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ABSTRACT

Extensive reading (ER), an act of rapid reading while focusing on the meaning (Palmer,
1964), has received much attention in second language (L2) literacy studies. Furthermore, an
increasing number of L2 writing research has examined roles of digital multimodal composing
(DMC), referring to composing digital texts that involve various modes (i.e., visuals, sounds).
Moreover, remaining questions on the affordances of DMC compared to traditional monomodal
writing, none of the research has compared DMC to traditional monomodal writing using an
extensive reading-to-write task in terms of task performance and learner perception towards
tasks. Meanwhile, vocabulary learning using post-reading tasks has underexplored in ER from a
task-based approach. The overarching goals are to compare DMC and traditional monomodal
writing in terms of 1) task outcome, 2) roles of learner factors, 3) vocabulary learning, and 4)
learner perception using an extensive reading-to-write task.

Eighty Korean university students were randomly assigned to either DMC or traditional
monomodal writing group. After reading an English novel, they completed a reading-to-write
book review task either in DMC or traditional monomodal writing. The following data has been
collected from both groups over two days: (1) reading-to-write task outcome, (2) learner factor
measures, (3) vocabulary pre-posttest, and (4) learner perception survey. The collected data were
analyzed as follows: (1) the quality of DMC and monomodal writing task outcome was scored
and compared using t-tests; (2) learner factor scores using multiple regression (3) students’
vocabulary scores using t-tests and multiple regression; and (4) learner perceptions survey results
were interpreted using a descriptive statistics method. The results show there was no significant
difference in students’ writing between the two groups. While the quality of DMC was

significantly predicted by students’ writing proficiency, that of traditional monomodal writing



was significantly predicted by students’ reading and writing proficiency. Students’ vocabulary
learning was achieved and significantly predicted by their writing proficiency and text
comprehension. Regarding learner perceptions towards tasks, results showed students perceived
tasks similarly. Implications for L2 writing instruction regarding the affordances of DMC as in

comparison to traditional monomodal writing in extensive reading-to-write tasks are discussed.

INDEX WORDS: Second language writing, Digital multimodal composing, Task-based
language teaching, Extensive reading, Reading-to-write task, Digital literacy
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1 INTRODUCTION

Reading has been considered one of the essential skills in academia, and researchers have
paid attention to how students’ reading ability can be effectively developed (Grabe, 2009). Over
several decades, a number of second language (L2) studies have investigated extensive reading
(ER) instruction, as ER has been considered a way to improve language proficiency (Grabe &
Jiang, 2018). Previous studies have pointed out that ER offers various linguistic benefits, such as
improving reading rates, reading comprehension, and vocabulary acquisition (Ro, 2016).
However, questions remain as to how ER activities can be designed and implemented in L2
classrooms.

Although a number of ER studies have examined various aspects of ER for L2 learning,
there is a shortage of studies on how and to what extent students learn vocabulary appearing in
books that they read through ER. Despite a large amount of empirical evidence for the effects of
ER on vocabulary learning, it has been challenging to examine whether students acquire words
that students encounter during reading. Another research gap in ER research is how learner
factors (e.g., motivation, aptitude) interplay with vocabulary learning during ER. The effects of
learner factors in L2 learning have been extensively examined; however, the impacts of learner
factors on vocabulary learning through ER have received little attention.

Furthermore, Green (2005) suggested the benefits of extensive reading activities from a
task-based instructional perspective for fostering second language acquisition. Task-based
language teaching (TBLT) has been widely acknowledged and implemented in second and
foreign language teaching practices. A task-based approach to language learning suggests
utilizing activities that lead to clear outcomes with real-world purposes (Green, 2005). One of the

under-researched areas of TBLT is the implementation of integrated writing tasks (e.g., reading-



to-write tasks), referring to “tasks of writing that include comprehension of source material that
is read or listened to” (Plakans, 2015, p. 159). Given the importance of language input and output
in language learning, designing extensive reading instruction from a task-based perspective may
have positive impacts on language teaching in second and foreign language settings.

Meanwhile, as a new genre of writing, digital multimodal composing (DMC) has
received attention in the field of literacy and language studies over the past decade (Jiang, 2017).
In the digital age, the traditional notions of teaching and learning writing have been challenged
as various resources for making meaning are available (Hafner & Ho, 2020). In the digital era,
students make meaning from different modal repertories in their daily lives beyond written text
forms on which the traditional writing curriculum has focused. Thus, there has been a need for
literacy research and traditional L2 writing instruction to embrace diverse literacy practices and
identities through multiliteracies pedagogies (Amgott, 2020). While multimodal composing is
not a new concept in language learning, more and more researchers have acknowledged the
importance of DMC for L2 writing instruction as the use of technology in education has been on
the rise. Moreover, during the COVID-19 pandemic resulting in a sudden transition from
traditional face-to-face learning to online learning, the potential of DMC for online L2 writing
instruction has been increased as well.

Despite a call for broadening the scope of mainstream composition teaching and
including digital multimodal designs in L2 classrooms, there have been worries and critiques of
implementing multimodal designs in language classrooms (Casanave, 2017; Jones & Hafner,
2012). While DMC advocates argue that the integration of multimodal designs into L2 writing
classrooms may have benefits for enhancing language competence, some of the L2 writing

studies have addressed the concerns raised by opponents of DMC that DMC is not a type of



academic writing and multimodal writing may hinder learner’s language learning (Kim &
Belcher, 2020; Lim, 2020). However, few empirical studies have been conducted to support such
claims, and empirical evidence from research has been urged.

Furthermore, the designs of DMC tasks have been limited in scope, particularly within
the framework of the task-based language curriculum compared to traditional monomodal
writing (e.g., five-paragraph essays). We still have limited knowledge of how DMC can be
implemented in language classrooms compared to traditional monomodal writing and how
learners perceive DMC compared to traditional monomodal writing. Assuming the potential of
DMC designs with integrated reading-to-write tasks (e.g., extensive reading-to-write task), the
research on the role of such task designs in L2 teaching and learner perception is warranted.

Meanwhile, none of the studies has investigated whether learner factors predict the
quality of DMC outcomes and traditional monomodal writing, leading to a need for empirical
studies on this topic. As much research has found significant effects of learner factors on L2
learning, research on if and to what extent learner factors affect students’ writing performance in
DMC, same as in traditional monomodal writing, may broaden our understanding on the
inclusion of multimodal writing tasks into L2 instruction.

As Figure 1 shows, the current study has been motivated by three lines of research: Task-
based language teaching, extensive reading, and digital multimodal composing. The task-based
instruction is the fundamental component in the study as this approach to language pedagogy
highlights developing learners’ communicative competence while completing real-life tasks.
Moreover, the current study explores the potential of reading-to-write tasks as post-reading tasks

to apply a task-based approach to ER. In addition, the study focuses on the implementation of



DMC in L2 learning and its affordances for task performance and vocabulary learning compared

to traditional monomodal writing.

Task-based Language
Teaching

Extensive Reading

Language pedagogy
to develop learners’
communicative
competence using
real-life tasks
(Ellis, 2009)

Reading instruction to
focus on meaning
with fast reading
speed (Palmer, 1964)

Digital Multimodal
Composing

Meaning-making through
the integration of multiple
modes beyond written
modes on which traditional
literacy education has
ocused (Kress, 2010)

Figure 1 Major constructs of the current dissertation

To fill the research gaps mentioned above, the current study explores the implementation
of an extensive reading-to-write task with multimodal designs from a task-based instructional
perspective. Firstly, the dissertation compares the quality of extensive reading-to-write tasks
between traditional monomodal writing and DMC. Secondly, the dissertation investigates what
learner factors predict the quality of traditional monomodal writing and DMC. In other words, it
investigates how the quality of students’ traditional monomodal writing and DMC is predicted
by various learner factors (reading proficiency, writing proficiency, motivation, vocabulary size,
and text comprehension). The dissertation study also examines to what extent ER contributes to
incidental vocabulary learning. In addition, the study investigates to what extent task factor
(traditional monomodal vs. multimodal) and various learner factors (reading proficiency, writing

proficiency, motivation, vocabulary size, and text comprehension) predict the degree of



vocabulary learning through ER. Lastly, the dissertation investigates learner perceptions of the
implementation of traditional monomodal writing in comparison with DMC extensive reading-to
write tasks.

The expected contribution of the dissertation is to shed light on the roles of learner
factors and task factors in the quality of reading-to-write task outcomes and vocabulary learning,
as well as on students’ perceptions of reading-to-write tasks. The findings will contribute to a
better understanding of the role of reading-to-write tasks in extensive reading instruction and the
implementation of multimodal designs in reading-to-write tasks. Furthermore, it is expected that
the current study provides both pedagogical implications to L2 teachers who are willing to
integrate integrated-skill tasks in L2 classrooms along with multimodal designs, particularly to
strengthen the connection between reading and writing skills in L2 learning. It is also hoped to
offer insights on the implementation of DMC and reading-to-write tasks into ER and L2 writing
curriculum from a usage-based approach that encourages students to be engaged with target

language use in more authentic learning contexts.



2 LITERATURE REVIEW

The current study was motivated by three lines of research: ER, TBLT, and DMC, given
that taking a TBLT approach to ER may benefit students for language learning while a
multimodal design would expand the boundaries of language learning task designs across
different modes. Thus, the framework of each line of research and previous studies are reviewed
in this chapter. This chapter presents an overview of ER studies and reviews considerations for
ER research. Secondly, the chapter provides a brief review of TBLT research and research on
reading-to-write tasks in TBLT. Thirdly, the chapter reviews the previous studies on the role of
learner factors in task performance and vocabulary learning. Lastly, this chapter presents the
theoretical underpinnings of DMC research and discusses future research on this topic, focusing

on the necessity of comparing DMC to traditional monomodal writing.
2.1 Extensive Reading

2.1.1 Theoretical underpinnings of extensive reading

ER has received increasing attention in the field of second language acquisition due to its
potential to improve learners’ reading proficiency (Nakanishi, 2015). The increasing interest in
ER as an instructional method has been based on the assumption that exposure to large amounts
of comprehensible input is beneficial for learners to improve their reading proficiency (Grabe,
2009).

Although the term, extensive reading, has been used with various definitions, Palmer
(1964, p. 111), who first introduced this term, defined ER as an act of reading “rapidly, book
after book and with a focus on the meaning and not the language of the text.” Thus, reading
many books quickly to gain information is considered ER. By reading large volumes of the texts

focusing on meaning, students may experience the joy of reading that potentially fosters gaining



information outside of the language classroom where teachers guide students’ reading using
relevant vocabulary and grammar exercises. Other researchers use different terms for ER
depending on different emphases, such as free voluntary reading by Krashen (1993), pleasure
reading by Mikulecky (1990), simplified reading by Waring (1997), sustained silent reading by
Shin and Ahn (2006), and graded reading by Tamrackitkun (2010).

ER is often compared with intensive reading. While one focus of ER is on meaning,
intensive reading is intended to guide students to develop learners’ linguistic knowledge by
paying attention to linguistic features and gaining general information (Alsaif & Masrai, 2019).
Students focus on linguistic features at a word level, phrasal level, and sentence level in intensive
reading. On the other hand, ER aims to understand texts that are read at a fast pace, increasing
the learner’s ability to read with greater speed. Regarding the quantity and the difficulty level of
reading texts, students read a larger amount of easy texts during ER while students read
relatively short but more challenging texts in intensive reading (Nakanishi, 2015). Reading a
relatively easy text, depending on students’ reading proficiency levels, allows students to read
more quickly than when reading a challenging text that contains large amounts of unknown
words and advanced grammar structures. Moreover, students can select texts that they want to
read on a wide range of topics and genres in ER (Day & Bamford, 2002). In contrast, in intensive
reading, teachers select appropriate texts for language learning that include follow-up activities
(Alsaif & Masrai, 2019).

To promote teachers’ reflection in reading instruction, Day and Bamford (2002) proposed
ten principles for teaching ER. They suggested that ER materials should be easy to read and
should be selected by learners on a wide range of topics. Learners are allowed to read as much as

they want with a fast reading speed without any pressure, implying that the purpose of reading is



for pleasure and individual experience. In terms of the teachers’ roles, they suggest that teachers
need to guide students’ reading as a role model of a reader.

Based on the principles for ER by Day and Bamford (2002), meta-analysis studies on ER
have been conducted to investigate how the practice of ER in language classrooms is aligned
with the suggested principles (e.g., Day, 2015; Jeon & Day, 2016; Krashen, 2007; Nakanishi,
2015). Among the studies, Day (2015) reported that the top three core principles in L2 extensive
classes are as follows: “learners read as much as possible”; “learners choose what they want to
read”; “a variety of reading material on a wide range of topics is available” (p. 298). However,
the degree of implementation of the ten principles in reading classes varied depending on course
curricula.

In terms of directions of the practice of ER programs, there have been supervised ER,
independent ER, and blended extensive and intensive reading (Day, 2015). The supervised ER is
guided by instructors either in schools or out of schools. The teachers’ role in the supervised ER
is to help students choose reading materials or respond to students’ questions regarding reading
materials (e.g., Ro, 2013). On the other hand, independent ER depends on individual learners’
engagement in ER in that the learners themselves are the ones who initiate. Blended extensive
and intensive reading focuses on ER while teaching reading strategies and vocabulary. Although
the degree of implementation of suggested principles of ER may vary, ER programs in language
classrooms have been adjusted depending on the purpose of the courses, students’ needs, and

learning contexts.

2.1.2 Benefits of extensive reading
Researchers have demonstrated the potential benefits of ER for second language and

foreign language learning in many aspects (e.g., vocabulary learning, reading comprehension,



and writing). Unlike intensive reading including short texts, ER provides students with
opportunities to explore longer texts with various themes and topics. In various language
learning contexts (e.g., EFL, ESL), studies have found ER promotes students’ reading rates,
(e.g., Beglar & Hunt, 2014; Beglar, Hunt, & Kite, 2012; McLean & Rouault, 2017). Students
who engage in ER read faster than before and those who do not engage in regular ER.

Studies on ER have documented impacts of ER on improving reading rates compared to
other types of reading instruction (e.g., intensive reading, grammar-translation method) (Beglar,
Hunt, & Kite, 2012; McLean & Rouault, 2017). The primary focus of intensive reading or
grammar-translation method is on the acquisition of specific linguistic features. On the other
hand, ER has students read larger amounts of texts and focus on understanding the content of
books, resulting in the improved development of students’ reading rates. In particular, when ER
texts are simplified and include frequent vocabulary, the impacts of ER on developing students’
reading rates have been optimized (Beglar & Hunt, 2014).

Furthermore, researchers have demonstrated that ER leads students to develop reading
rates without sacrificing reading comprehension (e.g., Huffman, 2014; Suk, 2016; Yamashita,
2008). The research findings may be attributed to the fact that reading faster leads learners to be
less distracted but more likely to increase attention capacity for understanding the content during
ER (Breznitz, 1988). As improving reading rates alone does not guarantee students’
understanding of the content of reading texts, these findings are significant in that the benefits of
ER on the development of reading rates and reading comprehension are both improved.

Besides promoting reading rates, ER leads to grammatical knowledge gains. Studies on
the effects of ER on grammar have found that students who did ER outperformed students who

were taught English through the grammar translation method (Khansir, & Dehghani, 2015; Lee,
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Schallert, & Kim, 2015). The research findings indicate that students’ grammatical knowledge
can be increased through ER more effectively than the traditional approach of grammar
translation. In addition, since ER provides students with abundant opportunities to encounter
fixed expressions and collocations, students may have more chances to internalize correct
grammar structures than those who receive traditional classroom instruction (Song & Sardegna,
2014).

Along with the grammatical knowledge gains, ER also contributes to the development of
students’ writing ability. Previous studies have found that ER has promoted significant gains in
L2 learners’ writing skills such as content development, language use, fluency, and organization
development (Lee et al., 2015; Mermelstein, 2015; Park, 2016). ER can benefit language learners
by improving not only their reading skills but also their writing ability. The benefits of ER for
improving students’ writing ability indicate that the implementation of ER into writing
classrooms can contribute to the development of L2 reading and writing skills in an integrated
manner.

Lastly, ER also contributes to students’ vocabulary learning (Jeon & Day, 2016).
Researchers have been interested in whether vocabulary knowledge is gained more effectively
through explicit or implicit reading (Chang & Hu, 2018). Several previous studies on the effects
of ER in vocabulary acquisition have shown that ER can lead to vocabulary learning through
providing a large vocabulary input implicitly (e.g., Alsaif & Masrai, 2019; Horst, 2005; Webb &
Chang, 2015; Yamamoto, 2011). ER has the potential to expose students to a higher number of
words with contextual clues that enhance students’ knowledge of second language lexis

(Nakanish, 2015). This type of learning opportunity of repeated exposure to the same vocabulary
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and the communicative content in ER can provide useful sources of meaning-focused linguistic
input for vocabulary learning. (Nakanishi, 2015; Nation, 2009).

Among various benefits of ER, the current study focuses on vocabulary learning through
ER. While a number of ER studies have focused on the effects of ER on learners’ vocabulary
knowledge development, there have been methodological concerns that should be addressed in
empirical studies such as including target words that learners actually encounter during ER into
vocabulary tests and examining learner factors (e.g., motivation, L2 proficiency) as predictive
indicators of learners’ vocabulary gains. Thus, the current study examines whether and to what
extent ER contributes to incidental vocabulary learning and investigates significant predictor
variables among different learner factors and task factor (DMC and traditional monomodal

writing) for the development of learners’ vocabulary knowledge through ER.

2.1.3 Considerations for extensive reading research: vocabulary learning and task

design

The previous studies on ER have addressed not only the pedagogical impacts of ER on
various areas of L2 teaching but also several research gaps and further directions to future
research on ER. Among the discussion, there are two research gaps that would be addressed in
the current dissertation: the inclusion of target words for measurement of vocabulary learning in
ER and the inclusion of post-reading tasks (e.qg., reflection writing) as part of ER.

Firstly, target vocabulary in the measurement of vocabulary learning needs to be the
actual words that students encounter during ER. To accurately examine vocabulary learning in
ER, the validity of measures of vocabulary tests is essential. As measures of vocabulary learning,
many studies on ER have employed standardized vocabulary tests (e.g., Vocabulary Levels Test)

to examine whether students learn vocabulary through ER. However, the vocabulary actually
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appearing in students’ reading materials were not included in these vocabulary tests (Horst,
2005). Although the validity of these standardized vocabulary tests has been ensured, designing
vocabulary tests with a list of vocabulary that students actually encounter during ER is necessary
to assess students’ vocabulary learning through ER (Chang & Hu, 2018).

Some studies have included vocabulary items that students encountered in the reading
materials in the assessment (e.g., Chang, Pang, & Chang, 2011; Horst, 2005; Webb & Chang,
2015). Cho and Krashen (1994) is a small in-depth study that measured vocabulary learning
through ER using individualized form-meaning vocabulary tests. The participants indicated
which words they knew before the ER, and individualized vocabulary posttests only consisted of
unknown words indicated by each participant.

Horst (2005) scanned 35 graded readers that the participants actually read to select target
words for vocabulary tests. The first 20 pages of each book were scanned, and potential test
targets were selected from three word-frequency ranges: 1,001-2,000 (West, 1953); AWL
(Coxhead, 2000); and off-list defined as “words that do not appear on lists of the 2,000 most
common word families of English or on the AWL” (p. 369). Although Horst’s (2005) study was
most interested in students’ pretest and posttest vocabulary knowledge of off-list items, words
from the 1,001-2,000 range and AWL were also included to avoid making students too
overwhelmed by the tests. Selected targets were presented in the form of Vocabulary Knowledge
Scale (VKS) (Wesche & Paribakht, 1996).

Webb and Chang (2015) selected target words quasi-randomly to exclude proper nouns
and function words. One hundred words were selected from 10 graded readers of Level 1 and 2,
respectively, using the Range software (Nation & Heatley, 2002). According to Nation’s (2012)

twenty-five 1,000-word lists, 20 words from the 1,000-word level, 29 words from the 2,000-
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word level, and 51 words outside of these lists were selected based on the frequency of
occurrence ranged from 1 to 22 encounters (total 100 words). The importance of such
measurement designs of vocabulary tests is based on the premise that students’ vocabulary
acquisition has to be assessed using the list of vocabulary appearing in the texts that students
read.

Chang and Hu (2018), which is a most recent study, employed 10 level-one graded
readers in the ER. To select target vocabulary assessing learners’ incidental vocabulary learning
through ER, all the books were scanned, and the words in the students’ textbooks in junior high
school were removed from the list. Out of words that appeared in the ten level-one graded
readers but not shown in their junior high textbooks, 100 words were randomly chosen. One-
third of the chosen words were from the 1,000 level and the 2,000 level, respectively, while the
rest were grouped as off-list words that appeared neither in the 1,000 level nor the 2,000 level.
The words were tested in the format of matching multiple-choice items.

Overall, these studies showed the effects of ER on incidental vocabulary learning. Unlike
other studies which employed standardized tests to test students’ knowledge gains in vocabulary,
the previous studies reviewed above have strengthened the methodological validity of
vocabulary tests using words that students encountered during ER. Measuring vocabulary items
that students encounter in the reading materials may enhance the validity of the vocabulary tests
that assess vocabulary learning through ER. However, as Chang and Hu’s (2018) study
mentioned, the section of target words that actually appear in the reading materials has been
challenging in the previous studies investigating vocabulary learning through ER. This challenge
is related to one of the principles of ER that readers choose their reading materials according to

their proficiency levels and interest, resulting in a list of individualized book selection for ER. As
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one way to solve the problem, in the current study, the book used in the book review project was
predetermined in order to simplify the process of selecting target words in vocabulary tests.

Meanwhile, the previous studies have employed different types of vocabulary tests such
as VKS and multiple-choice questions. However, none of the studies have used multiple test
formats to assess different aspects of learners’ vocabulary knowledge. For examples, VKS tests
learners’ productive and receptive knowledge of words while Word Associates Test (WAT)
assesses learners’ knowledge of word association and lexical network. Therefore, employing
different types of vocabulary tests that may tap into different aspects of vocabulary knowledge
would be beneficial to delve into the helpfulness of ER for vocabulary learning. Thus, in the
current study, both VKS and WAT were used to examine if ER helps students acquire words.

In addition, while a substantial number of studies have examined effects of individual
differences such as working memory, linguistic background, and learner autonomy on
vocabulary development through reading (e.g., Cho & Krashen, 1994; Laufer, 2009), none of the
previous studies has investigated whether learner factors such as students’ L2 proficiency,
vocabulary size, and reading comprehension are predictive of incidental vocabulary learning
through ER. Therefore, such learner factors that may affect the degree of vocabulary gains were
controlled in the current study when examining vocabulary learning through ER.

In terms of learners’ vocabulary size, although a number of studies have shown the
effects of ER in the development of students’ incidental vocabulary learning, if the vocabulary
size that students previously possess could contribute to students’ vocabulary knowledge gains
through ER and their task performance in ER classrooms have been under-explored. Previous
studies have demonstrated that the size of learners’ vocabulary knowledge is positively

correlated to their reading comprehension skills (Nation, 2006, 2009; Waring & Takaki, 2003).
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Haynes and Baker (1993) pointed out that L2 readers’ insufficient vocabulary knowledge could
be the most significant handicap in reading proficiency. Thus, in order to develop students’
reading skills in the target language, increasing learners’ vocabulary size has been indispensable
for reading instruction.

As a way to develop students’ vocabulary size, ER has received enormous interest from
L2 researchers and teachers (Laufer, 2009). As addressed in the previous section regarding the
benefits of ER for vocabulary learning, there is abundant evidence of the positive effects of ER
in learners’ vocabulary knowledge gains (Horst, 2005; Webb & Chang, 2015). However, as a
learner factor, learners’ previous vocabulary knowledge size has been under-examined. For
example, questions remain if and to what extent vocabulary size could affect the quality of
students’ reading-to-write tasks in ER and how the amount of vocabulary knowledge that
students already acquired before instruction could predict the degree of students’ vocabulary
learning through extensive reading-to-write tasks. Therefore, the current study aimed to
investigate the role of vocabulary size in learners’ task performance and vocabulary learning in
ER.

