Results showed that the word cards were helpful for the retrieval 

of the meaning of the target words. However, although deliberate or explicit vocabulary 

teaching produces positive results, learning from context can also be a source of lexical 
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learning. Nation (2001) argues that the combination of deliberate or explicit vocabulary 

learning and context are complementary learning approaches that reinforce each other and 

foster more lexical gains. This leads to the review of studies using a combined explicit (via 

lexical FonF) and incidental vocabulary learning approach.   

 

3.5 The combination of explicit and incidental modes for vocabulary learning 

 

Although incidental and explicit vocabulary learning modes proved to be a source of L2 

vocabulary leaning, they both have shortcomings when used on their own. Incidental 

vocabulary learning, through reading or listening, is deemed the natural mode whereby L2 

learners can acquire lexical items. However, it requires multiple encounters with the new 

words and in different contexts, which might not be achievable in L2 classrooms due to 

limited target language input. Besides, a reading or listening activity does not provide the 

opportunity for direct focus on new word forms, and guessing the meaning of these words 

from the surrounding context may not always be viable. In this respect, Folse (2004) argues 

that guessing the meaning of novel words from context may be burdensome for native 

speakers despite their sufficient command of the language, let alone non-native speakers, i.e., 

guessing difficulties would be compounded. As for explicit vocabulary learning, there is 

increasing empirical evidence for its effectiveness for both word learning and retention 

(Elgort, 2011). Yet, learning words in isolation might help learners retain the form and 

meaning without knowledge of how to use them in context. Hence, Schmitt (2008) states that 

incidental and explicit vocabulary learning modes are complementary and related. He argues 

that, in order to yield better lexical results and maximise retention, explicit vocabulary 

instruction needs to be implemented alongside incidental vocabulary learning. To this end, a 

mixed approach has attracted the attention of many researchers by means of a combination of 

explicit or intentional and incidental vocabulary learning in both reading and listening 

modalities (Hennebry, Rogers, Macaro & Murphy, 2017; Laufer & Girsai, 2008, Mondria, 

2003; Sonbul & Schmitt, 2010; Tian & Macaro, 2012; Zhang & Graham, 2019). 

 

Mondria (2003) set out to compare the effects of two vocabulary learning methods: meaning-

inferred and meaning-given methods. Thirty eight Dutch high school learners of French as a 
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foreign language took part in the study and were taught new words via one of the following 

methods: a) meaning inference from context, b) meaning inference from context+ verification 

of meaning from a word list, c) meaning inference from context+verification of meaning 

from a word list+memorisation, d) provision of L1 translation+ memorisation. Results 

showed that there was no difference in scores on a meaning recall test (L2 to L1) among 

participants who were taught new words through incidental learning (meaning inference) and 

incidental plus intentional learning (meaning inference, verification and memorisation). This 

suggests that incidental learning plus intentional vocabulary learning has little effect on new 

word learning when compared to incidental learning only.  

 

Laufer (2006) compared the effects of lexical FonF within a reading activity to lexical FonFs 

on vocabulary learning by 158 high-school learners of English as second language. In the 

lexical FonF condition, participants read a passage including 12 unknown words  and 

answered some comprehension questions. A bilingualised dictionary was used to check and 

discuss the meaning of unknown words. In the lexical FonFs condition, participants were 

provided with the list of the 12 target words along with L1 translation and explanation (word-

pairs). Upon completion of the word-pair task, two word-focused activities were 

administered. An unexpected meaning recall test revealed that the lexical FonFs condition 

yielded significantly higher results than the lexical FonF condition. While the lexical FonFs 

condition yielded 72% of vocabulary gains, the lexical FonF condition produced 47% of 

gains immediately after treatment.  

 

Laufer and Girsai (2008) compared the effect of reading-only to two post-reading tasks on 

vocabulary learning. Seventy-five Hebrew pupils learning English as a foreign language took 

part in the study. Prior to treatment, a pre-test including 50 single words and 41 collocations 

was administered. Ten single words and 10 collocations were selected as the target items. The 

experiment was carried out during regular class time, in which one class was assigned a 

meaning-focused task (reading-only) and the two remaining classes first read a passage, 

completed a comprehension task, and were then assigned to one of the following vocabulary 

learning conditions: form-focused (FFI) or contrastive analysis and translation (CAT). 

Contrastive vocabulary learning consists of the provision of cross-linguistic information 
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about the lexical items. In the FFI condition, participants completed a multiple-choice task 

that focused on meaning recognition of the lexical items and a text fill-in task. Upon 

completion of the task, participants were given the necessary feedback and explanation of the 

meaning of the target words. In the CAT condition, participants completed two translation 

tasks individually or in pairs. The first task consisted of the translation of sentences from 

English (L2) to Hebrew (L1). The sentences originated in the reading passage and contained 

the target words. On the second task, the same sentence translation task was used, but in the 

opposite direction, i.e., from Hebrew ( L1) to English (L2). Once these two tasks were 

completed, feedback and answers were provided alongside contrastive instruction on the 

differences between the target items in English and Hebrew. On the following day, all classes 

were unexpectedly tested through an active recall test (translation from L1 to L2) and a 

passive recall test (translation from L2 to L1). The same test was administered after one 

week. Results showed that the CAT class learned the largest amount of new vocabulary on 

the two tests: active recall test ( 51%) and passive recall test (72%). This was then followed 

by the FFI class which learned 27 % of new vocabulary on the active recall test and 50 % on 

the passive recall test. The reading-only class learned almost no new vocabulary. This study 

revealed that the combination of reading (incidental learning ) with different approaches to 

lexical FonF produces higher vocabulary gains than reading-only.  

 

Another study by Barcroft (2009) examined the impact of synonym generation during 

reading on L2 lexical learning in both intentional and incidental learning conditions. The 

study included 114 low and high intermediate Spanish learners of English as a second 

language. The main task consisted of reading a passage which included 10 English target 

words whose Spanish translations were provided in parentheses, i.e., translations were 

contiguous with the target words. Participants were assigned to one of the following 

conditions: 1) reading the passage for meaning only, 2) reading the passage for meaning and 

study the English target words with their Spanish translations for an upcoming vocabulary 

test of the target words, 3) reading the passage for meaning and generate Spanish synonyms 

matching the English target words, 4) reading the passage for meaning, study the English 

target words with their Spanish translations and generate Spanish synonyms matching the 

English target words, with advance notice of a forthcoming test. Comprehension questions 
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were administered to assess comprehension of the reading passage. At the end of the 

experiment, two cued translation tests in the two directions: from L1 to L2 and from L2 to L1 

were administered to gauge the participants’ vocabulary learning. Results showed that 

participants who were instructed to learn the target words while reading and were aware of 

the upcoming tests (intentional learning) recalled more words than those who merely read the 

text for comprehension (incidental learning). Besides, the synonym generation task had a 

negative impact on lexical learning in both intentional and incidental learning conditions. 

This study suggests that incidental plus intentional vocabulary learning can be more useful 

for lexical learning than incidental learning only.  

 

 A study by Sonbul and Schmitt (2010) contrasted incidental vocabulary learning through 

reading-only with learning that is followed by explicit teaching of new vocabulary, with 

particular focus on three word knowledge levels: meaning recall, meaning recognition and 

form recall. Forty female ESP student of Medicine and Pharmacy speaking Arabic as a first 

language participated in the study. The learning material was a reading passage on the topic 

of Medicine. Twenty target words that were unknown by all the participants ( based on a pre-

test) were used in the treatment. The target words originated in the reading material and 

appeared once only. In the reading-only condition, participants read the passage and 

completed a comprehension task. In the reading plus explicit teaching condition, the 

explanation and meaning of each of the 20 target words were directly communicated to the 

participants after reading. Upon completion of the treatment, three unannounced post-tests of 

the aforementioned word knowledge levels were administered. The form recall post-test 

consisted of the presentation of short sentences containing the first three letters of each target 

word, with instructions to complete the correct form. The meaning recall post-test involved 

the supply of the L1 translation to the L2 target words. The meaning recognition post-test 

took a multiple-choice format wherein participants were presented with the target words and 

options, one of which was the correct answer. The same tests were administered after one 

week. Results of the immediate post-test showed that, in the reading-only condition, 

participants recognised meaning of  37% of the target words, recalled meaning of 4% of the 

target words and recalled only 3% of the L2 target words forms. In the reading plus 

condition, lexical gains were larger on the three word aspects, with 68% of gains on the 
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meaning recognition test, 15% on the meaning recall test and 11% on the form recall test. The 

target words were retained better on the delayed post-test under the reading plus condition. 

This study provides more evidence that explicit instruction can be a useful addition to 

incidental learning via reading, in that it assists in the learning of different word knowledge 

aspects after a single exposure. More studies ( e.g., Min, 2008; Amiryousefi & Kassaian, 

2010) found that reading plus explicit focus on new words via activities was more beneficial 

for vocabulary learning than reading-only.  

 

As already mentioned, L2 learners acquire new words incidentally through two major inputs: 

reading and listening, yet most of the studies combining incidental and explicit vocabulary 

learning (via lexical FonF) relied on reading input. The combination of listening with lexical 

FonF has been under-researched. Few studies have investigated this possible combination 

(e.g., Hennebry et al., 2017; Tian & Macaro, 2012; Zhang & Graham, 2019). The study by 

Tian and Macaro (2012) examined the effects of a listening activity and lexical FonF via 

teacher’s codeswitching on L2 vocabulary learning. It also investigated whether 

codeswitching which refers to the ‘alternation of two languages within a single discourse, 

sentence or constituent’ (Poplack, 2000, p. 224), is better than the use of L2 explanation for 

lexical learning. An instructional intervention was conducted with 117 Chinese EFL first-

year university students, who were assigned to one of the following learning conditions: a 

codeswitching condition (CS), a non-codeswitching condition (NCS) or a control condition. 

The whole study was carried out over 9 weeks. The interventional instruction lasted for 6 

weeks and was conducted over two phases, with three listening sessions in each phase. The 

vocabulary testing phases included: two pre-tests, six immediate post-tests and a delayed 

post-test that was administered two weeks after the last immediate post-test. In the CS and 

NCS conditions, participants listened to some passages for meaning and completed a 

comprehension task. Upon collection of this task, the audio recording was played again in 

segments, with direct focus on the new target words written on the board. While in the NCS 

condition, only L2 explanation in the English language was provided to the participants, in 

the CS condition both L2 explanation and Chinese translation were provided. In the control 

condition, participants listened to the passages and completed the comprehension task. No 

direct vocabulary instruction was delivered. The study assessed receptive vocabulary 
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knowledge through a meaning recall test, in which participants were presented with the L2 

target words and were asked to supply the meaning in English or L1 translation. Results on 

the immediate post-tests showed the superiority of the codeswitching condition over the non-

codeswitching and control conditions. This study demonstrated the benefit of using L1 

translation in a lexical FonF instruction for lexical learning, yet only in the short-term as its 

effect diminished in the long-term.  

 

The positive impact of lexical FonF after listening activities was also found in the study 

by Hennebry et al. (2017). This quasi-experimental research contrasted the provision of L1 

translation with L2 explanation after listening to determine the most effective type of explicit 

instruction for lexical learning. The participants were 262 English high school learners of 

French language. The study was carried out over two phases, with the teaching of 30 French 

target words in each phase. The words were selected from four listening texts which were 

used in the instructional intervention. Participants were assigned to one of the following 

learning conditions: listening-only, listening followed by direct teaching of new words 

through L1 translation or listening followed by direct teaching of new words via L2 

explanation. In each of the three conditions, participants completed a comprehension task 

after listening. Lexical learning of the French words was assessed via a recognition test 

(matching L2 words with the correct definition) and a recall test (supplying the L1 translation 

to the L2 words) which were administered one week after the listening intervention sessions. 

Results showed that participants in the listening plus direct vocabulary teaching conditions 

performed better than participants in the listening-only condition, with the superiority of the 

L1 translation over the L2 explanation, mostly on the meaning recall test. In phase A, 16.67% 

(out of 30 words) of new vocabulary was recalled in the listening-plus condition, compared to 

13.8 % in the listening-only condition. In phase B, 12.73 % (out of 30 words) of new 

vocabulary was recalled in the listening-plus condition, compared to 8.33 % in the listening-

only condition.  

One of the limitations in the two studies by Tian and Macaro (2012) and Hennebry et al. 

(2017) was a lack of an aural vocabulary test. Since the two studies relied on listening 

modality, it would have been necessary to gauge lexical learning through a listening test. 

Moreover, it might be important to note that, overall lexical scores obtained from listening 
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and lexical FonF in Hennebry et al’s. study were modest compared to listening only. This is 

unlike Tian and Macaro’s study, which showed that listening plus lexical FonF produced 

greater lexical scores than listening only. Incidental learning within a listening situation plus 

lexical FonF is thus still problematic and needs further investigation. Could incidental 

vocabulary learning through listening be increased by changing the timing of lexical FonF, 

i.e., before, during or after listening?.  

Furthermore, since Hennebry et al’s. study assessed learners’ lexical learning one week after 

the listening activities, it would be important to measure learners’ lexical learning from 

listening immediately. This is because “research on vocabulary learning, whether under 

incidental or intentional learning conditions, aimed at addressing questions concerning the 

effect of cognitive processing during a learning session in which words are presented for the 

first time, requires only an immediate post-test” (Hulstijn 2001, p., 372). Hulstijn (2001) 

further states, that a delayed post-test one week, two weeks or months after the experiment 

would not allow us to make the distinction between items that were recalled from the 

treatment session and items which were recalled from other exposures (if any) after the 

treatment session. 

A very recent study by Zhang and Graham ( 2019) compared the effectiveness of three post-

listening FonF instructions in new lexical learning by 137 Chinese high-school learners. The 

FonF instructions consisted of: codeswitching (CS), contrastive focus on form (CFonF) and 

L2 explanation. An interventional instruction was conducted over six sessions. In each 

session, participants listened to a passage and completed comprehension tasks. Upon 

completion of the listening activity, new single words and collocations selected from the 

listening passage were taught in one of the following conditions: 1) L2 explanation, 2) L1 

translation (CS), 3) Chinese translation and additional L2 explanation, with focus on 

similarities and differences between the L2 word and its L1 equivalent (CFonF). The target 

words were presented via PowerPoint. A listening-only condition, with no FonF instruction 

was used in the study. In contrast to previous studies, vocabulary assessment was in an aural 

format, in which participants heard each target word, and were asked to provide the meaning 

in either L1 or L2. Results showed that the highest performance results were within the 

listening plus FonF conditions, with the CFonF condition outperforming the CS and L2 
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explanation conditions. This study provided more evidence for the benefits of using first 

language for second language lexical learning.  

It should be noted that the above studies examining a combined vocabulary learning approach 

(listening plus FonF) incorporated FonF after incidental learning. It would be important to 

investigate the impact of FonF during listening as this is originally the basic tenet of the 

focus-on-form approach put forward by Long (1991,1996, 2015). FonF should occur briefly 

and simultaneously within a communicative or meaning-focused task so that learners can 

make the link between the form and meaning.  

 

3.6 The combination of incidental and explicit vocabulary learning in a multi-modal input 

 

Researchers and experts in the field of cognition suggest that a single mode of learning may 

result in poor comprehension and retention (Clark & Mayer, 2011; Mayer & Moreno, 2002; 

Mayer, 2014; Najjar,1996). This perspective is explained with reference to working memory; 

a cognitive system that plays a vital role in learning, particularly when multiple modes (e.g., 

audio, text, image) are used and well-integrated in the classroom. A study by Bisson et al. 

(2013) in a multimodal situation, investigated the effects of incidental vocabulary learning 

followed by explicit learning on the acquisition of form-meaning links of Welsh words. This 

study measured the threshold of learning by using some features of the “savings paradigm” 

and providing evidence that explicit learning in combination with incidental learning 

promotes superior learning. The incidental phase preceded the explicit phase, but in the 

incidental phase the unknown words were presented simultaneously in three different modes 

(auditory, written and pictorial), while the explicit learning occurred in two modes (auditory 

and written). In the incidental learning phase, participants completed a letter-search task in 

which they were provided with letters and were asked to indicate whether the target words 

contained these letters. The target words were presented in their written and auditory forms 

alongside line drawings representing what the words meant. Subsequently, in the explicit 

learning phase, participants completed a translation task wherein they were provided with 

new words as well as old words, i.e., words that had already been used in the incidental phase 

alongside L1 translations. Participants were asked to match each target word with its L1 

counterpart. Feedback and correct answers were given. Results on this explicit task showed 
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that, immediately, the next day and one week later, the highest scores were in favour of the 

previously encountered words in the incidental phase.  

 

In a recent study, Alamri and Rogers (2018) compared the effects of visual and written 

explicit vocabulary learning modes as well as their timing (before or after incidental learning) 

on vocabulary learning. Seventy Arab science adult learners participated in the study which 

adopted a quasi-experimental design, using a pre-test, immediate and delayed post-tests. In 

the incidental learning phase, subjects were exposed to the target words via a reading or 

listening activity. In the explicit learning phase, the target words were first presented in a 

dialogue (sentence example) and then meaning was delivered in two modes: Arabic 

translation and English definition (written mode) or Arabic translation, English definition and 

cartoons depicting the meaning ( visually-aided mode). Each explicit vocabulary instruction 

mode was implemented before or after the main activities, i.e., pre-written vocabulary 

instruction, post-written vocabulary instruction, pre-visual vocabulary instruction and post-

visual vocabulary instruction. A control group which received no explicit instruction on the 

target words was used (incidental-only condition). Meaning recognition and meaning recall 

tests were administered to assess vocabulary learning. Results showed an advantage for the 

listening/reading activity plus explicit vocabulary instructions over the incidental-only 

condition. Moreover, results indicated the superiority of the pre-visual vocabulary instruction 

over the post-visual instruction on both immediate and delayed post-tests. Results, on the 

other hand, showed no difference between pre-written vocabulary instruction and post-

written vocabulary instruction. This is, seemingly, the only study which examined the effects 

of different timing of explicit vocabulary instruction on lexical learning. In fact, studies have 

compared the effects of pre-vocabulary teaching to no-teaching, yet in relation to reading 

comprehension and writing improvement ( Alessi & Dwyer, 2008; Duin & Graves, 1987; 

McKeown, Beck, Omanson & Pople, 1985). Mixed results have been reported from these 

studies and it is necessary to investigate the effect of different timing of explicit vocabulary 

instruction to find out whether a particular timing (before, during or after incidental learning) 

would enhance vocabulary scores.  
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3.7 Word class learning  

 

Is the learning of the different word classes in a foreign language similar ? Does the learning 

of verbs resemble the learning of nouns and adjectives?. According to research, learning of 

word class can potentially be dissimilar for a number of reasons. For example, verbs, unlike 

nouns and adjectives, tend to have various forms, they can be used to indicate number (e.g., 

is-are), person (play-plays) or tense (cook-cooked, begin-began) (Peters, 2019, p.129). 

Moreover, the meaning of verbs is not independent and cannot be understood without 

contextual clues, Nissen and Henriksen (2006) note that “ to know the verb properly, the 

learner needs to know its collocations”  (p.402) (e.g., make the bed, make my day, make 

space). Besides, there is often a convergence of meaning within the verbs which might 

tentatively cause confusion for learners, e.g., make vs do, say vs tell as in: I made my decision 

vs I did the task, I said goodbye vs I told you about my holiday. 

Likewise, adjectives are dependent upon nouns to provide a full-blown and complete 

meaning because they are “semantically underspecified if isolated” (Nissen & Henriksen, 

2006, p.402). Hence, they are known for their lack of lucidness and demarcation, e.g., when 

they are used in their comparative or superlative forms or for the qualification of the meaning 

of a statement, e.g., very happy, quite tired. This might increase their likelihood of being 

difficult to learn. Nouns, on the other hand, are separate entities, more specific and 

unambiguous, they have their own lexical properties such as polysemy, concreteness, 

imageability, meaningfulness and hypernymy (Crossley, Subtirelu & Salsbury, 2013). In 

other words, nouns are well-defined and characterised by salience (Talmy, 2008), this is 

potentially the reason why they can be readily processed and learned.  

 

A study by Ellis and Beaton (1993a) confirmed that nouns are easier to learn than verbs. It 

was also revealed that nouns are visualised, and thus Ellis and Beaton (1993b) suggested that 

the learning ease of nouns  might be attributed to their most common lexical property, which 

is imageability. Evidence for this stems from a study by Horst and Meara (1999) which 

investigated incidental vocabulary learning via reading a comic book. It was demonstrated 

that the learning of nouns was superior to the learning of verbs, adjectives and adverbs. The 

facilitative effect of nouns could be attributed to the comic book which contained imagery. A 
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study by van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) which examined incidental vocabulary acquisition 

through listening also showed a significant learning advantage for nouns, with no difference 

in the learning of verbs and adjectives. A very recent study by Zhang and Graham (2019) 

which investigated the learning of the different word classes through a combination of 

incidental (via listening) and explicit vocabulary learning revealed that nouns are easier to 

learn than verbs and adjectives. It was also found that adjectives were learned better than 

verbs, yet only in the short-term as the superiority of adjectives disappeared in the long-term. 

Zhang and Graham’s study is seemingly the only study which examined the impact of 

incidental learning (via listening) and explicit vocabulary learning on the learning of word 

class. Hence, the learning of word class via both incidental and explicit vocabulary learning is 

still inconclusive and merits investigation. Studies investigating the effect of explicit 

exposure (with different timing) alongside incidental learning via listening on word class 

learning are needed. How does different timing of explicit vocabulary exposure along with 

incidental learning via listening affect word class learning?. In other words, which explicit 

vocabulary timing (before, during or after incidental learning) produces better word class 

learning (nouns, verbs, adjectives). This question has not been explored yet.  

 

3.8 Summary  

 
The above review of L2 vocabulary research and studies identifies the following research 
gaps:  
 
 
1. Compared to studies examining incidental vocabulary learning via reading modality plus 

explicit vocabulary instruction, very few studies have investigated the effect of incidental 

vocabulary learning via listening modality plus explicit vocabulary instruction. More research 

is warranted as regards aural input and vocabulary learning.  

 

2.The preponderance of research assessing vocabulary learning in both reading and listening 

modalities has mainly used a written test format. More studies assessing vocabulary learning 

through an aural test format are needed.  

 



 
 

 
 

81 

3. Previous studies have contrasted a dual incidental and explicit vocabulary learning 

condition with an incidental-only condition. It would be important to compare the amount of 

new vocabulary learning occurring from a dual incidental and explicit condition with the 

amount of learning from an explicit-only condition.  

 

4. Studies combining incidental vocabulary learning via listening and explicit vocabulary 

learning have mainly employed a quasi-experimental design, focusing on long-term 

vocabulary retention. It would be necessary to explore new word learning occurring from 

explicit vocabulary exposure (via FonF) alongside incidental vocabulary learning via 

listening when compared to explicit-only exposure immediately after treatment.  

 

5. Previous studies incorporated explicit vocabulary instruction as a consolidating method, 

i.e., after incidental learning. Little research in the area of L2 vocabulary learning has 

addressed the potential effects of variation in the timing of explicit word exposure with 

incidental learning on lexical learning.   

 

6. According to existing theoretical underpinnings of the bilingual’s mental representation of 

lexical knowledge, access to L2 words is mediated by the L1 equivalent, which suggests that 

the L1 has a crucial role in L2 vocabulary processing. However, empirical evidence with 

regard to the effectiveness of L1 in L2 vocabulary learning in different EFL contexts, with 

different L1s is needed.  

 

3.9 Research questions: 

 

Based on the gaps reviewed above, the following research questions were formulated: 

 

1) Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these words 

via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning when compared to 

explicit-only exposure, as measured by a modified vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS): 

 

   1 a) when listening is preceded by FonF (FonF +Listening)? 
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   1 b) when listening is followed by FonF (Listening+FonF)? 

   1 c) when FonF is simultaneous with listening ( FonF while listening)? 

 

2) To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) influence 

learning of new words, as measured by the modified vocabulary knowledge scale ? 

 

3) Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these 

words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning when compared 

to explicit-only exposure, as measured by a test of meaning recognition of spoken form: 

 

  2 a) when listening is preceded by FonF (FonF+Listening)? 

  2 b) when listening is followed by FonF (Listening+FonF)? 

  2 c) when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening)? 

 

4) To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) influence 

learning of new words, as measured by the test of meaning recognition of spoken form? 

 

5)  To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure and incidental learning 

via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) influence learning of 

word class? 

 

3.10 Research hypotheses  

 

The following hypotheses were formulated based on the available literature and the rationale 

for the study:  

 

1) The three groups involving dual explicit (FonF) exposure and incidental learning of new 

words with different timing (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) will 

outperform the explicit-only group on the modified VKS test. This is because the three 
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Listening-plus groups will be exposed to the new words in two episodes/events (during 

listening and via FonF) which will probably help participants remember better the new 

words. Nation (2013), Webb (2007a) and Webb and Nation (2017) stress that new words 

need to be met more than once to be learned. The new words in the Listening-plus groups 

will be met twice; via listening to a podcast episode and via explicit exposure (FonF), which 

will not lead to much learning, yet two meetings in two separate events will probably produce 

some minimal learning (2-4 words).  

 

2)  Variation in order of incidental learning via listening and explicit (FonF) exposure will 

have an impact on new word learning. The group who simultaneously listens to the text and 

focuses on the new words on-screen (FonF while listening) will outperform the other two 

groups. This is supported by the focus-on-form approach (Long, 1991,1996, 2015) that is 

theoretically related to the interaction hypothesis and noticing hypothesis. Participants are 

given the opportunity to notice and learn the new words form alongside their meaning while 

listening to the text. According to Long (2015), FonF can happen in an interactive (e.g., via 

meaning-negotiation) or a non-interactive manner when learners’ attention is briefly attracted 

to forms while they are processing input for meaning (aural input in the current study). 

Moreover, FonF should occur in response to the learners’ need (Doughty, 2001).  

 

Participants’ attention in the FonF while listening condition will be attracted to the new 

words form (alongside L1 translation) as they hear these words in the listening passage, 

which will help them with the overall comprehension of the content and probably with the 

learning of the new words. In the current study, an additional element supporting this 

hypothesis is research looking at short-term memory (Cowan, 1993) which showed that shifts 

of attention from a main meaning-focused task to a brief FonF (syllables) could improve 

memory for these syllables. Furthermore, the FonF while listening group will probably 

achieve the highest scores because studies on L1 glossing within reading modality showed 

positive results on vocabulary tests (Ertürk, 2016; Vela, 2015). In the current study, the 

insertion of target words with L1 translation on-screen while listening resembles L1 glossing 

while reading.  
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In the FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups, some learning will probably occur, but 

the amount of learning will tentatively be smaller in comparison with the amount of learning 

in the FonF while listening group.   

 

3) The three groups involving dual explicit (FonF) exposure and incidental learning of new 

words with different timing will probably achieve better results on the test of meaning 

recognition of spoken form than the explicit-only group. This is because training of the 

incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups includes exposure to the spoken form during listening, 

while training of the explicit-only group does not, and hence performance of this latter group 

would probably be poor on the meaning recognition test of spoken form. This is based on 

Nelson et al. (2005) research showing that lexical items assessed in the same modality as 

training are learned better and vice versa. Besides, the combination of incidental and explicit 

vocabulary learning is more effective than a single learning mode, they are deemed as 

complementary to maximise vocabulary learning (Nation, 2001) .  

 

4) The three groups involving dual explicit (FonF) exposure and incidental learning of new 

words with different timing will probably learn the same amount of new words on the test of 

meaning recognition of spoken form. This is because their training includes listening to the 

spoken form and they will be tested in the same modality as their training (Nelson et al., 

2005). Moreover, due to the dual incidental and explicit exposure, the amount of learning will 

tentatively be larger than the amount learned from aural vocabulary tests in previous studies 

of vocabulary learning through listening (e.g., Pavia et al., 2019; Peters & Webb, 2018) as 

these studies relied on an incidental-only learning mode. 

 
 
5) Variation in order of incidental learning via listening and explicit (FonF) exposure will not 

influence learning of word class. Following previous studies (e.g., van Zeeland and Schmitt, 

2013a; Zhang & Graham, 2019), nouns will be easier to learn than verbs and adjectives in all 

three groups due to their salience (Talmy, 2008), while there will be no difference in the 

learning of verbs and adjectives.  
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The following table summarises the most recent studies combining incidental and explicit 

vocabulary learning.  

 
Table 3.1 Studies on the combination of incidental and explicit vocabulary learning 

Study  Participants Design and procedure Tests Results 

Laufer and Girsai (2008) 

Form-focused 

instruction in second 

language vocabulary 

learning 

 

75 Hebrew pupils 

learning English as a 

foreign language 

 

-Meaning-focused instruction 

(reading-only) 

-Form-focused instruction 

(FFI) 

-Contrastive analysis and 

translation (CAT).  

 

Active recall test (L2 

to L1) 

Passive recall test (L1 

to L2) 

 

Largest vocabulary 

gains in the CAT 

condition followed by 

the FFI condition 

Barcroft (2009) Effects 

of synonym generation 

on incidental and 

intentional L2 

vocabulary learning 

during reading 

 

111 Spanish low and high 

intermediate learners of 

English as a foreign 

language 

-Reading for meaning only 

-Reading+studying English 

words with Spanish 

translation 

-Reading+ synonym 

generation  

-Reading+ studying English 

words with Spanish 

translation+ synonym 

generation  

Cued translation tests 

(L1-to-L2, L2-to-L1).  

Largest vocabulary 

gains were in the 

Reading + intentional 

learning condition, 

i.e., reading+studying 

English words with 

Spanish translation  

Sonbul and Schmitt (2010) 

Direct teaching of 

vocabulary after reading: is 

it worth the effort?  

