











Persian, functioning as distracters.

Procedure: The experiment was conducted in two
separate data-collection sessions. During Session One,
participants were asked to take the 50-item cloze test
after the test administrator explained to them the cloze
test they would take. Both oral and written instructions
of what the test was about and what they were expected
to do on the test were given. Then, they were asked to
take the cloze test in no more than twenty five minutes.
In the second session, which was conducted a week after
the first session, the participants were randomly assigned
to one of the three groups by random distribution of the
three different versions of the experimental text. They
were told they would be asked to read a text in English
for 25 minutes and that they would have to pay attention
to the text content while reading, as the text would be
collected after reading, and they would then be tested
on their comprehension of the text content without the
text present. No mention whatsoever of any vocabulary
posttests was made either to the teacher of the class or
to the participants, in order to create an experimental
condition of the incidental vocabulary acquisition from
reading. The text was collected after 25 minutes, and then
a vocabulary posttest, that is, the meaning-recognition
vocabulary posttest was administered. Contrary to an
earlier announcement of a post-reading test of text content
comprehension, no such test was actually administered.
The participants were given ten minutes for the first test.

Results and Discussions: This section reports on the
results of the statistical analyses, both descriptive and
inferential, of the cloze test and the meaning-recognition
vocabulary posttests.

The Cloze Test: The overall mean and standard
deviation of the cloze test scores were 16.92 and
2.16, respectively, with scores ranging from 13 to 20.
Reliability for the 50-item cloze test was in the previous
studies (Chung, 1995; Kim, 1996, 2006) to be .81, using
the Kuder-Richardson formula 21 (K-R 21). The summary
of the descriptive statistics for the cloze test is presented
in Table 1.

Table1 o

Descriptive Statistics for the Cloze Test

Groups n M SD
Unelaborated (A) 45 16.76 2.00
Implicit (B) 45 17.21 222
Explicit (©) 45 16.82 2.30
Total 135 16.92 2.16

To identify any preexisting differences in overall
proficiency among the three groups, a univariate one-way
ANOVA was performed on participants' cloze test scores.
No significant differences were found (F (2, 132) = .43, p
=.66). The statistically non-significant results suggest that
the three groups were of similar overall EFL proficiency,
as measured by the cloze test, prior to the study. Having
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served this purpose, the results of the cloze test were not
used any further.

Table2 - . .
Descriptive Statistics for the Meaning-Recognition
Posttest

Groups n M SD

Unelaborated (A) 45 9.76 2.95
Implicit B) 45 10.48 3.70
Explicit © 45 12.12 3.72
Total 135 10.79 3.58

The Vocabulary Posttest: The overall mean and
standard deviation of the meaning-recognition vocabulary
posttest were 10.79 and 3.58, respectively, with the
scores ranging from 6 to 18. Reliability indices for the
30-item meaning recognition posttests were calculated
to be .62, using K-R 21. The descriptive statistics for the
meaning recognition posttest are presented in Table 2. A
one-way ANOVA (Table 3) on the meaning-recognition
vocabulary posttest revealed that the main effect for
lexical elaboration was significant (F (2, 132) =4.00,
p=.02). In conclusion, it can be stated that the effect of
lexical elaboration was evident in the dependent variable
of the study, namely, the meaning-recognition vocabulary
posttest scores. Where significant F ratios were found,
differences between pairs of means among the levels of
the independent variable were analyzed using the Scheffé
test. The Scheffé test is considered the most conservative
post hoc multiple test. Research questions 1 and 2 asked
which type of (i.e., explicit or implicit) lexical elaboration
was a better autonomy enhancing tool for acquisition of
L2 vocabulary from reading as measured by a meaning-
recognition vocabulary posttest. In this study, Iranian
college students who read the explicitly elaborated text
performed significantly better than the unelaborated
group. The mean difference (2.80%*) between the two
groups reached a significance. On the contrary, the
implicitly elaborated group did not perform significantly
better than the unelaborated group. The mean difference
(1.16) between the implicitly elaborated group and the
unelaborated group was not statistically significant. It is,
as a result, implied from the results of the study that the
explicit elaborative device creates the best condition for
L2 learners’ autonomy in acquiring L2 vocabulary from
reading.

Table 3
Results for the Scheffé Test for Groups on the
Meaning-Recognition Vocabulary Posttest

Contrasts Mean Difference p
(C) vs. (A) 2.80 * .03*
(B) vs. (A) 1.16 .90
B) vs. (C) 12 1.00

Note: (*) The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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Explicit Lexical Elaboration as an Autonomy Enhancing Tool for Acquisition of L2 Vocabulary

from Reading

This study demonstrated that explicit lexical
elaboration is the best technique to make the meaning
of the unknown words clear in the text, and by so doing
assist the L2 learners in reading the written passage
fluently in the absence of dictionaries and classroom
teachers. Therefore, syllabus designers and L2 language
teachers are advised to employ explicit lexical elaboration
techniques for L2 learners’ autonomy purposes. The
other implication of this research is that caution should
be taken for the use of implicit lexical elaboration. Such
an elaborative device did not help participants in this
study to arrive at the meaning of the unfamiliar words
in the experimental texts. Such failure, in this regard,
“illustrates the importance of clarity of connections
between explanations and what is explained” (Watanabe,
1997, p.303). Language acquisition would be expected
if students notice the form, understand its function and
make a connection between them. This form-function
mapping would occur if the relationship between the
lexical item to be elaborated and the elaborative device
is clear-cut. Lack of explicit lexical elaborative devices
such as “which means” makes the relationship between
form and function blurred. Students often see elaborations
as textual extensions than restatements. As reading a text
with appositives is a new “discoursal experience”, to use
Ellis and He’s (1999, p.298)) term, in some instructional
settings like the one researchers in this study witnessed,
it requires that students have a certain reading ability and
familiarity with the format and function of appositives as
restatements (as cited in Stoller & Grabe, 1993; Watanabe,
1997). This was one limitation of the study which we
couldn't control. Before administering the reading passage,
students could have been taught about appositives as
implicit elaboration devices, and explicit elaboration
devices to remove such a problem. An additional study is
necessary to shed light on this issue.

CONCLUSION

This study showed that explicit lexical elaboration,
compared to implicit lexical elaboration, is the most
effective type of lexical elaboration in the acquisition of
L2 lexical items. The explicit group who received the
explicitly lexically elaborated text performed significantly
better than the control group of the study who performed
on the unelaborated text. Reversely, the implicitly lexically
elaborated group did not perform significantly better than
the same control group. It is then implied from the results
of this study that explicit lexical elaboration is the most
beneficial device for L2 readers to read the written text
texts autonomously in the absence of classroom teachers
and mono- or bilingual-dictionaries. Explicit lexical
elaboration acts like a dictionary in the text or an invisible
teacher assisting L2 readers in reading a text fluently and
autonomously. Another study is necessary to see if explicit
lexical elaboration has the same effect on L2 listening.
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The gender in this study was not also controlled because
the number of female students was greater than that of
the males. Further research will show if the participants
of both sexes react similarly of differentially to lexical
elaboration of a written of oral passage.
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