Secondly, the potential of post-reading tasks needs to be considered in reading practice.
Recent research has supported the importance of task-based approach to reading instruction
(Arifuddin, 2019; Ermerawati, 2019). Conservative ER researchers may argue that including
post-reading tasks is considered violating the principles of ER. According to Day and Bamford’s
(2002) principles, ER has to be a stand-alone activity without follow-up activities. However, the
implementation of post-reading tasks into ER classrooms aims to enhance the act of reading and

to encourage students’ pleasure reading while supporting language learning, not to evaluate
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learners’ performance on post-reading tasks (Hadiyanto, 2019). Thus, post-reading tasks are
beneficial for supporting ER rather than distracting readers from experiencing effective ER.

Even research has found that, in some contexts, there have been questions about how ER
should be implemented in language classes (Ewert, 2017). Green (2005) suggested the
incorporation of TBLT to ER to promote students’ further engagement with reading based on his
examination on the actual practice of ER in Hong Kong secondary schools. In particular, when
language learning is exam-oriented (e.g., East Asia) emphasizing language acquisition in a short
period, the need to integrate follow-up tasks into language classrooms has been raised. In order
to motivate and encourage learners who value short-term learning and extrinsic rewarding from
ER, integrating ER to other language learning tasks (i.e., post-reading writing tasks) may help
learners perceive the benefits of ER for their learning goals more clearly (Hadiyanto, 2019).
Post-reading tasks in ER benefit learners to be more involved in reading and provide engaging
environment for reading (Day et al., 2015).

The benefits of ER may be optimized if ER includes more tangible and authentic goal-
oriented post-reading activities (Chen, 2018). If tasks lead students to use the target language to
achieve clear outcomes by connecting the content of reading materials to students’ lives, ER can
be supplemented from a task-based instructional perspective. For example, when the boundary of
ER is extended by including post-reading activities such as oral book reports, book poster
presentations, and pair book sharing, these output-based post-reading activities can lead students
to gain more grammatical knowledge (Song & Sardegna, 2014). Studies have reported students’
positive attitude toward ER tasks regarding the benefits of such tasks for language improvement,

increasing reading motivation, and developing their reading habits (Chen, 2018).
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Among various types of post-reading tasks, researchers have suggested designing post-
reading tasks from a reading-to-write approach as studies have shown the reading-writing
connection in theoretical frameworks (Grabe, 2009). Furthermore, since the process of reading
and writing is interdependent, and reading and writing instructions are mutually beneficial,
developing and implementing post-reading writing tasks in ER has the potential for promoting
learners’ reading and writing skills simultaneously (Han, 2010). However, to date, few studies
have explored the implementation of reading-to-write tasks into ER from a task-based
perspective (Chen, 2018; Hadiyanto, 2019).

Chen (2018) explores students’ perceptions towards the effects of task-based ER on
language learning and reading habits. Students reported their positive experience with task-based
activities following ER, and perceived the tasks were helpful for language learning. They also
reported that completing post-reading tasks motivated them to build reading habits and to read
more books. Hadiyanto (2019) examines how teachers and students perceived a story-writing
task after ER. Findings showed that not only teachers but also students believed that the story-
writing project in ER was beneficial to promote students’ imagination and creativity and build
students’ reading habits. Finally, Ermerawati (2019) utilized a mobile application that provides
graded reading materials along with task-based activities in ER classes. The results showed that
integrating task-based learning with digital tools and ER promoted L2 development, readers’
motivation to read, and reading habits. While an increasing number of studies on ER using tasks
have been conducted, questions remain on how task-based instruction is integrated into ER using
extensive reading-to-write tasks which constitute different writing discourses (e.g., DMC) rather

than traditional monomodal writing.
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In sum, studies of incidental vocabulary learning through ER have suggested a useful
methodology to directly focus on words appearing in reading in order to investigate vocabulary
gains in ER. Besides, the inclusion of instructional tasks in ER classes has been suggested for L2
ER. However, a lack of learner factor investigation in the previous studies remains one of the
research gaps. Thus, in the dissertation study, the gains on students’ vocabulary knowledge were
assessed using words that students encountered in reading, and a reading-to-write task was
implemented into part of ER. Furthermore, the dissertation study investigates if ER is effective
on incidental vocabulary learning and examines to what extent learner factors as well as task
factor (i.e., multimodal vs. monomodal writing task) can be reliable to predict vocabulary
learning through ER. The dissertation study can explore the relationship between various learner
factors and vocabulary learning through a task-based ER. As a relatively novel study on the
integration of reading-to-write tasks as a post-reading task in ER, it is hoped that the current
study would provide L2 educators and practitioners with insights on how the combination of ER
with reading-to-write tasks enhances learner engagement with the target language how the ER

including post-reading tasks cultivates more authentic language learning contexts.

2.2 Task-based Language Teaching

In this section, theoretical underpinnings of task-based language teaching are discussed as
well as the research on reading-to-write tasks from a task-based perspective. After that, some of
the considerations for research designs regarding reading-to-write tasks implemented in L2

writing instruction are discussed.

2.2.1 Theoretical framework
TBLT has been widely implemented in ESL and EFL classrooms in the last three

decades. In task-based instruction, tasks are “something that language learners carry out for
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themselves as a means to drive language acquisition forward” (East, 2021, p. 3). As tasks address
students’ real-world needs, the implementation of tasks in language classrooms has been
considered beneficial for language learners (Taguchi & Kim, 2018). Long (2016, p. 6) states that
tasks are to elicit “the real-world communicative uses to which learners will put the L2 beyond
the classroom.” According to Ellis (2009), tasks should satisty the following criteria: (1) the
primary focus should be on meaning; (2) tasks present a gap; (3) learners’ own resources are the
key to complete the activity; and (4) there should be an outcome. Tasks are also considered goal-
oriented activity where learners use the target language to achieve communicative goals (Willis,
1996).

Furthermore, the focus of communicative language teaching should be not only on
grammar but also on meaning while learners negotiate intended meanings using language. As
tasks create a semantic space where learners are engaged in meaning-making using language,
learners have opportunities to explore a natural context of language learning (van den Branden,
Bygate, & Norris, 2009). Unlike decontextualized in-class activities to practice vocabulary and
grammar only, tasks need to be relevant to learners’ real-life experiences; thus, tasks should be
authentic (Samuda & Bygate, 2008). Furthermore, while tasks promote learners’ engagement in
language use, tasks also lead learners to achieve communicative outcomes as a result of task
performance (Ellis, 2003). Thus, TBLT highlights the importance of task outcome both
linguistically and non-linguistically, and the authenticity of tasks is a crucial aspect of TBLT.

Tasks designed based on TBLT framework differ from traditional language activities and
traditional syllabus. For example, traditionally dominant teaching methodology of presentation,
practice, and production (PPP) leads students to focus on specific language forms and students

practice and produce target forms using controlled activities such as fill-in-the-blanks (Swan,
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2005). However, this approach does not necessarily encourage students to interact with language
authentically focusing on meaning, which is a way that most language learning occurs. On the
other hand, tasks from TBLT framework draw students’ attention to real-world use of language
so that students can reach the outcome (East, 2021). Therefore, considering that language is the
means to achieve real-world goals, tasks from TBLT framework may have more benefits for L2
learning than traditional L2 teaching methods.

There have been a variety of theoretical frameworks that influence task-based research
from different perspectives (e.g., cognitive-interactionist, psycholinguistic, sociocultural, and
educational perspectives) (Ellis et al., 2019). Cognitive-interactionist theories highlight the
importance of focus not only on meaning but also on form while students carry out tasks. These
perspectives assume that interaction facilitates language learning as students notice gaps while
interacting. From a psycholinguistic perspective, task designs could influence the kind of
learners’ language use and their learning opportunities while they carry out tasks (Van den
Branden, Bygate, & Norris, 2009). Meanwhile, a sociocultural perspective claims that language
learning takes place when learners have opportunities to interact with cultural artefacts (Lantolf,
2000). Thus, this perspective emphasizes the dialogic processes in which learners co-construct
the task with each other. Furthermore, an educational perspective sees language learning as an
incidental process influenced by learners’ real communicative demands, thus tasks provide
learners with opportunities to integrate learners’ language resources to task contents (Van den
Branden, Bygate, & Norris, 2009).

In sum, TBLT has received an enormous interest by researchers and language teaching
professionals based on different theoretical support in that task-based instruction may be

effective to help students engage in language learning as tasks provide learners with
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opportunities to use language in an authentic atmosphere (Faez & Tavakoli, 2018). As tasks
support key elements of successful language learning such as learner engagement, authentic
language use, and meaning negotiation, TBLT has the potential of facilitating language learning

over the past few decades.

2.2.2 Reading-to-write tasks in TBLT

Among various typologies of task types, Ellis (2017) distinguished two dimensions of
tasks: input-based and output-based tasks and focused and unfocused tasks. According to Ellis
(2017, p. 510), input-based tasks refer to “tasks that do not require but do not prohibit
production” while output-based tasks are “tasks that require speaking and/or writing to achieve
the outcome.” Input-based tasks can be more suitable for beginner learners who have limited
proficiency level and lack resources for L2 production. On the other hand, output-based tasks
may contribute to the development of a higher level of language proficiency.

Although both input-based and output-based tasks play different roles in language
learning, TBLT research has often been discussed in the context of using output-based tasks
(Ellis, 2017). Even among output-based TBLT research, many studies include speaking tasks
(Shintani, 2016). Moreover, theoretical and empirical studies on teaching reading in TBLT have
been insufficient (Chen, 2018).

Although research findings in TBLT research focusing on speaking tasks may be applied
to instruction using writing tasks and reading tasks to some extent, the nature of written language
differs from that of oral language in terms of linguistic processing (Kuiken & Vedder 2008; Ong
& Zhang 2010). Therefore, differences in the nature of oral and written modality suggest the
need for research on how written communicative tasks (i.e., reading and writing tasks) promote

language development differently from oral modality.
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Recently an increasing number of studies on writing tasks have covered various research
agendas and have drawn abundant pedagogical and methodological implications (Byrnes &
Manchén, 2014; Kormos, 2011). In the same vein, some studies have recently applied a task-
based instructional methodology in the reading instruction for L2 learning (e.g., Mesbah, 2016;
Madhkhan & Mousavi, 2017; Sukma, Rozimeia, & Ratmanida, 2020). However, questions
remain on how to implement integrated skill tasks (e.g., reading-to-write tasks) in L2 classrooms,
and there has been a shortage of theoretical framework and empirical support for studies on
integrated tasks in language learning. As there are relatively few reading and writing tasks in
TBLT compared to speaking tasks, this leaves a gap in research into integrated writing tasks
from a TBLT perspective for L2 learning.

Although integrated writing tasks have not been systematically defined, integrated
writing tasks are commonly considered “performance assessment tasks of writing that include
comprehension of source material that is read or listened to” (Plakans, 2015, p. 159). Another
commonly refereed definition of integrated writing tasks is the tasks that require students to
produce written texts that “display appropriate and meaningful uses of and orientations to source
evidence both conceptually and textually” (Cumming et al., 2005, p. 34). From these definitions,
integrated tasks require both comprehension and integration of source material into writing
(Plakan & Gebril, 2013). According to various definitions of integrated tasks, there have been
different types of integrated writing tasks (e.g., reading-to-write tasks, response tasks, summary
tasks).

Input-based tasks require students to comprehend the information presented in source
texts, while output-based tasks require students to complete tasks to produce an outcome

(Shintani, 2016). When evaluating whether students’ task outcomes of input-based tasks lead to
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incidental acquisition, linguistic features included in source texts are tested. On the other hand,
students’ task outcomes of output-based tasks are assessed by whether the written or oral
language that students produce contains linguistic items tested. As a combination of input-based
and output-based tasks, integrated writing tasks require students to comprehend, select, and
incorporate information from source texts into writing products. Students need to decide which
information to select and how to integrate the chosen information into their writing. Therefore,
integrated writing tasks may tap into students’ receptive and productive skills simultaneously.
For instance, if the student summarizes a particular chapter of the book, he needs to prioritize
and include main ideas, characters, and plots in the development of integrated writing skills.

In contrast to research on integrated tasks in TBLT, integrated writing tasks have
received increasing attention in the field of second language assessment. Along with the
importance of assessing language proficiency holistically rather than evaluating the acquisition
of separate language skills (e.g., reading, writing, speaking, listening), the implementation of
integrated reading-to-write tasks has received attention to assessing students’ writing ability
(Plakans & Gebril, 2012). Research on reading-to-write tasks in assessment has investigated
different aspects of the tasks such as comparison studies on integrated and independent writing
tasks (e.g., Cumming et al., 2005; Plakans, 2008), linguistic features on writing among different
proficiency levels (e.g., Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Knoch, 2009; Yu, 2009), and source use (e.g.,
Cumming et al., 2005; Plakans, 2008).

However, the focus of reading-to-write assessment tasks is heavily emphasized on
assessing students’ writing proficiency more than reading proficiency. While acknowledging that
reading-to-write tasks imply that students’ reading proficiency may be reflected in the writing

performance, most reading-to-write tasks have not directly measured students’ reading



24

proficiency or reading comprehension of the texts given. Therefore, there is the need to pay
greater attention to the role of reading-to-write tasks for reading proficiency and the effects of
learner’s reading skills on reading-to-write task performance.

Furthermore, despite the importance of task effect on reading-to-write task performance,
most studies on reading-to-write tasks have employed not only limited types of source texts in
terms of the genre of source texts, text length, and structural organization but also limited
number of writing formats (e.g., 5-paragraph essays). When it comes to designing reading-to-
write tasks, the impacts of task effect such as prompt and topic on task performance become
even more significant issue (Homayounzadeh, Saadat, & Ahmadi, 2019). As learners are
required to rely on the information that they gain from source text and to concern about prompt
characteristics to successfully complete reading-to-write tasks, such task effect needs more
attention from research on integrated-skills tasks.

First, in terms of source characteristics, several studies have examined whether various
properties of source texts in reading-to-write tasks affect task performance (Bohn-Gettler &
Kendeou, 2014; Homayounzadeh, Saadat, & Ahmadi, 2019; Li, 2014; Yu, 2009). These studies
have found that text length may influence students’ time allocation for reading and writing, the
degree of cognitive load that students experience, and the density of writing. However,
Homayounzadeh, Saadat, and Ahmadi (2019) point out that the length of source texts used in
most reading-to-write tasks, particularly summary tasks, is relatively short, approximately 400
words.

Another property of reading-to-write tasks to be considered is genres, defined as ways
people use language “through their use of language in particular contexts” (Johns et al., 2006, p.

235), Genres are one of the essential elements in the input students receive (Li, 2014). Studies on
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the effects of the genre in tasks on task performance have shown that students’ task performance
is distinctive depending on genres of tasks. The findings support different genres in reading-to-
write tasks represent different dimensions of the construct (Durst, 1987). Ascencion-Delaney
(2008, p. 147) addresses that “reading-to-write construct cannot be conceived as a unitary ability
but rather as a dynamic ability that interacts with task demands and individual factors.”

Despite the importance of investigation on the effects of text length and different genres
on task performance, the use of longer source texts (e.g., books) and various genres in reading-
to-write tasks have received less attention from researchers. Reading authentic texts (e.g.,
children’s books for native speakers) or simplified literature texts has often been used in second
language and foreign language curriculum (Gilmore, 2007). Since literature books are relatively
longer with a wide range of themes and topics, they might have differential effects on task
performance in reading-to-write tasks.

In terms of genres, argumentative essays have been widely used in reading-to-write tasks.
Considering that argumentative writing is often required in many academic settings (Golparvar
& Khafi, 2021), the use of argumentative source texts in many reading-to-write studies is
understandable. However, more research on different genres is also warranted to broaden our
understanding of reading-to-write tasks in L2 learning. Therefore, the inclusion of literature as a
type of longer input text other than argumentative essay into reading-to-write tasks may be
beneficial to design different types of integrated writing tasks using longer and diverse texts.

Regarding the format of writing, the studies on reading-to-write tasks nearly always have
employed traditional monomodal writing that only allows students to involve written language in
their writing performance. While various formats of writing (e.g., digital multimodal composing)

beyond traditional monomodal writing have received increasing interest in the 21% century, the
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need for the inclusion of different formats of writing into reading-to-write tasks has increased.
Thus, the investigation of students’ performance in reading-to-write tasks using various formats
of writing may expand our knowledge of the effects of integrated reading-to-write tasks on
language learning beyond traditional reading-to-write tasks.

Meanwhile, there has been little research on the role of reading-to-write tasks in language
development. When considering writing as a tool, learners progress in their writing skills and
other areas of personal growth such in knowledge, culture or language (Manchoén, 2011).
Students acquire knowledge of content and language through writing (writing-to-learn). Writing
as a process-and-product can operate as a tool to learn language because writing involves
reformulating and revising students’ language use. From this view of writing-to-learn, language
learning occurs through writing while students use the target language to obtain knowledge of
content. However, language learning has been rarely examined from a view of writing-to-learn
using reading-to-write tasks.

Despite a scarcity of research on incidental vocabulary learning from reading-to-write
tasks, a few studies, nevertheless, have examined effects of reading-to-write tasks on the degree
of incidental vocabulary learning. Joe (1998) and Sun (2017) found that reading-to-write tasks
(i.e., rewriting task, picture-book reading-to-write task) promoted incidental vocabulary learning,
even without explicit instruction. The vocabulary gains achieved in reading-to-write tasks were
significantly more than the amount of vocabulary learning from explicit vocabulary instruction.
On the other hand, Rott (2004) reported that reading-to-write tasks did not necessarily lead to
more vocabulary gains than a comparison group that only received reading instruction.

Concerning inconclusive results on the impacts of reading-to-write tasks on vocabulary learning,
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more research needs to be conducted to examine whether and how reading-to-write tasks

promote L2 learning.

2.3 Learner Factors Associated with the Extensive Reading-to-write Task Outcomes and

Vocabulary Learning

Researchers have pointed out the role of learner factors in second language learning and
have reported that various individual differences affect how students perform on language tasks
differently (Doughty & Long, 2003). However, there is limited research on the roles of learner
factors in students’ reading to-writing task outcomes and vocabulary learning through ER.
Ascencion-Delaney (2008) states that “reading-to-write construct cannot be conceived as a
unitary ability but rather as a dynamic ability that interacts with task demands and individual
factors” (p. 147). Therefore, further research is needed on how task factors and learner factors
are predictive of task outcomes and L2 learning (e.g., vocabulary learning) when reading-to-
write tasks are incorporated into ER.

In the current study, students’ reading proficiency, writing proficiency, motivation,
vocabulary size, and text comprehension are included as learner factors. The dissertation
examines to what extent these learner factors predict the quality of extensive reading-to-write
task outcomes. Besides, the dissertation study investigates the roles of learner factors and task
factor (multimodal vs. monomodal writing) in vocabulary learning through ER. While all the
learner factors addressed above have been included in the analysis as predictor variables for the
quality of students’ writing task performance and their vocabulary test scores, these learner
factors were selected based on different lines of research. For example, learners’ reading and
writing proficiency in the target language and the degree of source text comprehension have been

considered possible predictor variables in the quality of reading-to-write task performance other
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than learner factors. Furthermore, vocabulary size has been considered more relevant to ER and
writing in general. Meanwhile, learner motivation has also been included in the current study as

an affective factor that may predict task performance and vocabulary learning.

2.3.1 Reading and writing proficiency

In the discussion of predictors of reading-to-write task outcomes and vocabulary learning,
L2 proficiency (e.g., reading proficiency, writing proficiency) may be reasonable as a learner
factor to be considered. As integrated writing tasks have been favored in second language
assessment contexts, there have been concerns about the extent to which integrated writing task
outcomes can be affected by students’ reading and writing proficiency (Plakans & Gebril, 2013).
Reading-to-write tasks require students to comprehend source texts and integrate information
from the sources into writing (Qui & Liu, 2021). Therefore, without both an appropriate
understanding of the source texts and writing skills, students may not be able to complete
integrated writing tasks well.

Regarding writing proficiency and reading-to-write tasks, studies have found that
students’ L2 writing proficiency and reading-to-write task outcomes are positively correlated,
indicating that the quality of reading-to-write tasks is predicted by students’ writing proficiency
(Brown, Hilgers, & Marsella, 1991; Gebril, 2010; Shin & Ewert, 2015; Watanabe, 2001). Studies
also have investigated the relationship between learner’s writing proficiency and the quality of
task outcomes by examining discourse features in writing. Cumming et al. (2005) argue that the
discourse of written texts in tasks varies depending on learners' proficiency levels. Thus,
considering variations in written discourse of task outcomes needs to be investigated with

learners’ proficiency.
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In previous studies on reading-to-write tasks, higher level learners demonstrated longer
essays and more grammatically accurate essays in reading-to-write tasks (e.g., Brown, Hilgers, &
Marsella, 1991; Gebril & Plakans, 2009, 2013; Plakans, 2008; Uludag et al., 2019). However,
regarding lexical sophistication and syntactic complexity, the correlation was not strong as in
fluency and grammatical accuracy in writing. Studies have found that learner’s proficiency levels
do not yield any differences in the quality of lexical sophistication and syntactic complexity in
task outcomes (Cumming et al., 2005; Knoch, 2009; Yu, 2009).

While the research on reading-to-write tasks has generally supported the roles of L2
writing ability in predicting the quality of reading-to-write tasks, research findings are relatively
inconclusive regarding the roles of reading ability in reading-to-write tasks. Researchers have
shown a positive correlation between students’ reading ability and task outcomes in reading-to-
write tasks (e.g., Sawaki, Quinlan, & Lee, 2013; Trites & McGroarty, 2005). On the other hand,
other studies have shown the nonsignificant or weak relationship between L2 reading proficiency
and the quality of reading-to-write tasks (Ascencion-Delaney, 2008; Watanabe, 2001).

Besides the roles of reading proficiency and writing proficiency in the outcomes of
extensive reading-to-write tasks, the current dissertation study is also to investigate to what
extent students’ proficiency predicts the degree of vocabulary learning. A strong positive
relationship between students’ vocabulary size and L2 proficiency has been generally accepted
(Steehr, 2008). However, little attention has been paid to the roles of L2 reading and writing
proficiency in predicting the degree of vocabulary learning through extensive reading-to-write
tasks so far. Thus, the impacts of L2 proficiency on both reading-to-write task outcomes and

vocabulary learning need to be investigated.



30

Unlike a scarcity of research on the roles of L2 proficiency in incidental vocabulary
learning through ER, a number of studies have been conducted to delve into the effects of
learner’s language skills in vocabulary learning through reading (Pulido, 2003; Zhao et al.,
2016). The findings suggest a strong correlation between the level of students’ language
proficiency and the degree of vocabulary development through reading instruction. Higher
proficiency learners tend to learn more words in reading.

However, it seems the interval of proficiency levels, for example between the novice
level and intermediate level vs. intermediate level and advance level, plays a role in impacts of
L2 proficiency on incidental vocabulary learning. Despite the tendency of the close relationship
between L2 proficiency and vocabulary learning, Tekmen and Daloglu (2006) found no
significant difference between the intermediate and upper intermediate level learners regarding
vocabulary learning while advanced learners acquired more words than the two groups of
learners mentioned above. Zhao et al. (2016) point out the limitation of Tekmen and Daloglu’s
(2006) study in that the study treated L2 proficiency as a categorical variable, not a continuous
variable. Moreover, these previous studies measured learners’ L2 proficiency using a single
proficiency test which included reading, writing, vocabulary, and grammar sections together.
The current study examines if L2 proficiency, reading and writing proficiency, respectively, is
predictive of vocabulary learning through ER using L2 proficiency test scores as a continuous

variable.

2.3.2 Reading and writing motivation
While much research has addressed different linguistic features and textual borrowing
patterns in reading-to-write tasks across learners’ proficiency levels, relatively little is known

about the roles of learner’s affective factors in reading-to-write tasks (Cho & Lee, 2016;
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Golparvar & Khafi, 2021). In the dissertation, both reading and writing motivation as an
affective aspect were examined. As reading and writing are important for the development of
overall language proficiency, there is no debate on the necessity of enhancing reading and
writing skills in language learning. However, improving these skills requires consistent practice,
and students do not acquire the skills automatically. Students face many challenges, such as a
lack of vocabulary knowledge and content knowledge during reading and writing. Therefore,
encouraging students to read and write more may not be effective without promoting students’
motivation to read and write.