40 Arab advanced ESP 

students of Medicine and 

Pharmacy  

-Reading for meaning only  

-Reading plus explicit 

vocabulary instruction  

Form recall, meaning 

recognition and 

meaning recall tests 

Largest lexical gains 

were in the Reading 

plus explicit 

vocabulary instruction 

on the three 

vocabulary tests 
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Tian and Macaro (2012) 

Comparing 

codeswitching with 

English-only 

explanations on 

vocabulary acquisition  

117 Chinese first-year 

university students 

majoring in English 

-Listening-only 

-Listening followed by L1 

codeswitching 

-Listening followed by L2 

explanation 

Meaning recall test  Largest vocabulary 

scores were in the 

Listening followed by 

L1 codeswitching 

condition 

Hennebry et al. (2017) 

Direct teaching of 

vocabulary after 

listening: is it worth the 

effort and what method 

is best? 

 

262 English high school 

learners of French as a 

foreign language  

-Listening-only 

-Listening followed by  

explicit vocabulary instruction 

via L1 

-Listening followed by 

explicit vocabulary instruction 

via L2 

Meaning recall and 

meaning recognition 

tests 

Largest vocabulary 

gains were in the 

Listening followed by 

explicit vocabulary 

instruction via L1 

Alamri and Rogers 

(2018) 

The effectiveness of 

different explicit 

vocabulary teaching 

strategies (visual and 

written) on vocabulary 

learning 

70 Arab science 

advanced learners of 

science 

-Listening/reading only 

-Listening/reading+Pre-

explicit vocabulary instruction 

via written mode  

-Listening/reading+ Pre 

explicit vocabulary instruction 

via visual mode   

-Listening/reading+Post-

explicit vocabulary instruction 

via written mode 

-Listening/reading+ Post-

explicit vocabulary instruction 

via a visual mode   

 

Meaning recall and 

meaning recognition 

tests 

Pre-explicit via a 

visual mode yielded 

better results than 

post-explicit via 

visual mode 

-No difference 

between pre and post 

explicit vocabulary 

instruction via  

written mode 

Zhang and (2019)  

Vocabulary learning 

through listening: 

Comparing L2 

explanation, teacher 

codeswitching, 

contrastive focus-on-

form and incidental 

learning 

137 high-school Chinese 

learners of English as a 

foreign language  

 

 

 

-Listening-only 

-Listening followed by 

codeswitching (L1) 

-Listening followed by L2 

explanation 

-Listening followed by 

contrastive focus on form 

Meaning recall test in 

an aural format  

Listening followed by 

contrastive focus on 

form produced the 

best results  
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Chapter Four 

Methodology 
 

4.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter reports on the research design and data collection procedures for the current study. 

I begin by a restatement of the research questions. This is then followed by an account of two 

pilot studies which aimed at testing the feasibility of the main study design, the length of the 

listening material selected for the treatment as well as timing of explicit vocabulary exposure.  

A description of the overall design of the main study, context of study, sample population and 

listening material is provided. Further to this, a delineation of procedures of the treatment 

sessions and the vocabulary tests administered in this experimental-quantitative study, using a 

pre-test-treatment-immediate post-test design is next presented. The chapter concludes with a 

discussion of ethical considerations and validity and reliability of the study.   

 

4.2 Restatement of research questions  

 

The current study sought to answer the following research questions: 

 

1) Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these      

words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning when compared 

to explicit-only exposure, as measured by a modified vocabulary knowledge scale: 

 

1 a) when listening is preceded by FonF (FonF+Listening)? 

1 b) when listening is followed by FonF (Listening+FonF)? 

1 c) when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening)? 

 

2) To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure (FonF) and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) influence 

learning of new words, as measured by the modified vocabulary knowledge scale ? 
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3) Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these 

words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning when compared 

to explicit-only exposure, as measured by a test of meaning recognition of spoken form: 

 

3 a) when listening is preceded by FonF (FonF+Listening)? 

3 b) when listening is followed by FonF ( Listening+FonF)? 

3 c) when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening )? 

 

4) To what extent does a variation in order of explicit vocabulary exposure (FonF) and 

incidental learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) 

influence learning of new words, as measured by the test of meaning recognition of spoken 

form? 

 

5) To what extent does a variation in order of explicit vocabulary exposure and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) influence 

learning of word class? 

 

4.3 Pilot study 1  

 

  4.3.1 Context of study and participants  

 

Pilot study 1 was conducted in an Algerian university, at the English Language department to 

test the practicality of the treatment procedures and appropriateness of the listening material. 

An authentic podcast episode which was a novel tool in the English department was piloted. 

As this study used an innovative methodology, the length of explicit vocabulary exposure 

(FonF) on-screen was also piloted. The aim was to find out whether or not the display of new 

words on-screen for two seconds (one second for the L2 word form and one second for the 

L1 translation) would be feasible. This was a very important procedure in the pilot study, 

particularly for the FonF while listening condition. To my knowledge, such methodology has 

not been used yet. Fifteen male and female second-year EFL Algerian students volunteered to 
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participate in the pilot study. They spoke Arabic as a first language and majored in the 

English language. Their ages ranged from 19 to 21. According to the Oxford Placement Test 

(OPT) (Allan, 2004), which was an orientation test, subjects were considered at an upper- 

intermediate level. Prior to conducting the study, consent was obtained from the head of the 

English department, teachers and participants (see Section 4.6, Ethical considerations.). The 

reason for choosing second-year university level students is that these students were assumed 

to have prior sufficient vocabulary knowledge to be able to understand the authentic listening 

material used in the current study. Subjects had studied English as a subject matter for 7 years 

(4 years at middle school and 3 years at secondary school) before they majored in the English 

language at the university.  

 

Concerning the listening material selected for the study, an authentic podcast episode entitled 

“ 7 signs to let go of a friend” was used in that the topic of friendship was deemed appealing 

to the participants. One of the conditions that aids incidental vocabulary learning is the 

selection of materials that are of interest to the participants (Nation, 2007). It is argued that 

interesting materials are more likely to trigger motivation and promote learning (Nation, 

2007). Indeed, after completion of pilot study, communication with the participants revealed 

that they did enjoy listening to the podcast as well as its topic. The episode was taken from a 

website of a world-renowned podcaster ( https://www.chalenejohnson.com/podcasts/ ). The 

episode was originally 25-minutes long but was condensed to 15 minutes in order not to 

cause overwhelm to the participants (see Script in Appendix H). A podcast episode was 

chosen as it seemed to fulfill one of the purposes of the current study, which was the 

investigation of the effect of brief vocabulary exposure on new lexical learning.  

 

   4.3.2 Lexical coverage of the listening passage  

 

Since the lexical coverage of a particular text provides “a useful indication of whether or not 

a text may be understood” (Webb & Nation, 2013, p.1), the listening passage was checked for 

its adequacy through LancsLex: Lancaster Vocab Analysis Tool. This tool analyses lexical 

coverage of texts and compares it to the New General Service List (New GSL)  

http://corpora.lancs.ac.uk/vocab/ . The New GSL identifies the 2,500 most frequent words in 
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English (Brezina & Gablasova, 2013). This vocabulary analysis tool was used as it is based 

on four language corpora  (LOB, BNC, BE06, and EnTenTen12) of the total size of over 12 

billion running words. It was revealed that 93.40% of the running words in the selected 

podcast belonged to the 2,500 list, and the remaining 6.6% fell within the off-list (i.e., words 

that are not from the 2,500 list). Research has found that 95% of text coverage is necessary 

for listening comprehension (van Zealand & Schmitt, 2013b). Thus, it can be safe to say that 

participants were able to understand the selected text as they reached the acceptable coverage. 

The total number of words in the passage was 1,350. In order to ensure that subjects had 

knowledge of the 2,000 most frequent words in English and provide further evidence for their 

ability to comprehend the text, the 2,000 Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) by Schmitt et al. 

(2001) was administered.  

 

    4.3.3 Target words  

  

A pre-test of vocabulary knowledge of 21 target words was administered. These words were 

selected from the podcast episode and included: 10 nouns ( ties, quest, twist, credit, shortage, 

burnout, resentment, thoughtfulness, profanity, significance), 3 verbs (fizzle, overlook, 

improve) and 8 adjectives (tempted, draining, rekindled, uplifting, self-serving, extenuating, 

unsustainable, cut-and-dried). According to the LancsLex, out of the 21 words, 18 words fell 

within the off-list, which were presumably unknown to the participants and 3 words belonged 

to the 2,500 list. Subjects were asked to provide an English synonym or translation in Arabic 

or French for each target word. The pre-test revealed that 15 abstract words were unknown to 

the 15 subjects. These words were: ties, quest, twist, shortage, burnout, thoughtfulness, 

profanity, fizzle, overlook, tempted, draining, uplifting, self-serving, extenuating, 

unsustainable. The following table  (see Table 4.1) provides details about the target words, 

frequency was checked via https://www.lextutor.ca/  using BNC/COCA1-25K lists. Since the 

LancsLex does not provide the frequency of words within the off-list, Lextutor was used. The  

BNC/COCA1-25K lists showed that some words (6 words) which fell within the off-list in the 

LancsLex belonged to the 1,000 and 2,000 lists of the most frequent words. These words are: 

ties, twist, shortage, thoughtfulness, tempted, self-serving.  
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Table 4.1 Lexical properties of pilot study target words  

 
Target words Syllables Frequency list  Word class 
         ties         1       1000       noun 
         quest         1        5000       noun 
         twist         1       2000       noun 
         shortage         2       1000      noun 
         burnout          2      13,000      noun 
         thoughtfulness         3       1000      noun 
         profanity         4       9000      noun 
          fizzle         2      11,000      verb 
         overlook         3       3000      verb 
         tempted         2       2000        adj 
         draining         2       3000        adj 
         uplifting          3     off-list        adj 
          self-serving         3       1000         adj 
          extenuating          5      15,000         adj 
        unsustainable         5        3000         adj 

  Note: The frequency of words was based on the BNC/COCA1-25K lists    

 

  4.3.4 Treatment procedures 

 

The study adopted an experimental, pretest- treatment-immediate post-test design. The 15 

subjects were divided into three groups of five, each of which listened to the podcast episode 

(incidental phase) and was explicitly exposed to the target words on-screen (FonF), yet in a 

different order. Each group received a different treatment on a separate day (FonF+Listening, 

Listening+FonF and FonF while listening), and hence treatment sessions were conducted on 

three different days. Prior to displaying the new words in the explicit phase, subjects were 

told that they would see some items that would assist them in comprehending the content of 

the listening passage. Using a PowerPoint presentation, each target word appeared on-screen 

alongside L1 translation (word-pairs) for 2 seconds during listening, before listening or after 

listening (see Figure 4.1). On the first day, 5 subjects were first exposed to the new words 

with L1 translation on-screen and then listened to the podcast episode containing these words 

(FonF+Listening). On the second day, 5 subjects listened first to the podcast episode 

containing the new words, and were then exposed to these words with L1 translation on-

screen (Listening+FonF). On the third day, 5 subjects listened to the podcast episode 
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containing the new words and were simultaneously exposed to these words alongside L1 

translation on-screen (FonF while listening). The participants listened to the podcast episode 

in four segments and were asked to answer 12 listening comprehension questions (each 

segment lasted for around 4 minutes and contained 3 comprehension questions) to ensure that 

they were focused on meaning. The questions were handed to the subjects and displayed on-

screen (see Appendix H for listening comprehension questions).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                Quest 
 
يعسلا                                                                   
 

 

 
                                Figure 4.1 Example of target word on-screen presentation 

 

 

At the end of the treatment, an unexpected recognition test (multiple-choice test) was 

administered to the participants. Each target word was presented with three Arabic 

translations: two distractors, one correct answer (key), with the addition of the “I don’t 

know” option to eliminate the possibility of guessing. The distractors were either antonyms 

of the key or words that were phonologically and orthographically unrelated to the key. The 

test options were all presented on the answer sheet. For each target item, participants were 

provided with the written form of the item, followed by A, B, C (one of these was the key) or 

D, which was the “I don’t know” option. Participants were asked to tick either A, B, C or D if 

they did not know or were unsure about the correct translation. The whole treatment lasted 

for around 30 minutes. Below is an example of the test: 
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The participant sees on paper (without timing): 

1. Quest                                  [2 sec] 

a. بورھ     (escape)                  [1sec]    

b. ربص     (patience)                 [1sec] 

c. يعس      (quest)                      [1sec] 

d. I don’t know                       [1sec] 

 
                                         
  To sum up, the piloting phase aimed at: 
 
-Piloting the comprehensibility level, clarity and length of the podcast episode.  

-Ensuring validity of the listening comprehension task and the vocabulary test as well as 

calculating the time needed for their completion. 

-Piloting the feasibility of the overall design, i.e., different timing of incidental vocabulary 

learning alongside explicit vocabulary exposure (FonF). 

-Ensuring that pre-test sensitisation would not occur and that participant would not be aware at 

any point during treatment that the study was about vocabulary learning. 

-Ensuring that participants would adhere to the instructions as regards listening to and enjoying 

the podcast episode without any note-taking.  

-Ensuring an overall understanding and clarity of all information provided during treatment as 

well testing phase.   

 

 4.3.5 Implications of pilot study 1 

 

The pilot study was informative in that it revealed that the research design was feasible and 

the length of podcast episode was appropriate. Moreover, positive feedback was received 

from the participants about the new listening material. Furthermore, I observed that the 

display of the lexical items on-screen was a bit fast, and hence I decided that in the main 

study, the display of these items would be extended to 3 seconds. With regard to the target 

words, I decided to include more words in the pre-test of the main study in order to increase 

the number of the overall unknown words. A noteworthy issue needs to be mentioned here. I 

attempted to include more target words from the podcast episode (from the off-list) in the 

U
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pre-test of the main study. Yet, most of these words were cognates (French-English 

cognates), and cognates were found to be among the easiest words to learn and retain by L2 

learners (de Groot & Keijzer, 2000). The fact that French language is used as a first foreign 

language in Algeria might help the participants learn readily the French-English cognates 

because: “cognate learning may only involve adding information to, or adapting, memory 

representations that already existed in memory prior to learning” (de Groot & Keijzer, 2000, 

pp. 33-34). Thus, given the controlled design of this research, I decided to use another 

podcast episode that does not contain too many cognates.  

 

It was challenging to find a podcast episode that contained a sufficient number of words that 

were likely to be novel to all the subjects. On the other hand, it was difficult to find a podcast 

episode with adequate lexical coverage (95%). In fact, 80 words were taken from two podcast 

episodes and pretested, yet less than 20 words were unknown to most of the second-year 

target population. Following previous studies on vocabulary learning, 20 or more new words 

were used in the treatment sessions. I attempted to look for other podcast episodes to use, but 

the lexical coverage was well below 95%, i.e., text comprehensibility was very likely to be an 

issue. Furthermore, since a pre-test was administered to many students from second-year 

university level, to maximise the chance of finding participants who would be unfamiliar 

with the target words, pre-test sensitisation was very likely to occur. Pre-test sensitisation 

refers to “the potential or actuality of a pretreatment assessment's effect on subjects in an 

experiment” (Willson & Kim, 2010, p.1092). I therefore decided to carry out the main study 

with first-year students who were estimated to possess limited lexical knowledge and were 

probably unfamiliar with all of target words. More importantly, there was less likelihood that 

first-year students would be aware of the main aim of study. A second pilot study was carried 

out with first-year level students to test the extended length of explicit word exposure on-

screen (3 seconds) as well as the timing of a spoken test of meaning recognition.  
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4.4 Pilot study 2 

 

   4.4.1 Context of study and participants 

 

This study was conducted in the same English department as pilot study 1, yet with first-year 

university EFL learners. Based on the OPT, participants were considered at lower-

intermediate and upper-intermediate levels. Their ages ranged from 18-20 and they received 

14 hours of lectures per week, most of which were delivered in English. The remaining 

lectures were delivered in Arabic and French languages. Twenty volunteers participated in 

pilot study 2. They all came from the same educational background as they had studied 

English as a subject for 7 years (4 years in middle school, 3 years in secondary school). When 

they took part in the pilot study, they had studied English as a major for 3 months as this pilot 

study took place at the beginning of the academic year.   

 

    4.4.2 Listening passage and target words 

 

With regard to the listening passage, the same podcast episode entitled “ 7 sings to let go of a 

friend” was employed as in pilot study 1 due to the students’ enjoyment of the topic. Another 

reason why the same podcast was used is the adequacy of lexical coverage, i.e., it was 

ascertained that learners reached 93.40% as shown through Lancaster vocabulary analysis 

tool. Moreover, based on the participants’ scores on the 2,000 VLT, it was safe to argue that 

comprehension of the podcast would not be problematic. The total score of the VLT test was 

30 and only participants who obtained 29 or 30/30 were accepted to take part in the study, 

based on van Zeeland and Schmitt’s study (2013b). 

A pre-test of 35 words taken from the podcast episode was administered to choose the target 

words for the treatment. Because some of the new participants were at a lower level than that 

of second-year students, words were selected from both the 2,500 list of most frequent words 

and the off-list: issue (n), ties (n), quest (n), twist (n), credit (n) shortage (n), fizzle (v), 

tempted (adj), draining (adj), burnout (n), overlook (v), rekindled (adj), uplifting (adj), 

resentment (n), thoughtfulness (n), self-serving ( adj), profanity (n), significance (n), 

extenuating (adj), unsustainable (adj), cut-and-dried (adj), lack (n), tend (v), altruism (n), 
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affiliation (n), shift (v), improve (v), sorrow (n), harbor (v), trust (n), struggle (v), ethic(n), 

rock-bottom (n ), drift (v), stand (v). During the test, the use of dictionaries was completely 

restricted and students were given as much time as needed to complete the test. They were 

instructed to supply the meaning of each word by providing an English synonym or 

translation in Arabic or French, or to leave the sheet blank if they did not know the meaning 

of the words. The following 15 words were unknown to all the participants involved in pilot 

study 2: ties, quest, twist, shortage, burnout, thoughtfulness, profanity, fizzle, overlook, 

tempted, draining, uplifting, self-serving, extenuating, unsustainable.  

 

   4.4.3 Treatment procedures 

 

This study adopted an experimental, pretest-treatment-immediate post-test design, including 

three treatment groups. The OPT, the 2,000 VLT and the vocabulary pre-test were 

administered over a week. A week later, the treatment sessions were carried out and lasted for 

3 days. Before the start of the treatment sessions, the participants were asked whether they 

had any hearing impairment and they all confirmed that they could hear normally. Subjects 

listened to the podcast episode in segments (incidental learning ) and were exposed to the 

new words with L1 translation (word pairs) with different timing. They were also required to 

answer 12 listening comprehension questions (the same questions as those used in pilot study 

1). 

In the FonF+Listening group, participants were first exposed to the target words with L1 

translation on-screen for 3 seconds and then listened to the podcast episode containing these 

words. They were asked to watch the screen and see some items that would assist in 

comprehending the content of the podcast episode they would listen to next. In the 

Listening+FonF group, participants first listened to the podcast episode containing the new 

words and were then exposed to these words with L1 translation on-screen for 3 seconds. In 

the FonF while listening group, participants listened to the podcast episode for meaning and 

were simultaneously exposed to the target words with L1 translation. Using PowerPoint 

presentation, each new word was displayed in the middle of the screen, size 66 font in Times 

New Roman (Bold). The words were set to appear for 3 seconds (they appeared one second 

before they were heard and were then left for two seconds on-screen). The background of the 
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PowerPoint presentation was white taking the shape of a television screen, in which the new 

words were written in black and their translation in red.  

 

    4.4.4 Immediate post-tests 

 

At the end of the treatment sessions, two surprise recognition tests were administered: 

meaning recognition test of written form and meaning recognition test of spoken form. The 

meaning recognition test of written form was the same as that used in pilot study 1. 

Participants were given the target words and were asked to link it to its correct translation. 

They were provided with four options: two distractors (antonyms or orthographically and 

phonologically unrelated words), the key and the “I don’t know” option to minimise the 

possibility of guessing. The answer sheet was similar to that used in pilot study 1, wherein 

participants were provided with the written form of the target word followed by A, B, C and 

D options. On the meaning recognition test of spoken form, participants heard the spoken 

form of the target words and were asked to link it to its respective translation. On the answer 

sheet, participants could only see the test options as A, B, C and D in that the written form of 

the target word was not provided. Below is an example of test: 

 

The participant hears: Quest [2 sec] 

The participant sees on paper: 

1. 

a. بورھ   (escape)                    [1sec] 

b. ربص    (patience)                  [1sec] 

c. يعس     (quest)                       [1sec] 

d. I don’t know                       [1sec] 

 

 4.4.5 Implications of pilot study 2 on main study  

 

The second pilot study that was carried out with first-year university level highlighted some 

important changes that needed to be applied to the main study: 
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-I observed that the 3-second length of explicit exposure on-screen was a bit long, mainly in 

the FonF while listening condition. The aim was just a brief shift of subjects’ attention to the 

lexical form in a meaning-oriented task and not an overtly explicit exposure that would 

interfere with the learners’ primary focus which was comprehension. Hence, I decided to set 

the new words to appear for 2 seconds in the main study.  

-I also believed that the format of the pre-test should be more rigorous, using a more sensitive 

test, mainly the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) test to detect prior partial knowledge 

(e.g., form recognition).  

-I believed that the questions included in the listening comprehension task were 

overwhelming in that they were inferential, making the task time-consuming. Since this study 

was interested in vocabulary learning, the listening comprehension task should serve only as 

a control task to ensure that subjects attended to the passage for meaning. Thus, I decided to 

include simple literal questions whose answers are directly stated in the passage.  

 

4.5 Main study  

 

    4.5.1 Research design  

 

This study adopted an experimental, pretest- treatment- immediate posttest design. It was 

considered the most appropriate design that would allow me to answer the formulated research 

questions.  Experimentation was believed to be the most suitable for this study design as it has 

been widely implemented in previous research that explored L2 vocabulary learning through a 

combination of incidental and explicit learning modes (e.g., Hennebry et al., 2017; Tian & 

Macaro, 2012; Zhang & Graham, 2019). Yet, unlike these studies which used a quasi-

experimental design which lacks the process of randomisation, participants in the current study 

were randomly assigned to the experimental groups, i.e., this study adopted a randomised 

experiment and can be classified as a true experiment. Silver-Pacuilla, Brown, Overton and 

Stewart (2011) state that “a true experiment includes (1) pre-post-test design, (2) a treatment 

group and a control group, and (3) random assignment of study participants…” (p.17). Brown 

and Rodgers (2002) stress that conducting an experiment is the best method whereby 

researchers can find answers to questions in the area of language learning. Concerning the 
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approach to data collection, this study relied on a quantitative approach. It was considered the 

most appropriate to investigate whether any new vocabulary learning would occur from the 

treatment sessions, i.e., to find out how many new words (if any) subjects would learn 

immediately after treatment. Therefore, answering the research questions necessitated 

collecting data quantitatively.  

The experimental design is essentially used to determine the relationship between two or more 

variables. Montgomery (2005) describes it as: “a test or series of tests in which purposeful 

changes are made to the input variables of a process or system so that we may observe and 

identify the reasons for changes that may be observed in the output response” (p.1). In other 

words, an experimental design concerns itself with the impact of a particular variable on 

another variable. The current study sought to examine the effect of incidental vocabulary 

learning via listening alongside explicit (FonF) exposure on new vocabulary learning, 

measured via two tests. That is, it tried to explore the cause-effect relationships between one 

independent and two dependent variables. The independent variable was: the combination of 

incidental vocabulary learning via listening and explicit exposure (FonF), which were 

manipulated and sequenced as follows: (1) exposure to the written form of new words with 

their Arabic translation on-screen first, and then listening to a text containing these new words 

(FonF+Listening), (2) listening to the text containing the previously unknown words and then 

exposure to the written form of these words with their Arabic translation on-screen 

(Listening+FonF), (3) listening to a text containing the previously unknown words with 

simultaneous exposure to the written form of these words with their Arabic translation on-

screen (FonF while listening). The dependent variables were two immediate post-tests: 

meaning recognition test of spoken form, and a modified vocabulary knowledge scale (VSK) 

test. According to Cohen et al. (2011) an independent variable is “ an input variable, that which 

causes, in part or in total, a particular outcome”, whereas a dependent variable is “the outcome 

variable, that which causes, in part or total, by the input antecedent variable” (p. 606). The 

study included three experimental groups (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while 

listening) and a comparison group. This latter group received an explicit-only treatment, 

wherein participants were exposed to the list of the new words alongside their Arabic 

translation (word-pairs). The aim of the explicit-only condition was to see if a smaller amount 

of new vocabulary learning will occur compared to the amount in the incidental plus explicit 
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conditions. The current study is based on a post-positivist objectivist approach which relies on 

the implementation of scientific procedures that are independent of the researcher’s interaction 

with the participants involved in the study. In other words, the role of the researcher consists 

of observing facts by means of empirical evidence and reporting the outcomes in a value-free 

way.  

  

   4.5.2 Context of study and participants  

 

This study took place in an Algerian university, located in the northern part of the country 

whose everyday native language is Algerian Arabic (Al Darija), while Modern Standard Arabic 

(MSA) is the language used in governmental and educational institutions. Prior to beginning 

university studies and majoring in a certain domain, Algerian students experience the following 

educational stages: (1) primary education (six years), (2) middle school education (four years) 

and (3) secondary education (three years). Students who pass their “baccalauréat” examination 

(end of secondary school education), opt for a specialisation and start their tertiary education 

in one of the public Algerian universities across the country. There are different faculties in the 

university where this study was conducted, such as: faculty of Human and Social Sciences, 

faculty of Medicine, faculty of Law and Political Sciences and faculty of Foreign Languages 

and Literature. This research was carried out in the latter faculty at the English language 

department. The motivation behind the decision to choose this English department is the 

researchers’ familiarity with it (erstwhile student in the department). Besides, the general 

English level of the students in this department permits comprehension of authentic listening 

passages. Students who pass their “baccalauréat” examination at secondary school and opt to 

major in the English language or any other foreign language will be randomly assigned to their 

classes at the university. The population for this study was EFL undergraduate first-year 

students whose ages ranged from 18 to 20. They shared similar educational background and 

were studying the English language as a specialisation to obtain their first university degree 

“Licence”, i.e., Bachelor of Arts (BA). They attended classes five days a week (Sunday-

Thursday) and received 14 hours of lectures, most of which were delivered in English. Other 

lectures were delivered in Arabic and French languages. Moreover, prior to majoring in the 

English language, participants had studied it as a mandatory subject (four years in middle 
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school, three years in secondary school). Thus, at the time the main study started, the 

participants had studied English for 7 years.  

 

Students in the English department originated from different provinces in Algeria, i.e., from 

different geographical and economic backgrounds. This was confirmed via communication 

with the head of the department. Therefore, it can be reported with some confidence that the 

target EFL population was somehow representative of the entire population in the Algerian 

universities. One hundred and thirteen male and female students from eight classes volunteered 

to participate in this study. Despite the participants’ random assignment to classes after passing 

their “baccalauréat” examination at secondary school, it was uncertain that their English level 

was approximately the same. The Algerian grading system is 20/20, some participants might 

have obtained a very good mark (16 or 18/20) in the English examination, while others might 

have obtained a lower mark (12 or 11/20). Thus, in order to dispel the uncertainty over the 

participants’ English level, Oxford Placement Test (OPT) was used as an orientation test. 

Participants were estimated to be upper-intermediate learners (see Results in section 4.5.5.1.1).  

       

      4.5.3 Sampling  

 

The sampling strategy used is a non-probability sampling technique, called convenience 

sampling. This method depends on the participants’ availability (Mackey & Gass, 2015, p. 

122). For example, when the researcher includes subjects as volunteers, i.e., subjects who are 

interested in taking part in the study, which would increase the likelihood of subjectivity. 

However, if this is the only possible technique to recruit participants, then “ it is maybe better 

to have this kind of sampling than no research at all” (Cohen et al., 2011, p.160). In order to 

recruit  subjects to participate in this experimental study, some of the students were approached 

in their classes while others were contacted via Facebook. In the beginning, 90 students 

volunteered to participate in my study. I randomly assigned these students to three experimental 

groups (30 subjects in each group) via an Excel randomisation process. It aimed at allocating 

subjects with particular characteristics to the treatment groups only by means of 

chance. Steiner, Wroblewski and Cook (2009) argue that “random assignment remains the most 

reliable technique for justifying causal inference. It provides the logically most valid and 



 
 

 
 

102 

efficient causal counterfactual. Consequently, results are more credible than those from other 

quasi- or nonexperimental methods.” (p. 90). The original research design did not include a 

comparison group, yet I decided to include it afterwards (see Section 4.5.5.2 for an 

explanation). Thirty students volunteered to take part in the comparison condition (explicit-

only), yet only 23 students were included as these students were unfamiliar with all of the target 

words. Hence, the total number of students who participated in my study was 113 and they all 

provided complete data. The students had not been told about the main aim of the study 

(vocabulary learning), nor had they been told about the tests at the end of the treatment to avoid 

drawing their attention to particular words. Instead, they had been told that the sessions aimed 

at testing a new listening material (i.e., the podcast) in the English department. 

 

    4.5.4 Listening material  

 

 Since the current study aimed at evaluating new vocabulary learning via listening, it was 

important to select an appropriate listening material for the treatment sessions. Min (2008) 

suggests that there are three criteria when selecting aural or written input material for 

vocabulary learning, including “students’ interests, instructional appropriateness, as well as 

linguistic difficulty and text length” (p.83). Authenticity of input material acts as a stimulant 

to students’ interest in learning in that the language used is genuine and more likely to 

encourage motivation for learning (Min, 2008). McGrath (2002) states that “authentic texts 

were not written to serve as practice grounds or hunting grounds for language learners. They 

were written to convey information, transmit ideas, express opinions and feelings, entertain” 

(p. 107). Thus, in order to satisfy the criterion as regards interesting input material, an authentic 

podcast episode was used as the main listening material in the current study. The advent of 

Web 2.0 tools has paved the way for new and powerful teaching and learning opportunities 

through the use of digital media files that can be downloaded from the internet and saved on 

mobile phones, tablets, iPad and computers. One popular Web 2.0 technology is the podcast, 

which is defined as “ digital audio or visual recording that can be created and downloaded, that 

is, moved from the internet to an individual computer” (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011, p. 

213). The term podcast, is a blend of iPod and broadcast (O’Bannon, Lubke, Beard & Britt, 

2011). Since its advent, podcast has gained great popularity in the field of education, mainly 
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second language learning (Lomicka & Lord, 2011; Rosell-Aguilar, 2013). Podcasts cover 

different topics such as news, stories, talk shows and lectures, and have been widely used by 

language researchers for the development of various language skills, such as oral skills and 

pronunciation (Abdous et al., 2009; Lord, 2008) and vocabulary learning (Marefat & 

Hassanzade, 2016; Putman &  Kingsley, 2009 ). Another  reason behind the decision to choose 

a podcast episode is the over-reliance of previous studies which explored vocabulary learning 

through listening on audio versions of graded readers, stories and textbooks (e.g., Brown et al., 

2008; Tian & Macaro; Webb & Chang 2012; Hennebry et al., 2017). The impact of other aural 

input materials (such as a podcast in the current study) on vocabulary learning would be worth 

investigating.  

With regard to the criterion of instructional appropriateness of materials, it requires 

implementation of input materials that are of relevance to a particular learning context and 

consonant with the content of the original textbooks that are developed according to the 

students proficiency level (Min, 2008). In contrast to previous studies ( e.g., Hennebry et al., 

2017;Tian & Macaro, 2012;  Zhang & Graham, 2019) which used textbooks, the present study 

was an independent study that did not aim to be related to the students’ programme of study. It 

rather aimed at using an authentic listening material that can be used in everyday life for the 

learning of new words, and can be understood by participants in the current study.  

The proficiency level of the target population in the current study (first-year university level, 

upper intermediate) was higher than that of previous studies (secondary school students), hence 

it can be safely argued that the authentic listening material used in the current study did not 

cause comprehension difficulties to the subjects. These subjects were estimated to have the 

sufficient command of the English language that allowed them to understand the authentic 

listening material.  

Concerning the criterion of linguistic difficulty of the input material, it was ensured that the 

selected listening passage would not be too difficult for the subjects. Studies have shown that 

learners need to understand 95% of the words in a spoken text (van Zealand and Schmitt, 

2013b). This is referred to as lexical coverage, i.e., the percentage of known words that 

facilitate reading or listening comprehension (Adolphs & Schmitt, 2003). Lancaster vocabulary 

analysis tool (Brezina & Gablasova, 2013) was employed to ensure that the participants 

reached adequate text coverage. Lancaster vocabulary analysis tool is an online software that 
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analyses and classifies words into four word lists, three of which include the most frequent 

words:  500 word list, 500-1000 word list and 1000-2500 word list. The fourth list involves the 

off-list ( words outside the 2500 list). The software revealed that learners had 94,40% of lexical 

coverage, i.e., they knew most of the tokens (running words). The 5.6% remaining percentage 

consisted of the words which are less likely to be known by the learners.  

 

With regard to the speech rate of the listening passage, I manipulated it based on Tauroza and 

Allison’s (1990) work on British English average speech rate in the following genres: 

conversations, interviews, academic lectures and radio monologues. The genre of the listening 

passage used in the current study can be classified as a radio monologue (podcast). Tauroza 

and Allison demonstrated that 150-170 words per minute is the average speech rate range in 

radio monologues. The range of moderately fast speech rate in these monologues is 170-190 

words per minute. Thus, taking into consideration the subjects’ level, the listening passage in 

the current study, the speech rate was controlled at 185 words per minute.  

 

Turning to the source of the podcast episode used in the main study, an article from a well-

known website called “Psychology Today” (https://www.psychologytoday.com/gb) was used. 

This website is an online magazine that publishes different studies and thoughts of renowned 

researchers and academics on various topics. The motivation behind the choice of this website 

is its authentic content. The chosen article was called “How to break up with your phone” 

written by an expert on technology and well-being named Dr. Tchiki Davis (see Appendix G 

for the passage). It was recorded as an audio podcast, which lasted for around 15 minutes, by 

a native speaker who works in media. The speaker used a clear and non-accented English that 

was mostly comprehensible and intelligible as reported by the subjects at the end of the 

treatment sessions. Hence, the podcast used in my main study was different to that used in my 

pilot studies. This was for two main reasons: the first is that the podcast used in the pilot studies 

contained too many English-French cognates and did not have a sufficient number of unknown 

words (only 15 words were unknown to the participants). The second reason was my intention 

to use a brand new podcast to which my target population had not listened before. Therefore, 

since a different podcast was used in the main study, it might be important to address some 

differences between the podcast used in the pilot studies and that used in the main study. Firstly, 
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while the podcast used in the pilot studies was recorded by a real podcaster specialising in 

podcasting and creating real podcasts on a regular basis, the podcast that was used in the main 

study was recorded by a non-professional podcaster (eventhough she works in media). 

Secondly, the two podcasts differed in terms of genre; the podcast of the pilot studies can be 

classified as Advice and Self-help podcast, while the podcast of the main study as  Psychology 

and Technology podcast (classification of podcasts can be found on 

https://www.futurelearn.com/info/courses/podcasting/0/steps/45831 .Thirdly, the two podcasts 

differed in terms of register (formal, informal). Since the podcast used in the pilot studies was 

a real authentic podcast, then it was more informal, while the podcast used in the main study 

was recorded for the purpose of research, not strictly recorded as a podcast to be publicly 

available, but available to the public as an authentic article at Psychology Today magazine.  

 

 4.5.5 Data collection phases  

 

        4.5.5.1 Pre-testing phase 

 

   In this phase, three main tests were administered: OPT, VLT (2,000 and 3,000 levels) and 

pre-test of prior knowledge of the target words. These tests were completed over a week.  

 

             4.5.5.1.1 Oxford placement test  

 

The English level of the first-year EFL learners in the current study was estimated to range 

from lower-intermediate to upper-intermediate. As for the 113 subjects who took part in this 

study, OPT revealed that subjects represented the upper-intermediate level. The OPT was a 

multiple-choice test of grammatical and lexical forms, wherein the participants were provided 

with one-hundred sentences in three different grammatical forms, one of which was the correct 

answer. The participants were given up to one hour to complete the test. With regard to the 

scoring, each correct answer was awarded one point, making the total score 100. The 

participants’ scores ranged from 60-75/100, which are the equivalents of B2 level in the 

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (see Appendix B for the 

OPT). Descriptive statistics for the OPT in the four group are presented below (see Table 4.2). 
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In order to find out whether there was a statistically significant difference between scores in 

the four groups, an analysis was run through Kruskal-Wallis test (due to a non-normal 

distribution of data) showing that there was no statistically significant difference between 

scores in the four groups (H(3)= 6.66, p=.08).  

 
Table 4.2: Descriptive statistics for the Oxford Placement Test 

Group (N)                             Oxford Placement Test   

 Mean                SD                 Mdn               Min            Max 

FonF+Listening (30)  66.60              4.02                66.00            60.00           74.00 
Listening+FonF (30)  66.40              3.82                66.00            60.00           72.00 
FonF while listening (30)  64.63              3.78                64.50            60.00           72.00 
Explicit-only (23)  67.39              3.98                67.00            60.00           75.00 

Note: The maximum score is 100 

 

         4.5.5.1.2  The Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) 

 

This test is used to assess receptive word knowledge at four frequency levels of word families 

in the English language. These levels are: 2,000, 3,000, 5,000 and 10,000 which have been  

used in several vocabulary studies (Kremmel & Schmitt, 2017). The test was originally 

designed by Nation in the 1980s and then revised by Schmitt et al. (2001). In the present study, 

the 2,000 and 3,000 levels were administered as most of the running words in the chosen 

listening material fell within the 2,500 word list, according to the New GSL (Brezina & 

Gablasova, 2013). Each level consists of ten clusters of words, with six words in each cluster 

presented in a column on the left and the respective meanings matching three of these words 

in another column on the right. Participants were required to link words to their respective 

meaning. Therefore, the test levels focused on the establishment of form-meaning connection 

(Kremmel & Schmitt, 2017). Subjects were given 15 minutes to complete each level, yet they 

completed each in 10 minutes. Regarding the scoring, each correct answer was awarded one 

point, with a total score of 30 in each level (see Appendix C for the two levels). Descriptive 

statistics for each level are presented below (see Table 4.3). 
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Table 4.3. Descriptive statistics for the 2000 and 3000 VLT  

  Group (N) 2000 level 3000 level 

FonF+Listening (30) 

  

Mean         29.50 

SD              0.51 

Mdn           29.50 

Min            29.00 

Max           30.00 

Mean         28.87 

SD             0.34 

Mdn          29.00 

Min           28.00 

Max          29.00 

Listening+FonF (30) Mean         29.47 

SD              0.51 

Mdn           29.00 

Min            29.00 

Max           30.00 

Mean         28.80 

SD             0.41 

Mdn          29.00 

Min           28.00 

Max          29.00 

FonF while listening (30) Mean         29.53 

SD             0.51 

Mdn          30.00 

Min           29.00 

Max          30.00 

Mean         28.93 

SD             0.25   

Mdn          29.00 

Min           28.00 

Max          29.00 

Explicit-only (23) Mean         29.48 

SD             0.51 

Mdn          29.00 

Min           29.00 

Max          30.00 

Mean          28.78 

SD              0.42 

Mdn           29.00 

Min            28.00 

Max           29.00 

Note: maximum score is 30 in each level 

 

It is important to note that scores on the 2,000 level were either 29 or 30/30, indicating that 

the participants were familiar with most of the words in the listening passage and minimising 

the likelihood of difficulties that could have hindered comprehension of the content. Van 

Zeeland and Schmitt (2013b) suggested that lower scores than 29 on the 2,000 level might 

indicate that many words belonging to the 2,000 frequency band are not known by the 
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learners, as a result it cannot be claimed that adequate lexical coverage of a listening passage 

is reached. Analysis through Kruskal-Wallis test (due to a non-normal distribution of data) 

showed that there was no statistically significant difference [H(3)=.30, p=.96, H(3)=3.07, 

p=.38] on the 2,000 level and the 3,000 level, respectively, between the four groups. Since 

two different parts of a measurement were used (two levels of the VLT), it was important to 

check their reliability. The aim of checking reliability is to ensure that test items in a 

particular measurement gauge the same thing (Bland & Altman, 1997). Estimation of internal 

consistency between the test items using Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was assumed to 

be a good way to look at reliability. The scores of the 2,000 and 3,000 levels were treated as 

two variables and submitted to SPSS. Results showed a moderate internal consistency 

according to a Cronbach’s alpha of .76. As the current study relied on listening, the use of 

McLean et al.’s Listening Vocabulary Levels Test might have been more appropriate than the 

VLT, which might be considered a limitation to the study. However, McLean et al.’s 

Listening Vocabulary Levels Test was mainly validated with Japanese EFL learners, whereas 

the VLT has been used by many researchers and among different EFL learners, and hence 

was probably more suitable for the participants in my study.  

 

      4.5.5.1.3 Vocabulary pre-test    

 

The chosen target words needed to be utterly unknown by the participants in order to attribute 

learning (if any) to the treatment sessions. That is, subjects needed to begin the study with 

zero knowledge of the target words to find out what minimal learning would occur 

immediately after listening to the podcast episode and explicit exposure to new words. Words 

that were included in the pre-test were selected from both the 2,500 list of most frequent 

words and the off-list. Altogether, 65 words were selected from the listening passage and 

tested through a modified version of the vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS) test that was 

originally designed by Paribakht and Wesche (1993).  

 

The VKS test employs a sensitive method to detect pre-existing partial vocabulary 

knowledge, and provides a more precise and accurate assessment of word learning (Webb & 

Chang, 2012). It has been used in previous studies exploring vocabulary learning and proved 
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reliable (Vidal, 2011; Webb & Chang, 2012). The use of a recognition test as a pre-test (in a 

multiple-choice format) could lead to the overestimation of results due the high likelihood of 

guessing (Gyllstad et al., 2015). Moreover, a translation test ( L2 to L1) like the one that was 

administered in my pilot studies allowed the participants to confine their answers to right or 

wrong as they were required to provide the meaning if they knew the word or leave it blank if 

they did not. They might have seen a word before but did not know its meaning, i.e., they 

knew its form but not its meaning. Thus, it was decided that the VKS test would be a more 

rigorous approach to the assessment of pre-existing knowledge of vocabulary. The pre-test in 

the current study was administered on the same day as the 2,000 and 3,000 VLT to ensure 

concealment of the target words. In this way, it was believed that subjects’ attention would be 

drawn away from the target words. Moreover,  there was a one-week interval between the 

pre-test and treatment sessions. This is to minimise the possibility that subjects, during 

treatment sessions, would remember having seen the words before. The modified version of 

the vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS) is shown below: 

 

 

0. I have never seen this word before.  

1. I have seen this word before, but I don’t know what it means.  

2. I have seen this word before, and it means _______. 

 
Figure 4.2 VKS test format designed by Webb and Chang (2012, p.275) 

 

Subjects were given clear instructions in English and Arabic on how to complete the pre-test 

(see Appendix D for this test). They were given the 65 words and were asked to provide a 

synonym, definition, Arabic or French translation to the words they knew. They were asked to 

tick off the statement: I have seen this word before but don’t know what it means if they thought 

they had seen the word before. They were instructed to tick off the statement: I have never seen 

this word before if they did not know the word. They were given as much time as needed to 

complete the pre-test. The 65 words included 22 target words, which were assumed to be novel 

to the participants in that they fell within the off-list of words. The 43 remaining words were 

simple and presumably known to the participants as they belonged to the 2,500 list of the most 
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frequent words. These words were included as distractors and as an attempt to hinder recall of 

the target words. Only words which had been marked as “ never seen before” were selected to 

be included in the treatment.   

 

It was revealed that 20 words were unknown to every participant. It is important to note that 

these words appeared once only in the podcast. These words were abstract and included: 7 

nouns (insight, craving, trigger, acquaintance, urge, pace, outcome) 6 adjectives (reluctant, 

reliant, appealing, swift, enduring, mindful) and 7 verbs (conceive, restrain, pinpoint, 

postpone, overstate, glamorise, procrastinate). Eighteen words belonged to the off-list and 2 

words were from the 2,500 list of the most frequent words ( these two words were: outcome, 

pace). Hence, the 20 target words in the current study were selected for the following reasons: 

a) they were all unknown by the participants, b) most of the words fell within the off-list, i.e., 

list of the least frequent words, according to the New GSL, c) the words included nouns, verbs 

and adjectives which are “ the most common parts of speech found in natural text” (Webb, 

2007a p. 52). 

The following table (see Table 4.4) presents the target words and their lexical properties, 

including number of syllables and phonemes, semantic field, word class and frequency which 

was checked for via Lexical Tutor ( https://www.lextutor.ca/ ) using the BNC/COCA1-25K lists. 

It has to be noted that some of the target words which fell within the off-list based on LancsLex 

by Brezina and Gablasova (2013), were classified among the most frequent words by Lexical 

Tutor using the BNC/COCA1-25K lists. This is potentially due the fact that the LancsLex is 

based on British corpora while Compleat Lexical Tutor is based on American and British 

corpora. Thus, frequency of words might be contingent upon the type of English (e.g., British 

English, American English). Some words which are used more frequently in British English, 

might be less frequently used in American English and vice versa. Semantic field of the target 

words was established by using the Lancaster University semantic tagger for the English 

language from http://ucrel-api.lancaster.ac.uk/usas/tagger.html. It should be noted that some of 

the target words belonged to different word classes, such as trigger and urge (which are both 

verbs and nouns), but in the podcast episode, they were used as nouns and will be classified as 

such in the current study.  
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       Table 4.4 Lexical properties of main study target words 
 

 
TARGET   
WORDS 

  
Syllables 

  
Phonemes  

 
Frequency 

list 

 
Semantic  

field 

 
Word 
class 

 
insight 

 
2 

 
6 

 
3000 

 
understanding 

 
noun 

 
craving 

 
2 

 
6 

 
6000 

Wanting, 
planning 

noun 

 
trigger 

 
2 

 
5 

 
3000 

affect:cause, 
connected 

verb 

 
acquaintance 

 
3 

 
9 
 

 
4000 

relationship: 
general/people, 
knowledge 

noun 

 
urge 

 
1 

 
3 (2) 

 
3000 

wanting, 
planning 

     verb 

 
pace 

 
1 

 
3 

 
3000 

measurement: 
speed, distance 

noun 

 
outcome 

 
2 

  
5                        

 
3000 

ability: success 
and failure 

noun 

 
reluctant 

 
3 

 
9 

 
3000 

interest  -  
boredom   - 

adj 

 
reliant 

 
2 

 
7 

 
2000 

power  - 
organizing - 

adj 

 
appealing 

 
3 

 
6 

 
2000 

judgment of 
appearance, 
mental object 

adj 

swift 1 5  
4000 

measurement: 
speed 

adj 

 
enduring 

 
3 

 
7 

 
3000 

General actions/ 
beginning, 
ending 

 
adj 

 
mindful 

 
2 

 
7 

 
1000 

 
attention 

 
adj 

 
conceive 

 
2 

 
6 

 
3000 

thought,belief, 
anatomy, 
physiology 

 
verb 

 
restrain 

 
2 

 
7 

 
3000 

 
constraint 

 
verb 

 
pinpoint 

 
2 

 
7 

 
6000 

open/closed, 
finding/ 
showing 

 
verb 

 
postpone 

 
2 

 
7 

 
4000 

time: general: 
future 

 
verb 
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overstate 

 
3 

 
7 

 
8000 

exceeding; 
waste/speech act 

 
verb 

 
glamorise 

 
3 

 
8 

 
4000 

judgment of 
appearance/seem 

 
verb 

 
procrastinate 

 
4 

 
12 

 
10,000 

time: general: 
future 

 
verb 

      Note: The frequency of words was based on the BNC/COCA1-25K lists 
 

4.5.5.2  Treatment phase 

 

 Following the pre-testing phase, subjects received details about the date, time and  laboratory 

research room where the treatment sessions were conducted. It has to be noted that subjects 

were told that the pre-test, the 2,000 and 3,000 VLTs and the OPT were administered to  

determine their level in English.  Prior to carrying out the treatment sessions, there was a one-

week interval to carefully opt for the final target words that were unknown by the subjects, 

prepare the PowerPoint presentation of the target words as well as the vocabulary tests. More 

importantly, the aim of the one-week interval was to minimise the likelihood that subjects will 

remember having encountered the target words before. Additionally, I tried to familiarise the 

participants with the podcast, which was, as mentioned earlier, introduced into the English 

department for the first time, because teachers tend to use non-authentic and oversimplified 

audio materials (e.g., ESL and BBC recordings). Participants were told that the treatment 

sessions aimed at improving their listening comprehension and testing the podcast tool, and 

were not told about the vocabulary assessment. That is, this study adopted an incidental 

approach to vocabulary learning.   

 

The treatment sessions were conducted over three days, wherein the three experimental groups 

were treated equally, i.e., participants listened to the podcast episode containing the 20 new 

words, which were only heard once (incidental learning phase) and were exposed to these 

words along with L1 translation (FonF phase). However, the timing of the FonF phase was 

dissimilar in the three groups (before listening, during listening or after listening). The rationale 

behind the use of the L1 translation along with the new words is that L1 is active during L2 

lexical processing as was shown in the hierarchical model of L2 lexical representation by Kroll 

and Stewart (1994), and is considered a facilitator of L2 vocabulary learning.  



 
 

 
 

113 

The original plan was to conduct the treatment sessions in one day, yet due to some practical 

constraints, mainly the participants’ inability to attend the treatment sessions on the scheduled 

day, the three groups received the treatment sessions on three different days. On the first day, 

participants were exposed to the new words on-screen with L1 translation, and subsequently 

listened to the podcast episode containing these words (FonF+Listening group). On the second 

day, participants commenced by listening to the podcast episode containing the new words, 

and were then exposed to these words with L1 translation on-screen (Listening+FonF group). 

On the third day, subjects listened to the podcast episode containing the new words, and were 

occasionally exposed to these words on-screen with L1 translation as they were heard in the 

podcast (FonF while listening group). The display of the new words was via PowerPoint 

presentation wherein each word appeared alongside its L1 translation for 2 seconds (timing 

based on pilot study 1).  

 

Subjects were also asked to complete a listening comprehension task (see Appendix G). The 

listening passage which presented the incidental learning phase was played in four segments. 

At the end of each segment which lasted for around 4 minutes, the recording was paused and 

Yes/No questions were handed to the subjects and displayed on-screen. Each segment 

contained 3 comprehension questions. This task aimed at ensuring that subjects attended to the 

podcast for meaning. When designing the comprehension task, it was ascertained that the 

questions did not include the target words for two main reasons: a) in order not to make 

familiarity with the target words necessary for the completion of the task, and hence make the 

task easy for the participants, b) to avoid drawing their attention to the target words and 

affecting or invalidating the findings. The task included 12 literal questions in total and was 

designed by the researcher. The validity of the task was checked by my supervisor as well as 

two professors who have been teaching at the English department where my study was 

conducted for more than 10 years. 

 

In the FonF+Listening group (30 subjects), the treatment began by the FonF phase. Prior to 

displaying the new words, subjects were told that they would see some items that would assist 

their comprehension of a podcast episode to which they would listen afterwards. They were 

asked to focus on-screen and were instructed not to take any notes. Using the PowerPoint 
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presentation, the subjects were exposed to the new words with their L1 translation, word-pair 

by word-pair for 2 seconds, in the middle of the screen, size 66 font in Times New Roman in 

Bold. The background of the presentation was white, in the shape of a television screen, in 

which the English words were written in black and their translation in red. Subsequently, 

subjects listened to the podcast episode once only. They were asked to focus on the content and 

enjoy it. They were told that the podcast tackled the overuse of mobile phones and suggested 

some strategies for a moderate use of mobile phones. In the Listening+FonF group (30 

subjects), the same treatment was received as the FonF+Listening group, except for the timing 

of explicit (FonF) exposure. Subjects listened first to the podcast episode containing the new 

words and were then exposed to these words using the PowerPoint presentation. In the FonF 

while listening group (30 subjects), subjects were exposed to the new words alongside their 

Arabic translation as they were heard, i.e., they listened to, and concurrently read the words 

on-screen for 2 seconds. I ensured that the timing of word presentation was linked to the 

podcast. For the purpose of research, they were not informed that the target words would appear 

on-screen with their Arabic translation. However, in order to draw their attention to the target 

words while listening, they were asked to watch the screen to see some items that would 

facilitate comprehension of the listening passage.  

Concerning the comparison group (23 subjects), as already mentioned, it was not included in 

the original research design. In fact, when I started the treatment sessions for the three 

experimental groups, I decided that the inclusion of an explicit-only condition in my design 

would be important to see if only a smaller amount of new vocabulary learning would occur in 

comparison to the amount from the incidental plus explicit conditions. Hence, the pre-testing 

phase (OPT, 2000 and 3000 VLT and vocabulary pre-test) for the explicit-only group took 

place in the week involving the treatment sessions for the three experimental groups. After a 

one-week interval, the treatment for the comparison group, which involved only explicit 

exposure to the list of the new words took place. Using PowerPoint presentation, subjects were 

exposed to the new words with their Arabic translation, with each pair appearing for 2 seconds. 

They were asked to merely focus on the new words on-screen and not to take any notes.  

Prior to moving into the post-testing phase, I need to address an important issue as regards the 

treatment of the explicit-only group, wherein participants were exposed to the list of the target 

words only in their written form without the spoken form. In my study, the independent variable 
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was a combination of incidental learning of spoken form via a single contextualised encounter 

and explicit exposure to written form (with three levels). If the comparison group had been 

exposed to the explicit presentation of the written form (plus translation) along with the spoken 

form, that would mean the introduction of a new experimental condition (explicit exposure to 

the spoken form). This would not be methodologically appropriate, in that in the treatment of 

the experimental groups, the spoken form of the target words was part of the incidental learning 

included in the spoken text, i.e., the spoken form of the target words was not presented in 

isolation, and hence was not included in the explicit-only condition.  

 

    4.5.5.3 Post-testing phase 

 

 In order to measure the effects of the treatment sessions on learning new vocabulary, two 

immediate post-tests were unanticipatedly administered, in the following order to avoid any 

potential learning effects: 1) meaning recognition test of spoken form, 2) a modified version of 

the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS). The first test was aural (meaning recognition test of 

spoken form) and was administered to gauge learners’ ability to establish links between form 

and meaning. It is important to note that this test was not used as a pretest due to time 

constraints. I was given a limited amount of time by the head of the department to conduct my 

study and it was not possible to include it in the pretesting phase. Yet, I used it in the post-

testing phase to maintain reliability of data because subjects both heard the spoken form of the 

new words in the podcast and saw the written form (along with L1 translation) on-screen. Thus, 

it was decided that the inclusion of a form-meaning connection test would be appropriate in 

the design. According to van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) “mastery of the form-meaning link 

is a good initial goal, as it makes listening comprehension possible” (p.621).  

 

The test took a multiple-choice format and proved reliable in previous vocabulary studies (e.g., 

Pavia et al., 2019; Peters & Webb, 2018) (see Appendix E for this test). The items were 

presented in their spoken form and were accompanied by four options. These options consisted 

of three Arabic translations (two distractors and one correct answer), as research has shown 

that three options are sufficient in a multiple-choice test ( Nation & Webb, 2011). Following a 

study by Laufer and Shmueli (1997), the correct translation was not the same as that used 
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during the treatment (translation to which subjects were exposed in the explicit phase). That is, 

the initial translation that appeared on-screen was replaced by its synonym in the testing phase 

(see Appendix F). These synonyms were selected and checked via an Arabic dictionary by the 

researcher as well as a lecturer whose specialty is language and translation studies. The two 

other options were translations of words that were used in the listening passage. The “I don’t 

know” option (fourth option) was added to minimise the possibility of guessing. Participants 

spent 6 seconds on each word (timing based on my second pilot study, see Section 4.4.4). The 

target words were recorded by the same native speaker who recorded the podcast episode. 

Unlike my pilot studies where the distractors were orthographically and phonologically 

dissimilar in form to the correct translation (key), in the main study, distractors were similar in 

form to the correct translation. This is because similarity in form between the key and 

distractors requires a higher level of knowledge (Bruton, 2007; van Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013a). 

According to van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a), dissimilar distractors reveal a small amount of 

learning, whereas similar distractors reveal a great amount of learning. Moreover, following 

Teng’s study (2016), distractors had the same word class as the key. This is to ensure that 

recognition of the correct answer only occurs if participants could discriminate it. Hence, the 

chosen Arabic translations had the same form and word class as the key. As the meaning 

recognition test was in an aural format, participants heard each target word for two seconds, 

which was enough in my two pilot studies, and were asked to tick the right Arabic translation 

for each word they heard. On the answer sheet, the written form of the target words was not 

presented, and hence participants could only see the three Arabic translations as A, B and C 

(one of which was the key) and D, which was the I don’t know option. Below is an example of 

the test.  

 

The participant hears: Insight [2 sec] 

The participant sees on paper:  

 1. 

a.  ملح     (dream )                          [1sec] 

b. ملع     (insight)                           [1sec] 

c.  [1sec]                            (blame)      مول

d. I don’t know                            [1sec] 
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The second test was a modified vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS) which took the same 

format as the pre-test and was designed by Webb and Chang (2012) (see Section 4.5.5.1.3). 

Supply of  L1 translation or L2 synonym indicated meaning recall, yet statement of only  

previous encounter with a word indicated written form recognition. Participants were given 

the 20 target words and 10 words which were taken from the listening passage. These words 

were used as distractors and to avoid sensitising subjects to the target words. Due to the 

demanding nature of this test, participants were given as much time as needed to complete it. 

On average, they spent 15 minutes on the whole test. It has to be noted that the order of the 

test items in the post-testing phase was not the same as these items were randomised across 

the meaning recognition test and VKS test. In sum, data was collected according to the 

following procedures (see Figure 4.3) in April 2018.  
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1. Pre-testing phase (one week) 
  The researcher invited the students to participate in a study which aimed at testing the effect of a new listening 

tool (podcast).  

  Formal consent has been obtained from the head of the department, teachers and participants.  

Oxford Placement Test, the 2,000 and 3,000 VLT and pre-test of target words were administered.  

One week interval 

 2. Treatment phase  (25 minutes) 

   Greeting the subjects 

   Introducing the topic of the podcast episode. 

Listening to the podcast episode (in segments) alongside FonF with different timing: 

          Day 1:Listening to the podcast episode, preceded by presentation of the new words via PowerPoint 

(FonF+Listening) 

          Day 2: Listening to the podcast episode, followed by presentation of the new words via PowerPoint 

(Listening+FonF) 

          Day 3: Listening to the podcast episode with simultaneous presentation of new words via PowerPoint 

(FonF while listening)  

Distributing listening comprehension questions at the end of each listening segment and asking subjects to 

provide answers 

Collecting the listening comprehension task sheets  

On the same week of the treatment phase for the experimental groups, the comparison group was pretested 

(Oxford Placement Test, the 2,000 and 3,000 VLT and pre-test of target words were administered ). After a one-

week interval, the treatment for the comparison group was carried out, wherein subjects were exposed to the list 

of the new words along with their translation on-screen (explicit-only condition)  

  3.Post-testing phase (20 minutes)   
   Distributing the answer sheets of the first test (meaning recognition test of spoken form) 

Giving clear instructions in Arabic and English on how to complete the first test  

Playing the recording of the 20 target words; word by word  

Collecting the answer sheets 

Distributing the answer sheets of the second test (VKS test) 

Giving clear instructions in Arabic and English on how to complete the second test  

Collecting the answer sheets 

The researcher concluded the treatment sessions after monitoring and ensuring the participants’ individual work 

on the tests.  

The researcher thanked the subjects for their participation in the study.  