One of the major theoretical frameworks in L2 reading and writing motivation studies is
self-determination theory (SDT) that is considered the most influential and frequently used
theory in motivation research inquiry (Komiyama, 2019; Pirih, 2015). The theory proposes that
motivation consists of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to represent learners’ desire to pursue an
action (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Intrinsic motivation refers to students’ desire to take action (e.g.,
reading, writing) for pleasure. In contrast, extrinsic motivation is learners’ desire to take action in
order to gain external rewards and social values or to avoid internal feelings such as those
associated with guilt (Komiyama, 2013). Extrinsic motivation consists of two dimensions:
controlled extrinsic motivation and autonomous extrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2017).
Controlled extrinsic motivation is associated with learners’ engagement in external rewards or
their desire to avoid a feeling of shame or guilt. Meanwhile, autonomous extrinsic motivation
refers to learners’ desire to implement an action due to its value originally determined by the
society learners live but ultimately becomes an internalized desire inside learners’ minds. The
dissertation takes the self-determination theory perspective to examine the role of students’

reading and writing motivation in predicting the quality of reading-to-write tasks.
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As a variable that makes students engaged in reading practice, students’ reading
motivation has been acknowledged (Komiyama, 2009). Studies have shown that reading
motivation contributes to increasing reading comprehension by having learners to read more
(Dhanapala & Hirakawa, 2016; Komiyama, 2013; Komiyama & McMorris, 2017; Ro, 2016;
Takase, 2007). These studies suggest that reading motivation may be driven by different factors,
so further research on the likelihood for successful task completions or language learning driven
by reading motivation is warranted. However, although research on the role of motivation in L1
reading has been expansive, reading motivation in L2 reading research has been neglected and
started to grow recently (Huang, 2006; Komiyama, 2013). In the same vein, the roles of reading
motivation on task outcomes and vocabulary learning in reading-to-write tasks have been under-
examined as well.

Similar to research on reading motivation, to date, research on learners’ motivation to
write has been under-explored compared to the primary focus on L2 motivation in general for
language learning (Boo, Dornyei, & Ryan, 2015). Of limited research on learners’ motivation to
write, much attention has been paid to how to promote students’ writing motivation and the
relationship between the level of motivation to write and L2 writing proficiency (Lee, Yu, & Liu,
2018). Studies have demonstrated a positive relationship between students’ writing motivation
and writing proficiency in general (Lee, Yu, & Liu, 2018; Tran, 2007; Zhang & Guo, 2012).

However, when examining different dimensions of writing motivation (e.g., extrinsic and
intrinsic motivation), the roles of the dimensions in students’ success in L2 writing are varied
(Hashemian & Heidari, 2013). For instance, students’ desires to be part of the target language
community were positively correlated with the quality of students’ L2 writing, while no

relationship was found between students’ success in L2 writing and their desires to achieve
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practical goals by writing. Although the L2 reading and writing motivation research has broaden
the scope of the study, none of the research has investigated the roles of motivation in predicting
reading-to-write task outcomes and vocabulary learning so far, suggesting the need for further

research on this topic.

2.3.3 Vocabulary size

As a predictor of reading-to-write tasks, research on the role of students’ vocabulary
knowledge is still very much in its infancy. Due to the difficulty of defining knowledge of a
word, it has been challenging to define vocabulary size (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001). A typical
approach to vocabulary size is “the number of words that are recognized when given the word
and for which the student is able to recall a meaning for the word or construct a use of it.”
(Warton, 2007, p. 6).

Previous studies on vocabulary size have examined the consistent correlations between
vocabulary and reading comprehension (e.g., Laufer, 1992; Qian, 1999, 2002; Nation, 2006).
The number of words that learners know has been considered a strong predictor of the degree of
reading comprehension. In the same vein, it has been found that learner’s vocabulary size is
associated with their writing skills (e.g., Astika, 1993).

However, when it comes to reading-to-write tasks, the role of vocabulary size in
predicting the quality of task performance in reading-to-write tasks is somewhat nebulous.
Although previous studies have shown the positive relationship between the complexity and
diversity of vocabulary used in reading-to-write tasks and students’ proficiency (e.g., Gebril &
Plakans, 2016; Knoch, 2009; Yu, 2009), only a few studies have investigated whether students’

vocabulary size directly predicts the quality of reading-to-write tasks.
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Cho and Lee (2016) suggest that reading-to-write task outcomes can be mediated by
students’ L2 vocabulary knowledge because vocabulary knowledge can indirectly or directly
affect both reading comprehension and writing. The research findings are a bit inconsistent.
Some studies have shown a strong association between vocabulary size and reading-to-write task
outcomes (e.g., Sawaki, Quinlan, & Lee, 2013), while no direct relationship was reported in
other studies (e.g., Cho & Lee, 2016).

Even though a positive relationship between vocabulary knowledge and L2 writing
performance is generally accepted (Staehr, 2008), further research on the role of vocabulary size
in extensive reading-to-write task outcomes is needed. In the same vein, a number of studies on
vocabulary size have been interested in developing standard testing methods for calculating
vocabulary size and the roles of vocabulary size in improving L2 language proficiency (e.g.,
Nation, 2009; Nation & Beglar, 2007; Read, 1993). However, there has been no investigation on

vocabulary learning through extensive reading-to-write tasks.

2.3.4 Comprehension of the source text

In the current study, the role of the degree of learners’ comprehension of the reading
source is examined on the quality of extensive reading-to-write tasks and vocabulary learning.
Contrast to independent writing, which does not require students to refer to information from
source texts, integrated writing tasks expect writers not only to comprehend source texts but also
synthesize and organize information from source texts (Knoch & Sitajalabhorn, 2013; Uludag et
al., 2019). Thus, students’ comprehension of source texts in integrated tasks is required to
complete reading-to-write tasks.

However, concerns have been raised about to what extent the degree of students’

comprehension of source texts is predictable of the quality of reading-to-write tasks. Findings of
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the role of reading comprehension of source texts in reading-to-write tasks are inconclusive.
Some studies have found a strong correlation between reading comprehension and students’
scores of reading-to-write tasks (e.g., Cho & Lee, 2016; Uludag et al., 2019; Sawaki, Quinlan, &
Lee, 2013), while other studies have supported that reading comprehension only plays a minor
role in reading-to-write task performance (e.g., Risemberg, 1996). These inconclusive findings
may be attributed to the amount of reading source texts required for task performance (Cho &
Lee, 2016). If writing prompts require a substantial degree of reading comprehension, the level
of reading ability and reading comprehension would be more important in these types of reading-
to-write tasks.

Regarding the relationship between vocabulary and comprehension of reading texts,
vocabulary is key to reading comprehension in that students cannot comprehend the content of
reading passages without knowing the meaning of words (Nation, 2006). However, unlike clear
evidence of the role of vocabulary for reading comprehension, our understanding of how the
degree of comprehension of the text predicts the degree of vocabulary learning through extensive
reading-to-write tasks is still tentative.

In sum, despite the interests in the role of various learner factors in L2 learning in general
or task outcomes, there has been a lack of research on how the quality of reading-to-write task
outcomes can be predicted by learner factors and to what extent various learner factors are
predictive of vocabulary learning through extensive reading-to-write tasks. Reading-to-write
tasks do not simply tap into a single language skill but a multidimensional composing process.
Therefore, further investigation on the roles of learner factors in predicting task outcomes and
vocabulary learning in reading-to-write tasks is warranted. To fill the research gaps mentioned

above, the current study included different learner factors (reading and writing proficiency,
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motivation, text comprehension, and vocabulary size) as predictor variables based on different

lines of research.

2.4 Digital Multimodal Composing (DMC)

In this section, theoretical backgrounds of DMC are addressed while the affordances of
DMC for L2 writing instruction such as developing a sense of learner autonomy, creating
opportunities for students to translate meaning from one semiotic mode to another, and
encouraging students to raise their voices and share their personal stories. The section also

addresses research gaps in the research of DMC.

2.4.1 Theoretical background

The third theoretical motivation of the current dissertation is digital multimodal
composing. As a form of writing DMC has shown its potential as an integral part of L2 writing
pedagogy (Jiang, 2017). The idea of literacy has expanded from reading and writing in printed
texts into multimodal literacy, including multiple modes such as nonprint texts, images, and
movies over the past decade (Kress, 2010). In the new social and cultural contexts where the
digital world has influenced our daily life, meaning is constructed using various semiotic tools.
Digital technologies bring us to a new communicative realm where we have new access to
multiple modes of representation. In multimodal composing, the concept of design referring to
“the process of orchestrating representational modes and their interconnection” is essential in
composing (Miller & McVee, 2012, p. 2). In this sense, new ways of making texts meaningful
have transformed our literacy practices in the 21% century. As a result, our ability to design a
message or text using multiple semiotic resources is required to achieve a successful

communication outcome in society.
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A new literacy stance is grounded on two frameworks: theories of multimodality (Kress,
2003, 2010) and multiliteracies (New London Group, 1996). Multimodalities are rooted in an
assumption that “meaning is shaped by the interaction among the different modes and how they
are combined to create a message” (Sabatino & Fallon, 2019, p. 4). Creating meaning depends
on how multiple semiotic resources are combined and implemented according to affordances of
modes, referring to the potentials and limitations of a particular mode (Jewitt, 2013). Various
modes have distinct values and impacts that are socially shaped and culturally determined for
meaning-making, but all the modes contribute to communication. Thus, multimodalities
highlight the ensemble of representational modes that are socially determined and organized
semiotic resources to meaning-making processes (Ajayi, 2008; Archer & Breuer, 2016;
Canagarajah, 2011, 2018).

The idea of multiliteracies embraces a wide range of modes of meaning-making aligned
with the culturally and linguistically diverse society in the digital era, resulting in that
multiliteracies supplement the traditional literacy pedagogy (New London Group, 1996).
Multiliteracies support the necessity of guidance on how to have students culturally and socially
empowered in the use of semiotic modes during a meaning-making process (Yeh, 2018). In this
sense, multiliteracies situate students as active participants in the new literacy practice by
respecting students’ interests, experiences, and identities. Students are encouraged to express
their voices and bring their cultural experiences to literacy practices (Smith, 2014). Moreover,
multiliteracies contribute to expanding the traditional concept of literacy by involving a wider
range of human experience beyond texts (Provenzo, 2011).

Both multiliteracies and multimodalities call upon a new paradigm for composition in the

digital era alongside changes in the communicative landscape. These frameworks emphasize the
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saliency of linguistic and cultural diversity observed in society and the integration of multiple
modes for meaning-making in the understanding of literacy. However, students still have few
opportunities to experience new literacy through socially situated multimodal practices in their
language classrooms (Elola & Oskoz, 2017). Teachers are still hesitant to broaden the boundary
of traditional literacy practices by embracing multimodal meaning-making systems that enable
students to compose multimodal texts with a great potential of orchestrating visual, audio,

linguistic, and spatial elements (Zheng & Warschauer, 2017).

2.4.2 Affordances of DMC for L2 writing instruction

Although there are some debates on the impacts of DMC in L2 teaching practice, studies
have demonstrated affordances of DMC in the context of L2 writing. This section focuses on the
affordances of DMC in terms of developing learner autonomy, including learners’ own resources
and voices, interacting with a broader range of audience, providing cooperative learning
opportunities.

DMC allows students to develop a sense of learner autonomy and a sense of authority to
control composing as a writer (Jiang, 2017). When students have more control, there is a greater
potential for successful academic performance (Vandergriff, 2016). However, students often
struggle with playing an independent role in academic composition (Bloch, 2018). DMC entails
composer’s decision-making process that determines the remixing of semiotic resources into
multimodal texts (Cimasko & Shin, 2017). DMC also allows learners to explore a number of
ways of creating messages beyond linguistic modes through various semiotic resources, resulting
in enhancing students’ authorial agency.

As multiple semiotic resources have the potential to mediate meaning when combined

with other modes in composing, DMC creates opportunities for students to translate meaning
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from one semiotic mode to another. Research findings have shown that the trans-mediation
across modes leads students to be creative and to go beyond the limits of written texts in the
process of making meaning, resulting in promoting writer autonomy (e.g., Jiang, 2017; Kramsch,
A'Ness, & Lam, 2000; Vandergriff, 2016).

In other words, DMC promotes students to engage in composing more actively through
the selective use of different modes in multimodal designs (e.g., Jiang, 2018; Jocius, 2013; Smith
et al., 2017). The higher levels of learner autonomy that DMC allows students to have are
attributed to the fact that DMC functions as a site where students can experiment and explore
how to make meaning using digital semiotic tools with a lower affective filter (Hafner, 2014).
Not limited to written texts that the traditional monomodal writing only can afford, students can
utilize semiotic representational resources in DMC to translate meaning across modes and to
elaborate ideas based on the affordances of different modes in meaning-making.

Furthermore, DMC also encourages students to raise their voices and share their personal
stories in composing meaningful texts in a manner that is easier than traditional academic
writing. Hafner (2015) found that learners’ social identities and voices were easily reflected in
DMC. In his study, students were not afraid of including students’ identities and personal
opinions in DMC. Students, having the power of a composer, represent their unique identities as
an asset in composition through their voices in DMC. In Cimasko and Shin’s (2017) study, a
student created characters, which represented herself, debating on an argumentative topic by
utilizing her cultural and personal background in composition. Another student presented her
desire to belong to a community using DMC (Hull & Katz, 2006). She addressed her social
identity as an immigrant and used her voice to express her views regarding the new society she

was living in from her personal perspective as an immigrant. In composition, she drew her
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personal stories and experiences effectively using various modes to deliver her messages. In
sum, DMC encourages students to discover their voice in composing and bring their stories to
meaningful communication as an active agent for meaning-making (Castafieda, 2013).

In addition, DMC encourages students to interact with a global, authentic, and online
audience in the digital era (Belcher, 2017; Hafner, 2013). Students are able to share DMC
products in both offline and online social networks at almost no cost, which enables students to
engage in the literacy practice by realizing the importance of composing for communication with
real audience (e.g., Bloch, 2018; Hafner & Miller, 2011). DMC may generate more opportunities
for students to be connected with audiences through composing, resulting in enhancing students’
awareness of the audience. Hafner and Miller (2011) found that students majoring in science
tried to make DMC more attractive to online audiences once students envisioned potential
spectators on the internet. Students also considered how to showcase DMC products effectively
to the general public, who might not be familiar with concepts addressed in DMC. Students’
awareness of actual audiences motivated them to increase the quality of documentaries based on
different strategies.

DMC also encourages students to work with peers with diverse interests and abilities so
that students support and scaffold each other (Jiang & Luk, 2016; Smith 2017, 2019). DMC
offers opportunities for students not only to collaborate with teachers and peers but also to
provide and receive constructive feedback on DMC (Castafieda, 2013; Hafner, 2013). Smith et
al. (2017) found that students provided peer feedback when students asked each other for
assistance during multimodal composition. Due to the collaborative nature of the DMC process,
students were easily able to cooperate with peers. In Hafner and Miller’s (2011) study, students

reported that they corrected each other’s language. More proficient students helped peers with
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lower proficiency by correcting grammar or pronouncing the correct pronunciation of difficult
words. Especially when DMC is implemented into collaborative group projects, DMC has more

potentials to facilitate students’ cooperative efforts to compose in language and literacy

classrooms (Hafner, 2013, 2015).

2.4.3 Further discussion comparing DMC to other L2 text-based instruction

As we live in a world where people create meaning using multiple modes of
communication, DMC has increasingly become a part of teaching and learning in L2 instruction
(Kohnke et al., 2021). Elola and Oskoz (2017, p. 58) address that “the spawning of these new
forms of communication does not imply a rejection of, but rather a co-existence with, traditional
and well-established forms of written language.” Since the multimodal nature of DMC may have
positive impacts on L2 learners’ language development while being integrated into an existing
syllabus, it is important to discuss DMC further comparing it to other L2 text-based instruction
types.

DMC studies in L2 learning have primarily described what and how L2 writers do while
completing DMC projects (Lim, 2020). Table 1 summarizes recent studies on DMC focusing on
composing process, outcomes, and perceptions towards DMC. The studies chosen were selected
according to the following criteria: (1) empirical research studies; (2) studies published in peer-
refereed journals in the field of L2 in the last 4 years; (3) studies whose participants were L2
learners. Studies have explored the composing process of DMC and the affordances of DMC for
L2 learning. Recent research on DMC has provided empirical evidence of the positive effects of
multimodal designs on L2 writing instruction in terms of learner engagement with language
learning and developing learner identities and voices in writing (i.e., Amgott, 2020; Jiang, Yang,

& Yu, 2020; Zhang & O’Halloran, 2019). Process studies have also found the benefits of
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multimodal designs in L2 writing on developing students’ writing strategies using various
semiotic modes available in DMC (Kessler, 2020; Shin, Cimasko, & Yi, 2020).

In addition, previous studies have also investigated DMC task performance outcomes as
shown in Table 1. Especially, several studies have been conducted to examine the quality of
students’ DMC to see whether DMC has effects on students’ language development. Kim and
Belcher (2020) compared EFL learners’ DMC and traditional monomodal writing in terms of
syntactic complexity and accuracy in addition to learners’ perceptions of two types of
argumentative writing tasks. Students’ oral narration of DMC and traditional monomodal writing
essays were compared, and students completed a reflection survey. The results showed that
students produced syntactically more complex language in traditional monomodal writing than
DMC. However, there was no significant difference in the accuracy of linguistic features
between the two composing tasks.

Rezaei and Sayadian, (2015) explored the impacts of infographics instruction as a type of
multimodal composing on L2 learners’ grammar learning in EFL context. Sixty Iranian EFL
learners participated in either infographics instruction or the traditional rule-driven instruction
throughout a semester. At the end of semester, participants took a grammar test as a posttest and
the results showed that infographic instruction as a form of multimodal instruction was more
effective instrument for EFL learners to learn English language grammar. Unlike the view that
DMC interferes with students’ focus on language, findings from empirical studies have shown

DMC does not hinder students from improving their language skills.
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Studies

Task

Participants

Goals

Findings

DMC Process

Amgott (2020)

Brown and
Allmond
(2021)

Jiang, Yang,
and Yu (2020)

Kessler (2020)

Shin, Cimasko,
and Yi (2020)

Multimodal French
video blogs on
students’ study
abroad experience

Responding to
culturally relevant
texts using the app,
Sketch

Multimodal
scientific
documentary

A research
proposal project
which involved
multimodal uses on
various stages

Multimodal
expository and
argumentative
composition on the
greenhouse effect
and global climate
change

12 American
undergraduates
studying French
abroad in Paris

An 8-year-old
emergent bilingual
elementary school
student whose
native language
was Tagalog

A Chinese ethnic
minority student as
an EFL learner

2 Chinese doctoral
students learning
English as L2 with
advanced-English
skills

A sixth-grade
English learner
whose first
language was
Ukrainian

To investigate how students
reflect their cultural and
linguistic experience through
multiple modes in
multimodal video

To examine emergent
bilingual student’s
multimodal composing
practices

To investigate student’s
participation in DMC and its
impact on the student’s
investment in EFL learning

To examine advanced L2
English writers’ writing
strategies and processes
during DMC

To explore an immigrant
student’s meaning-making
process during DMC and his
metalanguage development

DMC helped students develop their
multilingual identities by facilitating
goal-setting practices and
metalinguistic awareness.

Findings demonstrated that the student
showed the development of literacy
that involved various aspects (e.g.,
reading, writing, speaking).

DMC facilitated empowering and
culturally sustaining strategy for
student’s investment in language
learning.

Findings showed that students’ writing
strategies and processes were affected
by multiple factors such as students’
knowledge of digital tools and their
pre-existing writing strategies.

DMC project provided the student with
various meaning-making resources and
helped the student develop his
metalanguage.




Yang, Chen,
and Hung
(2020)

Zhang and
O’Halloran
(2019)

Digital storytelling
about students’
career plans

Research article
involving
multimodal
composing using
PowerPoint slides

54 seventh-grade
students with a
variety of
proficiency levels

An advanced-level
English learner
whose first
language was
Chinese

To investigate the effects of
DMC on language learners’
creative thinking and
English-speaking skills

To examine language
learners’ literacy
development involving
multimodal composing
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Digital storytelling helped students
enhance their creativity and speaking
skills compared to Presentation-
Practice-Production (PPP).

Though DMC students developed their
voices while describing their personal
narratives and they utilized multimedia
in order to expand their narratives.

DMC outcomes

Cho and Kim
(2021)

Kim and
Belcher (2020)

Lee, Lo, and
Chin (2021)

Lim (2020)

Summary-
reflection task

Multimodal
composing project
and argumentative
essay on the same
topic

Multimodal
booklet for a local
place

Argumentative
narrated
presentation and
monomodal
writing

31 Korean high
school students

18 Korean college
students

38 high
intermediate-level
English major
college students as
EFL learners in
Taiwan

31 Korean college
students

To compare DMC and
traditional monomodal
writing using academic
integrated-skill tasks

To investigate differences in
learners’ writing for DMC
and traditional essay writing
in terms of syntactic
complexity, accuracy, and
learners’ perceptions

To experiment digital literacy
pedagogy with a multimodal
problem-based approach

To examine L2 learners’
DMC performance and
processes compared to
traditional argumentative
essays

No significant differences were found
in the quality, content and language
alignment, or the amount of reflection
in two conditions.

Traditional essay writing group
outperformed in syntactic complexity
while no significant difference found
in accuracy.

Students achieved the development in
vocabulary, syntactic complexity, and
fluency through DMC which provided
more autonomous learning
opportunities.

The quality of students” DMC project
was strongly associated with that of
language performance.
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Learner/teacher perceptions towards DMC

Chen (2020)

Hafner and Ho
(2020)

Jiang (2018)

Kim and Kang
(2020)

Kim and
Belcher (2020)

Yeh (2018)

Describing
students’ favorite
place in the world

Digital video
scientific
documentary

Producing a video
on an assigned
textbook topic

Multimodal video
after watching a
movie

Multimodal
composing project
and argumentative
essay on the same
topic

Creating a
reflective video of
students’ final oral
presentation

18 second-year
Taiwanese college
students from
different English
proficiency levels

Seven experienced
English teachers in
college

22 EFL college

students in China

60 Korean high
school students

18 Korean college
students

69 advanced EFL
learners in Taiwan

To examine students’
engagement with written
essay composing and
multimodal composing

To examine English teachers’
perceptions of assessment of
multimodal composing in
Hongkong

To explore investment
change in learners’ writing
when DMC was
implemented

To examine the nature
collaborative multimodal
composing in terms of the
processes and quality in
writing and student
perception

To investigate differences in
learners’ writing for DMC
and traditional essay writing

To investigate students’
perceived benefits with
respect to multimodal video
making

Students felt multimodal composing
was more helpful to convey their idea
as multimodal composing included
more sensory information than written
essay.

Teachers applied various aspects such
as creativity and originality, modal
interaction, organization, and language
in assessing multimodal compositions.
DMC led students to devote more
efforts to English writing and students
perceived DMC gave them more
freedom to express their ideas.

Students showed positive attitudes
towards the helpfulness of DMC in
English learning.

Students generally had positive
perceptions towards DMC in terms of
helpfulness in improving writing
skills.

Students found DMC nurture their
multiliteracies and expand their
awareness of semiotic resources for
meaning construction.
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In addition to research on the effects of DMC on students’ language development, some
studies have investigated the quality of students’ writing in DMC tasks compared to traditional
monomodal writing. As a pilot study of the current dissertation, Cho and Kim (2021) compared
DMC and traditional monomodal writing using academic integrated-skill tasks. Thirty-one
Korean high school students carried out a summary-reflection task through both DMC and
traditional monomodal writing. The findings showed no statistically significant differences in the
quality, content and language alignment, or the amount of reflection in writings. The results
support that reading-to-write tasks are executed similarly in DMC and traditional monomodal
writing. To further investigate, learner perceptions and awareness of different genres of writing
in reading-to-write may be beneficial.

Lim (2020) investigated L2 learners’ DMC performance and processes compared to
traditional argumentative essays. Thirty-one Korean college students completed both an
argumentative narrated presentation task as DMC and an argumentative monomodal writing task.
The findings showed that the quality of students’ DMC project was strongly associated with that
of language performance. In terms of nonlinguistic performance (e.g., images, narration), the
overall text quality was affected by these aspects as well. The study also reported that the
language scores of DMC were strongly correlated with all the subscores of traditional
monomodal writing.

Although Cho and Kim (2021) and Lim (2020) investigated the quality of students’
writing in DMC and traditional monomodal writing, none of the DMC research has examined
what predicts the quality of DMC in reading-to-write writing tasks and has compared predictor
factors of the quality of DMC to those of traditional monomodal writing. Therefore, to extend

the research agenda on DMC in L2 writing instruction, the current study explores what and how
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different learner factors are predictive to the quality of students’ multimodal composing
compared to traditional monomodal writing.

Another line of research on DMC is to examine students’ perception towards types of
reading-to-write tasks (DMC vs. traditional monomodal writing) as shown in Table 1. Previous
studies have investigated how L2 learners perceived DMC via multiple data sources such as
interviews, students’ writing reflection, and questionnaires (Li & Akoto, 2021). In the review of
recent research on DMC, Li and Akoto (2021) report that students perceived affordances and
benefits of the implementation of DMC in their L2 classrooms. For example, students reported
that DMC enhanced not only their awareness of genres and audience but also motivation and
learner autonomy (Yeh, 2018). Students perceived that DMC task was more interesting and
effective in delivering meaning than traditional monomodal writing (Kim & Belcher, 2020).

On the other hand, students also reported some of the perceived challenges in L2 DMC
instruction. Hafner (2014) found that students experienced challenges in DMC due to little or no
experience of creating multimedia projects. In particular, students perceived rhetorical challenges
in terms of audience attention and multimodal orchestration. Zhang & O’Halloran (2020)
reported that the use of new technology tools used in DMC was perceived as another challenge
that students faced. Unlike the traditional monomodal writing that only focuses on linguistic
features, students are required to utilize various semiotic resources using technology in DMC.
Thus, inadequate mastery of software design in DMC projects caused students confused and
difficulties in addition to challenges from the appropriate use of language in DMC.

Despite a substantial body of research literature on L2 learners’ positive attitude towards
DMC, when it comes to a comparison between students’ perception of DMC and traditional

monomodal writing, there have been mixed results in previous studies. Kim and Belcher’s
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(2020) study showed mixed findings on learner perceptions of DMC compared to traditional
monomodal writing. In their study, students found DMC interested and effective in attracting the
audience. However, students also reported that traditional monomodal writing drew more
attention to language use than DMC. Despite the affordance of DMC for promoting students’
motivation in composing, the same number of students chose each task in terms of the
helpfulness of writing task in L2 development. The findings are resonated with other studies that
found mixed perceptions of DMC for L2 writing (Jiang, 2018; Kim & Kang, 2020). Therefore,
more research is needed to examine differences in learner perceptions of writing tasks between
DMC and traditional monomodal writing.

Along with the scarcity of empirical studies on investigating DMC and traditional
monomodal writing in L2 learning, few studies have implemented reading-to-write tasks in L2
multimodal composing studies. Reading-to-write tasks involve more complex processes for
language learners to interact with and understand sources texts while integrating information
from source texts into writing. As reading-to-write tasks may tap into students’ receptive and
productive skills, there is the potential of these integrated writing tasks to prompt learners’ more
active processing mechanisms in language learning.

As DMC includes multiple modes of communication beyond written linguistic mode in
traditional monomodal writing, DMC can be incorporated into integrated writing instructions
using reading-to-write tasks. Despite the potential of including integrated writing tasks (e.g.,
reading-to-write tasks) in L2 DMC instruction, little has been examined how reading-to-write
tasks could be implemented in DMC instruction compared to traditional monomodal writing. As
shown in Table 1, while these studies on DMC include many different forms such as

documentary, vlogs, and booklet, the use of source texts that could be integrated into writing



49

process has been scarce in DMC studies. Because the inclusion of source texts in DMC
instruction may lead students to be engaged with more complex and engaging writing
instructions, it is worth exploring how multimodal designs in writing instruction can be promoted
using reading-to-write tasks. Therefore, the current study includes reading-to-write tasks in DMC
instructions.

In sum, there have been growing interests in research on DMC in the digitally dominant
world. However, relatively little is known about the affordances of multimodal designs in L2
writing instructions compared to traditional monomodal writing. Belcher (2017, p. 82) points out
that “multimodal design offers opportunities to enhance state-of-the-art language teaching
strategies such as integrated-skills-oriented task-based learning and teaching.” As a new form of
writing in L2 instruction, DMC has the potential to be implemented into L2 writing curriculum
and ER using reading-to-writing tasks from a task-based approach. Therefore, further research on
DMC from a task-based approach to L2 writing instruction is needed. These concerns in DMC
research might be able to be resolved to some extent by examining how the effects of DMC
reading-to-write extensive reading task could be different on (1) the quality of students’ writing
task performance, (2) predictive factors of the quality of task performance, (3) the helpfulness of
ER on vocabulary learning and predictive factors of vocabulary learning in ER, and (4) learner

perception compared to traditional monomodal writing.
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3 THE GOALS OF THE DISSERTATION AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

As Figure 1 shows, the current study was motivated by three lines of theoretical
frameworks: Extensive reading, task-based language teaching, and digital multimodal
composing. As the overlaps among these three lines of research, the current study was designed
to address several research gaps discussed in the literature review. Firstly, the inclusion of
reading-to-write tasks in ER may benefit students to be exposed to enough linguistic input while
producing linguistic output. The incorporation of the task-based approach to language teaching
into ER may expand the scope of teaching practice of L2 reading instruction. Furthermore,
considering the fact that the majority of reading-to-write tasks have employed short reading
passages, ER as a form of longer and authentic input source in reading-to-write can expand the
scope of research of reading-to-write tasks.

Meanwhile, there has been less investigation on how DMC as a new genre of writing can
be incorporated into reading-to-write tasks in task-based second language and foreign language
teaching as compared to traditional monomodal writing instruction. Most previous reading-to-
write tasks have taken the form of traditional monomodal writing. As the benefits of DMC have
received increasing attention in L2 writing, further investigation on the benefits of reading-to-
write tasks may be beneficial.

Additionally, there has been little research on the role of reading-to-write tasks in
vocabulary learning. Despite greater interests in research on the quality of reading-to-write task
outcome, the investigation on how reading-to-write tasks promote language development such as
vocabulary learning has received less attention. From the perspective of writing-to-learn, further

attention is needed to examine whether vocabulary learning is achieved in extensive reading-to-
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write tasks and to what extent vocabulary learning achieved through reading-to-write tasks can
be predicted by various learner factors and task design factor (multimodal vs. monomodal task).

Lastly, learners’ perceptions of the implementation of DMC and reading-to-write tasks in
L2 writing instruction are also critical research topics that may broaden our understanding of
reading-to-write tasks. However, there has been a scarcity of research investigating how students
perceive the implementation of DMC into reading-to-write tasks in L2 writing instruction and
how students see multimodal designs with reading-to-write tasks differently from those of
traditional monomodal writing.

In response to these gaps in previous research, the goals of the current study are four-
fold. The current study investigates DMC compared to traditional monomodal writing combined
with extensive reading-to-write tasks in terms of 1) task outcome, 2) roles of learner factors, 3)
vocabulary learning, and 4) learner perceptions towards tasks. To examine the task outcome of
DMC in extensive reading-to-write tasks compared to traditional monomodal writing, the study
compares the quality of students” DMC and traditional monomodal writing using reading-to-
write tasks. The study also investigates predictor variables of the quality of DMC and traditional
monomodal writing, respectively, when a reading-to-write task is incorporated into ER.
Furthermore, the current study investigates to what extent both task types in ER contribute to
incidental vocabulary learning and the roles of learner factors and task design factor in predicting
the degree of vocabulary gains students achieve through an extensive reading-to-write task.
Finally, the study compares students’ perceptions of DMC and traditional monomodal writing as
a reading-to-write task in ER to expand our understanding of students’ perceived benefits of the
implementation of DMC and integrated writing tasks. The research questions of the dissertation

are the following:
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1. Are there any differences in the quality of extensive reading-to-write task outcomes
between DMC and traditional monomodal writing?

2. To what extent do reading proficiency, writing proficiency, motivation, vocabulary
size, and text comprehension predict the quality of extensive reading-to-write task
outcome? Does this relationship differ between traditional monomodal writing and
DMC?

3. Does ER using reading-to-write tasks promote incidental vocabulary learning? If so, to
what extent do learners’ internal factors (i.e., reading proficiency, writing proficiency,
motivation, vocabulary size, and text comprehension) and task design factor (multimodal
vs. monomodal) predict the degree of vocabulary learning through extensive reading-to-
write tasks?

4. What are students’ perceptions of DMC and traditional monomodal writing in an

extensive reading-to-write task?
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4 METHOD
This section explains the study designs. It demonstrated the participants and described
materials that were used to measure learner factors (i.e., reading proficiency, writing proficiency,
motivation, text comprehension, and vocabulary size), vocabulary learning (i.e., VKS and WAT)
and learner perceptions. The procedure of the study is also described in detail. In addition, the

section presents coding and analysis methods including statistical analysis.

4.1 Research design

The current study employed a quasi-experimental research design to investigate the
effects of reading-to-write DMC task compared to traditional monomodal writing task in terms
of task performance quality, predictor learner variables for the task performance and vocabulary
learning, the degree of vocabulary learning, and learners’ perception. The research design
included learner factor tests (reading proficiency test, writing proficiency test, vocabulary size
test, motivation survey), vocabulary pretest and posttest, text comprehension test (graphic
organizer task), and learner perception survey.

The dependent variable for the first research question (RQ 1) is the quality of students’
reading-to-write task performance and independent variables are the task types (DMC vs.
traditional monomodal writing). For the second research question (RQ 2), predictor variables are
learners’ reading proficiency, writing proficiency, motivation, vocabulary size, and text
comprehension and dependent variable is the quality of students’ reading-to-write task
performance indicated by students’ writing task performance scores. Moreover, predictor
variables for the third research questions (RQ 3) are learners’ reading proficiency, writing
proficiency, motivation, vocabulary size, and text comprehension as learner factors as well as

task design factor (multimodal vs. monomodal). The dependent variable for RQ 3 is students’
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vocabulary test scores. For the fourth research question (RQ 4), learners’ perception towards task
types (DMC vs. traditional monomodal writing) as the dependent variable were indicated by the

scores on the perception survey.

4.2  Researcher positionality

As a researcher and bilingual of Korean and English, | have learned English as a foreign
language since | was an elementary school student as part of mandatory education in South
Korea. The primary focus of the English curriculum in South Korea has been on reading
comprehension, vocabulary knowledge gains, and grammar instruction, not writing. My research
interest in L2 reading and writing instruction and DMC from task-based instruction emerged
from my teaching and research experience since | realized the importance of integrated skills in
language learning and the students’ needs in the digital era. Despite the changes in literacy
studies by including different types of writing (i.e., DMC) in the 21% century, the traditional L2
writing instruction has primarily focused on written texts, in particularly in EFL settings.
Motivated by concerns as a researcher, teacher, and even lifelong ESL/EFL learner, | designed
the current study to investigate the effects of extensive reading-to-write DMC task compared to
traditional monomodal writing in L2 writing and ER. | have seen the potential of reading-to-
write DMC tasks combined with ER for language learning in that L2 readers and writers in the
digital era are required to communicate with others through different semiotic modes beyond
written texts. Based on the concerns addressed, the current study was designed and conducted to
provide more empirical findings to understand DMC integrated into ER from a task-based

instruction.
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4.3 Participants

Data were collected from 80 Korean college students who were English as foreign
language (EFL) learners. Sixty-one students were female whereas 19 students were male. The
participants’ age ranged from 19 to 30, with a mean age of 22.0 years old (SD = 1.92), and they
had studied English for a mean of 13.84 years (SD = 2.81). They also reported that they studied
English for about 3.39 hours per week (SD = 7.05). All participants indicated that their first
language was Korean, and 59 participants indicated that they had experience in learning at least
one foreign language such as Japanese and Spanish other than English. Eleven participants
reported that they learned two foreign languages. The participants had different reasons to learn
English as a foreign language, such as to communicate with others who spoke English and to

meet the requirement of graduation.
4.4 Materials

4.4.1 Background survey

The background survey asked about students’ personal information (e.g., age, gender)
and their English learning experience (Appendix A). The background survey also asked students
to identify their primary purpose of English learning and the language engagement in English.

The test was administered using a web-based survey tool, Qualtrics.

4.4.2 Reading-to-write task

Although ER often asks students to choose the book on their own, the participants read a
chosen English book, The Absolute True Diary of a Part-Time Indian by Sherman Alexie (2007),
to complete a reading-to-write task because the book for task performance and vocabulary tests
needed to be controlled in the current study. In order to avoid any influence of the difficulty

levels, genres, and lengths of books on students’ reading-to-write tasks, the same book was
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chosen for every participant as the characteristics of source texts have affected the task
performance. Furthermore, the same book for the reading-to-write task had to be used to develop
vocabulary test formats that include the same set of target vocabulary for every participant.

The book was chosen based on three criteria: the difficulty level of texts, nature of
narrative plots, and theme. In ER, the difficulty of the text is dependent on the readers’
proficiency levels, but the text should be relatively easy to read according to the principles of
ER. The level of difficulty of the book was at the 7-9 grade level of the Flesch-Kincaid scale,
indicating the intermediate level of reading difficulty. As the participants were college students
in Korea whose public educational system requires at least 10 years of English learning, the book
in the intermediate levels considered appropriate. Moreover, the book was narratives that
included main characters and clear story plots happening among the characters. Since students
were asked to summarize and reflect on the content of the book they read for task performance, a
narrative genre was suitable for a reading-to-write task in the format of book review rather than
other genres. Regarding the theme of the book, the story was a first-person narrative of a Native
American teenager who tried to broaden his perspective both on white culture and his own
Indian culture. As Korea is becoming a multicultural society, the theme of the book was
considered educationally appropriate to Korean college students to help them think about
multiculturalism.

Table 2 Profile of book selection

Plot Grade level Frequency Word count
coverage
A story of Junior who grew up in the 7-9 89% 45923

Indian Reservation and determined to

attend an all-white high school
Note. Frequency coverage: The percentage of the texts covered by the General Service List
(GSL) by West (1953)




57

Participants read The Absolute True Diary of a Part-Time Indian by Sherman Alexie
(2007) individually and completed either a reading-to-write DMC or traditional monomodal
writing task (Appendix B). The instructional reading-to-write task was book review that asked
students to (1) summarize the story of the book, (2) write a personal reflection on the content,
and (3) write reasons for their decision on whether they recommended this book to others or not.
In Korea, a book review task is a very commonly used instructional task in language classrooms.
Nowadays, many people write a book or film review to share their summary and reflection on
books and films online using a variety of mediums (e.g., blog posts, YouTube videos). This is
one way to communicate with other people in the 21% century. Thus, the book review task was
considered to be an authentic task for college students who were familiar with this type of
writing.

Going back to the task definition and task design using TBLT framework, book review
was a real-world application and book review task completion requires clear task outcome while
focusing on meaning. Moreover, unlike other traditional writing tasks that do not necessarily
involve online audience, the book review demonstrates the target audience of the writing while
providing authentic learning opportunities and timely sensitive writing topic related to the
current Korean society (i.e., multiculturism and immigrant issues). Therefore, according to the
widely accepted characteristics of tasks from TBLT framework, the book review was qualified as
a task in the study.

As a reading-to-write task, book review had several pedagogical implications. First, the
task required students to summarize the main ideas and identify themes from passages of the
reading text, so students were encouraged to comprehend the text for meaning. Moreover, the

task required students to relate the main ideas, events, and themes of the text to their life
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experiences. Therefore, students were encouraged to apply critical thinking skills to the themes
of the readings to draw personal reflections on the reading texts. Developing reading skills and
critical thinking skills is one of the expected learning outcomes in most ER classes, so the
implementation of book review tasks into ER classes may facilitate students to achieve these
learning goals.

In the DMC group, the participants completed the task using various modes such as
images, sound, texts, and oral narration. They used Microsoft PowerPoint, which includes
multiple functions such as inserting texts and emoticons, importing images, and recording voices
over presentation. In the traditional monomodal writing group, students only used written
language to complete the task utilizing Microsoft Word Document. During task completion, all
the auto-correction and grammar/spelling correction in Microsoft PowerPoint and Microsoft
Word Document turned off. Both groups completed the reading-to-write tasks for about 2.5
hours.

Table 3 Summary of task performance in DMC and traditional monomodal writing

DMC Traditional monomodal
writing

Instruction (1) Summarizing the story of the book
(2) Writing a personal reflection on the content
(3) Writing reasons for their decision on whether they recommended
this book to others or not.

Task performance time 2.5 hours
Tool Microsoft PowerPoint Microsoft Word Document

Semiotic modes texts, emoticons, images, video written texts
inserted, backgrounds, and
VOiCes over presentation etc.
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4.4.3 Reading and writing proficiency tests

Students’ reading proficiency and writing proficiency were measured in the study as a
learner factor. Regardless of grouping, all participants took both reading and writing tests. To
measure students’ English reading proficiency, the multiple-choice reading section of Georgia
State Test of English Proficiency (GSTEP) was administered. The GSTEP is used for admissions
and placement at Georgia State University and other colleges (Weigle & Montee, 2012). The
reading section of the GSTEP is a paper-based reading test to assess students’ ability to
comprehend academic written English. The reading test consisted of three passages and 30
multiple-choice items asking about the information stated or implied in reading passages and the
meaning of words and phrases presented in the passages. Students had 45 minutes to read and
complete this reading test. The instructions of the test were translated into Korean to ensure
students’ understanding of directions. The test was administered using Qualtrics.

To measure students’ English writing proficiency, the TOEFL writing prompt was used.
Students wrote an essay in response to a question that asks them to state their position and
support their option on an issue presented (Appendix C). Students had 30 minutes to write and
revise their responses as the same as the TOEFL writing prompt. The test asked students to
contain at least 200 words and students’ responses were judged on the quality of writing in terms
of the development of ideas, organization, and the quality and accuracy of language use using the
writing rubric provided by ETS (Appendix D). The instructions for the test were translated into

Korean. The test was administered using Qualtrics.

4.4.4 Motivation questionnaire
In the current study, both students’ reading and writing motivation were measured in

terms of intrinsic motivation, controlled extrinsic motivation, and autonomous extrinsic
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motivation following Guay et al. (2010) and Komiyama (2019). To measure students’ motivation
to write, the previous questionnaires to measure L2 writing motivation were modified. Studies on
writing motivation have employed questionnaires and these studies particularly focus on
motivation for academic writing in L2 by retrieving questionnaires from research on motivation
of L2 learning in general (e.g., Hui & Chen, 2013; Lee et al., 2018; Payne, 2012). The
questionnaires used in Lin, Cheng, and Lin (2014) and Payne (2012) were adapted and modified.

The motivation questionnaire consisted of 30 items: 15 reading motivation items and 15
writing motivation items (see Appendix E). All the statements and instructions were given in
Korean. Students were asked to mark one alternative for each statement according to the amount
of their disagreement or agreement (1 to 6; disagreement to agreement) with that item. The
descriptions of each option were like below:

1: Always different from me means that the statement is not true of you always.

2: Mostly different from me means that the statement is mostly not true.

3: A little different from me means that the statement is not true less than half the time.

4: A little like me means that the statement is true less than half the time.

5: Mostly like me means that the statement is mostly true.

6: Always like me means that the statement is true of you always.

To ensure the reliability of the motivation questionnaire items, principal component

analysis (PCA) was conducted as factor analysis, and the test was administered using Qualtrics.

4.4.5 Vocabulary size test

To measure student’s vocabulary size, the Vocabulary Size Test (Nation & Beglar, 2007)
was used. The Vocabulary Size Test has been one of the most common vocabulary test formats
used in the research on ER. The test was originally adapted from the Vocabulary Levels Test

(Schmitt, Schmitt, & Clapham, 2001) to assess students’ receptive vocabulary knowledge. The
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test consists of 140 items (ten from each 1,000-word level) from 14,000-word family, which
Nation (2006) produced based on the frequency data from the British National Corpus. Each
target word was presented within an example sentence in English. Students were asked to choose
one correct meaning of the target word out of four options as below.
innocuous: This is innocuous.

a. cheap and poor in quality

b. harmless

c. not believable

d. very attractive-looking

The words in the test were presented in a non-defining context to provide as little extra

help as possible in assessing the meaning of the target words. The test was made available in
Korean, which was the first language of participants. The test items were presented from words
that students were more likely to know to words students were less likely to know out of the

fourteen levels of words. The test took approximately 15 minutes and was administered online at

https://my.vocabularysize.com.

4.4.6 Graphic organizer

To examine students’ text comprehension of the content of the book, a graphic organizer
was used. Graphic organizers referring to the visual representation of information in the text
have been commonly used in reading instruction. Studies have suggested the use of various types
of graphic organizers in reading instruction to promote learner’s text comprehension (Kwon,
Shin, & Park, 2018).

The graphic organizer used in the current study was developed adapting graphic
organizer example formats for reading instruction in Jiang’s (2007) study. The key point of
developing a graphic organizer was reflecting text structures and genres, and the chosen book

was a narrative novel which consisted of the sequence of events and characters that drove a
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story. Thus, the graphic organizer asked students to describe main characters and important story
plots to assess the levels of students’ text comprehension. The graphic organizer consisted of two
parts given that the genre of the book was a narrative novel: (1) drawing a mind-map to
introduce the main characters of the book and (2) filling out a table with important story plots
with their impacts on the narrator in the novel as well as the theme of the novel.

The first part asked students to describe the main characters, including the narrator of the
story named Junior, by drawing a mind-map. Students needed to write each character’s name,
indicate the relationship between the character they were describing and the narrator of the book,
and describe the impacts that each character had on the narrator of the book in Korean. The
rationale of allowing students to complete the mind-map in Korean is that the graphic organizer
was designed to examine students’ understanding of the source text, not English writing ability.
Therefore, students were allowed to use their first language, Korean. Students were allowed to
draw the character mind-map using a piece of paper and a pen in order to prevent them from
being affected by the format and space of provided sample. The mind-map part was given as

below:

Figure 2 Mind-map of characters
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The second part asked students to describe the theme of the book in Korean briefly. In
addition, students filled out the table provided below with each important story plot they
remembered and its impact on the main character, Junior, in Korean. The number of important
story plots to be filled was determined by the participants, meaning no minimum or maximum
number was suggested. They were not allowed to re-read the novel while completing the graphic

organizer. The test took about 20 minutes.

= = FAFAA € 9% Z
(Theme) (Major story plots) (Its effects on the main character)

=

Figure 3 Important story plot table

4.4.7 Target vocabulary knowledge tests

4.4.7.1 Target vocabulary words

The current study examines L2 learners’ vocabulary learning through ER. Unlike many
studies using standardized or generalized test formats (e.g., Vocabulary Levels Test, Word
Associates Test) to assess vocabulary learning, the current study used a pre-posttest design

containing target words that actually appeared in the source reading texts. One of the challenges
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of ER research focusing on vocabulary learning is to test target words that actually appear in the
reading materials (Chang & Hu, 2018; Horst, 2005).

To select target words for the vocabulary tests, the book was scanned and analyzed. The
target words were chosen based on several factors. As frequency of occurrence is one of the
important determinants of vocabulary acquisition (Nakanishi, 2015), the words most frequently
appearing in the reading texts were identified using AntWordProfiler (Anthony, 2019). The
frequency of occurrence of the words in the text has been considered one of the factors that
affect vocabulary learning through ER (Horst, 2005; Webb & Chang, 2015). It has been
acknowledged that the more one encounters, the more one acquires in terms of the gains on
vocabulary knowledge.

Secondly, target forms were selected from off-list words operationalized as the words
that did not appear on the General Service List (GSL) developed by West (1953), including the
2,000 most common word families of English. The words in the list had been excluded because
students were likely to know or learn these words beforehand (Horst, 2005).

Lastly, the part of speech of a word was considered (Suk, 2016) and the target forms were
limited to nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs that are frequently used lexical word classes
across registers (Biber et al., 1999). In sum, the most frequently used words in reading texts have
been extracted using AntWordProfiler. After examining the frequency of occurrence and part of
speech of each word extracted, 25 words that most frequently appeared in the reading texts were
chosen (Nation, 2012). Through a pilot study, it was confirmed that these target words were valid

to assess students’ vocabulary learning through ER.
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4.4.7.2 Test formats

Students’ vocabulary knowledge was assessed using a pre-posttest design. Both pretest
and posttest consisted of two parts. The first part was developed adapting the format of Paribakht
and Wesche’s (1993) Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) with the selected target words. The
VKS consisted of a 5-point scale report to obtain students’ self-perceived knowledge of specific
linguistic features (Igbal & Komal, 2017). There were five categories indicating the level of
students’ vocabulary knowledge: I (entirely unfamiliar), 11 (familiar but the meaning is not
known), 111 (providing the correct synonym or translation), IV (the word is used with semantic
appropriateness), and V (using the word in context with grammatical and semantic accuracy).
Students were asked to put a tick on the right box according to the key. When students put a tick
on the box for Il or 1V, they were asked to fill in the blank with the appropriate synonym or
translation. When students put a tick on the box for the option V, they were asked to make a
sentence using the target word. Each target word was provided with the five options in the VKS
and students were asked to choose one option and fill in the blank accordingly.