 
Figure 4.3 Summary of data collection procedures for the three experimental groups  
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4.6 Ethical considerations 

 

The present study was carried out in compliance with the code of practice and standards set 

out by the university of York (2017) for ethical research with human participants. Approval 

was obtained from the Research Ethics Committee at the department of Education before 

embarking on data collection. Approval was also obtained from the head of the English 

department and the teachers in the Algerian university where this study was conducted to 

gain access to the research laboratory rooms and materials. Prior to this, a consent form 

providing information on the design and aim of study had been signed (see Appendix A, 

Consent form). All of the participants who took part in the study signed the consent form 

which detailed the procedures of the treatment sessions, their role during these sessions and 

process of data use and storage. Participants were assured that anonymity and confidentiality 

would be maintained and were informed that they had the right to withdraw whenever they 

wished.  

   

4.7 Validity and reliability of the study 
 

Validity and reliability are important qualities in the design of any academic research, hence 

efforts were made to comply with these qualities. Reliability of the OPT, the modified VKS 

test; with its two levels ( written form recognition and meaning recall levels) and meaning 

recognition test of spoken form was checked via Cronbach’s alpha. Results showed  

moderate levels of internal consistency for the OPT, the written form recognition level and 

the meaning recall level ( .75, .77 and .76, respectively as determined by Cronbach’s alpha). 

The meaning recognition test of spoken form showed a good level of internal consistency 

(.92). With regard to the validity of tests, it can be safe to say that the modified VKS test is 

valid as it has been used in multiple studies on vocabulary learning ( e.g., Vidal, 2003, 2011; 

Webb & Chang, 2012). The meaning recognition test of spoken form was piloted before use ( 

see Section 4.4.4) and was employed in previous studies (e.g., Pavia et al., 2019; Peters & 

Webb, 2018) .  
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As far as the listening material (podcast) is concerned, the two pilot studies ensured its 

suitability as an instrument. It was originally an authentic article taken from an online 

illustrious magazine, yet was recorded as a podcast episode by an English native speaker to 

conserve its authenticity. With regard to testing, subjects were not told in advance about the 

vocabulary tests, and when these tests were administered, subjects were reassured that they 

were just part of the experiment and not their exams to deter attempts of cheating. Moreover, 

it was made sure that participants completed the tests individually and did not have the 

opportunity to copy from each other. The treatment sessions were conducted in a research 

laboratory with a layout that prevents subjects from copying by keeping distance between 

seats.  

4.8 Summary  

This study was carried out over three phases:  pre-testing, treatment and post-testing. During 

pre-testing phase, three tests were administered: 1) the OPT, 2) the 2,000 and 3,000 VLTs , 3) 

the VKS test. This test included 65 words in total, 20 of which were selected as the target 

words as: a) they were all unknown by the participants, i.e., participants began the study with 

zero knowledge of the target words, b) most of the words (18 words) fell into the off-list, i.e., 

list of words that are less frequent than the 2,500 most common words, according to the New 

GSL (Brezina & Gablasova, 2013).  

After a one-week interval, participants were randomly assigned to three experimental groups, 

in which the new words were presented in a dual incidental and explicit (FonF) mode with 

different timing: FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while Listening. The incidental 

learning phase consisted of a listening task wherein the participants listened to a podcast 

episode and were asked to answer 12 comprehension questions. The explicit phase involved 

exposure to the written form of the novel words alongside their Arabic translation on-screen. 

A fourth group made up a comparison group (explicit-only), which received a list of the new 

words with their L1 translation (word-pairs). At the end of each condition, participants 

completed an unexpected VKS test and a test of meaning recognition of spoken form.  

 

 

 



 
 

 
 

121 

Chapter Five 

Data analysis and results 
 

 

5.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter is concerned with a description of the data analysis process including scoring 

scheme of the two tests used in the current study: a modified vocabulary knowledge scale 

(VKS) test and test of meaning recognition of spoken form, in addition to the listening 

comprehension task. The chapter also includes an investigation of the distribution of the data 

obtained from the tests and selection of statistical tests for analysis accordingly. Then, results 

for each research question are presented. 

 

5.2 Restatement of research questions: 

 

The first research question is concerned with differences in vocabulary scores on the VKS 

test between the three experimental groups (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while 

listening) and the comparison group (explicit-only). The second research question asks 

whether there are differences in vocabulary scores on the VKS test between the three 

experimental groups (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening). The third 

research question addresses differences in vocabulary scores on the test of meaning 

recognition of spoken form between the experimental groups and the comparison group. The 

fourth research question compares vocabulary scores on the test of meaning recognition of 

spoken form between the three experimental groups. The fifth research question is related to 

differences in word class (noun, verb, adjective) scores in each experimental group separately 

and across the three experimental groups.  
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1) Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these words 

via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning new words when 

compared to explicit-only exposure, as measured by a modified vocabulary knowledge scale:  

 

    1 a)  when listening is preceded by FonF (FonF +Listening)?  

    1 b)  when listening is followed by FonF (Listening+FonF)?   

    1 c)  when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening)?  

 

   2) To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure (FonF) and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening), after minimal 

exposure, influence learning of new words, as measured by the modified vocabulary 

knowledge scale ?  

 

     3) Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these 

words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning  new words 

when compared to explicit-only exposure, as measured by test of meaning recognition of 

spoken form: 

    3 a)   when listening is preceded by FonF  (FonF+listening)? 

    3 b)   when listening is followed by FonF ( Listening+FonF)? 

    3 c)   when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening )? 

 

4)  To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure (FonF) and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening), after minimal 

exposure, influence learning of new words, as measured by test of meaning recognition of 

spoken form?  

 

5)  To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure (FonF) and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) influence 

learning of word class? 
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5.3 Data analysis 

 

In order to analyse the quantitative data collected in this study and answer the above research 

questions, a statistical analysis was performed using SPSS (Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences) version 25. After the scores had been entered into SPSS, they were carefully 

checked for errors, i.e., there was an attempt to find, if any, values that fall outside the range 

of potential scores for each variable and correct them. This process is called data screening, 

which is an essential step that eliminates any possible mistakes that could affect data analysis 

( Pallant, 2013). It might be important to note that there was no missing data as participants in 

the four groups provided complete data.  

 

   5.3.1  Scoring scheme 

 

    5.3.1.1 Vocabulary tests  

 

The scoring of the VKS test was as follows: level 0 (I have never seen this word before) was 

awarded zero point (0), level 1 (I have seen this word before but don’t know what it means)  

was awarded one point (1) and level 2 ( I have seen this word before and it means…) was 

also awarded one point (1). Regarding level 1 (written form recognition), a full point (1) was 

given to participants who recognised the written form by ticking off the statement I have seen 

this word before but don’t know what it means. In order to receive one point on level 2 ( 

meaning recall), participants were required to provide the correct Arabic or French translation 

or English synonym. Participants who received one point on the meaning recall level were 

also awarded one point on the written form recognition level. This is because supply of the 

correct meaning of a target word indicated that form had been correctly recognised. 

Participants who supplied an incorrect translation or synonym received zero point on both 

meaning recall and form recognition. The maximum score on each level; written form 

recognition level and meaning recall level was 20. Each target word was treated as a variable 

and scores were submitted to SPSS. The appropriate word translation was examined by an 

experienced translation lecturer and a novel PhD holder in translation studies, with an inter-

rating reliability of 0.99. Translations were marked as right or wrong by the two raters and 
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inter-rating reliability was calculated via Cohen’s Kappa (1968). The analysis was performed 

through SPSS, revealing a significant agreement between the two raters (p < .001).  

On the test of meaning recognition of spoken form, participants who established spoken 

form-meaning connections by selecting the correct Arabic translation of the new words they 

heard, received a full point (1). Zero score (0) was given to incorrect form-meaning links and 

to the “I don’t know option”  and 20 was the maximum score. Each target word was treated as 

a variable (20 variables in total) and scores were submitted to SPSS.   

 

    5.3.1.2  Listening comprehension task 

 

The task included 12 questions in total, each correct answer was awarded one point (1) and 

hence, the maximum score was 12. Wrong answers or answers left blank were awarded zero 

point (0). Each listening question was treated as a variable (12 variables in total) and scores 

were submitted to SPSS. Descriptive statistics for the comprehension task are presented 

below (see Table 5.1). 

 
Table 5.1 Descriptive statistics for the listening comprehension task 

Group (N) Listening comprehension task 

 Mean  SD Mdn Min Max 

FonF+Listening (30) 11.97 0.18 12.00 11.00 12.00 
Listening+FonF (30) 11.90 0.30 12.00 11.00 12.00 
FonF while listening (30) 12.00 0.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 

Note. The maximum score is 12. 

 

Descriptive statistics for the listening comprehension task demonstrated that the three groups 

attained very good comprehension scores. The highest listening comprehension performance 

was in FonF while Listening group (mean=12.00, SD=0.00, min=12.00, max=12.00) 

followed by the FonF+ Listening group (mean=11.97, SD=0.18, min=11.00, max=12.00) and 

then the Listening + FonF group (mean=11.90, SD=0.30, min=11.00, max=12.00). 
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5.3.2  Decision on statistical tests based on data distribution  

 

Prior to providing a summary of data, i.e., descriptive statistics relating to the post-tests used 

in the current study, it was important to explore the distribution and spread of data. To this 

end, boxplots were generated (see Figures below) through SPSS to assess the symmetry or 

skewness of data. Field (2013) suggests that a boxplot or whisker plot is deemed to be a 

useful way to visually display the dispersion of data sets. He further argues that  “when the 

data are quantitative this involves both looking at your data graphically … to see what the 

general trends in the data are, and fitting statistical model to the data” (p. 19). Following the 

visual inspection of data, descriptive statistics will be presented.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 5.1 Boxplot for scores on the meaning recall level of the VKS test for the four groups  
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Figure 5.2 Boxplot for scores on the written form recognition level of the VKS test for the four 

groups  

 

 

 
Figure 5.3 Boxplot for scores on the meaning recognition test of spoken form for the four groups 
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 It can be seen from the above boxplots that most of the data sets are asymmetrical and 

include some outliers, i.e., values that are unusual and different from the rest of the values 

(Field, 2013). In other words, outliers are data points that can be observed outside the 

whiskers, far from the remaining data sets, they are represented by a small circle or star when 

the value is extreme and very far from the median value. Outliers were detected on the 

meaning recall level of the VKS test in the Listening+FonF, the FonF while listening and the 

explicit-only groups. On the meaning recognition test of spoken form, outliers were detected 

in the FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups.  

In order to address this issue, relevant participants’ scores in each test were double-checked 

and revisited to make sure they were accurate values and were not potentially erroneous 

values that need to be corrected. Careful examination of the relevant outliers showed that 

they were correct and genuine and not merely data entry or measurement errors. Moreover, 

outliers were identified by applying the rule of the interquartile range (IQR), first quartile 

(Q1), and third quartile (Q3): [Q1-1.5xIQR, Q3+1.5xIQR], and any number outside of this 

range was considered a true outlier. This is called the 1.5xIQR rule. For example, application 

of this rule to the meaning recall level within the Listening+FonF group [3-1.5x2, 

5+1.5x2]=[0, 8] showed that cases 55 and 41 are true outliers in that they are outside of the 0-

8 range. Application of the same rule in the remaining groups and to the meaning recognition 

test of spoken form revealed that the outliers identified by SPSS were true outliers.  

Although the outliers violate the assumption of statistical tests, it was decided to retain them 

for the following reasons. Firstly, a close look at the distribution of some outliers in relation 

to the distribution of those in other groups does not show unusual values (e.g., case 55 in the 

Listening+FonF group, case 70 in the FonF while listening group and case 94 in the explicit-

only group, on the meaning recall level). Secondly, outliers are valid and legitimate values, 

and their removal is not objective in that the decision to delete them or run the analysis with 

them is left to the discretion of the researcher (Maronna, Martin & Yohai, 2006). Thirdly, 

certain data points cannot be excluded solely because they do not comply with the 

assumptions of a specific statistical model (Draper & Smith, 1998; Faraway, 2015). Fourthly, 

although identifying outliers and removing them might be a useful solution to clean up the 

data sets, there is every likelihood that these outliers conceal other outliers, hence the 

problem would still persist (Larson-Hall, 2010, Wilcox, 1998). Finally, “ outliers should not 
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necessarily be regarded as “bad”…… outliers can provide some of the most interesting cases 

for further study (Pituch & Stevens, 2016, p.17) 

 

Another visual exploration of the distribution and shape of data was carried out through 

normal Q-Q (quantile-quantile) plots and histograms. Graphical inspection of data values was 

carried out in each group separately and it was noticed that most of the data values deviated 

from a normal distribution (see Appendix I ). Furthermore, assumption of normality in the 

three experimental groups and the comparison group was assessed numerically in each test 

through Shapiro-Wilk test. To begin with the FonF+Listening group, Shapiro-Wilk test 

revealed that the participants’ scores were not normal (p < .05) on the test of meaning 

recognition of spoken form and the VKS test, on the two levels; meaning recall and written 

form recognition. As for the Listening+ FonF group, scores were normally distributed on the 

test of meaning recognition of spoken form (p > .05), yet deviated from a normal distribution 

(p < .05) on the two levels of the VKS test. Regarding the FonF while listening group, test 

results showed a normal distribution on the meaning recall level of the VKS test (p > .05), but 

a deviation from normality on the written form recognition level and test of 

meaning recognition of spoken form (p < .05). In the explicit-only group ( comparison 

group), scores deviated from normality (p < .05) on the two tests: test of meaning recognition 

of spoken form and VKS test, on its two levels.   

 

To sum up results of data distribution, it can be concluded, based on graphical and numerical 

data assessments, that most of the data sets in the four groups deviated from a normal 

distribution. In order to reduce the effect of this unusual distribution, non-parametric tests, 

which are robust against outliers, were employed to analyse the data. These tests do not 

require a normal data distribution as they rely on the ranking of data, i.e., from the lowest 

score to the highest score, assigning the lowest score a rank of 1, the next highest score a rank 

of 2 and so on (Field, 2013). This process results in high scores being represented by large 

ranks, and low scores being represented by small ranks (Field, 2013, p. 214). The median will 

be the most appropriate measure of central tendency to be focused on in this study because of 

the use of non-parametric tests (Field, 2013).  
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5.4 Findings   

  

  5.4.1 Differences in vocabulary learning between the experimental and the comparison 

groups on the VKS test  

 

Research question 1: Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental 

learning of these words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on 

learning new words when compared to explicit-only exposure, as measured by a modified 

vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS): 

 

    1 a)  when listening is preceded by FonF  (FonF+Listening)? 

    1 b)  when listening is followed by FonF (Listening+FonF)? 

    1 c)  when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening)? 

       

This question was concerned with whether the combination of explicit (FonF) exposure and 

incidental learning via listening with different timing was more effective than explicit-only 

exposure. It investigated which dual explicit and incidental learning mode (FonF+Listening, 

Listening+FonF or FonF while listening) would produce more lexical scores than the 

explicit-only exposure, on the first test, the VKS test (written form recognition and meaning 

recall levels ). The table below presents descriptive statistics for the VKS written form 

recognition level in the four groups.  

 
Table 5.2 Descriptive statistics for written form recognition in the experimental and comparison 

groups 

Group (N)                             Written form recognition 

 Mean        SD             %              Mdn             Min          Max 

FonF+Listening (30) 13.20         1.45         66             14.00            10.00          15.00 
Listening+FonF (30) 10.10         1.97         50.5          10.00              6.00          12.00 
FonF while listening (30) 14.40         1.79         72             14.00            10.00          17.00 
Explicit-only (23) 15.74         0.86         78.7          16.00            14.00          17.00 

Note. The maximum score is 20. 
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Following descriptive statistics, inferential statistics were produced. The non-parametric 

Kruskal-Wallis test was used to answer the first research question which compared 

differences in vocabulary scores among the four groups: FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, 

FonF while listening and explicit-only, on the written form recognition level. Kruskal-Wallis 

test results revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between the four 

groups, H (3)=72.67, p < .001. Subsequently, Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to find 

out which two groups (experimental vs comparison) differed significantly. Since three 

comparisons were performed: FonF+Listening vs explicit-only, Listening+FonF vs explicit-

only and FonF while listening vs explicit-only, i.e., multiple comparisons (Field, 2013), test 

results were likely to have a p-value of less than 0.05 only by chance. This would increase the 

possibility that a significant result does not really exist between groups, leading to type I 

error and the rejection of a true null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between 

groups. Therefore, Bonferroni correction was applied by dividing the critical p-value (0.05) 

by the number of comparisons that were carried out (Field, 2013). In this study, 0.05 was 

divided by 3 which resulted in reducing the alpha level to 0.017. In addition to the p-value 

significance, which provides evidence to reject the null hypothesis, the effect size reveals the 

amount of variance in the results of a group that can be attributed to the treatment, i.e., a large 

effect size denotes a strong relationship between the dependent and independent variables. 

Effect sizes for all the findings below are interpreted as follows: r – small = .10, medium = 

.30, large = .50 (Field, 2013). The effect sizes are calculated as follows: r= z/√n (Field, 

2013). The z score is produced by SPSS and n is the total number of observations, i.e., the 

number of participants.  Inferential statistics are presented below. 

 

     5.4.1.1 Written form recognition results for the experimental and comparison groups  

 

Mann-Whitney U test revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between the 

FonF+Listening and explicit-only groups (U=38, z=-5.63, p < .001), with a large effect size 

(r=.77). Participants in the explicit-only group had higher scores (mean rank= 40.35) than 

participants in the FonF+Listening group (mean rank= 16.77). Mann-Whitney U test results 

also showed that there was a statistically significant difference between the Listening+FonF 
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and explicit-only groups on the written form recognition level of the VKS test, (U=.00, z=-

6.27, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.86). Participants in the explicit-only group (mean 

rank=42.00) outperformed participants in the Listening+FonF group (mean rank=15.00). 

Furthermore, Mann-Whitney U test revealed that there was a statistically significant 

difference between the FonF while listening and explicit-only groups, (U=190, z=-2.84, p < 

.001), with a medium effect size (r=.40). Participants in the explicit-only group had a higher 

mean rank (33.74) than participants in the FonF while listening group (21.83). 

 

    5.4.1.2 Meaning recall results for the experimental and comparison groups 

 

The following table presents descriptive statistics for the meaning recall level of the VKS test 

in the four groups. 

 
Table 5.3 Descriptive statistics for meaning recall in the experimental and comparison groups 

Group (N)                             Meaning recall 

 Mean         SD          %               Mdn            Min            Max 

FonF+Listening (30)      5.00          3.90         25               5.50            0.00           13.00 
Listening+FonF (30) 4.26          2.45         21.3            4.00            0.00           10.00 
FonF while listening (30) 5.20          2.34         26               5.00            2.00           11.00 
Explicit-only (23) 3.91          2.06        19.55           4.00            1.00           10.00 

Note. The maximum score is 20. 

 

Subsequently, inferential statistics were performed. Scores of the meaning recall level in the 

four groups:  FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening and explicit-only, were 

submitted to Kruskal-Wallis test in SPSS. According to the test, no statistically significant 

difference was detected between the groups, H(3)=3.55, p=.31.  

To summarise results for the first research question, new vocabulary learning did occur on 

the two levels of the VKS test, after minimal exposure, in the three experimental groups 

(FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening). However, the amount of learning 

in these groups was not greater than that in the comparison group (explicit-only). On the 

written form recognition level, it was shown that the explicit-only group achieved 

significantly better scores than the experimental groups (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF 
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and FonF while listening). On the meaning recall level, findings showed no significant 

difference between the experimental groups and the comparison group. A summary of results 

for the three comparisons: FonF+Listening vs explicit-only, Listening+FonF vs explicit-only 

and FonF while listening vs explicit-only, on each VKS level is presented below (see Figure 

5.4).  

 

 

Written form recognition 

 
FonF+Listening < Explicit-only 
Listening+FonF< Explicit-only 

FonF while listening< Explicit-only 

 

                                                                    Meaning recall 

 
FonF+Listening = Explicit-only 
Listening+FonF= Explicit-only 

FonF while listening=Explicit-only 
                         

Figure 5.4  Results for the VKS test in the experimental and comparison groups                

                                          

5.4.2 Differences in vocabulary learning between the experimental groups on the VKS test 

 

 Research question 2:  To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure and 

incidental learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening)  

influence learning of new words, as measured by the modified vocabulary knowledge scale ?  

 

This research question was concerned with whether different timing of explicit exposure 

(FonF) and incidental learning affected new vocabulary learning, on the two levels of the 

modified VKS test; written form recognition and meaning recall levels. Descriptive statistics 

for the written form recognition level are presented above (see Table 5.2). Inferential 

statistics are produced below. 
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      5.4.2.1 Results for written form recognition in the three experimental groups 

 

In order to answer the second research question and find out whether variation in order of 

explicit word exposure and incidental learning via listening (FonF+Listening, 

Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) had an effect on new word learning, scores of the 

written form recognition level were submitted to Kruskal-Wallis test. It was revealed that 

lexical scores in the three groups were significantly different, H(2)=48.78, p < .001. In order 

to find out which two groups (FonF+Listening vs Listening+FonF, FonF+Listening vs FonF 

while listening or Listening+FonF vs FonF while listening) differed significantly, post hoc 

tests with Mann-Whitney U were run, using the adjusted p-value (0.017).  

Post-hoc test results for the FonF+Listening vs. Listening+FonF, on the written form 

recognition level, indicated that that there was a statistically significant difference between 

the two groups (U= 95, z=-5.42, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.70). Participants in the 

FonF+Listening group (mean rank= 42.33) outperformed participants in the Listening+FonF 

group (mean rank=18.67). Mann-Whitney U test results for the FonF+Listening vs. FonF 

while listening showed that the two groups differed significantly on the written form 

recognition level, (U= 285, z=-2.50, p=.01) with a medium effect size (r=.32) and mean ranks 

of 36 in the FonF while listening group and 25 in the FonF+Listening group. Pairwise 

comparison for the Listening+FonF vs. FonF while listening showed that there was a 

statistically significant difference on the written form recognition level, (U= 35.50, z=-6.21, p 

< .001), with a large effect size (r=.80). Results were in favour of the FonF while listening 

group which had a higher mean rank (44.32) than the Listening+FonF group (mean rank= 

16.68). 

   

     5.4.2.2 Results for meaning recall in the three experimental groups 

 

Descriptive statistics for the meaning recall level in the experimental groups are presented 

above (see Table 5.3). In order to find out whether there were any differences in vocabulary 

scores, on the meaning recall level, between the three experimental groups, Kruskal-Wallis 

test was run. It was revealed that there was no statistically significant difference between the 
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three groups, H(2)=1.73, p=.42. As an answer to the second research question, it can be 

concluded that variation in order of explicit word exposure and incidental learning via 

listening had, to some extent, an influence on the learning of new vocabulary as measured by 

the modified VKS test. Results for the written form recognition level indicated that the FonF 

while listening group produced the largest lexical scores, followed by the FonF+Listening 

group. These two groups outperformed the Listening+FonF group. On the meaning recall 

level, however, learning differences were not upheld as scores were approximately equal in 

the three groups. A summary of results for the three comparisons: FonF+Listening vs 

Listening+FonF, FonF+Listening vs FonF while listening and Listening+FonF vs FonF while 

listening on each VKS level is presented below (see Figure 5.5).  

 

 

Written form recognition 
 

FonF+Listening> Listening+FonF 

FonF+Listening < FonF while listening 

Listening+FonF< FonF while listening 

 

 

                                                                    Meaning recall 
                             

FonF+Listening= Listening+FonF 

FonF+Listening = FonF while listening 

Listening+FonF= FonF while listening 

 

Figure 5.5 Results for the VKS test in the three experimental groups  

 

   5.4.3 Differences in vocabulary learning between the experimental and comparison 

groups on test of meaning recognition of spoken form 

 

Research question 3: Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental 

learning of these words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on 
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learning new words when compared to explicit-only exposure, as measured by test of 

meaning recognition of spoken form :   

 

    3 a)   when listening is preceded by FonF (FonF+listening)? 

    3 b)   when listening is followed by FonF (Listening+FonF)? 

    3 c)   when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening )? 

 

This research question addressed the effect of the combination of explicit (FonF) exposure 

and incidental learning via listening (written and spoken forms) on test of meaning 

recognition of spoken form, when compared to explicit-only exposure (written form only). 

Before running the non-parametric tests, descriptive statistics are produced and reported in 

table 5.4. 
 

 Table 5.4 Descriptive statistics for the test of meaning recognition of spoken form in the  

experimental and comparison groups 

Group (N)                            Meaning recognition of spoken form 

    Mean        SD             %               Mdn             Min          Max 

FonF+Listening (30)  16.60          2.00         83               17.00            10.00           19.00 
Listening+FonF (30)  12.63          2.58         63.15          13.00              6.00           18.00 
FonF while listening (30)  14.67          2.31         73.35          14.00            11.00           19.00 
Explicit-only (23)   1.26           0.86          6.3              1.00              0.00             3.00 

Note: The maximum score is 20.  

 

In order to answer the third research question, scores of test of meaning recognition of spoken 

form were submitted to Kruskal-Wallis test to find out whether there were any differences 

between the experimental and comparison groups. It was revealed that there was a 

statistically significant difference between the participants’ scores, H(3)= 75.56, p < .001. 

Follow-up Mann-Whitney U tests, with the adjusted p-value (0.017) were conducted. Three 

pairwise comparisons were carried out between each experimental group and the comparison 

group: FonF+Listening vs explicit-only, Listening+FonF vs explicit-only and FonF while 

listening vs explicit-only.   
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 Mann-Whitney U test results for the FonF+Listening vs. explicit-only revealed that there 

was a statistically significant difference between the two groups, (U=.00, z=-6.24, p < .001), 

with a large effect size (r=.86 ). Participants in the FonF+Listening group scored significantly 

higher (mean rank=38.50) than participants in the explicit-only group (mean rank=12.00). 

Post hoc test results for the Listening+FonF vs. explicit-only also showed that the 

participants’ performance on the test of meaning recognition of spoken form differed 

significantly, (U= .00 z= -6.24, p < .001), with a large effect size ( r=.86). Participants’ 

performance in the Listening+FonF group (mean rank=38.50) was significantly better than 

that of the explicit-only group (mean rank=12.00). Likewise, pairwise comparison results for 

the FonF while listening vs. explicit-only revealed that there was a statistically significant 

difference on the test of meaning recognition of spoken form between the two groups, (U= 

.00, z=-6.28 p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.86). Participants in the FonF while 

listening group outperformed (mean rank=38.50) participants in the explicit-only group ( 

mean rank= 12.00).  

Overall, findings for the third research question showed that a considerably large number of  

lexical items was recognised in the FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while 

listening groups, as measured by test of meaning recognition of spoken form, while very few 

lexical items were recognised in the explicit-only group. Therefore, the combination of 

explicit exposure (FonF) along with incidental learning via listening (written plus spoken 

form) had a greater effect on aural vocabulary scores when compared to explicit-only 

exposure (written form only). The reason for the low performance in the explicit-only group 

might be the fact that the treatment of this group did not include incidental learning of spoken 

form via listening to the podcast, and hence it did not have the chance to be exposed to the 

spoken form of the target words. A summary of results for the three comparisons: 

FonF+Listening vs explicit-only, Listening+FonF vs explicit-only and FonF while listening 

vs explicit-only, on the meaning recognition test of spoken form is presented below (see 

Figure 5.6).  
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                                            Meaning recognition test of spoken form 

 

FonF+Listening > Explicit-only 

Listening+FonF> Explicit-only 

FonF while listening> Explicit-only 

 

Figure 5.6 Results for the aural vocabulary test in the experimental and comparison groups 

 

  5.4.4  Differences in vocabulary learning between the experimental groups on test of 

meaning recognition of spoken form 

 

Research question 4: To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure 

(FonF) and incidental learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while 

listening)  influence learning of new words, as measured by the test of meaning recognition 

of spoken form?  

This question investigated whether different combinations of explicit word exposure (FonF) 

and incidental learning via listening affected new vocabulary learning on the aural test of 

meaning recognition. It tried to find out which combination involving explicit exposure 

(FonF) and incidental learning ( FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF or FonF while listening) 

would yield more vocabulary scores. Descriptive statistics for the test of meaning recognition 

of spoken form in the three experimental groups are presented above (see Table 5.4)  

 

 Scores of test of meaning recognition of spoken form for the three experimental groups were 

submitted to Kruskal-Wallis test. It was revealed that there was no statistically significant 

difference between the three groups, H(2)= 2.15, p=.25. As an answer to the fourth research 

question, it can be concluded that variation in order of explicit word exposure (FonF) and 

incidental learning via listening did not affect aural vocabulary learning as measured by the 

test of meaning recognition of spoken form. The findings showed no significant difference 

between the FonF+Listening, the Listening+FonF and the FonF while listening groups.  A 

summary of results for the three comparisons: FonF+Listening vs Listening+FonF, 
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FonF+Listening vs FonF while listening and Listening+FonF vs FonF while listening on the 

meaning recognition test of spoken form is presented below (see Figure 5.7). 

 

                                                 Meaning recognition test of spoken form 
 

FonF+Listening= Listening+FonF 

FonF+Listening = FonF while listening 

Listening+FonF= FonF while listening 

 

Figure 5.7 Results for the aural vocabulary test in the experimental groups 

 

  5.4.5 Differences in word class learning in the experimental groups 

 

Research question 5: To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure and 

incidental learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening)  

influence learning of word class?  

This research question investigated the impact of the different combinations of explicit word 

exposure (FonF) and incidental learning via listening on the learning of nouns (n=7), verbs 

(n=7) and adjectives (n=6). It sought to find out which word class was learned better within 

each experimental group as well as across the three experimental groups. Scores for the three 

word classes were treated as three variables and submitted to Friedman and Kruskal-Wallis 

tests (see Descriptive and Inferential statistics for each word class below). To begin with the 

meaning recall level of the VKS test, descriptive statistics for each word class in the three 

experimental groups are presented below (see Table 5.5). 
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Table 5.5 Descriptive statistics for word class on meaning recall level of the VKS test 

  

         Group        

          (N) 

  

Noun 

 

Verb 

 

Adjective 

FonF+Listening  

       (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

2.40 

1.79 

2.00 

6.00 

0.00 

0.83 

0.87 

1.00 

3.00 

0.00 

1.53 

1.25 

1.00 

4.00 

0.00 

Listening+FonF 

          (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

2.33 

1.12 

2.00 

5.00 

1.00 

0.53 

0.57 

0.50 

2.00 

0.00 

1.40 

0.89 

1.00 

4.00 

0.00 

FonF while listening 

           (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

3.03 

1.58 

3.00 

6.00 

0.00 

0.80 

0.92 

0.50 

3.00 

0.00 

1.80 

1.67 

1.50 

6.00 

0.00 

Note. maximum score noun is 7, maximum score verb is 7, maximum score adjective is 6 

 

Prior to conducting inferential statistics, normality of data was assessed through Shapiro-

Wilk test which revealed that scores for each word class were not normally distributed (p < 

.05) in all three groups, except for the nouns in the FonF while listening group where scores 

were normally distributed. A visual inspection of data distribution was also performed 

through a boxplot (see Figure 5.8 ), Q-Q plots and histograms (see Appendix H) which 

showed a deviation from normality. Some outliers were identified using the 1.5xIQR rule.  

Thus, in order to answer the fifth research question, it was decided to run the analyses 

through two non-parametric tests. Friedman test was used to find out whether there were any 

differences in scores of the three word classes within each experimental group separately and 
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Kruskal-Wallis test was used to determine whether there were any differences in scores of the 

three word classes across the three experimental groups.   

 

 

Figure 5.8 Boxplot for word class scores on meaning recall level in the experimental groups 
 

   5.4.5.1 Results for word class learning on meaning recall  

 

       5.4.5.1.1 Results for word class on meaning recall level in the FonF+Listening group 

 

Scores of each word class (noun, verb, adjective) for the FonF+Listening group were 

submitted to Friedman test. It was revealed that there was a statistically significant difference 

between scores of the three word classes, χ2 (2)= 34.05, p < .001. Follow-up Wilcoxon 

signed-rank tests were conducted with Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons by 

reducing the alpha level to 0.017. This was calculated by dividing the alpha level 0.05 by 3, 

which is the number of comparisons performed. Pairwise comparison results showed that 

there were significant differences between nouns (mean rank=12.78) and verbs (mean 

rank=6.00) ( Z= -4.17, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.76), nouns (mean rank=9.00) and 
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adjectives (mean rank=2.00) (Z= -3.74, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.68) as well as  

adjectives (mean rank=9.88) and verbs (mean rank=6.50) (Z=-3.28, p < .001), with a large 

effect size (r=.60). 
  

         5.4.5.1.2 Results for word class learning on meaning recall in the Listening+FonF group 

 

Scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives for the Listening+FonF group were submitted to 

Friedman test. It was revealed that scores for the three word classes were significantly 

different, χ2 (2)= 44.19, p < .001. Subsequently, Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Bonferroni 

correction (by reducing the alpha level to 0.017) were performed to find out where the 

differences lied. Pairwise comparisons indicated that there were significant differences 

between nouns (mean rank= 14.00) and verbs (mean rank=2.00) (Z=-4.60, p < .001), with a 

large effect size (r= .83), nouns (mean rank= 11.67) and adjectives (mean rank=8.00) ( Z=-

4.00, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.73) as well as adjectives  (mean rank=9.00) and 

verbs (mean rank=3.00) (Z=-3.73, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.68).  

 

       5.4.5.1.3 Results for word class learning on meaning recall in the FonF while listening 

group 

 

Scores of the three word classes for the FonF while listening group were submitted to 

Friedman test. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference between 

scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives, χ2 (2)= 29.50, p < .001. Wilcoxon signed-rank tests 

were then conducted to determine which two word classes differed significantly. Pairwise 

comparison showed a statistically significant difference between nouns (mean rank=14.48) 

and verbs (mean rank=8.00) ( Z=-4.21, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.76), nouns 

(mean rank=14.90) and adjectives (mean rank=12.53) ( Z=-2.38, p=.01), with a medium 

effect size (r=.43) as well as adjectives (mean rank=7.00) and verbs (mean rank=1.00) (Z=-

3.20, p < .001) with a large size (r=.58).  
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         5.4.5.1.4. Results for word class learning on meaning recall level across the three 

experimental groups 

 

In order to find out whether there were any differences in the learning of each word class 

(noun, verb, adjective) across the FonF+Listening, the Listening+FonF and the FonF while 

listening groups, Kruskal-Wallis test was run. With regard to the nouns, it was revealed that 

there was no statistically significant difference across the three groups, H(2)= 4.11, p=.12, 

with mean ranks of 53.20 in the FonF while listening group, 42.30 in the FonF+Listening 

group and 41.00 in the Listening+FonF group. Likewise, results for the verbs showed no 

statistically significant difference between the three groups, H(2)= 1.48, p=.47, with mean 

ranks of 48.48 in the FonF+ Listening group, 46.77 in the FonF while listening group and 

41.25 in the Listening+FonF group. Similarly, no statistically significant difference was 

detected between the three groups in the learning of the adjectives, H(2)= 0.31, p= .85, with 

mean ranks of  47.42 in the FonF while listening group, 45.33 in the FonF+Listening group 

and 43.75 in the Listening+FonF group.   
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     5.4.5.2 Results for word class learning on written form recognition level of the VKS test 

 

Prior to running inferential statistics, descriptive statistics are produced below.  
 

Table 5.6 Descriptive statistics for word class on written form recognition level of the VKS test 

 

         Group        

          (N) 

  

Noun 

 

Verb 

 

Adjective 

FonF+Listening  

       (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

4.63 

1.06 

5.00 

6.00 

2.00 

3.43 

0.77 

4.00 

5.00 

2.00 

4.00 

0.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

Listening+FonF 

          (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

4.16 

1.31 

4.00 

6.00 

2.00 

3.10 

0.66 

3.00 

4.00 

2.00 

3.93 

1.08 

4.00 

5.00 

2.00 

FonF while listening 

           (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

4.83 

0.95 

5.00 

7.00 

3.00 

3.46 

0.51 

3.00 

4.00 

3.00 

4.23 

0.62 

4.00 

6.00 

3.00 

Note. maximum score noun is 7, maximum score verb is 7, maximum score adjective is 6 

 

Following descriptive statistics, inferential statistics were conducted. Shapiro-Wilk test 

showed that data deviated from normality in all three groups (p < .05) on the written form 

recognition level of the VKS test, and hence Friedman test was run in order to determine 

whether there were any differences between the three word classes within each experimental 

group. Inspection of data distribution was also made visually via a boxplot (see Figure 5.9), 
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Q-Q plots and histograms which showed a deviation from normality (see Appendix H). 

Outliers were identified using the 1.5xIQR rule.  

 

 

Figure 5.9 Boxplot for word class scores on written form recognition level of the VKS test in the 

experimental groups.  
 

        5.4.5.2.1 Results for word class learning on written form recognition level in the 

FonF+Listening group 

 

Scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives in the FonF+Listening group were submitted to 

Friedman test. It was revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between the 

three word classes, χ2 (2)= 24.95, p < .001. Subsequently, Wilcoxon singed-rank tests were 

performed with Bonferroni correction (reducing alpha to 0.017) to determine which word 

classes differed significantly. Pairwise comparison showed that there was a statistically 

significant difference in the learning of nouns (mean rank=12.68) and verbs (mean 

rank=10.50) (Z=-3.75, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.68 ), between nouns (mean 

rank=12.79) and adjectives (mean rank=11.40) (Z=-2.78, p < .001), with a large effect size 
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(r=.50) as well as between adjectives (mean rank=8.14) and verbs (mean rank=6.00) (Z=-

3.22, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.58). 

 

       5.4.5.2.2 Results for word class learning on written form recognition level in the 

Listening+FonF group 

 

Scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives in the Listening+FonF group were submitted to 

Friedman test. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the 

learning of the three word classes, χ2 (2)= 18.50, p < .001. Follow-up Wilcoxon singed-rank 

tests were performed to determine which two word classes differed significantly. Pairwise 

comparison results showed that there was a statistically significant difference between nouns 

(mean rank=9.50) and verbs (mean rank=2.00) (Z=-3.78, p < .001), with a large effect size 

(r=.69), nouns (mean rank=13.50) and adjectives (mean rank=10.00) (Z=-3.10, p=.01), with a 

large effect size (r=.56) as well as adjectives (mean rank=17.10) and verbs (mean 

rank=13.30) (Z=-2.54, p=.01), with a medium effect size (r=.46).  

 

       5.4.5.2.3 Results for word class learning on written form recognition level in the FonF 

while listening group 

 

Scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives in the FonF while listening group were submitted to 

Friedman test. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the 

learning of the three word classes, χ2 (2)= 31.19, p < .001. Follow-up Wilcoxon singed-rank 

tests were performed to determine which two word classes differed significantly. Pairwise 

comparison results showed that there was a statistically significant difference between nouns 

(mean rank=12.00) and verbs (mean rank=2.00) (Z=-4.29, p < .001), with a large effect size 

(r=.78), nouns (mean rank=13.75) and adjectives (mean rank=8.00) (Z=-2.58, p=.01), with a 

medium effect size (r=.47) as well as adjectives (mean rank=11.57) and verbs (mean 

rank=10.00) (Z=-4.10, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.75). 
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        5.4.5.2.4 Results for word class learning on written form recognition level across the 

three experimental groups 

 

In order to find out whether there were any differences in the learning of each word class 

across the FonF+Listening, the Listening+FonF and the FonF while listening groups, 

Kruskal-Wallis test was employed. To begin with the nouns, results showed that there was no 

statistically significant difference between the three groups, H(2)= 4.28, p=.11, with mean 

ranks of 50.95 in the FonF while listening group, 47.85 in the FonF+Listening group and 

37.97 in the Listening+FonF group. Similarly, results for the verbs indicated that there was 

no statistically significant difference between the three groups, H(2)= 5.36, p=.06, with mean 

ranks of 49.67 in the FonF while listening group, 49.50 in the FonF+Listening group and 

37.33 in the Listening+FonF group. Likewise, results for the adjectives showed that there was 

no statistically significant difference between the three groups, H(2)=2.87, p=.23, with mean 

ranks of 49.40 in the FonF while listening group, 46.60 in the Listening+FonF group and 

40.50 in the FonF+Listening group.  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 

147 

    5.4.5.3 Results for word class learning on the meaning recognition test of spoken form  

 

Prior to running inferential statistics, descriptive statistics are produced below. 

 
Table 5.7 Descriptive statistics for word class on the meaning recognition test of spoken form 

 

         Group        

          (N) 

  

Noun 

 

Verb 

 

Adjective 

FonF+Listening  

       (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

6.50 

0.68 

7.00 

7.00 

5.00 

3.90 

0.99 

4.00 

6.00 

2.00 

5.10 

0.66 

5.00 

6.00 

4.00 

Listening+FonF 

          (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

6.13 

0.68 

6.00 

7.00 

4.00 

3.23 

1.10 

3.00 

5.00 

0.00 

4.56 

1.13 

4.00 

6.00 

2.00 

FonF while listening 

           (30) 

Mean 

SD 

Mdn 

Max 

Min 

5.96 

1.03 

6.00 

7.00 

4.00 

3.73 

1.36 

3.00 

7.00 

2.00 

4.60 

1.03 

5.00 

6.00 

3.00 

Note. maximum score noun is 7, maximum score verb is 7, maximum score adjective is 6 

 

Following descriptive statistics, inferential statistics were conducted in order to determine 

whether there were any differences between the three word classes within each experimental 

group. Friedman test was run as most scores for the meaning recognition test of spoken form 

deviated from a normal distribution (p < .05) in the three groups. Inspection of data 

distribution was made numerically through Shapiro-Wilk test and visually via a boxplot (see 

Figure 5.10) and Q-Q plots and histograms (see Appendix H). 
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Figure 5.10 Boxplot for word class scores on meaning recognition test of spoken form in the 

experimental groups.  

     

      5.4.5.3.1 Results for word class learning on the meaning recognition test of spoken form 

in the FonF+Listening group 

 

Scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives in the FonF+Listening group were submitted to 

Friedman test. It was revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between the 

three word classes, χ2 (2)= 50.77, p < .001. Subsequently, Wilcoxon singed-rank tests were 

performed with Bonferroni correction (reducing alpha to 0.017) to determine which word 

classes differed significantly. Pairwise comparison showed that there was a statistically 

significant difference in the learning of nouns (mean rank=14.50) and verbs (mean 

rank=3.00) (Z=-4.70, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.86 ), between nouns  (mean 

rank=13.50) and adjectives (mean rank=2.00) (Z=-4.55, p < .001), with a large effect size 

(r=.83) as well as between adjectives (mean rank=12.72) and verbs (mean rank=7.50) (Z=-

4.18, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.76). 
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       5.4.5.3.2 Results for word class learning on the meaning recognition test of spoken form 

in the Listening+FonF group 

 

Scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives in the Listening+FonF group were submitted to 

Friedman test. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the 

learning of the three word classes, χ2 (2)= 48.07, p < .001. Follow-up Wilcoxon singed-rank 

tests were performed to determine which two word classes differed significantly. Pairwise 

comparison results showed that there was a statistically significant difference between nouns 

(mean rank=15.00) and verbs (mean rank=2.00) (Z=-4.75, p < .001), with a large effect size 

(r=.87), nouns (mean rank=14.31) and adjectives (mean rank=6.00) ( Z=-4.46, p < .001), with 

a large effect size (r=.81) as well as adjectives (mean rank=14.56) and verbs (mean 

rank=9.50) (Z=-4.00, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.73) 

  

          5.4.5.3.3 Results for word class learning on the meaning recognition test of spoken 

form in the FonF while listening group 

 

Scores of nouns, verbs and adjectives in the FonF while listening group were submitted to 

Friedman test. It was revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the 

learning of the three word classes,  χ2 (2)= 43.00, p < .001. Subsequently, Wilcoxon signed-

rank tests were performed to find out where the differences were. Pairwise comparison results 

showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the learning of nouns (mean 

rank=14.50) and verbs (mean rank=2.00) (Z=-4.70, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.86),  

nouns (mean rank=11.50) and adjectives (mean rank=3.00) ( Z=-4.17, p < .001), with a large 

effect size (r=.76) as well as adjectives (mean rank=13.30) and verbs (mean rank=8.50) (Z=-

3.45, p < .001), with a large effect size (r=.63). 

 

      5.4.5.3.4 Results for word class learning on the test of meaning recognition of spoken 

form across the three experimental groups 

 

In order to find out whether there were any differences in the learning of each word class 

across the FonF+Listening, the Listening+FonF and the FonF while listening groups, 
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Kruskal-Wallis test was employed. To begin with the nouns, results showed that there was no 

statistically significant difference between the three groups, H(2)= 6.18, p=.06, with mean 

ranks of 51.40 in the FonF+Listening group, 41.50 in the Listening+FonF group and 40.60 in 

the FonF while listening group. Similarly, results for the verbs indicated that there was no 

statistically significant difference between the three groups, H(2)= 4.66, p=.09, with mean 

ranks of 52.17 in the FonF+Listening group, 46.08 in the FonF while listening group and 

38.25 in the Listening+FonF group. Likewise, results for the adjectives showed that there was 

no statistically significant difference between the three groups, H(2)=5.15, p=.07, with mean 

ranks of 53.95 in the FonF+Listening group, 40.97 in the Listening+FonF group and 41.58 in 

the FonF while listening group.  

 

5.5 Summary  

 

The present study examined the impact of dual explicit (FonF) exposure and incidental 

learning via listening with different timing (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while 

listening) on new vocabulary learning. Results for the written form recognition level of the 

VKS test showed an advantage for the FonF while listening group over the FonF+Listening 

and the Listening+ FonF groups. Additionally, the FonF+Listening group outperformed the 

Listening+FonF group. There were no statistically significant differences on the meaning 

recall level of the VKS test and meaning recognition test of spoken form between the three 

groups. This study also sought to find out whether dual explicit (FonF) exposure and 

incidental learning via listening with different timing (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, 

FonF while listening) would be more beneficial than explicit-only exposure. Results for 

written form recognition showed that the explicit-only exposure produced significantly 

higher scores than the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) conditions, while no statistically 

significant difference was detected on meaning recall between the four conditions. In 

contrast, results for test of meaning recognition of spoken form showed that the three 

incidental plus explicit (FonF) conditions with different timing significantly outperformed the 

explicit-only condition. Results for the three word classes (noun, verbs, adjectives) showed 

that, within each experimental group, learning of nouns was better than that of verbs and 

adjectives. Moreover, learning of adjectives was better than that of verbs. Yet, there was no 
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statistically significant difference in the learning of the three word classes across the three 

experimental groups.  
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Chapter Six 

Discussion 
 

6.1 Introduction  

 

In this chapter, findings generated from the five research questions in the current study will 

be discussed with reference to the theories and studies presented in the literature review. The 

first research question sought to find out whether explicit exposure (FonF) in conjunction 

with incidental vocabulary learning via listening would yield more vocabulary sores than  

explicit-only exposure on the vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS) test with two levels:  

meaning recall and written form recognition levels. The second research question 

investigated whether different timing of explicit exposure (FonF) alongside incidental 

vocabulary learning via listening: FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while listening 

would influence vocabulary scores on the two levels of the VKS test. It sought to find out 

when explicit word presentation is best used in combination with incidental learning. The 

third research question sought to contrast vocabulary scores on an aural test in the incidental 

plus explicit (FonF) groups with scores in the explicit-only group. To this end, a test of 

meaning recognition of spoken form in a multiple-choice format was used. The fourth 

research question explored whether different timing of explicit (FonF) and incidental learning 

via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) would have an effect 

on the test of meaning recognition of spoken form. The fifth research question was related to 

the learning of word class. The learning of nouns, verbs and adjectives was examined in each 

incidental plus explicit (FonF) condition to find out which condition would promote better 

learning of the different word classes. A discussion on findings of each research question is 

presented below.  
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6.2  Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these 

words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning new words 

when compared to explicit-only exposure, as measured by a modified vocabulary 

knowledge scale (VKS) test:  

    6.2 a)  when listening is preceded by FonF  (FonF +Listening)?  

    6.2 b)  when listening is followed by FonF (Listening+FonF)?   

    6.2 c)  when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening)?  

 

Prior to discussing the findings, it might be important to note that this research question 

explores the effects of explicit exposure (FonF) along with a single aural contextualised 

encounter (because new words were only heard once). Hence, not many new words are 

expected to be learned, yet some minimal learning can occur (2-4 words). This is because 

new words are heard in the podcast, and are emphasised in their written form along with L1 

translation via explicit exposure. The first research question will be discussed in two parts as 

the dependent measure contains two levels: written form recognition and meaning recall 

levels.  

 

   6.2.1 Differences in vocabulary scores between the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) 

groups and the explicit-only group on the written form recognition level of the VKS test.  

 

Significant differences were found between the incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups with 

different timing (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while listening ) and the 

comparison group (explicit-only group). Results showed that the explicit-only group 

outperformed the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups. On average, written form 

recognition of 78.7% (15.7 words out of 20, max=17, min=14) was demonstrated in the 

explicit-only group, compared to 72% (14.4 words out of 20, max=17, min=10), 66 % (13.2 

words out of 20, max= 15, min=10) and 50.5% (10.1 words out of 20, max=12, min=6) in the 

FonF while listening, FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups, respectively. The amount 

of advantage (effect size) of the explicit-only condition was large over the FonF+Listening 

condition (r=.77) and the Listening+FonF condition (r=.86), and medium over the FonF 

while listening condition (r=.40).  
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A possible explanation for the learning differences is that the three incidental plus explicit 

(FonF) groups might have focused more on comprehension of the listening passage, while 

participants in the explicit-only group allotted their attention to the learning of the L2 words 

form. The treatment received by the explicit-only group consisted of merely exposure to the 

list of word pairs, and hence participants had a higher written form recognition ability than 

those in the incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups. The benefit of explicit learning of the new 

words by means of the word list used in the current study is supported by the view on the 

effectiveness and efficiency of word lists and word cards for direct vocabulary learning 

(Nation, 2001, 2011; Elgort & Nation, 2010). Participants’ attention within the incidental 

plus explicit (FonF) groups was tentatively oriented towards the general meaning of the 

listening passage, such that when they were exposed to the new L2 words form and their 

meaning (L1 translation in the current study), they probably focused more on the translation 

and not the form.  

It can therefore be concluded that explicit exposure to new L2 forms is more beneficial for 

written form recognition than incidental vocabulary learning plus explicit (FonF) exposure. 

This finding supports the study by Laufer and Shmueli (1997) which demonstrated that direct 

exposure to new words in isolation (word pairs) produced better form recognition scores than 

reading with glosses of the new words. Their study examined the learning of 20 new words 

by EFL learners speaking Hebrew as a first language. Within the word-pair condition, the 20 

new words were presented in a word list with their L1 equivalents or English synonyms. 

Within the reading condition, the words were inserted as glosses in the passage. It was found 

that participants who learned the new words in isolation recognised a larger number of these 

words than those who read the text with glosses. The high written form recognition scores in 

the explicit-only group (word-pairs/list) in the current study are also in line with studies 

showing the effectiveness of learning words in isolation, such as the study by Mondria and 

Wiersma (2004) and Webb ( 2007c). These studies showed that word pairs had a positive 

impact on learning different word knowledge aspects, namely the written form aspect.   

The second part of the first research question includes a discussion on results for the meaning 

recall level of the VKS test among the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups and the 

explicit-only group.  
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   6.2.2 Differences in vocabulary scores between the three incidental plus explicit (FonF)  

groups and the explicit-only group on the meaning recall level of the VKS test.  

 

Results for the meaning recall level (translation from L2 to L1) did not show a significant 

difference between the incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups with different timing 

(FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) and the explicit-only group. Out of 

20 words, 26% (5.2 words, max= 11, min=2), 25% (5 words, max=13, min=0) and 21.3% 

(4.2 words, max=10, min=0 ) of the target words were immediately recalled in the FonF 

while listening, FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups, respectively, compared to 

19.55% (3.9 words, max=10, min=1) of the target words which were recalled on the 

immediate post-test in the explicit-only group. It was hypothesised that the highest 

performance results would be in the incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups due to the dual 

vocabulary exposure. A likely interpretation of the non-significant learning differences is the 

brief exposure to the new target words in the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups. 

Participants were exposed to the new words in two separate events (via a single aural 

contextualised encounter and explicit exposure). Moreover, the transitory nature of the aural 

mode could potentially be the reason why the effect of listening to the podcast in the current 

study was not great on the recall of the new words, which were only heard once. Participants 

encountered 20 new words, each of which appeared once only in the podcast (incidental 

learning), in addition to another separate encounter with these words via FonF (explicit 

exposure). This is a tentative explanation why listening to the podcast once only plus explicit 

exposure, irrespective of its timing, produced an amount of new word leaning that is parallel 

to that of explicit-only exposure.  

 

The modest percentages of meaning recall within the incidental plus explicit (FonF) 

conditions concur with findings from studies that employed a combined incidental and 

explicit or intentional approach (e.g., Mondria, 2003; Webb, 2007c). These studies used a 

minimal context for incidental learning, yet they are still of relevance to the current study 

because, as already mentioned, they relied on a dual vocabulary learning approach. Mondria 

(2003) reported a similarity in vocabulary retention levels between intentional vocabulary 

learning alone (memoristation) and incidental learning, by means of meaning inferencing, 



 
 

 
 

156 

followed by meaning verification from a word list and memorisation (incidental plus 

intentional). Results of 38 Dutch learners of French as a foreign language showed 

approximately the same amount of new vocabulary learning on a meaning recall test in the 

intentional condition and the incidental plus intentional condition. Likewise, Webb (2007c) 

found a similar pattern of vocabulary gains on a meaning recall test from a contextualised 

vocabulary learning task (single sentences plus word pairs) and a decontextualised task (word 

pairs-only) among 84 Japanese learners of English as an L2.  Roughly, a similar amount of 

vocabulary gains resulted from both tasks. Therefore, these findings correspond with what 

was found in the current study and show that the combined incidental and explicit or 

intentional approach is as effective as an explicit-only approach.  

 

This finding, however, contradicts the finding from a study by Laufer (2006) which showed 

significant differences between a combined incidental and explicit approach and an explicit-

only approach. Participants either read a text with dictionary consultation of unknown words 

(reading plus FonF) or received a list of the target words along with their L1 translation 

(explicit-only). Her study demonstrated the superiority of the explicit-only condition over the 

incidental plus explicit condition on a meaning recall test. A possible explanation for the 

different findings in Laufer’ study and the current study could be attributed to the use of two 

word activities following the explicit-only condition in Laufer’s study. These two activities 

could have promoted deeper learning of the new words, and hence increased the participants’ 

performance on the meaning recall test. This is supported by the depth of processing 

hypothesis by Craik and Lockhart (1972) which predicts that deep processing of information 

is conducive to better retention. Word activities can be a useful method to make learners 

actively involved in their learning, encourage deep processing and hence high learnability. 

Therefore, in Laufer’s study, word activities could potentially have added value to the word 

list in the explicit-only condition and consolidated learning of the new words vis-à-vis the 

incidental learning plus dictionary consultation. In the current study, the explicit-only 

condition consisted of exposure to the list of new words without word activities in order to 

ensure parity with explicit exposure in the incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups.  
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The finding, in the current study, that a dual incidental and explicit approach can be as 

effective as a single approach (explicit-only) contradicts the finding from Sonbul and 

Schmitt’s study (2010) that explicit vocabulary learning alongside incidental learning is 

superior to incidental learning only. A potential explanation for the different results could be 

the use of different vocabulary learning approaches in the single condition. Sonbul and 

Schmitt relied on the incidental approach, whereas in my study I used the explicit approach 

which can lead to some vocabulary learning from only few exposures, compared to incidental 

learning which requires multiple exposures (Webb & Nation, 2017).  

Another possible explanation for the inconsistent results could be related to the use of 

different modalities (reading vs listening). The current study employed the listening modality 

in the incidental condition, while Sonbul and Schmitt (2010) used the reading modality. 

Listening plus explicit vocabulary learning might have little effect on vocabulary learning, as 

shown in the current study. This corroborates with the study by Hennebry et al. (2017) who 

found that post-listening explicit vocabulary learning led to some lexical learning on a 

meaning recall test, yet the amount of learning was modest and not greater than that from a 

listening-only condition. Hence, modality that is used in conjunction with explicit vocabulary 

learning plays a crucial role in the amount of vocabulary gains. A dual incidental and explicit 

vocabulary learning condition, contextualised by listening modality might be as effective for 

meaning recall as a single approach (either incidental-only or explicit-only). Evidence of the 

superiority of the reading modality over the listening modality can be found in the 

comparative studies on vocabulary learning via reading and listening by Vidal (2011), Brown 

et al. (2008) and Hatami (2017).  

 

As an answer to the first research question, findings showed that incidental vocabulary 

learning and explicit exposure with different timing (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF 

while listening) resulted in some new word learning, yet the amount of learning was not great 

when compared to that from explicit-only exposure. Roughly, a similar pattern of learning 

was shown in all four conditions  (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening, 

explicit-only ) on the meaning recall level of the VKS test. On the written form recognition 

level, however, the explicit-only exposure produced the highest recognition scores.  
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The second research question asked whether different timing or variation in order of explicit 

word exposure alongside incidental vocabulary learning via listening would have an 

influence on new word learning and is discussed next.  

 

6.3 To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure (FonF) and 

incidental learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while 

listening), after minimal exposure,  influence learning of new words, as measured by the 

modified vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS) test?  

 

The second research question will also be discussed in two parts: the first part concerns a 

discussion on results relating to the written form recognition level of the VKS test.  

 

    6.3.1 Differences in vocabulary scores between the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) 

groups on the written form recognition level of the VKS test.  

 

Results showed that variation in order of incidental learning via listening and explicit (FonF) 

exposure (FonF+Listening, FonF while listening, Listening+FonF) generated significant 

differences on the written form recognition level. The FonF while listening group 

outperformed the FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups. Additionally the  

FonF+Listening group obtained better recognition scores than the Listening+FonF group. 

(learning percentages, maximum and minimum scores already mentioned above). The 

amount of advantage (effect size) of the FonF while listening condition was large over the 

Listening+FonF condition (r=.80) and medium (r=.32) over the FonF+Listening condition.  

 

The result for the FonF while listening condition presents evidence for the plausibility of a 

brief shift of attention to form during meaning processing, i.e., simultaneous form-meaning 

processing when necessity arises (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Doughty, 2001). Learners 

were listening to the podcast for meaning but their attention was occasionally directed 

towards the L2 forms (plus L1 translation in the current study) of the unknown words heard 

in the podcast. It was assumed that brief explicit (FonF) exposure to the unknown words 

along with their translation would help facilitate comprehension of the podcast. This is in line 
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with the focus-on-form approach (Long, 1991, 1996, 2015). Drawing on research and theory 

in second language learning, mainly the interaction hypothesis and the noticing hypothesis 

(Schmidt, 2001), Long (2015) proposes that learners’ attention needs to be briefly directed 

towards language forms, during a meaning-focused activity, to help learners make links 

between form and meaning. 

A study that looked at short-term memory (Cowan, 1993) provided evidence that shifts of 

attention away from one mode of following a reading text (listening in the current study) 

towards particular stimuli in another mode (explicitly presented written words in the current 

study) can markedly improve memory for these stimuli. Cowan (1993) found that subjects 

who were interrupted to hear syllables during whispered reading of a novel, could easily 

remember these syllables on a subsequent identification task. Shift of attention to the 

interrupting syllables did not cause any detrimental effect on comprehension of the 

predominant task, i.e., whispered reading. More importantly, subjects were able to remember 

input that was not specifically attended to (Cowan, 1993). The current study is one of the first 

pieces of research evidence demonstrating that focusing on lexical forms while listening has a 

positive effect on vocabulary learning as it leads to the learning of new words forms with no 

deleterious impact on comprehension. This is also supported by research on input processing 

which showed that attention to lexical items that are indispensable to comprehension of the 

content of an aural input facilitated comprehension (VanPatten, 1990). Therefore, the current 

study showed that the insertion of new target words occasionally during a listening activity 

proved to be useful not only for listening comprehension but also L2 vocabulary learning.   