I) I don’t remember having seen this word before

I1) I have seen this word before but | don't know what it means

[11) I have seen this word before and | think it means (synonym or translation)

IV) I know this word. It means (synonym or translation)
V) I can use this word in a sentence. e.g.:

In order to measure students’ knowledge of word association and lexical network, the
format of Word Associates Test (WAT) (Read, 1993) was also adapted in the vocabulary tests
(Qian, 2002). For example, a stimulus word was presented (e.g., sudden) with four words that
were possibly associated with the stimulus word (e.g., change, school). Although the original
WAT items have various possibilities for selection, students were asked to choose the one that

seemed to be best associated with the stimulus word. The vocabulary pre and posttest with both
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VKS and WAT formats consisted of the same 25 target words with ten filer items and the order
of testing items was randomly sorted (Appendix F). The tests were administered using Qualtrics.

Word Association options

Sudden change, school, doctor, depth

4.4.8 Learner perception survey

A learner perception survey was administered to investigate students’ evaluation of the
reading-to-write task and their perceptions of task performance in digital multimodal composing
and traditional monomodal writing (Appendix G). Students’ perceptions toward tasks consist of
subsystems such as task difficulty, task motivation, and emotion (Kim, Jung, & Tracy-Ventura,
2017). To investigate learners’ perceptions of the tasks is crucial in order to better understand
how learners perceive instructional tasks and how these perceptions influence their behaviors and
performance during task completion (Robinson, 2001). The survey consisted of seven Likert
scale survey items: a perceived task difficulty level (task difficulty), the learner’s emotional state
during task completion (emotion), a self-evaluation of learners’ task performance quality (task
performance confidence), the level of enjoyment (enjoyment), the level of mental effort to
complete the task (mental effort), the learners’ willingness to do the same tasks in the future
(task motivation), and the learners’ perceptions of learning opportunities provided by tasks
(learning opportunities) following (Kim et al., 2017). Each Likert provided a 9-point Likert scale
as shown below:

I thought this task was difficult 123456789 Ithoughtthistask was easy

Two statements were given for each survey item: one statement was positive, and the

other statement was negative. Students marked their responses ranging from 1 to 9. The higher
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number was associated with a positive response to survey items. The survey took about 5
minutes and was administered using Qualtrics.
45 Procedures

For recruiting participants, the researcher contacted several colleges in Korea using an
online communication website among college students where the digital flyer was posted. The
flyer included information on the purpose of the study, process, duration, and compensation. To
determine whether candidates were eligible to participate in the study, several screening
questions were asked via email, such as whether they were college students and whether they
were able to meet the researcher virtually. Once the eligibility had been ensured, each participant
met the researcher virtually through Zoom, a cloud-based video communications software, twice.
The participants were randomly assigned to either a traditional monomodal writing group or
DMC group, but their proficiency levels were considered to ensure that both groups were
comparable in terms of English proficiency.

Table 4 summarizes the procedure of the study and data was collected for two separate
days. In the first meeting, the researcher explained the purpose of the study briefly and what
participants were supposed to do in the study. The informed consent form, which was translated
into Korean, was provided to interested students. When students decided to participate in the
study, they submitted the filled-out informed consent form to the researcher and continued
participating.

Table 4 Procedure of the study
Time Total time required Activities Completed
Session 1 About 2 hours 1. Tests
- Reading proficiency test (45 min)
- Writing proficiency test (30 min)
- Vocabulary size test (15 min)

- Vocabulary learning pretest (20 min)
2. Background survey (5 min)
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3. Motivation questionnaire (5 min)
4. Explanation for extensive reading (10

min)
Between Session 1 and 2 2 weeks Reading the assigned book
Session 2 About 3-3.5 hours 1. Task completion (2.5 hours)

- Digital multimodal composing OR
- Traditional monomodal writing

2. Tests

-Graphic organizer (20 min)
-Vocabulary posttest (20 min)

3. Perception survey (5 min)

Students took the English proficiency tests (i.e., reading, writing, and vocabulary size
test) and a vocabulary learning pretest. The reading test took 45 minutes, the writing test took 30
minutes, the vocabulary size test took 15 minutes, and the vocabulary learning pretest took 20
minutes. During the test, students were not allowed to use any resources such as a dictionary or
the Internet. The order of these tests was counterbalanced among the participants to avoid any
ordering effect (Mackey & Gass, 2005).

After the tests, students completed a background survey for 5 minutes. The motivation
questionnaire also took about 5 minutes. Once students completed all the tasks in the first
session, the researcher explained of ER that took place between the first and second session.
Students received an electronic copy of the book and they were given two weeks to finish
reading. They were allowed to use any resources to support their reading (e.g., a dictionary,
internet search). Before the second session, students were required to finish all the chapters of
the book. Due to individual differences in reading rate and the amount of available time for
reading, students were allowed to utilize their time in reading according to their preferences (e.g.,

reading two chapters per every two days or reading 10 pages per day) within the timeline.
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In the second session, students completed either a reading-to-write DMC task or a
traditional monomodal writing task for about 2.5 hours. In order to ensure DMC group’s
familiarity with the use of different modes (e.g., inserting pictures, recording voice) in Microsoft
PowerPoint, the researcher demonstrated how to use different functions in the software to the
participants. Moreover, as the notion of DMC was unfamiliar to the participants, a brief
introduction of DMC demonstrating two sample DMC was made prior to task completion.
Students had about 2.5 hours to plan, design, and make a book review video. During the task
completion, students were not allowed to read the book. For the traditional monomodal writing
group, students completed the task using Microsoft Word Document. Students had about 2.5
hours to plan, write, and revise a traditional monomodal writing essay only utilizing written
language. All of the composing processes were screen recorded.

After completing the DMC task and traditional monomodal writing task, students
completed the graphic organizer task for 20 minutes and the vocabulary posttest for 20 minutes.
The order of these tests was counterbalanced among the participants to avoid any ordering effect.
Lastly, students completed the perception survey for approximately 5 minutes. While the
students completed all the activities, the researcher monitored progress and assisted participants

with technical difficulties or questions.
4.6 Data Coding and Analysis

4.6.1 The quality of DMC and traditional monomodal writing

In order to measure the quality of task performance in DMC and traditional monomodal
writing, the rubrics were developed through multiple stages. The first rubrics were adapted from
Cho and Kim (2021) and based on the rubrics several writing samples were assessed by the

researcher. After scoring students’ writing, necessary adjustments were made according to
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feedback from colleges who were specialized in writing assessments and L2 learning research.
For example, the number of modes that students required to utilize to get a certain point in DMC
was adjusted after reviewing students’ writing focusing on how students achieved semiotic
harmony. Moreover, to clearly distinguish score sections, the wordings in the rubrics were
modified accordingly. Meanwhile, the same number of criteria in each category (content,
organization, and language use) was included in the rubrics as each category had two statements
that students’ writing needed to meet to receive a certain point. Based on the updated rubrics,
several writing samples were scored by the researcher one more round to check any flaws.

After the recurring process of developing rubrics, the current rubrics were developed.
The multimodal composing was assessed in terms of the strength of its content, organization, and
language use (Appendix H). Each criterion had a maximum score of 5 and each criterion had two
aspects to be assessed. When both of the aspects met, a full one point was given, but if only one
aspect met in the criterion, only 0.5 was given. The total possible score of multimodal composing
was 15 points and the minimum score was 3 as 1 point was a minimum score for each category
(i.e., content, organization, and language use), resulting in the score range from 3 to 15. The
traditional monomodal writing was also assessed in terms of the strength of its content,
organization, and language use using the analytic scoring rubric (Appendix I). A maximum score
for each category was 5 points and a minimum score was 1 point for each category. Thus, scores
were possibly ranged from 3 to 15 points.

In terms of the content, it was assessed whether students’ writing effectively addressed all
parts of the task and whether it presented relevant and appropriate explanations and details to
support their ideas. For DMC, the degree of effective use of multiple modes to supplement the

content of students’ multimodal composing and the number of modes used were also assessed in
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the content category. As a multimodal ensemble is emphasized in multimodal composing,
whether combinations of multiple modes in DMC create semiotic harmony to supplement the
content is the key to successful use of semiotic resources. The organization dimension examined
whether students’ writing had a clear and effective organizational plan with good use of cohesive
devices and whether connections between ideas and between sentences were coherent. The
language use (e.g., oral and written language) concerned whether students’ writing displayed
syntactically diverse and complex structures and a wide range of vocabulary and whether
linguistic errors impede overall intelligibility or not. Because students’ DMC included oral
narration, the quality of oral narration was accessed in terms of stress, pronunciation, pause, and
intonation along with syntactic complexity, word choice, and overall intelligibility. In short, the
DMC and traditional monomodal writing rubrics were parallel except the assessment of the use
of multiple modes in the content trait and oral narration in the language use trait.

To ensure interrater reliability, the researcher and another Korean native speaker rater
who majors in applied linguistics and has several years of English teaching experience had two
training sessions with several writing samples and assessed 20 percent of the students’ writing.
The two raters met to understand the DMC and traditional monomodal writing rubrics in the first
training session. During the first session, the raters collaboratively rated three samples ranging in
quality from low to high in the DMC and traditional monomodal writing groups, respectively, to
better ensure consistency among the raters. In the second session, the raters individually graded
several samples of students’ writing from the two groups and compared the scores they assigned.
The raters discussed and solved any disagreement in their ratings and reached an agreement for
each issue. After the training sessions, the two raters independently rated 20 percent of students’

writing from DMC and traditional monomodal writing groups and the interrater reliability was
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checked (exact agreement percentage for DMC: content = 88%, organization = 88%, language
use = 100%; exact agreement percentage for traditional monomodal writing: content = 88%,
organization = 100%, language use = 88%). The rest of the students’ DMC and traditional

monomodal writing was graded by one rater following the agreed grading criteria.

4.6.2 Reading and writing proficiency tests

The reading proficiency test consisted of 30 multiple-choice items, and there were four
choices for each question. The items were scored dichotomously (i.e., right or wrong). When
students selected the correct answer, they received 1 point. In contrast, when students chose
incorrect answers or did not choose any answer, they received 0 points. The total possible score
of the reading test was 30 points (o = .88) and scores were possibly ranged from 0 to 30.

Students’ writing proficiency was measured by their responses to an argumentative
statement in the writing test. Students’ English writing was assessed using the rubric designed
for the TOEFL writing prompts. There were six score bands ranged from 0 (minimum) to 5
(maximum). Each student’s response was assessed in terms of the following items: the degree of
accurate task completion, organization, the appropriateness of explanations to supplement their
opinion, coherence, accuracy of language use, syntactic variety, and appropriate word choice.

After a training session, the researcher and another Korean native speaker rater who
majors in applied linguistics and has several years of English teaching experience assessed 20
percent of the students’ writing, and interrater reliability was checked. First, two raters met to
understand the TOEFL writing rubric and collaboratively rated three writing samples. After that,
the raters individually scored several samples of students’ writing. When there were any scores
that the two raters assigned to the same writing differently, they solved the disagreement in their

ratings and reached an agreement. Then, they independently rated 20 percent of students’
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TOEFL prompt writing, and the interrater reliability was checked (exact agreement percentage =

94%). The rest of the writing was graded by one rater following the agreed grading criteria.

4.6.3 Motivation

Students’ reading and writing motivation was assessed using a questionnaire that
consisted of 30 survey items (15 items for reading motivation; 15 items for writing motivation).
Each item included a statement regarding motivation and students chose from 1 to 6 according to
the amount of students’ agreement or disagreement with the particular item. If students strongly
agreed with a statement, they marked 6, which was the highest number in responding. On the
other hand, if students strongly disagreed with a statement, they marked 1, which was the lowest
response. The possible total score of the motivation questionnaire is 180 points (30 items x 6
points) and a minimum score is 30 points (30 items x 1 point), resulting in the range from 30 to
180 (a = .82). For the further statistical analysis on students’ motivation, principal components
analysis (PCA) was conducted to arrange items in the motivation questionnaire into separate
factors based on the correlations between the variables in the items. When being entered to
regression models, the weighted scores were used based on the PCA results. More detailed steps

were described in the following section.

4.6.4 Vocabulary size

Student’s vocabulary size was measured using the Vocabulary Size Test (Nation &
Beglar, 2007). The test consisted of 140 items and included ten words from each level ranging
from the 1,000-word level to the 14,000-word level (Nation, 2006). Each item on the test
represented one of the 100-word families and there were ten items from each 1000-word level.
The total number of words that each student chose the correct meaning of was then multiplied by

100 in order to calculate the student’s total vocabulary size up to the 14,000-word family level
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following Nation and Beglar (2007). For example, if a student selected the correct meaning of 40
words, the student’s vocabulary size was considered to be in 4,000-word family level (40 is
multiplied by 100, resulting in 4,000). The maximum of any student’s test score was 14,000,
indicating a potential 14,000-word family vocabulary size and the minimum score was 1000,
resulting in the range from 1000 to 14000. It is known that most undergraduate non-native
speakers studying at an English university have a vocabulary size range of between 5,000 to
6,000-word family level and competent non-native doctoral students potentially have a

vocabulary size of a 9,000-word family level (Nation, 2006).

4.6.5 Graphic organizer

The graphic organizer contained two parts to assess students’ understanding of the
content of the book. The first part was to describe the main characters of the book. Grading of
the first part focused on (1) the quality of the description of each character and (2) the number of
characters that participants described. A list of main characters was made based on each
character’s contribution to story development. Instead of listing all the characters that appeared
in the novel, the list only included characters that had interaction with the narrator of the book
and had impacts on him (Appendix J).

There were two categories of grading depending on the relationship between the
characters and the narrator: (1) self and family and (2) others. In terms of the description of self
(Junior) and his family, if a student identified a character’s name or/and described his/her
relationship with Junior, 1 point was assigned. This was because not all family members’ name
was presented in the novel (e.g., Junior’s grandmother was only called by ‘grandma,’ not by her

real name). If a student explained a particular character’s features in detail, 1 point was given.
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However, only 0.5 points was given if a description was not enough. The total possible score for
each character, in this case, was 2 points.

In terms of students’ descriptions of characters other than the narrator or family members,
three criteria were examined: whether students wrote the character’s name correctly, whether
students presented the relationship with the character and the narrator, and whether students
explained the character’s features in detail. If a student identified a character’s name, 0.5 points
was given. If a student described his/her relationship with the narrator, 0.5 points was given. If a
student explained his/her characteristics in detail, 1 point was given while if descriptions were
not enough, only 0.5 points was assigned. The total possible score for each character, in this
case, was 2 points.

For example, Figure 4 is a student’s description of Junior’s grandmother. It identified the
character’s relationship with the narrator (grandmother) and fully presented her characteristics
and impacts on Junior, resulting in 2 points were given to this description. On the other hand,
Figure 5 is an example of description that included the relationship with the narrator (father),
resulting in 1 point assigned, but it was not fully elaborated, resulting in receiving 0.5 points, the
total point was 1.5. The sum of scores that students received for each character described was the
total score of Part 1. While a minimum score was 0 when students had no responses, there was

no specific maximum score for this section.
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Translation: used to visit different reservations so she had good relationships with others, wise,
listened to Junior’s story and shared advice with him. was killed by a drunken driver accidentally
but her will was ‘Forgive him.’

Figure 4 An example of description of a character assigned 2 points
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Translation: often being drunken, but he loved and encouraged Junior

Figure 5 An example of description of a character assigned 1.5 point

In the second part, two categories were assessed: (1) theme of the story and (2) important
story plots and their impact on the narrator’s life. The theme of the story and important story
plots with their impacts on the narrator were reviewed in advance, and a list of possible themes
and important story plots from each chapter as well as the impacts were listed before grading.
Regarding the theme of the story, if a student addressed the theme of the story with fully

elaborated details, 5 points were given. If a student addressed the theme with not fully elaborated
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details, 3 points were assigned. When a student addressed the theme using keywords, 1 point was
given. Meanwhile, the quality and amount of important story plots and their impacts written by
the participants were assessed as well. If a student described an important story plot, 1 point was
given for each case. If a student explained the impact of the incident on Junior’s life clearly, 1
point was given, while only 0.5 points was assigned if a description was not fully elaborated. If a
student described an incident that did not appear in the summary of the book (Appendix K), no
point was given considering it unimportant story plot. While a minimum score was 0 when
students had no responses, there was no specific maximum score for this section.

The researcher and another Korean native speaker rater who majors in applied linguistics
and has several years of English teaching experience participated in ensuring interrater reliability
on grading students’ graphic organizer task performance. They briefly reviewed the book in
terms of story lines, themes, and lessons gained from the novel. After that, the raters
collaboratively graded some of students’ graphic organizers based on the provided rubrics (e.g., a
list of characters, summary of important story plots). After the introduction, they individually
scored several samples of students’ graphic organizers. When there was any discrepancy
between the scores assigned by the different raters, they solved the disagreement in their ratings
and reached an agreement. Then, they independently rated 20 percent of the tasks and the
interrater reliability was checked (exact agreement percentage = 88% for Part 1; 94% for Part 2).

The rest of the tasks was graded by the researcher following the agreed grading criteria.

4.6.6 Vocabulary learning
To answer the third research questions on vocabulary learning, students’ pretest and
posttest scores on the vocabulary tests were examined. There were two parts in the vocabulary

pre and posttest: the VKS and WAT formats. In terms of the VKS, there were five options that
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students could choose from depending on their familiarity and knowledge of each target item.

VKS scoring ranges from one to five according to the categories as following.

I) I don’t remember having seen this word before

I1) 1 have seen this word before but I don't know what it means

[11) 1 have seen this word before and I think it means (synonym or translation)
IV) I know this word. It means (synonym or translation)

V) | can use this word in a sentence. e.g.:

When students selected category | or 11, 1 or 2 points were given for their self-reported
word knowledge, respectively. Regarding category Ill, IV, and V, students needed to display
their knowledge of words to receive points. Two points were given to categories Ill, IV and V if
students failed to provide the correct synonyms or sentences using the target words. If students
provided the appropriate synonyms or meanings, 3 points were awarded for the categories 111 and
IV. For the category V, 4 or 5 points were awarded depending on the accuracy of the responses.
If words were used in the right context with the inaccurate use of grammar, 4 points were given.
Five points were given if students demonstrated the correct use of vocabulary using a
grammatically and semantically accurate sentence structure. However, if students selected the
category V but provided completely wrong responses, only 2 points were assigned as mentioned.

To ensure the interrater reliability, the researcher and another Korean native speaker rater
who majors in applied linguistics and has several years of English teaching experience had a
training session in which the raters graded some of the vocabulary tests both collaboratively and
independently to ensure their understanding of grading criteria. After the training session, they
graded 20 percent of test results (exact agreement percentage = 94% for pretest of VKS; exact
agreement percentage = 100% for posttest of VKS). The rest of vocabulary tests was graded by

one rater following the agreed grading criteria.



79

For the WAT section, if students selected the correct choice out of four options, they
received 2 points; however, no point was awarded if students chose the incorrect answers or none
of the options. Because there were 25 target vocabulary items, the possible total score for the
VKS section is 125 (25 items x 5 points) and the minimum score was 25 (25 items x 1 point),
resulting in the range from 25 to 125. The possible total score for the WAT section is 50 points
(25 items x 2 points) and the minimum score is 0. Both VKS and WAT included 25 target words
and ten filler words. The 25 target words were scored while filler words were not scored. The
pretest scores on the VKS and WAT were compared to the posttest scores on the VKS and WAT

for further analysis.

4.6.7 Perception survey

To measure students’ perceptions of the reading-to-write task in DMC and traditional
monomodal writing (Research questions 4), the learner perception survey was employed. There
were seven survey items given with a 9-point Likert scale, resulting in the range from 1
(minimum) to 9 (maximum) for each survey item. The higher number of students’ response

indicated students’ positive perceptions toward the task.

4.6.8 Statistical analysis

This section describes the statistical analysis process in terms of what kinds of statistical
analysis were implemented to answer each research question in the study. T-tests were used to
answer the first, third, and fourth research questions. Principal components analysis was run for

the second and third research questions in addition to multiple regression.

4.6.8.1 T-test (RQ 1)

The first research question is to compare the quality of students’ DMC and traditional

monomodal writing performance in an extensive reading-to-write task. As a first step to
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investigate whether task types (i.e., DMC and traditional monomodal writing) affect the quality
of task performance, students’ writing task scores were compared between the groups. This
research question provides a baseline of the following research questions that predicts the quality
of task performance and vocabulary learning using learner factors and task design factor. Before
examining whether different learner variables predict the quality of task performance in DMC
and traditional monomodal writing groups, it was investigated if there was difference between
the two groups in terms of students’ reading-to-write task. To compare the scores of DMC and
traditional monomodal writing assessed using the writing rubrics, independent t-test was
conducted for the total writing scores and each subcategory (content, organization, language use)
using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) after checking for the normality of the data.

The alpha level was set at .05 for all statistical tests.

4.6.8.2 Principal components analysis for motivation questionnaire (RQ 2 and 3)

As the current study included different aspects of learner motivation (i.e., intrinsic
motivation and extrinsic motivation), it was examined whether items in the motivation
questionnaire could be grouped into separate components. Prior to conducting a multiple
regression analysis, principal components analysis (PCA), as factor analysis, was conducted to
arrange items in the motivation questionnaire into separate factors based on how strongly
correlated variables were with other variables in terms of students’ motivation. Results of PCA
of students’ motivation determined which variables in students’ motivation should be collapsed
into larger variables. This process is to examine any possible reduction in the dimensions of the
motivation construct. Weighted scores for the components were to be used as independent

variables in the multiple regression.
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PCA was conducted following the steps in factor analysis (Loewen & Gonulal, 2015. p.
186). The first step was to consider the appropriateness of given samples for analysis using the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO). When interpreting KMO values ranging from 0 to 1, the higher
values represent better sampling adequacy (Loewen & Gonulal, 2015). According to Field
(2005), KMO values from 0.5 to 0.7 are mediocre, KMO values from 0.7 to 0.8 are good, values
from 0.8 to 0.9 are great, and values above 0.9 are perfect. In addition to examining the KMO
values, Bartlett’s test was conducted to investigate if there is substantial correlation in the data.
When the p-value of Bartlett’s test is lower than the significant level determined as .05, the
dataset is suitable for PCA as variables are correlated.

As the next step, the correlations and communalities among the variables entered PCA
were examined to decide the dataset was suitable for PCA. Correlations coefficients beyond +
.90 indicate that the selected two variables are too highly correlated. That means the two
variables are identical to measure the same construct. Thus, if variables are with correlations
coefficients beyond + .90, one of the highly correlated variables needs to be removed from the
analysis (Loewen & Gonulal, 2015). Communalities between 0.25 and 0.4 have been considered
acceptable cut-off values while communalities 0.7 or above have been ideal values (Eaton et al.,
2019). Thus, the correlations coefficients between variables and communality values were
investigated to ensure the PCA as a statistical analysis was suitable for the analysis.

As a following step, two components were retrieved while all loadings greater than .40
for each component were considered due to a small number of sample size for further analysis of
multiple regressions. The resultant two components were checked if (1) they had a greater
eigenvalue of components with a cut-off value of 1, and (2) the number of variables that were

loaded on a component was greater than three. Kaiser (1960) suggests factors with eigenvalues,
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defined as the degree of variance that accounts for by each component greater than 1.0. In terms
of the number of variables that are loaded on each component, Thompson (2004) suggests the
number of variables that are loaded on each component should be greater than three variables.
For the scores of components 1 and 2, the eigenvalues for each component were used to
calculate a weighted component score for each participant. For example, each student’s
motivation score on the questionnaire items was multiplied by its respective eigenvalue. Then,
the score of each item were summed. Thus, each student had a single weighted component score
for component 1 and 2. These weighted scores were used as an independent variable in the
multiple regression analysis for RQ 2 and 3, respectively. The range of intrinsic motivation
scores was from -245.7 to 540.54 while the range for extrinsic motivation was from 59.44 to

356.62 as weighted scores were used for the motivation scores.