 

Furthermore, the advantage of simultaneous form-meaning processing via two modes in this 

study, i.e., brief shift to the written form of words when the primary task is listening 

comprehension resonates with the lexical quality hypothesis (Perfetti & Hart, 2002).  

This hypothesis posits that lexical representations containing both phonological and 

orthographic information are better (higher quality) than representations including only 

phonological or orthographic information. This hypothesis focuses on existing lexical 

representations and not learning, yet it seems to corroborate the effectiveness of a combined 

orthographic and phonological presentation for better learning outcomes. Participants in the 

FonF while listening group heard the spoken form in the podcast and simultaneously saw the 



 
 

 
 

160 

written form on-screen as it appeared in the podcast. This variation in word presentation 

could potentially be the reason why this group recognised more L2 written forms than the 

FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups who were also exposed to both spoken and 

written forms, yet in two episodes. Empirical evidence for the benefit of using both 

orthographic and phonological word forms can be found in the comparative studies of 

reading-only, listening-only and reading while listening and lexical learning (Brown el al., 

2008; Teng, 2016; Webb & Chang, 2012). These studies showed that the reading while 

listening condition, i.e., simultaneous exposure to written form via reading, and spoken form 

via listening, proved to be more effective for lexical learning than the reading-only or 

listening-only condition. 

 

Turning to results of the FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups on the written form 

recognition level of the VKS test, it was shown that the FonF+Listening group achieved 

higher form recognition scores than the Listening+FonF group. A very likely explanation for 

the higher form recognition scores in the FonF+Listening group is the participants’ previous 

encounter with the target words, in the explicit phase prior to the listening phase. This might 

have triggered noticing of the L2 words forms as the participants heard these words in the 

podcast. Previous exposure to the target words probably enhanced attention to new lexical 

forms prior to encountering these forms in their original context (listening). This is based on 

the conception of noticing which postulates that linguistic features are best acquired when 

learners are made aware of their presence in input (Schmitt, 1990, 2001). In other words, 

learners’ ability to learn certain language forms is conditional upon their consciousness of 

these forms in a certain input. Nation (2013) suggests that the learner’s previous meeting with 

a lexical item can be a precursor to noticing. Hence, the new lexical forms introduced in the 

FonF+listening group were probably more salient and susceptible to recognition on an 

immediate post-test, i.e., prior contact encouraged learners to notice most of the new lexical 

forms during listening and remember these forms better.  

The second part of the second research question includes a discussion on results for the 

meaning recall level of the VKS test among the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups.  
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    6.3.2 Differences in vocabulary scores between the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) 

groups on the meaning recall level of the VKS test.  

 

 Results showed that the number of new words learned in the three incidental plus explicit 

(FonF) conditions with different timing (FonF+Listening, FonF while listening, 

Listening+FonF) did not differ significantly. Out of 20 words, participants demonstrated 

recall of 5.2 words, 5 words and 4.2 words immediately after treatment in the FonF while 

listening, FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF groups, respectively. It is not possible to 

compare these findings with findings from previous studies as these studies examined the 

effects of vocabulary pre-teaching in comparison to no teaching (Alessi & Dwyer, 2008; 

McKeown et al., 1985). No experimental study, except Alamri and Rogers’ study (2018) as 

well as the current study, has compared the effect of variation in timing of explicit word 

presentation alongside incidental vocabulary learning on meaning recall.  

Findings relating to equivalent learning in the two non-simultaneous conditions 

(FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF) support the recent study by Alamri and Rogers (2018) 

showing that there was no significant difference between explicit pre-teaching and explicit 

post-teaching of new vocabulary alongside incidental vocabulary learning. Seventy Arab 

adult learners were explicitly taught new English words along with L1 Arabic translation 

before or after the incidental learning phase through a reading or listening activity. Roughly, 

a similar amount of new vocabulary was learned in both pre-vocabulary teaching and post-

vocabulary teaching conditions on an immediate meaning recall post-test. These findings 

show that variation in timing of explicit vocabulary exposure (before or after incidental 

learning) does not have a great effect on meaning recall which is consistent with the current 

study.  

With regard to the FonF while listening condition, results revealed its benefit for meaning 

recall of new words. This is, again, one of the first pieces of research evidence to show that 

listening along with occasional brief shift to new lexical items with their meaning (L1 

translation in the current study) can lead to recall of some new words. This is, as explained 

above, in line with the interaction hypothesis and the brief focus-on-form approach to second 

language teaching and learning during a communicative or meaning-focused activity 

(Doughty, 2001; Long, 1991, 1996, 2015). Results for the FonF while listening condition 
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corroborate with results from a recent study by Marefat and Hassanzadeh (2016) which 

provided evidence for the effectiveness of listening and simultaneous FonF. Participants 

listened to newscast episodes while focusing explicitly on new lexical items (printed). An 

immediate post-test showed that some new word learning occurred from listening and 

simultaneous FonF. Moreover, findings for the FonF while listening condition in the current 

study are in line with studies which presented evidence for the positive impact of L1 glossing 

while reading on vocabulary learning (Ertürk, 2016; Vela, 2015). These studies relied on the 

reading modality while the current study employed the listening modality, yet the they can 

still be of relevance due to their main interest and focus on lexical learning.  

 

As mentioned earlier, results for meaning recall level of the VKS test (the second part of the 

second research question) showed no significant learning differences between the three 

incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups with different timing (FonF+Listening, 

Listening+FonF and FonF while listening). This equivalent vocabulary learning needs to be 

explained. A potential reason could be the explicit exposure to the new lexical items in the 

three conditions, as studies showed that explicit teaching and learning of new words is 

effective with fewer repetitions (Nation, 2001; Webb & Nation, 2017). Another possible 

reason for the equivalent amount of new vocabulary learning in the three incidental plus 

explicit (FonF) conditions could be the use of L1 translation in the explicit (FonF) phase in 

all three conditions. Previous studies on the combination of incidental learning via listening 

and explicit exposure, yet with a continuous pattern of explicit exposure following incidental 

learning, showed an advantage of L1 translation for lexical learning (Hennbery et al., 2017; 

Tian & Macaro, 2012; Zhang & Graham, 2019). These studies found that the inclusion of L1 

translation in explicit exposure after listening activities is beneficial for meaning recall and 

more useful than L2 synonyms.  

 

The present study also used L1 equivalents to introduce the new words in all three incidental 

plus explicit (FonF) conditions. Therefore, this could tentatively be the reason why all three 

groups, regardless of the timing of explicit vocabulary exposure, achieved approximately the 

same results on the meaning recall test. Support for the crucial role of first language in L2 

vocabulary learning springs from the hierarchical model of L2 lexical and conceptual 
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representation by Kroll and Stewart (1994) and studies by Kroll and Sunderman (2003) and 

Sunderman and Kroll (2006).  It was shown that first language exerts a great influence on the 

learning of the L2 vocabulary in that it is active during L2 lexical processing among both low 

and high proficiency level L2 learners. Kroll and Stewart (1994)  proposed in their model of 

bilingual lexical processing that, in the initial stages of learning, the connection between L1 

and conceptual representation is stronger than that of L2 and conceptual representation. This 

is due to the bilinguals’ already existing pathway between L1 and concepts, prior to the 

establishment of the pathway between L2 and concepts. In other words, L2 learners rely 

initially on their first language to have access to the conceptual system. In this respect, Kroll 

and Sunderman (2003) indicate that "L1 word forms are directly linked to meaning at the 

conceptual level, but that L2 meaning is accessed via L1 word forms” (p.401).  

Consequently, in addition to listening, the L1 translation inserted within the explicit word 

presentation in the current study might have assisted the participants in recalling the L2 

meaning readily and hence promoted equivalent vocabulary learning in the three incidental 

plus explicit (FonF) groups. In this respect, Talamas et al. (1999) noted that “during early 

stages of L2 acquisition, the salient form of interconnection between the two languages 

appears to be lexical; word associations between L1 and L2 mediate second language 

performance in tasks such as picture naming and translation” (p.45).  

 

As an answer to the second research question, findings showed that variation in order of 

explicit exposure alongside incidental vocabulary learning via listening (FonF+listening, 

Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) had an effect on the written form recognition level of 

the VKS test, wherein the FonF while listening condition yielded the best recognition levels, 

followed by the FonF+listening condition and then the Listening+FonF condition. On the 

meaning recall level, however, the effect of variation was not upheld as the three incidental 

plus explicit (FonF) groups recalled roughly the same amount of new vocabulary.  

The third research question asked whether explicit word exposure along with incidental 

learning via listening would have a greater influence on new vocabulary learning in 

comparison with explicit-only exposure on an aural test and is discussed next.  
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6.4 Does explicit exposure to new words (FonF) along with incidental learning of these 

words via listening, after minimal exposure, have a greater effect on learning new words 

when compared to explicit-only exposure, as measured by test of meaning recognition of 

spoken form: 

    6.4 a)   when listening is preceded by FonF  (FonF+Listening)? 

    6.4 b)   when listening is followed by FonF ( Listening+FonF)? 

    6.4 c)   when FonF is simultaneous with listening (FonF while listening)? 

 

Findings indicated that performance in the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups 

(FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while listening) and the comparison group 

(explicit-only) contrasted dramatically. The three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups 

outperformed the explicit-only group. Immediately after treatment, out of 20 target words, 

83% (16.6 words), 73%  (14.6 words) and 63% (12 .6 words) were aurally recognised in the 

FonF+Listening, FonF while listening and Listening+FonF groups, respectively, compared to 

only 6.3% (1.26 words) which were recognised in the explicit-only group. The amount of 

advantage (effect size) of the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups over the explicit-

only group was large (r=.86).  

A likely explanation for these results could be the fact that the treatment of the three 

incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups included exposure to the aural form in the podcast, i.e., 

the aural form was part of the incidental learning phase via listening. If the explicit-only 

group had been exposed to the aural form along with the written form and L1 translation, 

then a new experimental condition would have been introduced, i.e., the explicit-only group 

would not have been the comparison condition (see Section. 4.5.5.2, Methodology Chapter). 

Another potential explanation for these results could be attributed to the presentation of the 

new words in a context in the incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups versus the presentation 

of these words in isolation in the explicit-only group. Subjects within the incidental plus 

explicit (FonF) groups heard the spoken form of the target words, saw its L1 translation on-

screen and learned its meaning in context ( i.e., from the podcast episode). This has 

tentatively helped them recognise meaning of the spoken form of the target words better than 

the explicit-only group. This group was exposed to the new words in isolation through word-

pairs and did not have the opportunity to hear the new words or learn their meaning in a 
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contextualised manner. Nation (2001) argues that learning vocabulary in a context in addition 

to explicit vocabulary exposure are “complementary activities, each one enhancing the 

learning that comes from the other” (p. 232). In the same line of thought, Laufer and Shmueli 

(1997) noted that encountering words in context presents a great opportunity for elaborate 

processing of new lexical items by making learners create associations between these new 

items and other corresponding items, leading to an enhanced memory.  

 

Moreover, the superiority of the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups over the explicit-

only group was expected due to congruence between treatment and testing mode. Participants 

in the incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups heard the spoken form of the target words in the 

podcast (incidental phase), saw the written form on-screen along with L1 translation (explicit 

phase) and were then tested through aural and written tests. The explicit-only group was 

exposed to the written form of the target words but did not hear the spoken form, and yet was 

assessed through the same aural and written tests as the incidental plus explicit (FonF) 

groups. The interpretation of congruence between the treatment and testing mode resonates 

with the modality effect and testing hypothesis (Nelson et al., 2005). This hypothesis states 

that recognition memory for a word is contingent upon consistency in modality of word 

presentation during training and testing. Empirical evidence for this derives from an 

empirical study by Nelson et al. (2005) which revealed that lexical items tested in the same 

modality (written or spoken ), in which they were encountered, were recognised with greater 

assertiveness and accuracy than lexical items encountered in the counterpart modality. In the 

current study, the treatment received by the participants within the three incidental plus 

explicit (FonF) groups (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) involved 

exposure to the spoken form of the target words (in the podcast), which might be a potential 

explanation for their high performance on the meaning recognition test of spoken form. On 

the other hand, the treatment received by the participants within the explicit-only group 

included only exposure to the written form of the target words, which might be the reason of 

their poor performance. The effect of congruence between treatment and testing mode on 

vocabulary learning can be found in the study by Jelani and Boers (2018) who compared 

vocabulary uptake from watching a captioned-video to watching an uncaptioned-video. 

Participants who were exposed to the target words in their written form via the captioned-



 
 

 
 

166 

video achieved significantly higher scores on a test presenting these words in a written form 

than participants who watched the uncaptioned-video.  

 

These findings are also in line with the transfer-appropriate processing cognitive concept 

which postulates that if the mode of the task used at the stage of encoding is in line with the 

mode of the task used at the stage of retrieval, memory performance would be greatly 

increased (Goldstein, 2007). The effect of congruence between treatment and testing mode 

can be found in some studies which compared incidental vocabulary learning via reading 

modality to incidental vocabulary learning via listening modality (e.g., Vidal, 2011; Hatami, 

2017). Vidal (2011) administered a modified VKS test in a written format to gauge lexical 

learning and found that subjects within the reading modality achieved higher lexical gains 

than subjects within the listening modality. Finding of the superiority of the incidental plus 

explicit (FonF) groups over the comparison group on the test of meaning recognition of 

spoken form is consonant with results from Zhang and Graham’s study (2019). They 

contrasted different types of FonF instruction after listening, with a listening-only condition 

(comparison condition). Participants within the post-listening FonF instructions yielded the 

highest results on an aural test. To sum up results for the third research question, it can be 

concluded from the findings that the use of explicit (FonF) exposure in conjunction with 

incidental vocabulary learning via listening (spoken and written modes) greatly influences 

learning of new words on an aural test and prompts significantly better aural vocabulary 

scores than the explicit-only exposure (written mode-only).  

The fourth research question was concerned with the effect of variation of explicit word 

exposure and incidental vocabulary learning via listening on the meaning recognition test of 

spoken form and is discussed next.  
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6.5 To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure (FonF) and 

incidental learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while 

listening)  after minimal exposure, influence learning of new words, as measured by test 

of meaning recognition of spoken form?  

 

Data analysis showed that considerably large vocabulary scores accrued from the three 

incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups with different timing (FonF+listening, Listening+FonF, 

FonF while listening) on the test of meaning recognition of spoken form. Additionally, results 

showed that there was no statistically significant difference in scores among the three groups 

(learning percentages already mentioned above). There is a paucity of studies on different 

timing of explicit vocabulary exposure, hence it is not possible to compare these findings with 

findings from other studies. The only study by Alamri and Rogers (2018) which contrasted pre-

explicit vocabulary instruction with post-explicit vocabulary instruction alongside incidental 

learning relied only on written tests to measure lexical learning. However, there are studies 

examining a single vocabulary learning mode, mainly incidental vocabulary learning (e.g., 

Brown et al., 2008; Hatami, 2017; Peters & Webb, 2018; Pavia et al., 2019) that are of 

relevance due to the aural nature of their tests. To my knowledge, none of these studies have 

reported scores, on an aural test, as high as the three experimental groups in the current study.  

 

For example, in Brown et al.’s study (2008), listening resulted in 29% (out of 28 words) of 

vocabulary gains on a meaning recognition test, compared to 83%, 73% and 63% (out of 20 

words) in the FonF+Listening, FonF while listening and Listening+FonF groups, respectively, 

in the current study. Other examples of lower meaning recognition scores than scores in the 

current study, on aural tests, can be found in the studies by van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) 

and Hatami (2017) which investigated incidental vocabulary learning through listening 

modality. Van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) and Hatami (2017) found that 45.8% (out of 24 

target words) and 50% (out of 16 target words) of vocabulary gains, respectively, occurred 

from listening on an aural test. Different results on the aural test in the aforementioned studies 

and the current study might be attributed to the different contexts of study. Moreover, the 

different vocabulary learning modes is potentially the reason of the inconsistent results. Brown 

et al. (2008), van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) and Hatami (2017) used a single vocabulary 
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learning mode, i.e., incidental vocabulary learning, whereas the current study employed a dual 

vocabulary learning mode, i.e., explicit and incidental vocabulary learning, which might have 

added great value to aural vocabulary learning. Participants in the current study heard the 

spoken form during listening (incidental phase) and were exposed to the written form along 

with L1 translation (explicit phase), which probably resulted in better scores on the aural test. 

The provision of the orthographical form in the listening activity in the current study increased 

scores on the aural test. This is consistent with the effect of orthographic facilitation found in 

the study by Ricketts et al. (2009). Ricketts et al found that phonological forms are learned and 

remembered better when they are presented along with the orthographical form.  

 

There are more recent studies which demonstrated very small learning percentages on a 

meaning recognition spoken test in comparison to the percentages in the current study. Peters 

and Webb (2018) who conducted a study on the effect  of  listening to and watching a television 

program on incidental vocabulary learning reported learning gains of 13.95% (out of 64 target 

words) on an immediate post-test. Pavia et al. (2019) found that 3.29% and 8.67% (out of 42 

target words) of vocabulary gains occurred immediately from listening to two stories, on a 

spoken test of meaning recognition. Again, the different contexts of study and dual word 

presentation (phonological and orthographical) might offer an explanation for the different 

results in the current study and studies by Peters and Webb (2018) and Pavia et al. (2019). This 

indicates that a combination of explicit exposure and incidental vocabulary learning via 

listening with different timing might be an effective way to produce high vocabulary scores on 

an aural test. As an answer to the fourth research question, results showed that variation in 

order of incidental vocabulary learning via listening and explicit exposure resulted in large 

scores on the meaning recognition test of spoken form in the three groups (FonF+listening, 

Listening+FonF, FonF while listening), with no significant differences between these groups.  

The fifth research question investigated the effect of variation of explicit word exposure and 

incidental learning via listening on the learning of word class and is discussed next.  
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6.6 To what extent does a variation in order of explicit word exposure and incidental 

learning via listening (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) influence 

learning of word class? 

 

Data analyses were conducted for each experimental group separately and across the three 

experimental groups. To begin with results for each experimental group on the meaning recall 

level of the VKS test, it was found that learning of the three word classes (noun, verb, adjective) 

differed within each experimental group. There was a clear advantage for the nouns over verbs 

and adjectives. In the FonF+Listening group, there was a large amount of advantage (effect 

size) of the nouns over verbs (r=.76) and adjectives (r=.68). Similarly, in the Listening+FonF 

group, learning of nouns was significantly better than learning of verbs (r=.83) and adjectives 

(r=.73). In the FonF while listening group, the amount of advantage of the nouns was large 

over verbs (r=.76) and medium over adjectives (r=.43). The ease of noun learning was also 

shown in each experimental group on the written form recognition level of the VKS test and 

meaning recognition test of spoken form. Regarding results for word class learning across the 

three experimental conditions, no statistical significant difference was detected. A potential 

explanation for the superiority of nouns over verbs and adjectives is that nouns are distinct and  

can be understood solely, i.e., they are independent entities. For instance, the words: house, 

school, sea can stand alone and carry a specified meaning. According to Talmy (2008), nouns 

are characterised by salience which makes them easier to learn. Whereas, verbs and adjectives 

are ambiguous if used alone, in that they need to be accompanied by other words to covey a 

complete meaning. For example, knowledge of collocations is crucial for adequate and proper  

use of verbs (Nissen & Henriksen, 2006).  

The learning ease of nouns was also found in previous studies (e.g., Ellis & Beaton, 1993a, 

1993b). Similarly, Horst and Meara (1999) who examined vocabulary learning through reading 

found that the learning of nouns was significantly better than the learning of verbs, adjectives 

and adverbs. A similar pattern of learning was shown in studies on incidental vocabulary 

learning though listening. For example, the study by van Zeeland and Schmitt (2013a) 

demonstrated that nouns were easier to learn than verbs and adjectives, while no difference 

was detected in the learning of verbs and adjectives. In contrast, the present study found that 

adjectives were learned better than verbs in each of the incidental plus explicit (FonF) exposure 
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(FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF and FonF while listening). The superiority of adjectives 

over verbs might be attributed to the use of incidental vocabulary learning in conjunction with 

explicit vocabulary exposure. This result seems to corroborate with findings from a recent 

study by Zhang and Graham (2019) who investigated the effect of incidental learning via 

listening and explicit vocabulary instruction and found that results for word class learning were 

in favour of nouns followed by adjectives and then verbs. However, Zhang and Graham found 

that the ease of learning for adjectives was detected in short-term only in that it diminished in 

the long-term. Hence, the superiority of adjectives over verbs is not conclusive and merits 

further investigations.  

 

6.7 Summary  
 
 
This chapter discussed findings and results from the current study in line with the theoretical 

framework and empirical studies on L2 vocabulary learning presented in the literature 

review. It began by a discussion on findings of research questions relating to the two VKS 

test levels: meaning recall and written form recognition levels. It discussed and interpreted 

findings first across the four groups included in this study, i.e., the three experimental groups 

and the comparison group (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening, Explicit-

only). This was followed by a discussion on findings across the three experimental groups 

only (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening). Research questions with 

regard to test of meaning recognition of spoken form were next discussed, wherein 

interpretations of findings across the four groups: the three experimental groups and the 

comparison group and across the three experimental groups only were presented, 

respectively. Finally, findings of the research question as regards word class learning (noun, 

verb, adjective) were discussed.  
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Chapter Seven 

                                                       Conclusion  
 

This final chapter presents the general conclusion as well as significance of the current study 

by giving a brief summary of the findings generated from the research questions. This is then 

followed by a statement about the main contributions of the current study, including 

contributions to methodology as well as the topic of explicit and incidental vocabulary 

learning. Finally, limitations to the current study and recommendations for future research are 

presented.  

 

7.1 General conclusion and significance of the findings  

 

The primary aim of the present study was to compare differences in vocabulary learning 

between three groups involving explicit exposure (FonF) alongside incidental learning via 

listening with different timing (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, FonF while listening). 

Results on a modified vocabulary knowledge scale test (VKS) with two levels (written form 

recognition and meaning recall) demonstrated that the FonF while listening group achieved 

higher scores on written form recognition than the FonF+Listening and Listening+FonF 

groups. This finding supports the focus-on-form approach that is based on the Interaction 

hypothesis postulating that learners’ attention needs to be briefly directed towards language 

forms during a communicative or meaning-focused activity, so that these forms become 

intake (Long, 1991,1996, 2015; Doughty, 2001). The focus-on-form approach which can also 

occur in a non-interactive manner (Long, 2015) proved effective in an experiment by Cowan 

(1993) showing that a brief shift of attention to forms (spoken) during whispered-reading 

aided learners in the recall of these forms on an immediate identification task. A recent study 

by Marefat and Hassanzadeh (2016) also revealed that listening to a newscast episode with 

simultaneous focus on new words (printed) led to the learning of some of these words on an 

immediate test.  

Regarding results for meaning recall, there was no statistically significant difference between 

the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups. All three groups (FonF+Listening, 
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Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) obtained roughly similar vocabulary scores (out of 20, 

5.4 words, 5 words and 4.2 words were learned in the FonF while listening, FonF+Listening 

and Listening+FonF groups, respectively). To sum up findings for the VKS test, it can be 

concluded that variation in timing of explicit (FonF) vocabulary exposure, in a predominantly 

listening activity, did have an effect on the written form recognition level, wherein scores 

were higher in the FonF while listening condition than scores in the FonF+Listening and 

Listening+FonF conditions. On the meaning recall level, however, timing of explicit (FonF) 

vocabulary exposure within a listening activity (FonF+Listening, Listening+FonF, Listening 

while FonF) did not have a great influence on new word learning in that the three conditions 

learned approximately the same number of words.  

 

With regard to results for the aural test (meaning recognition test of spoken form) in the three 

incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups, it was shown that all three groups (FonF+listening, 

Listening+FonF, FonF while listening) obtained sizeable vocabulary scores, with no 

statistically significant difference between the three groups. It might be important to note 

that, overall, results on the aural test were remarkably greater than results from the meaning 

recall level of the VKS test. This is probably because, on the meaning recognition test, 

participants needed to map each target word onto its meaning (L1 translation in the current 

study) by establishing form-meaning links, while on the meaning recall level, they were 

asked to retrieve a synonym or translation of the target words and hence a higher level of 

knowledge was required. Another potential interpretation of the high vocabulary scores on 

the test of meaning recognition of spoken form is the effect of speculation, i.e., some correct 

answers might have been guessed due to the multiple-choice test format, although an attempt 

was made to reduce this effect by providing the “ I don’t know option”  (see Chapter 4, 

Section 4.5.5.3). Nation (2001) proposes that multiple-choice formats in recognition 

measures tend to increase the likelihood of correct guessing of meaning of lexical items. 

Likewise, Gyllstad et al. (2015) state that the probability of guessing is inherent in multiple-

choice tests. However, the high vocabulary scores on the recognition test do not demonstrate 

full knowledge of a novel word  “but rather reflect that [the recognition of] one or more 

aspects of knowledge had started to develop” (van Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013a, p. 615).  
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Recognition tests in a multiple-choice format are deemed easier than recall tests. Haist et al. 

(1992) indicated that recall tests are cognitively more onerous than recognition tests. Brown 

et al. (2008) found that lexical scores resulting from a recognition test of form and meaning 

were larger than scores from a translation test (meaning recall). Similarly, Waring and Takaki 

(2003) found that better vocabulary learning occurred on a recognition test than on a recall 

test. Therefore, it is not surprising that performance of participants in the current study was 

better on the meaning recognition test than on the meaning recall level (where no cues or 

choices were provided). However, it is still premature to conclude that incidental learning via 

listening alongside explicit (FonF) exposure (i.e., a dual mode) produces very high scores on 

an aural test. This is due to a paucity of studies combining incidental vocabulary learning via 

listening and explicit (FonF) exposure, with focus on aural tests. Future studies would reveal 

whether a dual incidental and explicit approach would yield aural vocabulary scores as high 

as the current study.  

 

The present study also compared new vocabulary learning from explicit (FonF) exposure 

alongside incidental vocabulary learning via listening with different timing to learning under 

explicit-only exposure. On the written form recognition level, the explicit-only exposure 

demonstrated a higher recognition ability (15.7 words out of 20) than the FonF while 

listening (14.4 words), the FonF+Listening (13.2 words) and the Listening+FonF (10.1 

words) conditions. It can be concluded that explicit-only exposure (word-pair/list) leads to 

better learning of the written form of new words. A very likely explanation is that the 

listening activity was not a requirement in the explicit-only group wherein participants’ 

attention was directly oriented towards the list of the new words which probably resulted in 

better form recognition. The word-pair/list task used in the explicit-only condition was 

similar to the word-card method for vocabulary learning and teaching. Nation (2001) and 

Elgort (2011) assert that such method is well-directed and efficient for vocabulary learning.  

 

With regard to the meaning recall level, there were no statistically significant learning 

differences between the three incidental plus explicit (FonF) groups and the explicit-only 

group: FonF while Listening (5.2 words), FonF+Listening (5 words), Listening+FonF (4.2 

words) and explicit-only (3.9 words) out of 20. It can therefore be concluded that although 
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incidental vocabulary learning via listening alongside explicit (FonF) exposure with different 

timing resulted in some new word learning, the amount of learning was roughly similar to 

that from the explicit-only exposure. In contrast, results for the aural test indicated that 

explicit (FonF) exposure alongside incidental learning via listening with different timing led 

to greater learning percentages than the explicit-only exposure. This is potentially due to 

congruence between learning modality during treatment and testing mode (Nelson et al., 

2005). The three groups within the incidental plus explicit (FonF) conditions were exposed to 

the new words through listening as well as the word-pair/list (spoken and written modalities), 

whereas the explicit-only group was merely exposed to the word-pair/list (written modality 

only). It can hence be concluded that exposure to both spoken and written forms results in 

better aural vocabulary scores than exposure to written form only.  

 

With regard to the impact of different timing of explicit (FonF) vocabulary exposure 

alongside incidental learning on word class learning, a clear ease of learning for the nouns 

was shown in each experimental group on both meaning recall level and meaning recognition 

test of spoken form. This was consistent with findings from previous studies (e.g., van 

Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013b; Zhang & Graham, 2019). Moreover, results showed the 

superiority of adjective learning over verb learning in each experimental group. Concerning 

word class learning differences across the three experimental groups, results showed no 

statistically significant difference in the learning of nouns, verbs and adjectives.  

 

7.2 Contributions of the study   

 

As per methodological contributions, drawing on research design and vocabulary assessment 

tools used in previous studies combining incidental vocabulary learning via listening and 

explicit learning, the current study made relevant methodological amendments to the present 

research design. Firstly, while previous studies (Alamri & Rogers, 2018; Hennebry et al., 

2017; Tian & Macaro, 2012; Zhang & Graham, 2019) used a quasi-experimental design, the 

current study adopted a true experimental design to ensure a randomised assignment of 

participants to treatment groups and hence internal validity. Secondly, unlike previous studies 

which used only written test formats to gauge vocabulary learning (Alamri & Rogers, 2018; 
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Hennebry et al., 2017; Tian & Macaro, 2012), the current study employed both written and 

aural test formats to ensure consistency with modes of exposure during treatment as well 

reliability of data. Thirdly, the present study relied on a modified vocabulary knowledge scale 

(VKS) test which allows a more sensitive approach to vocabulary assessment in comparison 

to other studies (Hennebry et al., 2017; Tian & Macaro, 2012; Zhang & Graham, 2019), 

which used tests involving binary scoring, wherein answers were either wrong or right 

(correct or incorrect L1 translation). The benefit of the VKS test lies in its ability to detect 

partial knowledge of new vocabulary ensuring accuracy of vocabulary assessment. Finally, 

unlike previous studies which used audio versions of English textbooks, the current study 

relied on an authentic magazine article, which was recorded as a podcast episode that EFL 

learners may use in their everyday exposure to the English language, which increases 

ecological validity.   

 

Turning to contributions to the topic of incidental and explicit vocabulary learning (dual 

approach), the current review of literature showed that the preponderance of studies relied on 

the written mode (reading) in the incidental condition. The present study provided evidence 

that aural mode (listening) plus explicit vocabulary exposure has an advantage for new 

vocabulary learning. Moreover, previous studies showed the superiority of a dual approach 

over an incidental-only approach, the current study demonstrated that the dual approach can 

be as effective as explicit-only exposure. Furthermore, previous studies used a dual explicit 

and incidental learning approach with a continuous pattern of explicit learning following 

incidental learning, the current study used three different combinations of explicit and 

incidental learning. Explicit learning was employed before incidental learning, during 

incidental learning and after incidental learning, and it was shown that new word learning can 

result from each combination. Finally, the present study showed that listening to a podcast 

episode that adult EFL learners may use and encounter in their daily life can be a source of 

new vocabulary learning.   
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7.3 Limitations of the study 

 

Some limitations identified in the present study need to be noted. Firstly, the present study 

focused only on receptive knowledge of form and meaning, however, as suggested by Webb 

and Chang (2012), form and meaning underpin the development of the remaining word 

knowledge aspects. This necessitates an initial focus on form and meaning which are the 

foundational word knowledge aspects. Once learners have acquired form-meaning links, they 

can readily learn other word knowledge aspects. Secondly, the present study lacked a delayed 

post-test which is considered important by some L2 vocabulary researchers, however I 

followed Hulstijn’s (2001) recommendation that “research on vocabulary learning, whether 

under incidental or intentional learning conditions, aimed at addressing questions concerning 

the effect of cognitive processing during a learning session in which words are presented for 

the first time, requires only an immediate post-test” (p. 372). A delayed post-test does not 

give a clear picture of vocabulary retention after one week, two weeks or a month. Moreover, 

my participants were upper intermediate EFL learners who might be autonomous and 

independent learners reading and listening to different resources where the new words are 

very likely to be encountered. Hence, it would be impossible to claim that vocabulary 

retention, if any, on a delayed post-test is attributable to the treatment sessions. Thirdly, 

regarding pretesting phase, test of meaning recognition of spoken form was not used as a 

pretest because of time constraints. I had plans to include it, yet I was given a limited amount 

of time by the head of the department to conduct my study. Furthermore, since the current 

study relied on listening, McLean et al.’s Listening Vocabulary Levels Test would have been 

more relevant than Schmitt et al.’s VLT to test the participants’ receptive knowledge. Yet, 

McLean et al.’s Listening Vocabulary Levels Test was mainly validated with Japanese EFL 

learners only, while Schmitt et al.’s VLT was used with different EFL learners in studies 

relying on different input modes, including listening. Fourthly, the fact that the target words 

were very random with no clear rationale for the choice of these words posed a limitation 

from the perspective of an experiment. Finally, the current study investigated new vocabulary 

learning from explicit exposure along with incidental learning via listening after a single 

exposure (words were only heard once). Yet, the single exposure was not problematic in that 
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the aim of the study was to investigate what minimal learning can occur from the 

combination of explicit and incidental learning and not from incidental learning only.  

 

7.4 Recommendations for future research, pedagogical implications and generalisation 

 

Regarding future research, it would be important to investigate new vocabulary learning from 

incidental learning via listening alongside explicit (FonF) exposure with different timing, 

after repeated sessions to find out the effect of the dual mode in the long-term. Since the 

podcast episode used in the current study proved effective for new vocabulary learning, it 

would be important to use different podcast episodes to evaluate more their effectiveness in 

the long-term and in other EFL contexts. Moreover, it would be necessary to test productive 

vocabulary knowledge and other aspects of word knowledge using the dual mode. 

Furthermore, it would be important to investigate learning of multiword units via a dual 

incidental and explicit vocabulary learning approach as this study focused only on learning of 

single items. Finally, it is hoped that future studies would focus not only on written test 

formats but also aural test formats to find out to what extent a dual explicit and incidental 

leaning mode would promote aural vocabulary learning. 

 

Pedagogically, findings suggest that a dual vocabulary learning approach (incidental, 

contextualised by listening and explicit exposure via FonF) can be a source of new 

vocabulary learning after one single exposure. Regarding the different timing of explicit 

exposure, results show that new vocabulary learning occurred in all three conditions. Not 

only the Listening+FonF group learned some new words, as found in previous studies 

(Hennebry et al., 2017; Tian & Macaro, 2012; Zhang & Graham, 2019), but the other two 

groups used in the current study (FonF while listening and FonF+Listening) also learned 

some new words. In the classroom, the three conditions will be useful for the teaching of  

meaning recall, yet a FonF while listening condition will probably be more effective for the 

teaching of form-only based on the participants’ high scores in the current study. When 

comparing vocabulary learning under a dual incidental learning and explicit exposure with 

learning from explicit-only exposure, findings did not show a significant difference, 

suggesting that a dual incidental and explicit learning mode is not better than an explicit-only 
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mode. However, incidental learning remains crucial and must be included in vocabulary 

teaching in that it gives learners the opportunity to learn new words in a contextualised 

manner. Learners can memorise lists of words in a direct explicit approach and can reproduce 

these words in the future, but only in a decontextualised manner. In short, incidental learning 

enables learners to see and/or hear new words in context, and most importantly, helps them to 

use these words for communication which is the main aim of language learning.  

Regarding generalisation, it is hard to generalise results of the current study to all lexical 

items. This is because the target words used in the current study were random words naturally 

occurring in an authentic magazine article that was recorded as a podcast, i.e., they were not 

experimentally selected and differed from each other in terms of length, the number of 

syllables, phonological structure and pronunciation patterns. The fact that the target words 

appeared only once in the text also makes generalisation difficult, particularly when 

considering the type of participants involved in the study. Participants who took part in the 

current study may not be comparable to average L2 learners: they were English-majoring 

students who spoke English as a second foreign language, having already been bilingual in 

Arabic and French. In other words, results might be different with other Arabic L1 speakers 

coming from a different population.  
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Appendix A Consent forms 

Participants  

                                                                                

 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  

 Heslington, York, YO10 5DD 
 Tel:  (01904) 323460  

                                                                                                                                                Web:  http://www.york.ac.uk/education 
 

                                           Information Page 
 
 

THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING  
 
 

  
Dear Participant  
 
I, Imane Berrouba Tani am currently carrying out a research project to investigate how EFL 
students learn English through listening comprehension. I am writing to ask if you are able to 
take part in the study.  
 
What would this mean for me?  
 
The study aims at improving your listening comprehension as well as your overall English 
learning. All the participants are first-year students whose specialty is English Language. The 
study will involve one listening session. Prior to this, you will have to complete a general 
proficiency test which will take no more than 45 minutes. Additionally, you will be asked to 
complete three short tasks which will take no more than 35 minutes. Then, you will have to 
listen to a podcast episode and answer some listening comprehension questions. You will be 
divided into three groups, each of which will have the opportunity to listen to the podcast 
episode, but in a slightly different order. This should take no more than 15 minutes. After 
listening, you will have to complete two simple tasks which should take no longer than 20 
minutes. If you agree to participate in this study, I will meet you in person to explain to you 
the procedures and answer any questions you might have.  
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Anonymity  
 
The data that you provide (the tasks results) will be stored by a code number. Any information 
that identifies you will be stored separately from the data. The data will be in identifiable 
format only two weeks after the last task has taken place. Only Imane Berrouba Tani will have 
access to the data in an identifiable form.  
 
 
Storing and using your data 
 
Data will be stored in secure filing cabinets and on a password protected computer.  The data 
will be kept for 6 years after which time they will be destroyed. The data may be used for 
future analysis (up to 6 years from now) and shared for research or training purposes, but 
participants will not be identified individually.  If you do not want your data to be included in 
any information shared as a result of this research, please do not sign this consent form.   
 
You are free to withdraw from the study at any time during data collection and up to 7 days 
after the data is collected, by emailing  ibt500@york.ac.uk.  
 
 
Information about confidentiality 
 
The data that I collect (task responses) may be used in anonymous format in different ways.  
Please indicate on the consent form attached with a þ if you are happy for this anonymised 
data to be used in the ways listed.  
 
I hope that you will agree to take part. If you have any questions about the study that you 
would like to ask before giving consent or after the data collection, please feel free to contact 
Imane Berrouba Tani by email (ibt500@york.ac.uk), or the Chair of Ethics Committee via email 
education-research-administrator@york.ac.uk   
 
 If you are happy for you to participate, please complete the form attached. 
 
Please keep this information sheet for your own records. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this information. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Imane Berrouba Tani  
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                      THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING 

                                                            Consent Form 
   Please tick each box if you are happy to take part in this research. 

 
I confirm that I have read and understood the information given to me about the above named research project and I 
understand that this will involve me taking part as described above.   
 

 

I understand that the purpose of the research is to investigate how EFL learners learn English through listening 
comprehension. 
 

 

I understand that data will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet and on a password protected computer, and 
only Imane Berrouba Tani will have access to any identifiable data.  I understand that my identity will be protected 
by use of a code. 
 

 

I understand that my data will not be identifiable after two weeks following data collection and the data may be 
used ….   
 

 
in publications that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in presentations that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in publications that are mainly read by the public  

 
in presentations that are mainly read by the public  

 
freely available online 

 
I understand that data will be kept for 6 (six) years after which it will be destroyed 

 
I understand that data could be used for future analysis or other purposes, for up to 6 years 
 

 
I understand that I can withdraw my data at any point during data collection and up to 7 days after data is collected, 
by emailing ibt500@york.ac.uk 

 
I consent to voluntarily participate in this study 

 
Name   
 
 
Signature   ________________________                                Date      ______________ 
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Teachers  

                                                                                 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  

 Heslington, York, YO10 5DD 
 Tel:  (01904) 323460  

                                                                                                                                                Web:  http://www.york.ac.uk/education 
 

                                           Information Page 
 
 

THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING  
 
 

  
Dear teacher 
 
I, Imane Berrouba Tani am currently carrying out a research project to investigate how EFL 
students learn English through listening comprehension. I am writing to ask if you are able to 
give permission for your students to take part in my study.  
 
What would this mean for me?  
 
The study aims at improving listening comprehension as well as overall English learning. All 
the participants are first-year students whose specialty is English Language. The study will 
involve one listening session. Prior to this, participants will have to complete a general 
proficiency test which will take no more than 45 minutes. Additionally, they will be asked to 
complete three short tasks which will take no more than 35 minutes. Then, they will have to 
listen to a podcast episode and answer some listening comprehension questions. They will be 
divided into three groups, each of which will have the opportunity to listen to the podcast 
episode, but in a slightly different order. This should take no more than 15 minutes. After 
listening, they will have to complete two simple tasks which should take no longer than 20 
minutes.  
 
Anonymity  
 
The data that students provide (the tasks results) will be stored by a code number. Any 
information that identifies them will be stored separately from the data. The data will be in 
identifiable format only two weeks after the last task has taken place. Only Imane Berrouba 
Tani will have access to the data in an identifiable form.  
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Storing and using data 
 
Data will be stored in secure filing cabinets and on a password protected computer.  The data 
will be kept for 6 years after which time they will be destroyed. The data may be used for 
future analysis (up to 6 years from now) and shared for research or training purposes, but 
participants will not be identified individually.  If you do not want the data to be included in 
any information shared as a result of this research, please do not sign this consent form.   
 
Students are free to withdraw from the study at any time during data collection and up to 7 
days after the data is collected, by emailing  ibt500@york.ac.uk.  
 
 
Information about confidentiality 
 
The data that I collect (task responses) may be used in anonymous format in different ways.  
Please indicate on the consent form attached with a þ if you are happy for this anonymised 
data to be used in the ways listed.  
 
I hope that you will give permission for your students to take part. If you have any questions 
about the study that you would like to ask before giving consent or after the data collection, 
please feel free to contact Imane Berrouba Tani by email (ibt500@york.ac.uk), or the Chair of 
Ethics Committee via email education-research-administrator@york.ac.uk   
 
 If you are happy for your students to participate, please complete the form attached. 
 
Please keep this information sheet for your own records. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this information. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Imane Berrouba Tani  
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             THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING 

                                                            Consent Form 
   Please tick each box if you are happy for your students to take part in this research. 

 
I confirm that I have read and understood the information given to me about the above named research project and I 
understand that this will involve my students taking part as described above.   
 

 

I understand that the purpose of the research is to investigate how EFL learners learn English through listening 
comprehension. 
 

 

I understand that data will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet and on a password protected computer, and 
only Imane Berrouba Tani will have access to any identifiable data.  I understand that my students’ identity will be 
protected by use of a code. 
 

 

I understand that data will not be identifiable after two weeks following data collection and the data may be used 
….   
 

 
in publications that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in presentations that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in publications that are mainly read by the public  

 
in presentations that are mainly read by the public  

 
freely available online 

 
I understand that data will be kept for 6 (six) years after which it will be destroyed 

 
I understand that data could be used for future analysis or other purposes, for up to 6 years 
 

 
I understand that my students can withdraw my data at any point during data collection and up to 7 days after data 
is collected, by emailing ibt500@york.ac.uk 

 
I give the permission for the researcher to recruit my students 

 
Name   
 
 
Signature   ________________________                                Date      ______________ 
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Head of department  

                                                                                 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  

 Heslington, York, YO10 5DD 
 Tel:  (01904) 323460  

                                                                                                                                                Web:  http://www.york.ac.uk/education 
 

                                           Information Page 
 
 

THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING  
 
 

  
Dear Sir 
 
I, Imane Berrouba Tani am currently carrying out a research project to investigate how EFL 
students learn English through listening comprehension. I am writing to ask if you are able to 
give consent to my study.  
  
What would this mean for me?  
 
The study aims at improving listening comprehension as well as overall English learning. All 
the participants are first-year students whose specialty is English Language. The study will 
involve one listening session. Prior to this, participants will have to complete a general 
proficiency test which will take no more than 45 minutes. Additionally, they will be asked to 
complete three short tasks which will take no more than 35 minutes. Then, they will have to 
listen to a podcast episode and answer some listening comprehension questions. They will be 
divided into three groups, each of which will have the opportunity to listen to the podcast 
episode, but in a slightly different order. This should take no more than 15 minutes. After 
listening, they will have to complete two simple tasks which should take no longer than 20 
minutes.  
 
Anonymity  
 
The data that participants provide (the tasks results) will be stored by a code number. Any 
information that identifies them will be stored separately from the data. The data will be in 
identifiable format only two weeks after the last task has taken place. Only Imane Berrouba 
Tani will have access to the data in an identifiable form.  
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Storing and using data 
 
Data will be stored in secure filing cabinets and on a password protected computer.  The data 
will be kept for 6 years after which time they will be destroyed. The data may be used for 
future analysis (up to 6 years from now) and shared for research or training purposes, but 
participants will not be identified individually.  If you do not want the data to be included in 
any information shared as a result of this research, please do not sign this consent form.   
 
Participants are free to withdraw from the study at any time during data collection and up to 
7 days after the data is collected, by emailing  ibt500@york.ac.uk.  
 
 
Information about confidentiality 
 
The data that I collect (task responses) may be used in anonymous format in different ways.  
Please indicate on the consent form attached with a þ if you are happy for this anonymised 
data to be used in the ways listed.  
 
I hope that you will give consent to my study. If you have any questions about the study that 
you would like to ask before giving consent or after the data collection, please feel free to 
contact Imane Berrouba Tani by email (ibt500@york.ac.uk), or the Chair of Ethics Committee 
via email education-research-administrator@york.ac.uk   
 
 If you are happy for me to conduct this study in the department, please complete the form 
attached. 
 
Please keep this information sheet for your own records. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this information. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Imane Berrouba Tani  
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          THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING 

                                                            Consent Form 
   Please tick each box if you are happy to give consent to this research 

 
I confirm that I have read and understood the information given to me about the above named research project and I 
understand that this will involve students in the department taking part as described above.   
 

 

I understand that the purpose of the research is to investigate how EFL learners learn English through listening 
comprehension. 
 

 

I understand that data will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet and on a password protected computer, and 
only Imane Berrouba Tani will have access to any identifiable data.  I understand that the participants’ identity will 
be protected by use of a code. 
 

 

I understand that data will not be identifiable after two weeks following data collection and the data may be used 
….   
 

 
in publications that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in presentations that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in publications that are mainly read by the public  

 
in presentations that are mainly read by the public  

 
freely available online 

 
I understand that data will be kept for 6 (six) years after which it will be destroyed 

 
I understand that data could be used for future analysis or other purposes, for up to 6 years 
 

 
I understand that participants can withdraw my data at any point during data collection and up to 7 days after data 
is collected, by emailing ibt500@york.ac.uk 

 
I give the permission for the researcher to conduct this study  

 
Name   
 
 
Signature   ________________________                                Date      ______________ 
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Comparison group Participants  

                                                                                 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  

 Heslington, York, YO10 5DD 
 Tel:  (01904) 323460  

                                                                                                                                                Web:  http://www.york.ac.uk/education 
 

                                           Information Page 
 
 

THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING  
 
 

  
Dear Participant  
 
I, Imane Berrouba Tani am currently carrying out a research project on English learning. I am 
writing to ask if you are able to take part in the study.  
 
What would this mean for me?  
 
The study aims at improving your overall English learning. All the participants are first-year 
students whose specialty is English Language. The study will involve one learning session.  
Prior to this, you will have to complete a general proficiency test which will take no more than 
45 minutes. Additionally, you will be asked to complete one short task which will take no more 
than 20 minutes. Then, you will attend the learning session. Immediately after this session, 
you will have to complete two simple tasks which should take no longer than 20 minutes. If 
you agree to participate in this study, I will meet you in person to explain to you the 
procedures and answer any questions you might have.  
 
Anonymity  
 
The data that you provide (the tasks results) will be stored by a code number. Any information 
that identifies you will be stored separately from the data. The data will be in identifiable 
format only two weeks after the last test has taken place. Only Imane Berrouba Tani will have 
access to the data in an identifiable form.  
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Storing and using your data 
 
Data will be stored in secure filing cabinets and on a password protected computer.  The data 
will be kept for 6 years after which time they will be destroyed. The data may be used for 
future analysis (up to 6 years from now) and shared for research or training purposes, but 
participants will not be identified individually.  If you do not want the data data to be included 
in any information shared as a result of this research, please do not sign this consent form.   
 
You are free to withdraw from the study at any time during data collection and up to 7 days 
after the data is collected, by emailing  ibt500@york.ac.uk.  
 
 
Information about confidentiality 
 
The data that I collect (task responses) may be used in anonymous format in different ways.  
Please indicate on the consent form attached with a þ if you are happy for this anonymised 
data to be used in the ways listed.  
 
I hope that you will agree to take part. If you have any questions about the study that you 
would like to ask before giving consent or after the data collection, please feel free to contact 
Imane Berrouba Tani by email (ibt500@york.ac.uk), or the Chair of Ethics Committee via email 
education-research-administrator@york.ac.uk   
 
 If you are happy for you to participate, please complete the form attached. 
 
Please keep this information sheet for your own records. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this information. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Imane Berrouba Tani  
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             THE EFFECT OF DUAL-MODE EXPOSURE ON LANGUAGE LEARNING 

                                                            Consent Form 
   Please tick each box if you are happy to take part in this research. 

 
I confirm that I have read and understood the information given to me about the above named research project and I 
understand that this will involve me taking part as described above.   
 

 

I understand that the purpose of the research is to investigate general English learning. 
 

 

I understand that data will be stored securely in a locked filing cabinet and on a password protected computer, and 
only Imane Berrouba Tani will have access to any identifiable data.  I understand that my identity will be protected 
by use of a code. 
 

 

I understand that my data will not be identifiable after two weeks following data collection and the data may be 
used ….   
 

 
in publications that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in presentations that are mainly read by university academics 

 
in publications that are mainly read by the public  

 
in presentations that are mainly read by the public  

 
freely available online 

 
I understand that data will be kept for 6 (six) years after which it will be destroyed 

 
I understand that data could be used for future analysis or other purposes, for up to 6 years 
 

 
I understand that I can withdraw my data at any point during data collection and up to 7 days after data is collected, 
by emailing ibt500@york.ac.uk 

 
I consent to voluntarily participate in this study 

 
Name   
 
 
Signature   ________________________                                Date      ______________ 
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Appendix B Oxford Placement Test  
 

Part 1  
 

Look at these examples. The correct answer is indicated in bold. 

 In warm climates people ( like/ likes/ are liking) sitting outside in the sun. 

 If it is very hot, they sit (at/ in/ under ) the shade. 

Now the test will begin. Tick the correct answers.  

Water (be freezing/ is freezing/ freezes) at a temperature of 00 C. In some countries (there is/ 

is/ it is) dark all the time in winter. In hot countries people wear light clothes (for keeping/ to 

keep/ for to keep) cool. In  Madeira they have (the good/ good/ a good) weather almost all 

year. Most Mediterranean countries are (more warm/ the more warm/ warmer) in October 

than April. Parts of Australia don’t have (the/ some/ any) rain for long periods. In the Arctic 

and Antarctic (it is/ there is/ it has) a lot of snow. Climate is very important in (most/ of most/ 

the most) people’s lives. Even now there is (little/ few/ less) we can do to control the weather. 

In the future (we’ll need /we are needing/ we can need) to get a lot of power from the sun and 

the wind.  

Pele is still perhaps (most/ the most /the more) famous footballer in the world. He (has been/ 

is/ was) born in 1940. His mother (not want/ wasn’t wanting/ didn’t want) him to be 

footballer. But he (used/ ought/ has used ) to watch his father play. His father (made him to/ 

made him/ would make him to) practise every day. He learned to use (or his left foot or/ and 

his left foot and/ both his left foot and) his right. He got the name Pele when he (had only ten 

years/ was only ten/ was only ten years). By 1956 he (has joined/ joined/ had joined) Santos 

and has scored in his first game. In 1957 he (has been picked/ was picked/ was picking) for 

Brazilian national team. The World Cup Finals were in 1958 and Pele was looking forward 

(to play/ to playing/ to be playing). But he hurt (this/ the/ his) knee in a game in Brazil. He 

thought he (isn’t going/ to couldn’t/ wasn’t going to) be able to play in the finals in Sweden. 

If he (hadn’t been/ weren’t /wouldn’t be) so important to the team, he would have been left 

behind. But he was (a such/ such a/ a so) brilliant player, they took him anyway. And (even 

though/ even so/ in spite of ) he was injured he helped Brazil to win the final.  
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The history of the World Cup is (quite a/ a quite/ quite) short one. Football (has been/ is 

being/ was) played for ( above/ over /more that) a hundred years, but the first World Cup 

competition (did not be/ was not/ was not being) held until 1930. Uruguay (could win/ were 

winning/ had won) the Olympic football final in 1924 and 1928 and wanted (be/ being/ to be) 

World Champions for the third time. Four teams entered from Europe, but with (a little/ few/ 

little ) success. It was the first time (which /that /when) professional teams (are playing/ 

would play/ had played) for a world title. It wasn’t until four years (later /more/ further) that a 

European team succeeded (to win/ in winning/ at winning) for ( the/ a /its) first time. The 

1934 World Cup was again won by (a/ the/one) home team, (what/ this /which) has been the 

case several times since then. The 1934 final was (among/ between/ against) two European 

teams, Czechoslovakia and Italy, (which/ that/ who) won,  went on (to win/ winning/ to have 

won) the 1938 final. Winning successive finals is something that ( is not/ was not/ has not 

been) achieved again until Brazil did (these /them/ it) in 1958 and 1962. If Brazil (would 

have won/ would win/ had won) in 1966 then the authorities would have needed to (have/ let/ 

make) the original World Cup replaced. But England stopped the Brazilians (to 

get/getting/get) a third successive win. An England player, Geoff Hurst , scored three goals in 

the final and won it almost (by his own/ on himself /by himself). 1966 proved (being/ as 

being/ to be) the last year that England (would/ will/ did )even qualify for the finals till 1982, 

though they got in as winners in 1970.  

Part 2  

Many (people/ persons/ peoples) nowadays believe that everyone should learn to use 

computers. The majority of children in the UK (have/ has/ are having) access to micro-

computer. There are more computers per head in England than (anywhere else/ somewhere 

else/ anywhere else) other in the world. Learning a computer language is not the same (as 

/like/ than) learning a real language. Most people start off with “Basic”, (who/ what/ which) 

is the easiest to learn. Children seem to find computers too easy, but many adults aren’t used 

to (work/ the work /working) with microtechnology. There aren’t (no /any/ some) easy ways 

of learning to program a computer. The only way to become really proficient is to practise a 

lot (on your own/ by your own/ on yourself). You can pick up the basics quite if you (want 

to/ would/ are willing to) make an effort. Most adults feel it would be easier if only they 
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(would have started /would start /had computer studies earlier. Some people would just 

(rather /prefer/ better ) not have anything to do with computers at all. A lot have resigned 

themselves to never even (know/ known/ knowing) how a computer works. Microtechnology 

is moving so fast that hardly (anybody/ nobody/ no one) can keep up with it all. It’s no use 

(in trying/ to try/ trying) to learn about computers just by reading books. Everyone has 

(difficulty in learning/ difficulties to learn/ it difficult to learn) if they can’t get ‘hands-on’ 

experience.   

Below is a letter written to the ‘advice’ column of a daily newspaper. Tick the correct 
answers.  

Dear Marge, 

(I am writing/ I will write/ I should write) to you because I (am not knowing/ don’t know 

know not) what to do. I’m twenty-six and a teacher at a primary school in Norwich where 

(I’m working/ I’ve worked/ I work) for the last five years. When I (was/ have been /had been) 

there for a couple of years, one of the older members of staff (would leave/ left had/ been 

leaving) and a new teacher (would be /became/ was) appointed to work in the same 

department as me. We (worked/ have worked/ should work) together with the same classes 

during her first year and had the (opportunity for building/ possibilities to build /chance to 

build) up a good professional relationship. Then, about eighteen months after (she has 

arrived/ to have arrived/ arriving) in Norwich, she decided to buy (her own/ herself/ her a) 

house.  

She was tired of (to live/ live /living) in rented accommodation and wanted a place (by her 

own/ of her own /of herself ). At about the same time, I (was given /have been given/ gave) 

notice by the landlord of the flat (what I was living/ that I had lived/ I was living) in and she 

asked me if I (liked/ had liked /would like) to live with her. She (said /told /explained) me 

that by the time she (would pay /would have paid /had paid) the mortgage and the bills (it 

there/ they) wouldn’t be (a lot/ many/ few ) left to live on. She suggested ( us to /we should 

we may) share the house and share the costs. It seemed like a good idea, so after (we’d 

agreed/ we could agree/ we agreed with/ all the details (what/ that /who) needed to be sorted 

out, we moved into the new house together. At the end of this month, (we have lived/ we 
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have been living/ we’ll have been living) together for a year and a half. It’s the first time ( I 

live/ I’m living/ I’ve lived ) with anybody before, but (I should guess/ I might have guessed 

/I’d have guessed what would happen. I’ve fallen in love with her and now she’d been 

offered another job 200 miles away and is going to move. I don’t know what to do. Please 

give me some advice.  

Yours in shy desperation,  

Steve 

Look at the following examples of question tags in English. The correct form of the tag 
is ticked.  

He’s getting the 9.15 train, isn’t he hasn’t he wasn’t he ? 

She works in a library, isn’t she doesn’t she doesn’t he? 

Tom didn’t tell you, hasn’t he didn’t he did he? 

Someone’s forgotten to switch off the gas, didn’t one, didn’t they haven’t they? 

Now tick the correct question tag in the following 10 items  

Steve’s off to China, (has he/ hasn’t he/ isn’t he) ? 

It’ll be a year before we see him again, (won’t it/ won’t we/ shan’t i)t? 

I believe he’s given up smoking, (isn’t he/ don’t I/ hasn’t he) ? 

I’m next on the list to go out there, (am not I, are I, aren’t I) ? 

No doubt you’d rather he didn’t stay abroad too long, (shouldn’t you/ wouldn’t you/ hadn’t 
you) ? 

He’s rarely been away for this long before, (is he/ hasn’t he/ has he)?  

So you think he’ll be back before November, (shall he/ will he/ do you)?  

Nobody’s disagreed with the latest proposals , (did he/ has he/ have they )? 

We’d better not delay reading this any longer, (should we/ did we/ had we)?  

Now’s hardly the time to tell me you didn’t need a test at all, (did you/ is it/ isn’t it 
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Appendix C the 2000 and 3000 Vocabulary Levels Test 

 

You must choose the right word to go with each meaning. Write the number of that 

word next to its meaning.  Here is an example. 

 

l    business 

2    clock    ______ part of a house 

3    horse     ______ animal with four legs 

4    pencil   ______ something used for writing 

5    shoe 

6    wall 

 

You answer it in the following way. 