4.6.8.3 Multiple regressions for predicting the quality of task performance (RQ 2)

The second research question focuses on predictor variables of the quality of students’
DMC and traditional monomodal writing using learner factors (reading proficiency, writing
proficiency, motivation, vocabulary size, and text comprehension). To answer the second
research question, multiple regression models were created to examine which variables were
predictive to the quality of students’ task performance in DMC and traditional monomodal
writing. In all the models, learner variables (reading and writing proficiency, intrinsic
motivation, extrinsic motivation, text comprehension, and vocabulary size) were added as fixed
independent variables, and students’ writing task scores were added as dependent variables.

With learner factor scores (reading proficiency, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, text
comprehension, intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic motivation) prepared for the subsequent

statistical analyses, multiple regression was conducted to examine what learner factors predict
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the quality of students’ writing performance using SPSS. Multiple regression refers to “a group
of correlation-based statistical techniques that examine the relationship between a criterion
variable and multiple predictor variables (Jeon, 2015, p. 131).” In the current study, the criterion
variable is students’ writing task performance scores in DMC and traditional monomodal writing
for the second research question. Predictor variables are learner factors (reading proficiency,
writing proficiency, vocabulary size, text comprehension, intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic
motivation) for the second research question. To select appropriate predictor variables, the
statistical analyses described below were conducted.

First, the normality of the data was checked and to select possible predictors were entered
to multiple regression model analysis. Pearson correlation was checked between students’ task
scores (dependent variable) and predictor variables (reading proficiency, writing proficiency,
vocabulary size, text comprehension, intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic motivation) for DMC
and traditional monomodal writing group, respectively. According to Crossley et al. (2011), the
variables with an effect size above .10 or -.10 were included for the regression analysis while
considering their p-value as well. Thus, variables with correlation effect size below .10 or -.10
and with non-significant p-value (p > .05) were excluded in the multiple regression analysis.

To examine whether the proposed variables explained students’ task performance scores,
the selected variables for multiple regression were checked for outliers and multicollinearity
while coefficients were checked for both tolerance and variance inflation factors (VIF). In order
to check multicollinearity, a simple bivariate correlation analysis was conducted using all the
variables. When two predictor variables are highly correlated, indicated by the r-values that are
equal to or higher than .90 or -.90, the highly correlated variables should be collapsed into one

variable or one of them should be removed from the analysis (Jeon, 2015). Thus, the r-values of
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predictor variables in their correlations with each variable were checked and variables that had a
correlation with other variables above .90 or -.90 were excluded. Moreover, coefficients in the
collinearity analysis were checked by the degree of values of tolerance and VIF. According to
Field (2005) tolerance values lower than .10 and/or VIF values higher than 10.0 demonstrate that
the dataset has multicollinearity, indicating that the dataset does not fit into multiple regression
due to high intercorrelations among two or more independent variables. Therefore, all the
tolerance and VIF values of the predictor variables in the current study were checked.

Moreover, to check independence of observations, Durbin-Watson statistical analysis was
conducted. A value of the Durbin-Watson test ranges from 0 to 4 (a value from 0 to less than 2
indicating a positive autocorrelation; a value of 2 indicating no autocorrelation; a value from 2 to
4 indicating a negative autocorrelation). To see if and what autocorrelation in the residuals
existed, the Durbin Watson p-value was checked and reported. As another assumption of
multiple regression, it was examined whether the data had a linear relationship using the normal
P-P plot while homoscedasticity was also checked using the scatterplot of the residuals.

After selecting appropriate predictor variables along with checking assumptions and
correlations, the selected variables were entered into multiple regression to examine whether the
proposed variables could predict students’ DMC scores or traditional monomodal writing scores.
Statistical analyses were conducted using the IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)

version 28 with the alpha level at 0.05 (two-tails).

4.6.8.4 T-tests and multiple regressions for predicting vocabulary learning (RQ 3)
To answer the third research question, paired t-tests were used to examine if the ER was
helpful for vocabulary learning and multiple regression models were created to examine which

variables were predictive to the degree of students’ vocabulary learning in DMC and traditional
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monomodal writing. In all regression models, learner variables (reading and writing proficiency,
intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, text comprehension, and vocabulary size) and task
design factor (DMC vs. traditional monomodal writing) were added as fixed independent
variables, and students’ vocabulary test scores on the VKS and WAT, respectively, as dependent
variables. Regarding students’ vocabulary learning (RQ 3), multiple regression models were
used to examine to what extent learner factors and task design factor predict the degree of
vocabulary learning: the VKS scores and WAT scores, respectively. The same statistical analysis
procedure for multiple regression mentioned above for the second research question was
executed to select appropriate predictor variables and to check assumptions for multiple
regression. After selecting appropriate predictor variables along with checking assumptions,
selected variables were entered into multiple regression to examine whether the proposed
variables could predict students’ vocabulary learning scores after checking for multicollinearity.
Statistical analyses were conducted using the IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)

version 28. The alpha level was set at .05 (two-tails) for statistical tests.

4.6.8.5 Descriptive analysis for learner perceptions (RQ 4)

The fourth research question asked about students’ perceptions of DMC and traditional
monomodal writing in an extensive reading-to-write task. For students’ perceptions of the DMC
task and traditional monomodal writing task, the results of learner perceptions survey were
interpreted using t-tests results and boxplots by items. In order to avoid Type | error, the alpha

level was adjusted to .007 (.05 divided by the number of items, which is 7).
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5 RESULTS

5.1 RQ 1: Task performance comparison between DMC and traditional monomodal
writing
The first research question examines whether there is any difference between DMC and
traditional monomodal writing group in extensive reading-to-write task performance. Table 5
presents the descriptive statistics of book review task performance by the DMC and traditional
groups.

Table 5 The descriptive statistics of students’ task performance

Group N Mean Min Max SD
Content DMC 40 3.25 2 5 15
Traditional 40 3.41 2 5 A3
Organization DMC 40 3.69 2 5 14
Traditional 40 3.55 2 5 A2
Languageuse  DMC 40 3.66 2 5 14
Traditional 40 3.43 2 5 A2
Total scores DMC 40 10.60 6 15 41
Traditional 40 10.39 6.5 15 .35

Note. The maximum total score is 15 points and each category has a 5-point maximum.

T-tests were run four times for each construct, respectively (content, organization,
language use, and total scores). Results of t-tests show that none of the comparisons were found
significant difference between the DMC group and traditional monomodal writing group:
Content scores (t = 1.77, p = .40, d = .87, medium effect size); Organization (t = 4.31, p = .46, d
= .82, medium effect size); Language use (t = 2.30, p = .21, d = .87, medium effect size); the

total scores (t = 2.43, p = .69, d = 2.40, large effect size).
5.2 RQ 2: Predictors of the quality of writing task performance

5.2.1 PCA results for the motivation questionnaire
The second research question investigates to what extent learner variable factors

including reading proficiency, writing proficiency, motivation, vocabulary size, and text



comprehension predict the quality of extensive reading-to-write task outcome in DMC and
traditional monomodal writing. In order to identify items that measure similar constructs (i.e.,
motivation orientation), PCA was first conducted on the question items included in the learner
motivation questionnaire. It examined if variables in the questionnaire should be collapsed into
larger variables. Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics of students’ responses on the
motivation questionnaire by items.

Table 6 Descriptive statistics of students’ responses on the motivation questionnaire

Item number Range Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Item 1 4 2 6 4.53 1.07
Item 2 5 1 6 3.83 1.19
Item 3 5 1 6 4.01 1.38
Item 4 3 3 6 5.24 .82
Item 5 4 2 6 531 .84
Item 6 5 1 6 3.45 1.44
Item 7 5 1 6 3.96 1.32
Item 8 5 1 6 391 1.23
Item 9 5 1 6 4.17 1.44
Item 10 5 1 6 3.16 151
Item 11 4 2 6 5.24 .92
Item 12 5 1 6 4.69 131
Item 13 5 1 6 3.93 1.42
Item 14 5 1 6 3.21 1.29
Item 15 5 1 6 3.95 1.34
Item 16 5 1 6 391 1.27
Item 17 5 1 6 3.84 1.31
Item 18 5 1 6 4.73 1.147
Item 19 5 1 6 4.39 1.013
Item 20 5 1 6 3.86 1.270
Item 21 5 1 6 3.71 1.352
Item 22 5 1 6 3.01 1.336
Item 23 5 1 6 4.20 1.479
Item 24 5 1 6 4.94 1.118
Item 25 5 1 6 4.27 1.458
Item 26 5 1 6 3.04 1.382
Item 27 5 1 6 4.06 1.545
Item 28 5 1 6 4.90 1.086
Item 29 5 1 6 2.61 1.336
Item 30 4 2 6 3.99 1.097
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Results of PCA indicated that the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant
(x? = 1373.05, p < .001). As the p-value of the Bartlett’s test was below than the significant level
of .05, the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix was an identity matrix was rejected. The
results indicate that the dataset was suitable for a data reduction technique, PCA in the current
study.

The KMO measure of sampling adequacy reported 0.76 and the value also indicated that
the dataset was suited for PCA with a good level of sampling adequacy (Field, 2005). Table 7
presents the correlation matrix among the 30 questionnaire items. As indicated, none of the items
showed correlations coefficients beyond + .90, indicating that all the variables could be entered
into PCA.

Communalities of the variables were also checked that all the variables were with
communality value above .40 and most of them were beyond .70, indicating that the dataset was
suitable for PCA. Table 8 presents communalities of motivation questionnaire items and as
shown all the communality values were above 0.25, which is an acceptable cutoff value, and
most of them were 0.7 or above.

Table 9 presents the eigenvalues of the components from the PCA output. Two
components had a greater eigenvalue than 1.0, and these two components explained about 43%
of the total variance. Table 10 represents the factor loadings from PCA in each component. The
labels of each component were named based on the common features of questionnaire items that
loaded to each component. Component 1 was labeled as intrinsic motivation, and component 2
was labeled as extrinsic motivation.

Weighted scores for each component were calculated by multiplying the loadings of the

eigenvectors that are associated to the eigenvalues assigned and then sum the products to one
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single value. The range for weighted scores were from the values multiplying the minimum
possible score to the eigenvalues assigned and then sum the products to the values multiplying
the maximum possible score to the eigenvalues assigned and then sum the products. The
resultant range of intrinsic motivation was from -245.7 to 540.54 while that of extrinsic

motivation was from 59.44 to 356.62.



Table 7 Correlations among motivation questionnaire items

Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

Item 1 1.00 .662 510 .146 481 586 .681 .170 .533 .482 .065 .246 .360 .415 .275 .278 244 316 .208 455 -324 484 -316 .038 -354 441 -373 -162 -335 .341
Item 2 .662 100 .371 226 .260 .601 530 .266 .366 .427 224 249 389 545 336 546 373 252 .152 .336 -237 .647 -318 .068 -271 675 -201 -082 -115 .367
Item 3 510 .371 100 .053 424 436 578 045 381 .364 -052 .058 .329 .282 .274 182 141 .034 313 325 -432 .33 -397 -221 -253 271 -308 -286 -306 .317
Item 4 .146 226 .053 1.00 .113 102 .032 .361 .180 .082 .601 .189 .179 .156 .150 .205 .037 .490 .071 .069 -.064 .172 .013 447 093 205 .119 427 -135 .258
Item 5 481 260 424 113 100 .387 448 -047 375 261 -015 -014 .180 .161 .037 .194 012 210 -025 .327 -312 .223 -174 .008 ~-175 .154 -221 -091 -185 .281
Item 6 .586 .601 .436 .102 .387 1.00 570 .015 469 585 .033 .223 .270 .459 .202 .383 .120 .107 .131 505 -.466 .622 -393 -234 -440 640 -360 -416 -185 .364
Item 7 .681 530 578 .032 448 570 1.00 -064 478 348 -076 -125 432 310 .322 226 225 144 229 345 -468 454 -503 -225 -436 467 -522 -321 -390 .263
Item 8 170 266 .045 361 -047 .015 -064 100 .009 .18 .432 508 .097 .258 .166 .060 .093 .242 078 .097 .106 .024 .037 400 .042 .061 .056 .333 125 .242
Item 9 533 366 .381 .180 .375 469 478 .009 100 478 .150 .076 .062 .150 .031 .189 -065 .191 .240 408 -312 295 -159 -040 -253 .334 -261 -207 -333 .306
Item 10 482 427 364 .082 261 585 .348 185 478 1.00 .045 .348 112 445 117 327 .026 .026 .141 661 -226 .415 -163 -.069 -246 539 -228 -207 -082 .293
Item 11 .065 224 -052 .601 -015 .033 -076 .432 .150 .045 1.00 .326 .218 .192 .175 .280 .170 .436 .145 -059 .046 .091 .160 583 .197 173 248 481 -027 .292
Item 12 246 249 058 .189 -014 223 -125 508 .076 .348 .326 1.00 .042 272 135 220 .066 .246 .073 .248 199 220 275 .333 .059 .189 .148 218 .256 412
Item 13 360 389 .329 179 180 .270 432 .097 .062 .112 .218 .042 1.00 .416 583 .348 559 306 .311 .205 -.011 .354 -167 .053 -234 407 -136 .085 -116 .129
Item 14 415 545 282 156 161 459 310 .258 .150 .445 192 .272 416 1.00 504 392 299 271 .130 412 -081 425 -135 141 -301 635 -140 .006 .026 .270
Item 15 275 .33 .274 150 .037 202 .322 .166 .031 .117 175 .135 583 504 1.00 .341 610 .386 .229 .033 -022 .382 .011 .099 -168 459 -170 .101 -011 .181
Item 16 .278 546 .182 .205 194 383 226 .060 .189 .327 .280 .220 .348 .392 341 100 .321 .175 -023 .363 -163 555 -112 .148 -152 588 -120 .049 .047 .154
Item 17 244 373 141 037 012 120 .225 .093 -065 .026 .170 .066 .559 .299 610 .321 1.00 .265 .345 040 .066 .211 .037 .158 -182 .347 -001 .060 -109 .122
Item 18 316 252 .034 490 210 107 144 242 191 .026 436 .246 .306 .271 386 .175 .265 1.00 .071 .043 030 .192 025 292 031 .190 .074 .313 -103 .269
Item 19 .208 152 313 .071 -025 131 229 .078 .240 .141 145 .073 311 .130 .229 -023 .345 071 100 .111 .018 .155 .049 -101 -210 .116 .162 -022 -196 .084
Item 20 455 336 .325 .069 .327 505 .345 097 408 661 -059 .248 205 412 033 .363 .040 .043 111 100 -252 .396 ~-167 -015 ~-178 428 -299 -148 -129 344
Item 21 -324 -237 -432 -064 -312 -466 -468 .106 -312 -226 .046 .199 -011 -081 -022 -163 .066 .030 .018 -252 1.00 -334 624 290 .342 -225 445 265 477 -207
Item 22 484 647 336 172 223 622 454 024 295 415 091 220 .354 425 382 555 211 192 155 396 -334 100 -315 068 -281 .706 -215 ~-069 ~-146 .320
Item 23 -316 -318 -397 .013 -174 -393 -503 .037 -159 -163 .160 .275 -167 -135 011 -112 037 .025 .049 -167 .624 -315 100 .391 479 -159 .604 391 .379 -.092
Item 24 .038 .068 -221 .447 008 -234 -225 400 -040 -069 .583 .333 .053 .141 .099 .148 .158 .292 -101 -.015 .290 .068 .391 1.00 .352 .059 .361 .714 .001 .185
Item 25 -354 -271 -253 .093 -175 -440 -436 .042 -253 -246 .197 .059 -234 -301 ~-168 -152 -182 .031 -210 -178 .342 -281 479 352 100 -332 430 .361 .250 -.124
Item 26 441 675 271 205 154 640 467 061 .334 539 173 189 407 635 459 588 .347 190 .116 428 -225 706 -159 .059 -332 100 ~-179 ~-090 -163 .268
Item 27 -373 -201 -308 .119 -221 -360 -522 .056 -261 -228 .248 .148 -136 -140 -170 -120 -001 .074 162 -299 445 -215 604 361 430 -179 100 494 263 -104
Item 28 -162 -082 -286 .427 -091 -416 -321 .333 -207 -207 .481 .218 .085 .006 .101 .049 .060 .313 -.022 -148 265 -.069 .391 .714 361 -090 494 100 .034 .095
Item 29 -33% -115 -306 -135 -185 ~-185 -390 .125 -333 -082 -027 256 -116 .026 -011 .047 -109 ~-103 ~-196 ~-129 477 -146 379 .001 250 -163 .263 .034 1.00 -159
Item 30 341 367 317 .258 281 364 .263 242 .306 .293 .292 412 129 270 .181 .154 122 .269 .084 .344 -207 .320 -.092 .185 -124 268 -104 .095 -159 1.00

90
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Table 8 Communalities of motivation questionnaire items

Item number Initial Extraction
Item 1 1.000 123
Item 2 1.000 677
Item 3 1.000 .583
Item 4 1.000 .652
Item 5 1.000 T47
Item 6 1.000 T47
Item 7 1.000 .760
Item 8 1.000 .768
Item 9 1.000 .655
Item 10 1.000 717
Item 11 1.000 714
Item 12 1.000 743
Item 13 1.000 .680
Item 14 1.000 .609
Item 15 1.000 128
Item 16 1.000 .682
Item 17 1.000 .691
Iltem 18 1.000 552
Item 19 1.000 .859
Item 20 1.000 .598
Item 21 1.000 .693
Item 22 1.000 .691
Item 23 1.000 814
Item 24 1.000 720
Item 25 1.000 537
Iltem 26 1.000 .830
Item 27 1.000 .700
Item 28 1.000 711
Item 29 1.000 .665
Item 30 1.000 467

Table 9 The eigenvalues of the components

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component  Total % of Variance  Cumulative % Total % of Variance  Cumulative % Total % of Variance  Cumulative %

1 8.190 27.299 27.299 8.190 27.299 27.299 7.603 25.345 25.345
2 4.572 15.240 42.539 4.572 15.240 42.539 5.158 17.194 42.539
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Table 10 The factor loadings from PCA

Components
1 (intrinsic motivation) 2 (extrinsic motivation)
Item 7 .816
Item 6 .802
Item 1 123
Item 3 .663
Item 23 -.642
Item 27 -.633
Item 2 632 490
Item 21 -.628
ltem 22 625
ltem 26 617 463
Item 25 -.611
ltem 10 583
Item 20 61
Item 9 61
Item 5 476
Item 29 -.408
Item 11 122
ltem 24 694
Item 4 .608
Item 18 596
ltem 12 591
Item 28 590
Item 8 565
ltem 14 513
ltem 15 494
Item 16 465
ltem 13 433
Item 30 428
Item 17 427

5.2.2 DMC task quality
With learner factor scores prepared for the subsequent statistical analyses, multiple
regression was conducted. Table 11 presents the descriptive statistics of learner factor scores in

DMC group.
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Table 11 Descriptive statistics of learner factor scores in DMC

Mean SD
Vocabulary size 7942.50 1670.85
Text comprehension 35.400 10.055
Reading proficiency 23.40 4.70
Writing proficiency 3.30 0.99
Intrinsic motivation 177.72 109.59
Extrinsic motivation 259.35 29.95

Notes: Possible range for vocabulary size: 1000-14000; for text comprehension: minimum O; for
reading proficiency: 0-30; for writing proficiency 0-5; for intrinsic motivation: -245.7-540.54;
for extrinsic motivation: 59.44-356.62 as weighted scores were used as both types of motivation
o Due to a small sample size to include all possible predictors, Pearson correlation was first
checked between students’ task scores (dependent variable) and six predictor variables (reading
proficiency, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, text comprehension, intrinsic motivation, and
extrinsic motivation) for DMC and traditional monomodal writing group, respectively. Variables
with an effect size > .10 or -.10 were screened and selected for further analysis. The predictor
variables and their r values and p values are presented in Table 12 for DMC group. For DMC,
reading proficiency, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, and text comprehension demonstrated

an effect size above .10 or -.10.

Table 12 Pearson correlations of variables for DMC group

Variable r value p value
Reading proficiency 561 <.001***
Writing proficiency 736 <.001***
Vocabulary size 601 <.001***
Text comprehension .385 .007**
Intrinsic motivation 011 472
Extrinsic motivation 024 442

Note. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001

To examine whether the proposed variables explained DMC task performance scores,
multiple regression was conducted. As shown in Table 13, results of multiple regression showed

that only writing proficiency was found to be significant predictor for DMC task performance
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among the predictor variables. Students’ writing proficiency accounted for 54.6 % of variance of
DMC task performance (F(4, 35) = 12.704, p = < .001, R? = .592, adjusted R? = .546). Results
showed that DCM task score is expected to increase by an average of .511 units for every
additional unit in writing proficiency, indicating a positive coefficient.

Table 13 Regression coefficients for DMC task performance

Unstandardized Standardized 95.0% Confidence Interval Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients T Sig. forB Statistics
Lower Upper
Model B Std. Error Beta Bound Bound Tolerance  VIF
1 Constant 1.544 1.645 .939 .354 -1.795 4.884
Voc size .000 .000 .188 1.241 .223 .000 .001 .510 1.960
RC .028 .032 .108 .863 .394 -.038 .093 738 1.355
Reading .060 .082 110 739 465 -.105 .226 .524 1.909
Writing 1.324 401 511 3.300 .002 .509 2.138 487 2.054

Note. RC: text comprehension scores (graphic organizer task scores)

5.2.3 Traditional monomodal writing task quality

Multiple regression was also conducted to examine predictor variables for the quality of
students’ traditional monomodal writing performance scores. Table 14 presents the descriptive
statistics of learner factor scores in traditional monomodal writing group.

Pearson correlation was first checked between students’ task scores (dependent variable)
and six predictor variables (reading proficiency, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, text
comprehension, intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic motivation) for traditional monomodal writing
group. Variables with an effect size > .10 or -.10 were screened and selected for further analysis.
The predictor variables and their r values and p values are presented in Table 15 for traditional
monomodal writing group. For traditional monomodal writing, reading proficiency, writing
proficiency, vocabulary size, text comprehension, and extrinsic motivation demonstrated an

effect size above .10 or -.10.
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Table 14 Descriptive statistics of learner factor scores in traditional monomodal writing

Mean SD
Vocabulary size 7920.00 1281.27
Text comprehension 33.81 8.90
Reading proficiency 22.95 4.99
Writing proficiency 3.18 0.98
Intrinsic motivation 206.80 114.21
Extrinsic motivation 256.95 47.98

Notes: Possible range for vocabulary size: 1000-14000; for text comprehension: minimum O; for
reading proficiency: 0-30; for writing proficiency 0-5; for intrinsic motivation: -245.7-540.54;
for extrinsic motivation: 59.44-356.62 as weighted scores were used as both types of motivation
scores.

Table 15 Pearson correlations of variables for traditional monomodal writing group

Variable r value p value
Reading proficiency 627 <.001***
Writing proficiency 759 <.001***
Vocabulary size 240 .068
Text comprehension 420 .003**
Intrinsic motivation -.080 312
Extrinsic motivation -.193 116

Note. RC: text comprehension scores (graphic organizer task scores); * P < 0.05, **P < 0.01,
***p < 0.001

Table 16 reports a regression analysis using the selected variables yielded a significant
model, F(5, 34) = 17.154, p = < .001, R? = .716, adjusted R? = .674. Among the predictor
variables, writing proficiency and reading proficiency were found to be significant predictors in
the regression. The results demonstrate that the combination of students’ writing proficiency and
reading proficiency accounts for 67.4 % of variance of traditional monomodal writing task
performance. Students’ writing proficiency alone predicted 56.4 % of the quality of writing task,
F(1, 38) =51.55, p = <.001, R? = .576, adjusted R? = .564 while reading proficiency alone
predicted 37.7 % of the quality of writing task, F(1, 38) = 24.64, p = < .001, R? = .393, adjusted
R? = .377. The interaction effect of reading proficiency and writing proficiency on students’ task

performance in traditional monomodal writing was checked. The result demonstrated that the
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interaction effect of reading proficiency and writing proficiency was not statistically significant
on task performance (t =.018, p =.986) so the main effects (reading proficiency and writing
proficiency) could be interpreted. Results showed that traditional monomodal writing task score
is expected to increase by an average of .576 units for every additional unit in writing
proficiency, indicating a positive coefficient and an average of .410 units for every additional
unit in reading proficiency, indicating a positive coefficient.

Table 16 Regression coefficients for traditional monomodal writing task performance

Unstandardized Standardized 95.0% Confidence Interval Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients T Sig. for B Statistics
Lower Upper
Model B Std. Error Beta Bound Bound Tolerance VIF
1  Constant 1.733 1.975 .878 .386 -2.280 5.746
Voc size .000 .000 -.161 -1.449 157 -.001 .000 .675 1.482
RC .046 .024 .184 1.897 .066 -.003 .094 .887 1.127
Reading 181 .057 410 3.184 .003 .066 297 .504 1.985
Writing 1.292 .236 576 5.464 <.001 811 1.772 .750 1.333
Extrinsic
motivation .004 .005 .089 .901 374 -.005 .013 .862 1.159

Note. RC: text comprehension scores (graphic organizer task scores)

In sum, the quality of students’ DMC task performance was predicted by the degree of
students’ writing scores while the quality of students’ traditional monomodal writing task
performance was predicted by the degree of students’ reading proficiency and writing
proficiency. Other than students’ writing and reading proficiency, none of the selected predictor
variables were statistically significant to predict the quality of either DMC or traditional
monomodal writing task performance.

In order to demonstrate the findings further, two samples that represent the relationship
between the quality of task performance in DMC and students” TOEFL writing are presented.
For example, Sujin’s (pseudonym) writing showed her ability to compose successfully in both

DMC (15 points) and TOEFL test (5 points). On the other hand, Young’s (pseudonym) writing



demonstrated a lower quality in both DMC (7.5 points) and TOEFL test (2 points). These two
students’ samples showed the strong correlation between the quality of students’ DMC book
review task and their TOEFL writing.

Table 17 Students' scores in DMC book review and TOEFL writing
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Sujin (higher scorer) Young (lower scorer)
DMC content 5 2.5
DMC organization 5 2.5
DMC language use 5 2,5
DMC total 15 7.5
TOEFL writing 5 2

Note. Maximum score of DMC: 15; Maximum score of TOEFL writing: 5

As shown in Excerpt 1, she effectively addresses the topic and task as described in the

rubric. In terms of task completion, she clearly presented her argument with different reasons and

detailed information to support the argument. Moreover, her writing is well organized and well

developed, using clearly appropriate explanations, exemplifications and details while displaying

unity, progression, and coherence. For example, Sujin’s TOEFL writing, which received 5 points

out of 5, started with an introduction of her personal experience supporting the argument that it is

better for children to grow up in the large city rather than the countryside. After describing her

experience when she was young, the topic sentence was presented in line 7 in Excerpt 1. In the

second paragraph, she used ‘First of all’ as a transition to make the organizational plan clear. In

addition, she demonstrated her ability to use appropriate cohesive device to make connections

between and within sentences throughout the writing (e.g., moreover, likewise, to sum up). Her

writing is well organized and well developed by using clearly appropriate explanations and
relevant personal experiences.

Furthermore, Sujin’s writing displays consistent facility in the use of language,
demonstrating syntactic variety, appropriate word choice and idiomaticity, though it has some

minor lexical or grammatical errors. For example, she demonstrated her ability to compose



98

successfully with complex syntactic structures such as complex sentence and compound-
complex sentences along with appropriate word choice although it had minor lexical or

grammatical errors such as singular-plural forms.

1 For the past 20 years, | have been living in the city area of my country. I've visited the

2 countryside from time to time, but it was always a temporary stay. | always enjoyed visiting
3 the quiet and slow-paced countryside because it was relaxing and I didn't feel rushed,

4 compared to the city. However, as someone who grew up in a large city, | believe it has

5 provided me several opportunities that I would not have been able to experience if I grew up
6 in the countryside. The city is full of different facilities and children can also encounter people
7 of diverse fields. Therefore, | believe that it is better for children to grow up in the large city,
8 rather than the countryside.

9 First of all, the city has many facilities that the countryside does not have. These facilities can
10 be the local community center, academies, leisure places and many more. These facilities can
11 not only be a place where children can play and have fun, but the community center and

12 academies are actually places where students can learn and develop. They help children

13 obtain a variety of skills, allowing them to grow as a well-rounded person. Unfortunately,
14 the countryside does not provide these kind of facilities, so when compared with those raised
15 from the city, they may be lacking in certain areas and this can emotionally bring down the
16 children residing in the countryside.

17 Moreover, the amount of people in diverse fields a children can encounter is another benefit
18 for children who are growing up in the city. As | mentioned before, the city has a wide range
19 of facilities and this means that the people are also from a variety of fields. Children may not
20 have a personal connection with all of these people, but when residing in the city, they can
21 see these people on a daily basis and even earn the chance to learn from them. | remember
22 back in elementary school, when | was given an assignment to interview someone who works
23 in a field of our interest. At that time, | had a family friend who was a baker and interviewed
24 him. This job interview may be a one time thing, but if I was living in the countryside,

25 1 would only have a limited choice and wouldn't have been able to interview the baker.

26 Likewise, the city provides children with new experiences and insights through the variety
27 of people residing.

28 To sum up, the city is a place where children can truly spread their potential wings and

29 discover what they wish to do. I believe that it is important that all children are given the fair
30 opportunity to do what they wish to do and the city is indeed the place to support them. All
31 inall, the countryside is a great place to live in, but to truly support the student and their

32 futures, | believe that large city is much better for children to be raised.

Excerpt 1 Sujin's TOEFL writing proficiency test

Similar to Sujin’s TOEFL writing which showed her strong ability to write in English,
Sujin’s DMC book review showed her competence to successfully complete a given writing task.

For example, in terms of content, she addressed all parts of the task utilizing various multi-
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modes to successfully supplement content while using more than three modes such as oral
narration, images, texts inserted in the slides, and moving effects as described in the rubric. She
also presented relevant and clearly appropriate explanations and details to support main ideas
such as Junior’s struggles in his life and his new school life. The book review task required
students to summarize the content of the book they read, to reflect on the content using examples
and detailed information, and to tell whether they recommended the book to other students. First,
she effectively summarized the content of the book by introducing the main characters that were
closely related to the narrator. She also clearly described what happened to the narrator in the
book and how the incidents affected the narrator. Thus, she presented relevant and clearly
appropriate explanations and details to support main ideas throughout the DMC task, resulting in

receiving 5 points for content.

1 Today, I’ll be doing a book review about ‘The Absolutely True Diary of a Part-Time

2 Indian’ written by Sherman Alexie. I’ll be talking about the following three contents —
3 summary, personal reflection and my recommendation of this book. So Junior, whose

4 actual name is Arnold, is an American-Indian high school student living in the Native

5 American Reservation community, along with his parents, older sister, Mary and

6 grandmother. Arnold is quite an odd guy, in terms of appearance, which is why he is picked
7 on by his fellow Indians. Junior has always been interested in the world outside of the

8 reservation, where average Americans live and decides to transfer to an average

9 American high school, Reardan HS, despite the long distance and discriminations he
10 may face for being Indian. Upon his decision, Junior’s best friend, Rowdy is not

11 pleased with his transfer and their friendship no longer lasts. Surprisingly, Junior,

12 who is now called Arnold (his real name), adjusts pretty well to Reardan. He makes
13 friends with Gordy, the science geek and even starts dating the prettiest girl of

14 Reardan, Penelope. During the year, Arnold faces hardships like the loss of his

15 grandmother and sister and his family going through a financially difficult time.

16 However, despite those hardships Arnold gets to play on the varsity basketball team and

17 make a turning point in his life by becoming the key player in the home game against his
18 fellow Indians. Arnold may have been portrayed as a traitor to the Indians, but is more than
19 accepted by everyone else at Reardon. From that point on, Arnold no longer takes into

20 consideration how he’ll be portrayed in the eyes of the other Indians and tends to follow his
21 own path of living in the American society. Arnold choses both his Indian identity and to
22 apply the average American way of life, which is the Arnold he wishes to be. To be honest,
23 1 did not expect much from this book, but it was more fun than I expected. It wasn’t simply
24 explaining about the life of an American-Indian and how it differs from the life of average
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25 Americans, but it had a deeper message regarding the true identity of an individual. Two
26 main parts | was able to learn while reading this book was about the overall American-
27 Indian lifestyle and the attitude Arnold owned. Arnold seemed to be a timid guy in the
28 beginning but based on his actions and courage to do things differently than the other
29 Indians, | realized that he was someone trying to be genuine with himself and follow his
30 desires. |1 am also someone who is currently in the search of my true self and what | desire
31 in life, so the portrayal of Arnold being courageous and following his true beliefs was a
32 good role model for me. This book was on the multicultural booklist and | can see why it
33 was. The book shows readers how one does not have to choose one culture over the other
34 and that they can co-exist as long as one is faithful to both cultures like Arnold. Everyone is
35 born in a certain culture and are raised accordingly, whether they like it or not. However, at
36 a certain point of life, | believe that they should be able to make the decision of which
37 culture they wish to follow or even make the decision to maintain more than one. | would
38 highly recommend this book for those who are confused with who they are, it can be
39 culture, identity or just who they are in general, because Arnold shows a good example of
40 considering his choices and making his final decision, the decision which he is entirely
41 satisfied with. It sends a good message out to readers to not be pressured by the
42 surroundings and follow what YOU really want. Overall, this book deserves a five star
43 rating and should be read by all teenagers or even adults who are facing confusion in
44 the several paths they are given. There is no right answer, the right answer is the path that
45 you are completely satisfied with.

Excerpt 2 Oral script of Sujin's DMC book review

In terms of the organizational plan in her DMC, her composition had a very clear and
effective organizational plan with excellent use of cohesive devices throughout the book review.
She started her narration stating, “Today, I’ll be doing a book review about ‘The Absolutely True
Diary of a Part-Time Indian’ written by Sherman Alexie.” shown in Excerpt 2, line 1-2. Figure 6
presents the slide when she was saying line 2-3 in Excerpt 2. While she introduced the contents,
she visualized the table of contents including the requirements of task, summary, personal
reflection, and recommendation. Meanwhile, she also demonstrated her ability to make smooth
connections between ideas within and between sentences, making the writing more coherent.
Thus, connections between ideas within and between sentences were always coherent in her

composition, resulting in receiving 5 points for organization.
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Table of Contents

I Summary
II Personal Reflection

[IT Would | recommend this book?

Oral narration: “I’ll be talking about the following three contents — summary, personal reflection
and my recommendation of this book.”

Figure 6 Table of contents in Sujin’s DMC book review

Furthermore, regarding the use of various semiotic modes, she successfully utilized oral
narration, images, animation effects, sound effects, and text to support ideas in DMC. For
example, as shown in Figure 7 (oral narration inserted: line 7-14 in Excerpt 2), she contrasted
Wellpinit high school where the narrator attended before in the reservation to the new school,
Reardan high school, in which most students were wealthy white students. While introducing
important characters who influenced the narrator, she used appropriate animation effects such as
moving heart images to describe the narrator’s love to Penelope and waiving hand to visualize
the narrator’s friendship with a friend in the reservation no longer lasted.

Moreover, when she described the narrator faced hardships like the loss of his
grandmother and sister (oral narration inserted: line 14-15 in Excerpt 2), she used the
disappearing effect on the images of grandmother and sister to highlight the sorrow of the

narrator while losing his family shown in Figure 8. In this scene, she created an assemble
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Oral narration: “Junior has always been interested in the world outside of the reservation, where
average Americans live and decides to transfer to an average American high school, Reardan HS,
despite the long distance and discriminations he may face for being Indian. Upon his decision,
Junior’s best friend, Rowdy is not pleased with his transfer and their friendship no longer lasts.
Surprisingly, Junior, who is now called Arnold (his real name), adjusts pretty well to Reardan. He
makes friends with Gordy, the science geek and even starts dating the prettiest girl of Reardan,
Penelope.”

Figure 7 Use of images, animation effects, and narration to create an ensemble in DMC

in the use of multiple modes (oral narration, images, animation effects, and texts). Furthermore,
as shown in Figure 9, she used an image of stars, often used in movie or product reviews on the
websites, when recommending the book to the audience (oral narration inserted: line 42-44 in
Excerpt 2). Her use of multimodal tools highlights the affordances of DMC to enhance meaning
which traditional monomodal writing does not offer in written language composition.

Regarding the language use, she received 5 points as both oral narration and written texts
inserted in Sujin’s DMC presented syntactically diverse and complex structures and a wide range
of vocabulary. She also used accurate and appropriate language while minor linguistic errors in
grammar, spelling, pronunciation, intonation, and pausing did not impede overall understanding

of the content. She successfully utilized complex grammatical structures with a high level of
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accuracy. For example, she used appropriate English tenses depending on the context she
described (e.g., present perfect tense) and dependent clauses using appropriate subordinating
conjunctions. In terms of her pronunciation, intonation, and pausing in oral narration, none of
linguistic errors impeded audience’s understanding of idea. Therefore, she successfully utilized

both oral language and written language in DMC.

Unfortunate loss of family members Unfortunate loss of family members

Oral narration: “During the year, Arnold faces hardships like the loss of his grandmother and
sister.”

Figure 8 Use of disappearing effect in DMC

Oral narration: “Overall, this book deserves a five-star rating and should be read by all teenagers
or even adults who are facing confusion in the several paths they are given.”

Figure 9 Book rating using stars in DMC book review
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On the other hand, Young’s DMC book review and TOEFL writing showed a lower-level
quality in writing. Young’s TOEFL writing, which received 2 points out of 5, showed limited
development in response to the topic and task. While he used transition words such as ‘first’ and
‘second’ the logical connections between sentences and idea were somewhat under-developed.
For example, in Excerpt 3, line 2-3, he was talking about the nature as the benefit of countryside
by stating that “the countryside have bigger nature than city.” However, he did not fully
elaborate why the nature in the countryside was logically connected to helping students’
visualizing and thinking (“it will help visualizing their think or mind” in line 3). Thus, his
writing showed insufficient explanations and details to support the idea in response to the task.

The writing also showed inappropriate choice of words or word forms with errors in
sentence structure and usage. For examples, the sentence, “nature provide calm not only
children, also adult.” showed inappropriate use of part of speech and the correlative conjunction,
not only ~ but also. Moreover, the writing had weak connection of ideas. For example, shown in
Excerpt 3, he started the sentence with the argument, “I think it is better for children to grow up
in the countryside than in a large city.” However, in the following sentence, he used ‘because’
and ‘first’ in the incomplete sentence. After that, he just arranged some words in a row without

meaningful connections (Excerpt 3, line 3).

1 I think it is better for children to grow up in the countryside than in a large city. because,
2 first, the countryside have bigger nature than city. so they can experience various thing. like
3 many kind of trees, flowers, and live things. it will help visualizing their think or mind.
4 second, nature provide calm not only children, also adult. city is mono tone and fast. it
4 makes us to being hurry and stressful. but when we go to countryside, we can feel healing
5 and calm. because, countryside's every life going slowly than city. we can meet natural
6 colors, smells, and shapes.
Excerpt 3 Young's TOEFL writing proficiency test




105

Similarly, Young’s DMC book review task performance also demonstrated the lower
level of quality in terms of content, organization, and language use. He introduced the book
stating that “Now | introduce you the book.” and started talking about the themes of the book.
While he described the narrator, he used relatively inappropriate word choices such as ‘alienated’
and ‘unnormal’ to describe the characteristics of the narrator in the book (Excerpt 4, line 2). In
addition, his oral narration displayed only basic grammar structures and vocabulary with very
limited range, usually using simple sentence structures. In terms of errors, some of the errors in
grammar and speaking impede overall intelligibility, resulting in receiving 2.5 points for
language use.

Regarding the quality of content, he received 2.5 points as his response did not fully
elaborate why he recommended this book to the audience while he simply stated that “So, |
recommend this book.” (Excerpt 4, line 24) after explaining his personal reflections and thoughts
on the content of the book. Therefore, the quality of content in his DMC book review was
somewhat below than required and improvements needed to successfully support his arguments
in composition. In terms of the organizational plan, he used some of the transition words such as
‘so” and ‘but.” However, considering the quality of connections between and within the ideas and
arguments, the organization of the composition showed the lower level of quality, resulting in
receiving 2.5 points for organization.

When it comes to the use of semiotic modes in his DMC book review, the use of different
modes in Young’s DMC book review did not successfully create the harmony between texts,
images, and oral narrations. Young’s use of multiple modes in his DMC book review was in line
with the overall poor quality of his composition. For example, as shown in Figure 10, he stated

that “This story is about being nice person. He has alienated personality. His parents is poor. He
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is American indian which is alienated group in America so his life is very bad.” (Excerpt 4, line
10-12). While the text in the slide stating this story is about being a nice person (the narrator), the
images used in the slide represented the narrator’s miserable life related to poverty and racism.
Moreover, as shown in Figure 11, he sometimes solely used texts in the slide with oral narration
without any additional use of semiotic modes. He simply inserted written transcription of his oral

narration into the slides.

1 Now I introduce you the book. Its name is the absolutely true diary of part time Indian. This
2 story is about alienated children. He’s name is junior. And he is unnormal person. He’s
3 outfit is poor. He doesn’t satisfy his life. He doesn’t satisfy his self-model. This story is
4 about poverty. He go to school. But he doesn’t have car and bicycle. So, sometimes he
5 should walk very long way And when he hungry, he cannot eat nice food. He only eat fast
6 food For example fried chicken hamburger and so on. Junior is American Indian. American
7 Indian is alienated person in America. They live together. And they live place only for
8 Indian. This place is isolated from white American and other people. Most of American
9 Indian is poor, and alcohol abuse. They doesn’t have job which has stable income so it is not
10 to play with good life. This story is about being nice person. He has alienated
11 personality. His parents is poor. He is American indian which is alienated group in
12 America so his life is very bad. And what make him being nice person? Sport. It is
13 basketball. He join the school basketball team. And he find that he passionate about his
14 sport. He enjoy the basketball game. (...) So, what I feel. Life is suffering. Not only junior
15 but also everyone. | heard some very nice fun | believe. This person is American standing
16 comedian, Bill Hicks. I believe there is an humanity. Everybody hates their weakness.
17 Everybody have their own weaknesses. Some people timid. And some people depressed.
18 Some people don’t like themselve. It’s big suffer. Everybody hungry in stomach. Even rich
19 people they feel emptiness when money can’t. Any more happiness. Everybody wants
20 change. This story is about changing, We can change like junior. Nevertheless personally
21 alienated severe poverty isolated society. So do not blame others. You can get help from
22 others when you show your passion. Junior shows his passion about basketball. He
23 approach Penelope even his outfit is bad. I can learn confidence in life from the junior in
24 the book. So, | recommend this book.

Excerpt 4 Oral script of Young's DMC book review

The major semiotic tools used in his DMC were oral narration and images in addition to
direct transcripts of his oral narration. For example, as shown in Figure 12, he often inserted
images that captured some of the key words in oral narrations. He stated that “Even rich people

they feel emptiness when money can’t. Any more happiness” (Excerpt 4, line 18-19). To support
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the content of the narration, he used an image of a luxury boat to symbolize the concept of being
wealthy. However, the image of a boat did not accompany with his narration and did not support

the main idea of the narration.

This story is about Being nice person

Oral narration: “This story is about being nice person. He has alienated personality. His parents is
poor. He is American indian which is alienated group in America so his life is very bad.”

Figure 10 Young' use of images and texts in DMC

Nevertheless
personally alienated
severe poverty
isolated society

Oral narration: “Nevertheless personally alienated severe poverty isolated society.”

Figure 11 The use of text only in DMC
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Even rich people
They feel emptiness when money can’t
any more happiness

Oral narration: “Even rich people they feel emptiness when money can’t. Any more happiness.”

Figure 12 The use of one image in narration in DMC

In sum, as shown in the statistical results, the quality of both DMC and traditional
monomodal writing in reading-to-write was positively associated whether high level or lower
level in quality. The students’ writing samples presented above also support the statistical
findings showing the correlation between the quality of students’ DMC book review and TOEFL
writing. Moreover, the quality of multimodal use in students’ DMC was correlated with the
overall quality of students’ composition as well. Not only the statistical results of the positive
effect of students’ writing proficiency on predicting the quality of DMC but also the descriptions
of students’ writing in DMC suggest a positive association between students’ L2 writing

proficiency and the quality of DMC in extensive reading-to-write task.

5.3 Predictors of the degree of students’ vocabulary learning
The third research question investigates whether ER helps students learn new vocabulary
and to what extent learner variable factors and task factor (i.e., DMC and traditional monomodal

writing) predict the degree of vocabulary learning in extensive reading-to-write tasks. In the



109

current study, two types of vocabulary tests, VKS and WAT, were employed to investigate
whether ER helped students learn new vocabulary. Each vocabulary test assessed different

aspects of students’ vocabulary knowledge of the target words.

5.3.1 VKS vocabulary test scores

Table 18 presents the descriptive statistics of the VKS scores by the DMC and traditional
monomodal writing groups. The VKS scores by both groups were increased from the pretest to
posttest and the score differences between the pretest and posttest were statistically significant in
both groups (DMC: t =11.07, p <.001, d = 1.75, large effect size; Traditional monomodal
writing: t = 10.15, p <.001, d = 1.60, large effect size). Table 19 presents the number of
vocabulary items for each VKS score per group. A score of 1 indicated that students were not
familiar with the target word while a score of 2 indicated that students did not know the meaning
of the word although they had some level of familiarity. On the other hand, a score of 3, 4, and 5
indicated students knew the meaning of the word at least.

On the pretest, the percent of vocabulary items scoring 3 or higher of DMC group was 46
percent while that of traditional monomodal writing was 41 percent. The posttest results that
showed how many words that students were able to learn demonstrated DMC group marked 70
percent of vocabulary items on a score of 3 or higher while traditional monomodal writing group
marked 65 percent of vocabulary items on a score of 3 or higher. Both groups (DMC and
traditional monomodal writing) had a larger number of vocabulary items scoring 3 or higher on
the posttest while both groups had a larger number of vocabulary items scoring 2 or below on the
pretest. The results demonstrated that both groups acquired target vocabulary throughout the

experiment.
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Table 18 Descriptive statistics of the VKS scores by groups

M SD Min Max

DMC VKS pretest  69.17 21.88 37 117
VKS posttest 89.68 21.59 51 122

T VKS pretest 62.78 20.00 37 108
VKS posttest  80.43 21.11 52 123

Note. T: traditional monomodal writing group; The maximum score of VKS is 125 and the
minimum score is 25

Table 19 The number of vocabulary items for each VKS score per group
Total N  Number of words for VKS scores ~ Number of words for VKS scores
# of (pretest) (posttest)
words

VKS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Score

274 270 165 102 189 27 270 243 154 306

DMC 1000 40 @7%) (27%) (17%) (10%) (19%) (3%) (27%) (24%) (15%)  (31%)

T 1000 40 303 285 211 70 131 41 309 345 102 203

(30%)  (29%) (21%)  (7%)  (13%) (4%) (31%) (35%)  (10%)  (20%)

Note. T: traditional monomodal writing group; Total number of words = number of participants
(N =40) in each group x 25 target words

It was examined whether the degree of students’ vocabulary learning in VKS could be
predicted by learner factors and task factor. Pearson correlation was checked between students’
VKS vocabulary learning scores (dependent variable) and six learner variables factors (reading
proficiency, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, text comprehension, intrinsic motivation, and
extrinsic motivation) and task factor (DMC and traditional monomodal writing). Among the
predictor variables, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, text comprehension, and task factor
demonstrated a correlation with an effect size > .10 or -.10 as shown in Table 20.

Results of multiple regression showed that writing proficiency and text comprehension were
found to be significant predictors for vocabulary learning. Students’ writing proficiency and text
comprehension of the book accounted for 11.7 % of variance of vocabulary learning (F(4, 75) =

3.606, p =.010, R? = .161, adjusted R? = .117). Students’ writing proficiency alone predicted 2.6
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% of the degree of vocabulary learning on the VKS, F(1, 78) = 3.12, p = <.001, R? = .038,
adjusted R? = .026 while text comprehension alone predicted 5.0 % of the degree of vocabulary
learning on the VKS, F(1, 78) = 5.18, p = < .001, R? = .062, adjusted R? = .050. The interaction
effect of writing proficiency and text comprehension on students’ vocabulary learning was
checked. The result demonstrated that the interaction effect of writing proficiency and text
comprehension was not statistically significant on vocabulary learning (t = -2.12, p = .49) so the
main effects (writing proficiency and text comprehension) could be interpreted. Results showed
that vocabulary learning score is expected to increase by an average of .340 units for every
additional unit in text comprehension score, indicating a positive coefficient while vocabulary
learning score is expected to decrease by an average of .301 units for every additional unit in
writing proficiency, indicating a negative coefficient.