 

l     business 

2    clock   ___6__ part of a house 

3    horse   ___3__ animal with four legs 

4    pencil   ___4__ something used for writing 

5    shoe 

6    wall 

 

 

If you have no idea about the meaning of a word, do not guess.  But if you think you might 

know the meaning, then you should try to find the answer.   
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2,000 level  
1 birth                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
2 dust  _____ game 
3 operation _____ winning 
4 row  _____ being born 
5 sport 
6 victory 
 
 
1 choice 
2 crop  _____ heat 
3 flesh  _____ meat 
4 salary  _____ money paid regularly for 
5 secret                      doing a job 
6 temperature 
 
1 cap 
2 education _____ teaching and learning 
3 journey  _____ numbers to measure with 
4 parent  _____ going to a far place 
5 scale 
6 trick 
 
1 attack 
2 charm  _____ gold and silver 
3 lack  _____ pleasing quality 
4 pen  _____ not having something 
5 shadow 
6 treasure 

 

1 cream 
2 factory  _____ part of milk 
3 nail  _____ a lot of money 
4 pupil  _____ person who is studying 
5 sacrifice 
6 wealth 
 
1 brave 
2 electric _____ commonly done 
3 firm  _____ wanting food 
4 hungry  _____ having no fear 
5 local 
6 usual 
 
1 adopt 
2 climb  _____ go up 
3 examine  _____ look at closely 
4 pour  _____ be on every side 
5 satisfy 
6 surround 
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1 bake 
2 connect  _____ join together 
3 inquire  _____ walk without purpose 
4 limit  _____ keep within a certain size 
5 recognize 
6 wander 
 
 
1 burst 
2 concern _____ break open 
3 deliver  _____ make better 
4 fold  _____ take something to someone 
5 improve 
6 urge 

 

1 original 
2 private  _____ first 
3 royal  _____ not public 
4 slow  _____ all added together 
5 sorry 
6 total 
 

 

3,000 level  

 
1 belt 
2 climate _____ idea 
3 executive _____ inner surface of your hand 
4 notion  _____ strip of leather worn  
5 palm    around the waist 
6 victim 
 
1 acid 
2 bishop  _____ cold feeling 
3 chill  _____ farm animal 
4 ox  _____ organization or framework 
5 ridge 
6 structure 
 
1 bench 
2 charity  _____ long seat 
3 jar  _____ help to the poor 
4 mate  _____ part of a country 
5 mirror 
6 province 
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1 boot 
2 device  _____ army officer 
3 lieutenant _____ a kind of stone 
4 marble                   _____ tube through which blood  
5 phrase            flows 
6 vein 
 
1 apartment 
2 candle  _____ a place to live 
3 draft  _____ chance of something  
4 horror              happening 
5 prospect _____ first rough form of  
6 timber                      something written 
 
1 betray 
2 dispose _____ frighten 
3 embrace _____ say publicly 
4 injure  _____ hurt seriously 
5 proclaim 
6 scare 

 

1 encounter 
2 illustrate _____ meet 
3 inspire  _____ beg for help 
4 plead   _____ close completely 
5 seal 
6 shift 

 

1 assist 
2 bother  _____ help 
3 condemn _____ cut neatly 
4 erect  _____ spin around quickly 
5 trim 
6 whirl 

 

 
1 annual 
2 concealed _____ wild 
3 definite _____ clear and certain 
4 mental  ____ happening once a year 
5 previous 
6 savage 
 
 
1 dim 
2 junior  _____ strange 
3 magnificent _____ wonderful 
4 maternal _____ not clearly lit 
5 odd 
6 weary 
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Appendix D Modified Vocabulary Knowledge Scale test (pre-test and post-
test) 
 
Pre-test (65 words) 

Read the following statements and check (ü) the appropriate column for each word. 
 
 

A. I know what this word means ……..(provide a synonym or translation in Arabic 
or French in the column) 
B. I have seen this word before but don’t know what it means 
C. I have never seen this word before 

 

 
Words  

 
A 

 
B 

 
C 

 
Insight 

   

 
Impact  

   

 
Reluctant  

   

 
Postpone  

   

 
Reduce  

   

 
Worth  

   

 
Pinpoint   
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Upset  

   

 
Conceive 

   

 
Reliant  

   

 
Acquaintance 

   

 
Distracted  

   

 
Craving  

   

 
Pace  

   

 
Ignore  

   

 
Urge  

   

 
Restrain  

   

 
Tough  

 

   

Appealing     
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Swift  

   

 
Care  

   

 
Procrastinate  

   

 
Mindful  

   

 
Realise 

   

 
Brave  

   

 
Mere 

   

 
Outcome  

   

 
Spend  

   

 
Grateful 

   

          

        Overstate  
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          Digital  

   

 

            Daily  

 

   

 

         Happiness 

 

   

 

          Reflect  

 

   

 

        Reminder  

 

   

 

    Uncomfortable  

 

   

 

      Impatience  

   

 

        Delete  

 

   

 

       Massive  

   

 

        Enjoy  
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       Moderate  

 

   

 

        Proud  

 

   

 

          Fast  

 

   

 

         Task  

 

   

 

      Essential  

 

   

 

        Busy  

 

   

 

        Noise  

 

   

 

          Wish  

 

   

 

       Glamorise  

 

   

 

       Preserve  
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         Success  

 

   

 

       Symbol  

 

   

 

     Exhausted  

 

   

 

          Joy 

 

   

 

     Imagination  

 

   

 

       Hope  

 

   

 

      Fight  

 

   

 

      Enduring  

 

   

 

      Urgency  

 

   

 

       Trigger  
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         Gain 

   

 

          Temporary  

   

  

          Honest 

   

  

           Valuable  

   

  

           Solve 
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Post-test 
Read the following statements and check (ü) the appropriate column for each word. 

 
 

A. I know what this word means ……..(provide a synonym or translation in Arabic 
or French in the column) 
B. I have seen this word before but don’t know what it means 
C. I have never seen this word before 

 

 

 
Words  

 
A 

 
B 

 
C 

 
Insight 

   

 
Impact  

   

 
Reluctant  

   

 
Postpone  

   

 
Reduce  

   

 
Worth  

   

 
Pinpoint   
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Upset  

   

 
Conceive 

   

 
Reliant  

   

 
Acquaintance 

   

 
Distracted  

   

 
Craving  

   

 
Pace  

   

 
Ignore  

   

 
Urge  

   

 
Restrain  

   

 
Tough  

 

   

Appealing     
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Swift  

   

 
Glamorise  

   

 
Procrastinate  

   

 
Mindful  

   

 
Realise 

   

 
Trigger  

   

 
Mere 

   

 
Outcome  

   

 
Enduring  

   

 
Grateful 

   

          

        Overstate  
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Appendix E Aural vocabulary test (meaning recognition of spoken form)  
 

Listen carefully to the following words and check  ( ü  ) the correct translation for each 

word. 

 

1. Insight                                                                                      
               
ملح ¨       (dream) 
¨ ملع       (insight)                                                    
¨                                                                                                                                (blame)       مول
¨ I don’t know                                                      
 
2. Reluctant  

¨ ددرتم       (reluctant)  
درمتم ¨      (rebellious) 
¨ درفتم        (unique) 
¨ I don’t know 
 

3. Craving                                                          
  
ةبغر  ¨       (craving)                                                           
ةعتم ¨          (pleasure)                                                      
ةبھ  ¨          (talent)                                                                                                                    
¨ I don’t know  

 

4. Reliant                                                     

   (entitled to)     لوخم ¨
لولم   ¨       (bored) 
¨ لكوتم         (reliant) 
¨ I don’t know  
 

5. Trigger 

زیفحت ¨      (trigger)  
ریفنت  ¨      (repulsion) 
زییمت ¨     (recognition) 
¨ I don’t know  
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6. Conceive  

لدبتی ¨    (change) 
لیختی ¨   (conceive) 
لقتنی  ¨   (move) 
¨ I don’t know  
 
7. Restrain  
 
¨             (have fun)   حرمی    
حتفی  ¨        (open)                                                         
حبكی   ¨      (restrain)                                                        
¨ I don’t know  
 
8. Acquaintance  
 
¨                                                                                        (acquaintance)     ةفرعم
¨ ةلزنم       (status) 
¨  (benefit)     ةعفنم 
¨ I don’t know  
 
9. Appealing  
 
يدجم   ¨       (useful)                                                                        
يرغم ¨    ( appealing) 
يروف  ¨     (immediate)   
¨ I don’t know  
 
10. Pinpoint 
 
ددسی ¨       (pay off)               
ددجی ¨      (renew) 
ددحی ¨      (pinpoint) 
¨ I don’t know  
 

11. Glamorise                                                       
 
دبكُی ¨       (endure)                                                            
ددشی ¨      (emphasise)                                                                      
¨ دجمی      (glamorise)                                                               
¨ I don’t know   
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12. Swift  

عیرس  ¨     (swift) 
عیدب ¨      (magnificent)  
عیظف ¨      (horrible)  
¨ I don’t know  
 

13. Procrastinate  

لطامی   ¨   (procrastinate)                                                                 
رذتعی ¨       (apologise)                                                             
(suicide رحتنی      ) ¨     
¨ I don’t know  

 

14.  Urge 

للم   ¨       (boredom)  
 (prohibition)     عنم   ¨
حاحلا     ¨    (urge) 
¨ I don’t know  
 

15. Overstate  

طرفی  ¨         (overstate)                                                        
طقسی ¨         (fall)                                                          
برھی  ¨       (escape)                                                                                                                                     
¨ I don’t know  

 

16. Enduring  

رمتسم    ¨    (enduring) 
رھبم     ¨     (impressive) 
روطتم     ¨   (developed) 
¨ I don’t know  
 

17. Mindful 

يكذ   ¨      (smart)                                                                     
ظقی     ¨    (mindful)                                                            
¨ عاجش       (courageous)  
¨ I don’t know  
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18. Pace  

ةلجع  ¨        (pace) 
ةعاشا  ¨       (rumour) 
ةیرح    ¨      (freedom)  
¨ I don’t know  
 

19. Postpone  

رخؤی  ¨        (postpone)                                                             
يمری   ¨        (throw)                                                                                                                              
شقانی    ¨    ( discuss)  
¨ I don’t know  

 

20. Outcome  

 (category)     ةلیصف ¨
ةلیصح   ¨     (outcome)    
¨  (truth)        ةیقیقح 
¨  I don’t know  
 

 
Note: as this test was in an aural format, the target words written in italics were not presented in the 

answer sheet (participants could not see the written form of the target words, they only heard it), yet it 

was presented here for the reader. Also, the two incorrect translations in Arabic were similar in form 

to the key, but when they were translated into English (as shown between brackets), English 

translations were not similar in form due to differences between English and Arabic languages.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 

214 

Appendix F  Arabic translations presented in the explicit exposure (treatment phase) 

and their synonyms presented in the recognition test (testing phase) 

 

Target word                                           Initial translation                          Tested translation 

Insight                                                    مھف ملع                                                        

Reluctant                                               عنامم د درتم                                                    

Craving                                                  قوت ةبغر                                                     

Reliant                                                   ىلع دمتعم لكوتم                                              

Trigger                                                    ھبنم زیفحت                                                   

Conceive                                                 روصتی لیختی                                                

Restrain                                                   حبكی                                                 عنمی   

Acquaintance                                           برقم ریغ صخش ةفرعم                                  

Appealing                                                باذج يرغم                                                   

Glamorise                                                مظعی دجمی                                                    

Swift                                                        فطاخ عیرس                                                        

Procrastinate                                           لطامی                                                  لجؤی  

Urge                                                        رارصإ حاحلا                                                 

Overstate                                                 طرفی                                                   غلابی   

Enduring                                                 رمتسم                                                   مئاد   

Mindful                                                   رضاحلا ىلع زكرم ظقی                                 

Pace                                                       ةلجع                                                 ةعرس  

Postpone                                                رخؤی                                               لجؤی   

Outcome                                                  ةجیتن ةلیصح                                                      

Pinpoint                                         ققدـی                                             ددـحی                    
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Appendix G Podcast script of main study  
 
How to break up with your phone  
 
Hey I'm Rachel...I am your host welcome to the technology podcast, I love reading the latest 
books and research on the digital world we are currently living in  to gain insight into the 
impact of today's technologies on our daily lives  … So, Let's move to today's topic which I 
honestly was a bit reluctant to talk about (Laughter) because it's about mobile phones.  
 
A study revealed that Americans check their phones about 47 times a day? Half of them 
check their phones in the middle of the night too. Did you know that? They must truly like 
their phones (laughter) and if you do too then it's time you reconsider your relationship with 
your phone.  
 
Have you ever asked yourself what kind of relationship you have with your phone?  
 
Perhaps you check your phone for some important purpose only to be drawn into news, social 
media, or videos. However and suddenly, you realise that hours go by fast, leaving you 
feeling unsatisfied and very upset, but you're not sure why. In fact, maybe you had the 
intentions and hopes to look to your phone to provide your life with meaning, happiness, or 
some kind of positive feeling. If this sounds like you, and you just conceive that joy is found 
online then it's probably time to take a break from your phone.  
 
Easier said than done though, right? We have  become reliant on our phone's tools (like maps 
), the easy communication (like texts to a friend or an acquaintance), and, well, just about 
everything else on our phones that is making our lives and daily activities tremendously 
easier and better but, at the same time, making us distracted and sometimes not very 
productive. To overcome these challenges, here are some tips from an article I read called, 
How to Break up with Your Phone from Psychology Today.com by Dr Tchiki Davis.  
 
 
Tip number 1 
 
1. Reflect on how you use your phone 
 
For a day or two, just pay attention to your relationship with your phone to understand how 
your phone makes you feel. What feelings do you have before using your phone? How about 
after using your phone? Are there particular applications you use most often? Is it hard to 
return your attention back to other things?  
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Tip number 2  
 
2. Try controlling your cravings  
 
One way to control these cravings is to better understand them. Ask yourself, why are you 
wanting to reach for your phone right now? What emotions are you hoping to experience? 
Instead of picking up your phone, just sit with your emotions  and  if you can identify what, 
exactly, is causing you to pick up your phone. By asking all these questions, you get to know 
that the happiness your phone gives you is just temporary and it's absolutely no use trying to 
escape from other necessary stuff that has to be done sooner or later. And it's much better to 
get this stuff done first at your own pace than to do it later. 
However, if ignoring your uncomfortable desires is harder than you thought? Then set your 
lock screen with a reminder image not to. 
 
Tip number 3 
 
 Create a trigger 
 
Suppose that you tried hard to control your desires but unfortunately you still find that you 
skip through your lock screen, ignoring your reminder and you can't just ride out your urge to 
use your phone when you shouldn't, well then it sounds like you need an extra layer of 
defense. If this sounds like you, then put something on the outside of your phone to slow you 
down when you reach for your phone - anything that you know that has a strong influence on 
you and makes you restrain your impatience something like a sticker . 
 
Tip number 4 
 
 Consider deleting social media applications  
 
Social media and other browsing applications can be the biggest time distractions  on your 
phone… When they aren't there, we can be less tempted to reach for our phones. A recent 
study showed that massive use of social media applications particularly, Facebook may lead 
to social comparison and make you more comparative. You will ask yourself, Am I happier 
than my friends or Are they happier than me ? which actually causes unhappiness. And let's 
be honest and not fool ourselves, people tend to choose only to post the best things that 
happen to them while the truth is that they and we all have tough and sad moments in our life.  
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Tip number 5 
 
 Find more things you like to do 
 
Unfortunately, we often tend to use our phone when we can't immediately think of other 
activities that we enjoy. To solve this problem, start doing things that are more valuable and 
appealing, so that when you take a break from your phone, you won't feel bored. Instead, 
you'll feel pleased and satisfied to have time to do all this cool stuff. 
 
Moving swiftly to Tip Number 6 and the last tip by Dr Tchiki 
 
 Check in with yourself often 
 
Set a reminder to check in with yourself each month. Ask yourself, how is your relationship 
with your phone going? Are you only spending a small amount of time on your phone or are 
you being drawn into and feeling unhappy later ? Do you need to make any more changes? If 
so, then make them. Because if you really want to get rid of the enticing draw of the Internet 
you will ! Blake Snow revealed this in his new book, ‘Log Off: How to Stay Connected after 
Disconnecting’  
 
Here are some tips from Blake's book to help you be a moderate user of your phone. 
 
 Tip number 1 
 
Don't glamorize busyness 
 
It seems silly how proud we are of being busy. Blake notes that explanations of, "I'm so 
busy!" are really just our attempt to avoid making hard choices about how we live our lives. 
Worse yet, the Internet makes it so easy to be "busy" completely. So be careful not to 
appreciate and pretend to be busy.  
 
Tip number 2 
 
Always ask "why" when you pull out your phone 
 
Sure, our smartphones are handy tools for finding out answers, keeping contact with friends, 
or even checking the time. But often, more often than we think, we use our phones to distract 
and to procrastinate.  Blake says in his book "I truly believe that keeping our phones in our 
pockets is one of the bravest things that any of us can do”. We really need sometimes to focus 
on what is happening now and be mindful. 
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Tip number 3  
 
 From time to time, fast from your phone  
 
Yes, literally fast. Blake says that his family will spend an entire week once in the spring and 
once in the fall with no mobile phones. Tchiki says that she tried this herself and she can't 
overstate how positive the outcome was. In fact, studies have shown that spending time on 
mobile phones or social media make you socially isolated because you are disconnecting 
from real life and connecting with an online life. 
 
Tip number 4 
 
Manage your own time 
 
Postpone the use of your phone. In fact, you can pinpoint what you should and shouldn't do 
based on the importance and urgency of a task: 
 
Like a task that must be done. Do it right away. 
Like a task that is important, but you can do it later.  
like a task that makes the most “noise,” but when it is done, has little or no enduring value.  
Like stuff that is not essential and makes you think that you are “being busy” but you can do 
it later or never .  
 
 
Tip number 5 
 
 Figure out your needs. 
 
People tend to feel bad about themselves when they don't meet  their needs so you can start this 
process by figuring out  what your needs are. Determine what your passions are and work hard 
to achieve them! and you can still use your phone while pursuing your goals as long as it helps 
you achieve what you want. 
 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 

219 

Listening comprehension  

Write an answer of Yes or No for each question. 
 
 
Part 1 
 
a. Do Americans use their phone 47 times per day?                                
 
b. Do hours go by slowly when using mobile phones?                            
 
c. Does spending too much time on the phone make you productive?     
 
 
Part 2  
 
a. Is the happiness that your phones gives you permanent ?                      
 
b. Are social media applications the biggest distractions on the phone?    
 
c. Do people usually post both happy and sad things on Facebook?          
  
 
 
Part 3  
 
a. Do you need to check your relationship with your phone every week?   
  
b. Does the internet on the phone make us completely busy?                               
 
c. Do people usually use their phones to distract?     
                                    
 
Part 4 
 
a. Did studies show that spending time on the phone makes you more social ?               
 
b. Do you need to put off using your phone until you get all your priorities done ?   
 
c. Does the author suggest you never use your phone while pursuing your goals?     
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Appendix H Podcast script of pilot studies  

Seven signs to let go of a friend  
 

Hey my name’s Chalene Johnson and I am your host. Today we'll be talking about how to 

know if it's time to let go of a friend…. So, we've all been there, that moment or stage when 

you ask yourself why am I still friends with this person. It's a question we all struggle with 

and one of the reasons why we struggle with it, well! there's actually a lot of reasons why we 

struggle with it sometimes we struggle with that decision because we feel as though the 

decision may reflect poorly on us, does moving away and cutting ties make you a bad person 

does letting go of this person who you've been trying to help and make better does it mean 

that you've failed in your quest to help them. Will this person speak negatively about you or 

put their own twist on how things went down.  

Friendships it's something we all desire we know it improves our lives we know and often 

times it's the people in our lives that make us better who we can share our greatest joys with 

and our deepest sorrow. But why is it that we're so tormented with certain friendships  

and what about that friendship that's just started to fizzle, you're spending less and less time 

together, you tend to be drifting apart should you invest more time and try to get that 

friendship rekindled or is it OK to let go. Now fundamentally you might want a very specific 

checklist and if all the boxes are checked off then you would know it's time to end a 

friendship but it's not always that cut and dried, nonetheless there are signs big signs that we 

often overlook and question ourselves.   

Number one: you no longer agree with the quality of their character, their ethics or their 

integrity or should I say lack of integrity and when I say you no longer agree with 

their character, I don't think people's character changes ,I think things happen where we can 

actually see their character, I think most people say they're going to do right until nobody is 

looking or they think nobody's looking and then they're truly tempted and then you see the 

quality of someone's character.  

Number two: you always do all the work, it's not a friendship if all the work, all the care, all 

the thoughtfulness, sacrifices and contributions are only ever coming from one side, a good 

friendship like a good relationship like a great marriage there are ebbs and flows there are 
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times when you need them more than they need you, times when they need you more than 

you need them, times when you’re the person who's lifting them up who's there in times of 

need and times of success, we all have friends who kind of disappear when things are good 

and they show back up when we've hit rock bottom.   

I think the quality of our friendships should be determined by those who are there through 

good and bad and that means that our relationship will shift back and forth, so you just have 

to ask yourself am I ALWAYS doing all the work on my just doing all the work right now, 

you know be honest with yourself and then you have to ask yourself why are you doing all 

the work, and you can't blame them for that that's something you decided to do you like being 

a savior!  so you know there's no reason to harbor any resentment towards them but you need 

to ask yourself why do I like having this role, the person who's the hero you might like to 

attribute it to altruism you know this belief that you have the selfless concern for the 

wellbeing of others but there's also something very self-serving in that and I think we just 

have to be honest with ourselves because if all of your friendships look like that where you 

are the person who's taking care of everybody else’s wellbeing and not allowing others to 

help you with yours, you have to ask yourself what it is you're getting from that and why 

that's who you're attracted to because let's face it that's who you're attracted to and there's no 

shortage of people who need and want to take from you all of us. You have to make a 

concentrated effort to look for and be confident enough in yourself to find people who are 

strong enough to stand on their own two feet and sometimes take care of you I say that 

because I used to never be attracted to people who I felt were stronger or more capable than 

me because that might mean I wouldn't be the hero in the relationship and I liked being the 

hero in the relationship so it took just maturity to realize that it was draining 

but it was also my own fault.   

Number three sign is you can't truly be yourself. Now here's what I mean by that there are 

those people who we kind of change when we're around them but we change because we 

know we should ask more of ourselves so maybe this is someone who when you're around 

them you don't use profanity as much or you tend to exercise more or speak positively of 

other people and that's a little different from hiding who you truly are so I think there are 

those people who when we're around them they make us want to be better and it's not that 

we're trying to change who we are but that they make us want to be better and then there are 
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those people who when we're around them we don't feel like they really accept our true 

authentic selves they don't like the way you dress they make you feel self-conscious about 

your choice of work or your political affiliations or whatever it is you just 

feel like you can't be your true self.  

The number four sign is if you feel entirely responsible for their happiness or their emotions 

or basically you feel responsible for the relationship, in fact you know that they define 

themselves through your relationship that's how they find significance, importance, 

happiness, wellbeing of how they feel secure if they know that you're in a good place as 

friends then they feel better about themselves. You see, sacrificing your happiness or your 

health or anything for that matter to try to make another person happy is not a noble act it's 

actually kind of selfish because it's unsustainable and you're not giving that person 

credit to take care of themselves, plus it can be incredibly destructive you can't maintain that 

without experiencing a level of exhaustion and you might not feel it initially but over time 

burnout sets in.  

The number five sign it may be time to let go of this friendship is when you have very little 

that feels good about the relationship other than “the Remember when stories” if your 

relationship has gotten to a point where there's not much that's uplifting about it not much 

that makes you happy and it doesn't add to your life in a happy uplifting or profound way and 

all that you enjoy now are your Remember when stories, It's probably time to invest your 

own emotion, your time, your dedication your love and your care with people who 

do lift you up.  

Number six sign is dishonesty or trust issues, Stephen Covey said trust is the glue of life it's 

the most essential ingredient in effective communication it’s the foundational principle that 

holds all relationships together if I can't trust someone and if someone has shown me that I 

can't trust them I tend to believe them the first time to show me and I think it's important that 

we all recognize that, you know when people show you who they are you should believe 

them and that's not to say that we shouldn't forgive and there are extenuating circumstances 

and there are people that we have to consider individually. 
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Listening comprehension  
 
Part 1  
 
1. What is the main topic of the podcast? 

a. Signs of true friendships                                                           
b. The importance of building up friendships                                
c. Indicators of the end of a friendship                                          
 

2. Why are friendships desired by all people ?  

a. To get more compliments about your appearance                       
b. To increase your self-confidence                                                 
c. To have somebody as part of the different moments in life         
 

3. Why do people find it hard to decide to end a friendship?  

a. Because they will not be able to build up a new friendship           
b. Because they will be considered as bad people                              
c. Because it is offensive to end a friendship                                     
 
 
Part 2 

1. What is the main theme in this part? 

a. The difference between a true and a fake friend                           
b. The best friend is the one who does all the work                          
c. A true friendship involves give and take                                       
 
2. What does altruism mean?  
a. Caring too much about peoples’ needs and wants               
b. Caring too much about your own needs and wants                      
c. Being careless about peoples’ needs and wants                  
  
3. Why is being a hero in a friendship a bad thing ?  

a. Because  it is stupid                                        
b. Because it is tiring                                          
c. Because it is selfish                                        
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Part 3  

1. If your friends do not accept the way you speak, what should you do ? 

a. Change the way you speak so they like it               
b. Do not change it as this is your authentic self        
c. Leave them and end the friendship                           
 

2. In any friendship:  

a. You have to be the only reason for your friend's happiness                             
b. Happiness has to come from within                                                         
c. You both have to be responsible for each other’s happiness                    
 

3. Trying to always make your friend happy is not a good thing why? 

a. Because  it is not long-lasting                                                                             
b. Because it is a sign of weakness                               
c. Because it is difficult                                                
 

Part 4  

1. Why aren’t the ‘Remember when stories’ a good reason to maintain a friendship?  

a. Because they are part of the past                                 
b. Because they do not add value to your life                 
c. Because they are not important                                   
 
2. Why is trust the most important thing in a friendship ?  

a. Because it is responsible for maintaining the friendship                    
b. Because it makes friends happy                                                          
c. Because it shows how much friends love each other                          
 

3. If friends show you that you can’t trust them, you should : 

a. Ignore that and give them a second chance                         
b. Believe them as it shows their true self                               
c. Look into the reason for their behaviour                             
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Appendix I Histograms and Q-Q plots 

Vocabulary post-tests 
 

FonF+Listening group  
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Listening+FonF group  

 

 
        

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 

227 

FonF while listening group  
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Explicit-only group  (comparison group) 
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Word class learning on meaning recall  
 

FonF+Listening group  
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Listening+FonF group  
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FonF while listening group  
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Word class leaning on meaning recognition test of spoken form  

 

FonF+Listening group  
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Listening+FonF group  
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FonF while listening group  
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Word class leaning on written form recognition  

 

FonF+Listening group  
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Listening+FonF group  
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FonF while listening group  
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Insight                                                    مھف ملع                                                        

Reluctant                                               عنامم د درتم                                                    

Craving                                                  قوت ةبغر                                                     

Reliant                                                   ىلع دمتعم لكوتم                                              

Trigger                                                    ھبنم زیفحت                                                   

Conceive                                                 روصتی لیختی                                                

Restrain                                                   حبكی                                                 عنمی   

Acquaintance                                           برقم ریغ صخش ةفرعم                                  

Appealing                                                باذج يرغم                                                   

Glamorise                                                مظعی دجمی                                                    

Swift                                                        فطاخ عیرس                                                        

Procrastinate                                           لطامی                                                  لجؤی  

Urge                                                        رارصإ حاحلا                                                 

Overstate                                                 طرفی                                                   غلابی   

Enduring                                                 رمتسم                                                   مئاد   

Mindful                                                   رضاحلا ىلع زكرم ظقی                                 

Pace                                                       ةلجع                                                 ةعرس  

Postpone                                                رخؤی                                               لجؤی   

Outcome                                                  ةجیتن ةلیصح                                                      

Pinpoint                                         ققدـی                                             ددـحی                    
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Peer	feedback	in	L2	writing	classrooms	has	recently	attracted	considerable	attention	in	the	field	of	

second	language	acquisition	(SLA),	particularly	as	most	studies	to	date	suggest	that	it	can	help	improve	

L2	learners’	writing	and	consolidate	their	learning.	However,	some	studies	have	reported	major	

downsides	in	implementing	peer	feedback	in	certain	L2	contexts.	Among	the	issues	frequently	reported	

are	that	reviewers	tend	to	be	hesitant	about	providing	feedback	to	their	peers	due	to	lack	of	confidence	

in	their	ability	to	make	quality	comments	and	not	knowing	what	to	target	in	their	peers’	essays,	as	well	

as	writers	not	always	accepting	the	comments	provided.	Access	to	the	Internet	in	peer	feedback	

activities	has	the	potential	to	overcome	such	problems	by	enabling	reviewers	and	writers	to	consult	a	

wide	range	of	sources	(e.g.	online	dictionaries,	spelling	and	grammar	checkers)	while	interacting	with	

each	other.	Framed	within	sociocultural	theory	and	with	a	focus	on	the	role	of	technology,	this	study	

aimed	to	examine	how	students	mediated	their	learning	while	giving	and	receiving	peer	comments	in	

Google	Docs	in	English,	with	additional	support	from	online	sources.	A	secondary	aim	was	to	explore	the	

learners’	perceptions	of	peer	feedback	using	Google	Docs	and	online	resources.	A	multiple	qualitative	

case	study	was	conducted	with	14	Egyptian	EFL	university	students	(aged	19–23).	Data	were	collected	

over	10	weeks.	Peer	feedback	interactions	in	Google	Docs	were	analysed	and	triangulated	with	screen	

capture	recordings	and	interview	data.	The	findings	suggest	that	the	Egyptian	EFL	students	engaged	in	

multiple	forms	of	mediation	when	exchanging	peer	feedback	in	Google	Docs.	Using	the	language	as	a	

symbolic	tool,	the	reviewers	strategically	employed	different	forms	of	mediation,	such	as	providing	

direct	and	indirect	feedback,	clarifying,	suggesting/advising,	etc.,	facilitating	advancement	within	the	

writers’	Zone	of	Proximal	Development.	While	mediation	was	primarily	through	language,	the	students	

employed	a	variety	of	online	tools	that	provided	mediational	support	to	both	writers	and	reviewers.	

Such	support	helped	empower	the	reviewers	and	boosted	their	confidence	as	providers	of	feedback,	as	

well	as	encouraging	writers	reluctant	about	receiving	feedback	to	accept	and	incorporate	it	in	their	

revised	drafts.	Although	access	to	online	sources	was	observed	to	encourage	writers	to	trust	and	adopt	

comments	made	by	reviewers,	these	were	mainly	oriented	to	language	rather	than	content.	The	findings	

not	only	contribute	understanding	of	the	processes	involved	in	peer	feedback,	but	could	also	help	

classroom	instructors	consider	the	role	played	by	online	sources	in	adding	to	writers’	and	reviewers’	

learning	experiences. 
 