Table 20 Pearson correlations of variables for VKS

Variable r value p value
Reading proficiency -.087 221
Writing proficiency -.196 .041*
Vocabulary size -.109 169
Text comprehension .250 .013*
Intrinsic motivation 021 427
Extrinsic motivation .009 468
Task factor -.126 133

Note. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001

Table 21 Regression coefficients for VKS

Unstandardized Standardized 95.0% Confidence Interval Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients T Sig. for B Statistics

Lower Upper

Model B Std. Error Beta Bound Bound Tolerance VIF
1 Constant 21.61 8.35 2.59 012 4.97 38.24

Writing -3.49 1.45 -.30 -2.40 019 -6.37 -.60 71 141

Voc size .000 .001 -.023 -.20 .846 -.002 .002 7 1.30

RC 41 A3 34 3.04 .003 A4 .68 .89 1.12

Task factor -2.64 2.40 =12 -1.10 275 -7.43 2.15 .99 1.01

Note. RC: text comprehension scores (graphic organizer task scores)
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Table 22 shows the descriptive statistics of WAT scores. The WAT scores by both

groups were increased from the pretest to posttest and the score differences between the pretest

and posttest were statistically significant in both groups (DMC: t = 14.42, p <.001, d = 2.28,

large effect size; Traditional monomodal writing: t = 13.09, p <.001, d = 2.07, large effect size).

Table 22 Descriptive statistics of WAT scores by groups

M SD Min Max
DMC WAT pretest 20.80 10.29 4 46
WAT posttest 38.15 8.53 20 50
T WAT pretest 19.85 9.77 6 48
WAT posttest 38.30 7.98 18 50

Note. T: traditional monomodal writing group; The maximum score of WAT is 50 and the

minimum score is 0

The multiple regression was conducted to examine what variables could predict the

degree of students’ vocabulary gains in WAT. Pearson correlation was checked between

students” WAT vocabulary learning scores (dependent variable) and six learner variables factors

(reading proficiency, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, text comprehension, intrinsic

motivation, and extrinsic motivation) and task factor (DMC and traditional monomodal writing).

Among the predictor variables, writing proficiency, vocabulary size, and intrinsic motivation

demonstrated a correlation with an effect size > .10 or -.10 as shown in Table 23.

Table 23 Pearson correlations of variables for WAT

Variable r value p value
Reading proficiency .060 .300
Writing proficiency -.312 .002**
Vocabulary size -.101 .186
Text comprehension .040 361
Intrinsic motivation -.157 .082
Extrinsic motivation -.098 193
Task factor (DMC vs. traditional writing) .067 277

Note. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001
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Results of multiple regression showed that writing proficiency was found to be
significant predictors for WAT vocabulary learning. Students’ writing proficiency accounted for
10.4 % of variance of vocabulary learning (F(3, 76) = 4.058, p = .010, R? = .138, adjusted R?
=.104). Results showed that vocabulary learning score is expected to decrease by an average
of .369 units for every additional unit in writing proficiency, indicating a negative coefficient.

Table 24 Regression coefficients for WAT

Unstandardized Standardized 95.0% Confidence Interval Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients T Sig. for B Statistics
Lower Upper
Model B Std. Error Beta Bound Bound Tolerance  VIF
1  Constant 27.28 5.09 536 <.001 17.14 37.42
Writing -3.10 1.03 -.37 -3.02  .003 -5.14 -1.06 .76 1.32
Voc size .00 .001 .08 .64 526 -.001 .002 g7 1.30
Intrinsic
motivation -01 .008 -20  -183 072 -.03 .001 98 102

5.4 Students’ perceptions toward task performance by groups

The research fourth question asked about students’ perceptions of DMC and traditional
monomodal writing in an extensive reading-to-write task. Table 25 presents the descriptive
statistics of learner perceptions in DMC group, while Table 26 presents the descriptive statistics
of learner perceptions in traditional monomodal writing group. The survey contained seven
items: a perceived task difficulty level (task difficulty), the learner’s emotional state during task
completion (emotion), a self-evaluation of learners’ task performance quality (task performance
confidence), the level of enjoyment (enjoyment), the level of mental effort to complete the task
(mental effort), the learners’ willingness to do the same tasks in the future (task motivation), and

the learners’ perceptions of learning opportunities provided by tasks (learning opportunities).
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Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Task difficulty 2 9 5.33 191
Emotion 3 9 6.00 1.77
Task performance confidence 2 9 5.88 1.88
Enjoyment 4 9 7.18 1.13
Mental effort 1 8 3.58 1.89
Task motivation 2 9 6.53 1.80
Learning opportunities 5 9 8.00 0.99

Table 26 Descriptive statistics of learner perceptions in traditional monomodal writing group

Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Task difficulty 1 8 4.93 1.64
Emotion 1 8 5.65 1.75
Task performance confidence 1 8 5.30 1.34
Enjoyment 1 9 6.60 1.77
Mental effort 1 8 4.00 1.92
Task motivation 2 9 6.25 1.79
Learning opportunities 2 9 7.58 1.48
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Figure 13 Boxplots for learner perceptions by group

Note: Q1: Task difficulty; Q2: Emotion; Q3: Task performance confidence; Q4: Enjoyment; Q5:

Mental effort; Q6: Task motivation; Q7: Learning opportunities
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In the survey, the lower numbers corresponded with students’ negative perception toward
each item, whereas the higher numbers indicated students’ positive perception toward each
survey item. In general, students’ perceptions toward task performance were neutral or even
leaning toward positive responses as the means of responses ranged from 3 to 8 in both groups.
For DMC group, students’ responses were neutral in terms of their perceived task difficulty level
(task difficulty), the learner’s emotional state during task completion (emotion), a self-evaluation
of learners’ task performance quality (task performance confidence), the learners’ willingness to
do the same tasks in the future (task motivation). On the other hand, DMC group demonstrated
their positive perception toward the level of enjoyment (enjoyment) and the learners’ perceptions
of learning opportunities provided by tasks (learning opportunities). However, as the mean of
mental effort is below the neutral response range (4-6).

For traditional monomodal writing group, their responses were generally neutral. For
example, students’ responses ranged from 4 to 6 in the means of task difficulty, emotion, task
performance confidence, enjoyment, mental effort, and task motivation. Meanwhile, students
perceived that the task provided meaningful learning opportunities as indicated the mean of their
response on item 7, learning opportunities at 7.58.

The results of t-tests showed none of the survey items demonstrated statistically
significant differences between DMC and traditional monomodal writing groups (task difficulty:
t = 1.15, p =.253; emotion: t = 1.02, p = .313; task performance confidence: t = 1.70, p = .094;
enjoyment: t = 1.81, p =.074; mental effort: t = -1.07, p = .287; task motivation: t = .647, p
=.520; learning opportunities: t = 1.59, p = .117). The findings demonstrated that students
perceived DMC and traditional monomodal writing similarly in terms of students’ perceptions

towards tasks.
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6 DISCUSSION

Taking a TBLT perspective, the current study compared the implementation of reading-
to-write DMC tasks into L2 ER as a post-reading activity to that of the traditional monomodal
reading-to-write task. The purpose of the study was to examine whether the quality of students’
extensive reading-to-write tasks differed between DMC and traditional monomodal writing
groups. The two experimental groups completed either DMC or traditional monomodal book
review tasks, and their writing performance scores were compared. Secondly, this study aimed to
investigate what predicted the quality of students’ writing performance between DMC and
traditional monomodal writing groups. Among different predictor variables, the study focused on
students’ writing and reading proficiency, vocabulary size, the degree of text comprehension,
and motivation. Thirdly, the study examined the helpfulness of ER for vocabulary learning and
to what extent the degree of vocabulary learning through extensive reading-to-write tasks could
be predicted by learner factors (writing and reading proficiency, vocabulary size, the degree of
text comprehension, and motivation) and task factor (DMC vs. traditional monomodal writing).
Lastly, the study explored learner perceptions towards tasks between DMC and traditional

monomodal writing groups.

6.1 Research question 1: Whether the quality of students’ extensive reading-to-write
tasks differs between DMC and traditional monomodal writing groups
In regard to the quality of students’ extensive reading-to-write tasks between the two
groups, the findings of the first research question indicate that there was no statistically
significant difference between the DMC and traditional monomodal writing groups. No group
difference was found on all three sub-categories of grading criteria (content, organization, and

language use). These results align with previous L2 DMC research demonstrating the similarity
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of the quality of students’ writing performance between DMC and traditional monomodal
writing (Kim & Belcher, 2020; Cho & Kim, 2021). The findings support that the quality of L2
learners’ DMC writing performance was similar to that of their traditional monomodal writing
which focused on written modes solely in the process of creating meaning in reading-to-write
tasks.

In the current study, the quality of students’ extensive reading-to-write tasks were
assessed in terms of the quality of content, organization in writing, and language use. The quality
of content was assessed to what extent students’ writing met the requirements of the task and to
what extent their writing presented relevant and appropriate explanations with details to support
main ideas. Therefore, the ways that students in both groups composed either DMC or traditional
monomodal writing were similarly implemented in order to successfully address all the
requirements in task performance.

In terms of organization, students’ writings were assessed if the writing had a very clear
and effective organizational plan and if connections in writing were coherent. Organization of
writing and connections between ideas and sentences have been often featured in writing
constructs (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). Moreover, in integrated writing tasks (i.e., reading-to-write
tasks) which include both comprehension of the sources and production, the process of
organizing and connecting ideas across parts of sources is a higher-level mental processing
beyond lower-level processing such as word recognition and decoding (Plakans & Gebril, 2017).
Thus, it is crucial to examine if there is any difference between the groups in terms of how
students organize contents, how they use cohesive devices through writing, and how students
connect ideas in writing in extensive reading-to-write tasks. The findings suggest that the process

of organizing and connecting in students’ products of reading-to-write tasks in either DCM and
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the traditional monomodal writing may be similar, resulting the similar organizational patterns
including cohesion and coherence achieved in students’ task performance regardless of task
types (DMC vs. traditional monomodal writing) in the current study.

The quality of linguistic features used in students’ writing was also assessed in terms of
syntactic diversity, sentence structures, and vocabulary range focusing on overall intelligibility.
For DMC, pronunciation, intonation, and pausing were also assessed in the language use
category. The result showed that there was no significant difference in students’ language using
patterns in the two groups. In short, it is believed that there is similarity between DMC and
traditional monomodal writing not only in students’ cognitive reasoning processes while
integrating information on the source texts into their writing but also in language use and
organization in writing (Cho & Kim, 2021; Kim & Belcher, 2020).

While DMC advocates claim that the multimodal designs in L2 language classrooms
provide more resources that students can integrate in their writing beyond the linguistic modes,
there have been some arguments that DMC may distract learners’ attention to language, leading
to a lack of language focus in L2 writing instruction (Qu, 2017). According to Qu (2017, p. 93),
“Shifting the focus of L2 writing to skills other than the linguistic one is not merely depriving
students of opportunities to enlarge repertoires of skills but enervating their fundamental ability
to survive in the academic contexts.” In sum, although it has been recognized the importance of
reconceptualizing literacy in the digital era, there has been critiques of teachers and researchers
related to the affordances of DMC and a lack of language focus.

In response to some of the concerns regarding a lack of language focus in DMC
instruction compared to traditional writing instruction, the results showed students tended to use

texts and oral narration in their task performance for meaning-making and DMC group’s
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language use score was not different from that of the traditional monomodal writing group. Thus,
the findings support that DMC does not hinder learners from focusing on language, meaning
DMC does not reduce the amount of students’ attention to language compared to the traditional
monomodal writing. These findings are in line with Kim and Belcher (2020) in that the task
design did not lead differences in the accuracy of language use in DMC and traditional
monomodal writing. In their study, the group difference was found in syntactic complexity
measured by the number of words per T-unit and the number of clauses per T-unit. However, as
they argue, the findings cannot be interpreted that traditional monomodal writing promoted the
development of syntactic complexity in students’ writing than DMC as the different registers by
learners depending on types of writing need to be considered. Considering DMC more
conversational consisting of oral speech compared to print-based academic writing as traditional
monomodal writing, the results suggest students recognized audience awareness and modified
language use according to the register.

Meanwhile, in terms of accuracy, Kim and Belcher (2020) did not find any difference
between the two conditions and their results are in line with the findings of the current study. The
current study examined the quality of students’ writing in DMC and traditional monomodal
writing in reading-to-write tasks focusing on overall intelligibility not focusing on grammatical
accuracy considering different registers. The results show no group difference in terms of
language use between the groups. Therefore, it could be claimed that DMC does not necessarily
have a negative impact on students’ linguistic development and language use in writing task
performance.

Shin et al. (2020) points out that linguistic modes will not disappear in DMC, rather

continue to be one of the powerful modes of formal L2 learning. The inclusion of multimodal
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designs to the traditional L2 writing instruction, which focuses on the development of students’
written language skills, does not necessarily discontinue students’ written text learning. DMC is
beyond the focus on print-based literacy practice and goes further to “integrate the spoken word,
written text, visual impressions and images, social conventions, memories, feelings, and more to
make and remake language for their specific purposes and interest” (Ware, Kern, & Warschauer,
2016, p. 319). Therefore, DMC has the potential of providing a variety of semiotic resources that
students can utilize in their writing, not just limited to written language (Jocius, 2013; Kress,
2003; Nelson & Kern, 2012). The findings of the current study may mitigate some of teachers’
and researcher’s worrisome of losing learners’ attention to language while implementing
multimodal designs in the L2 writing curriculum.

The findings of the study may suggest the potential of transferable knowledge from print-
based writing to multimodal composing to some extent as it is assumed L2 writers’ prior
knowledge was reshaped and transformed from print-based traditional monomodal writing to
DMC (DePalma, 2015). Regarding transferable knowledge across genres in L2 literacy studies,
research has explored whether and how L2 learners transfer knowledge that they learned from
previous language learning experience across different contexts of writing genres (Hansen,
2000). For example, some of the previous studies have investigated whether writing skills that
students use in one genre could be transferred to another genre of writing such as narrative,
expository, and argumentative writing. More specifically, some studies on DMC have shown
students’ transferred literacy practices from text-based writing to digital literacy practices
(DePalma, 2015).

The current study which implemented an extensive reading-to-write task into DMC

compared to the traditional monomodal writing echoed the previous findings (i.e., Cho & Kim,
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2021; Kim & Belcher, 2020; Lim, 2020). As the current study examined students’ content
construction, organization of writing, and language use in writing, the findings may suggest
meaning-making skills in L2 writing from students’ previous knowledge might have been
transformed and transferred across task types (DMC and traditional monomodal writing).
However, it should be noted that the focus of current study was not to examine the process of
how and to what extent students transfer students’ previously learned knowledge of print-based
writing to digital multimodal composing. Therefore, this interpretation should be suggested

carefully.

6.2 Research questions 2: Predictors of the quality of students’ writing in DMC and
traditional monomodal writing groups

The second research question investigated to what extent reading proficiency, writing
proficiency, motivation, vocabulary size, and text comprehension predict the quality of extensive
reading-to-write task outcome in DMC and traditional monomodal writing. Students’ writing
task performance was assessed in terms of content, organization, and language use. As a baseline
of the second research question, the results of the first research question showed no group
difference in terms of the quality of students’ extensive reading-to-write task performance
between groups. The results of the second research question demonstrated that while the quality
of students’ DMC was predicted by students’ writing proficiency levels, that of the traditional
monomodal writing was predicted by students’ reading and writing proficiency.

The predictability of students’ writing proficiency in the quality of extensive reading-to-
write task performance in both DMC and traditional monomodal writing is in line with previous
findings of the integrated writing task research (Brown, Hilgers, & Marsella, 1991; Gebril, 2010;

Shin & Ewert, 2015; Watanabe, 2001). These previous studies have shown that learners’ L2
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writing ability is significantly correlated with students’ integrated writing task performance and
the quality of L2 writers’ reading-to-write tasks has been predicted by the level of students’
writing ability in the target language. These findings of the positive relationship between the
quality of reading-to-write task performance and students’ L2 writing proficiency have been
generally accepted (Cho, 2016).

Regardless of task types (DCM and traditional monomodal writing), L2 writing
proficiency was a significant predictor variable for explaining the quality of students’ extensive
reading-to-write tasks in the current study. In the current study, students’ L2 writing proficiency
was measured by the quality of argumentative writing in a TOEFL writing prompt. The TOEFL
writing was designed to measure students’ ability to write in English in an academic setting and
writing scores were assigned based on students’ responses in terms of the development of ideas,
organization, and the quality and accuracy of language use. Considering that the writing
proficiency test in the current study measured students’ academic writing ability, students’
academic writing skills may have been transferred to extensive reading-to-write tasks in DMC
and traditional monomodal writing.

The extensive reading-to-write tasks implemented in the current study is a book review
that requires students to summarize the content of the book, to reflect on the content with
personal experiences, and to argue whether they recommend this book or not. Students’ language
use in their academic life is related to how to interpret and display one’s knowledge with the
relevant source material (Cumming, 2014). For the successful task completion in the book
review task, students may have needed writing skills that academic writing requires for students
to learn. In academic settings, students are required to achieve the ability to write about relevant

ideas from source information such as lectures and textbooks. Besides, most types of academic
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writing involve an integration of source contents into both students’ writing processes and
products (Gebril & Plakans, 2014; Crossley et al., 2011). Therefore, the findings of the current
study suggest that extensive reading-to-write tasks in both DMC and traditional monomodal
writing tapped into students’ skills to deal with the relevant information and display knowledge
in relevant ways.

Regarding the relationship between L2 writing proficiency and DMC task performance, a
few studies have shown the positive relationship. Kim et al. (2022) found that students’ L2
writing proficiency was positively associated with the quality of DMC task performance. They
assessed the quality of DMC in terms of task fulfillment, content, organization, language and
mechanics, and effectiveness of digital tools. Regarding students’ L2 writing proficiency, an
argumentative writing task was employed, and scores were assigned depending on the quality of
content, organization, and language use in writing. While the relationship is weak, the positive
relationship between the quality of DMC and students’ L2 writing proficiency was in line with
the current research findings.

Moreover, Lim (2020) which examined the relationship between the quality of DMC and
students’ L2 writing proficiency showed that the overall quality of students’ DMC task
performance is correlated with all the sub-scores and the total score on L2 writing proficiency
test, which only included written language. The quality of students” DMC was assessed in terms
of visualization and verbal delivery and language while students’ L2 writing proficiency was
measured using an analytic rubric consisting of five categories, including content, organization,
vocabulary, language, and mechanics. The study suggests that the two tasks may have

overlapped constructs mainly related to language use.
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The current study along with Kim et al. (2022) and Lim (2020) demonstrated students’
L2 writing proficiency was contributive to the quality of L2 DMC. The findings suggest that
successful DMC task performance may depend on L2 students’ writing proficiency. Thus, based
on the findings, it may be suggested that DMC tasks can be used as a language task, which
provides additional support of nonlinguistic resources in addition to language use, in L2 writing
classrooms (Lim, 2020).

While DMC opponents may argue that non-linguistic dimensions of DMC such as
visualization and movement are irrelevant aspects to be considered when it comes to the
development of students’ language skills, the findings of the current study offer empirical
evidence that shows the potential of DMC for L2 writing instruction without interfering students’
focus on language development. The predictability of L2 writing proficiency in the quality of
DMC may alleviate some teachers’ worries and critiques of implementing multimodal designs in
L2 writing classrooms such as distracting students from focusing on language use and overusing
of semiotic modes that are irrelevant to language learning (Casanave, 2017; Jones & Hafner,
2012). As the findings demonstrated that students’ L2 writing proficiency was significantly
associated with the quality of DMC in the reading-to-write task, this positive relationship shed
light on that DMC task performance may reflect monomodal writing skills while more empirical
evidence is warranted (Casanave, 2017; Kim et al., 2022).

While students’ L2 writing proficiency predicted the quality of students’ DMC and
traditional monomodal writing task performance, students’ L2 reading proficiency was positively
predictable for the quality of students’ traditional monomodal writing only, not DMC. In terms
of the effects of learners’ reading proficiency on the prediction of the quality of reading-to-write

task performance in print-based text writing, previous studies have shown mixed results. Some
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studies support that learners’ reading proficiency explains the quality of reading-to-write task
performance (Sawaki, Quinlan, & Lee, 2013; Trites & McGroarty, 2005) while other studies
have shown the nonsignificant or weak relationship between students’ reading proficiency and
reading-to-write task performance (Ascencion-Delaney, 2008; Watanabe, 2001).

The findings of the current study support that students’ ability to read in the target
language does predict the quality of extensive reading-to-write task in the traditional monomodal
writing, not that of DMC. In other words, students who had higher L2 reading proficiency tended
to have higher scores in the extensive reading-to-write tasks in the traditional monomodal
writing while students’ reading proficiency in DMC was not significantly associated with the
quality of task performance. This may be because the reading proficiency test used in the study
measured students’ ability to process academic writing in the reading test passages. GSTEP was
designed to access the degree of L2 learners’ broad understanding of academic written language
in reading passages and their ability to integrate their previous knowledge into comprehending
new information given in academic writing. Based on the findings, it may be claimed that oral
part of DMC might not evoke the same aspects of students’ understanding of academic written
language compared to traditional monomodal writing. Thus, DMC may have been able to tap
into students’ reading ability of academic written language less than traditional monomodal
writing.

Regarding the association between students’ reading proficiency and the quality of task
performance in traditional monomodal writing, these findings are in line with previous research
findings that demonstrated the strong association between students’ reading ability and their
reading-to-write tasks (Risemberg, 1996; Shin & Ewert, 2015; Trites & McGroaty, 2005).

However, the difference between the previous reading-to-write task research and the current
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study is the types of source text used in reading-to-write tasks. The current study employed a
novel as part of ER, and the length of the source text was longer than short passages in the
previous studies. In this context, the findings of the study are valuable not only to provide more
empirical evidence of the strong relationship between L2 reading proficiency and the quality of
reading-to-write task performance but also to suggest extensive reading source material may

drive the same effects of L2 reading proficiency on the quality of wring task performance.

6.3 Research question 3: Predicting the degree of vocabulary learning through ER

The third research question examined if ER promotes vocabulary learning and if so, to
what extent learners’ internal factors (i.e., reading proficiency, writing proficiency, motivation,
vocabulary size, and text comprehension) and task design factor (multimodal vs. monomodal)
predicted the degree of vocabulary learning measured through the VKS and WAT test formats.
VKS measured students’ productive and receptive vocabulary knowledge whereas WAT
measures their word association knowledge. This research question focused on the helpfulness of
ER on vocabulary learning and the effects of learner factors and task design factor in predicting
learners’ vocabulary knowledge gains in extensive reading-to-write tasks. Before discussing the
predictor factors of vocabulary learning, it is discussed to what extent students learned new
words through task performance to make sure the effects of ER on vocabulary learning.

The results of descriptive statistics of VKS showed that students obtained significantly
higher scores on the posttest than the pretest, indicating the gains of students’ vocabulary
knowledge in both groups. The DMC group’s gain score was about 21 points out of 125 and that
of traditional monomodal writing group was about 18 points increased out of 125. In addition,
students demonstrated their productive vocabulary knowledge on VKS (i.e., higher than the

score of 3 on VKS) and the results showed that both groups had a larger number of vocabulary
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items scoring 3 or higher on the posttest compared to the pretest. The results demonstrated that
students acquired the target words successfully throughout ER. Similarly, the results of WAT
showed that students received higher scores on the posttest than the pretest regardless of task
types (DMC: about 17 points increased out of 50; Traditional monomodal writing about 18
points increased out of 50). Regardless of different types of vocabulary knowledge, the results
demonstrated that ER was helpful for students to acquire words. It can be claimed that ER
implemented in the current study was effective to improve learners’ productive and receptive
vocabulary knowledge shown in the VKS and their word association knowledge shown in the
WAT.

The findings were in line with previous studies that have showed the helpfulness of ER
on improving learners’ vocabulary knowledge (Jeon & Day, 2016; Nation, 2009). While it is
assumed that students’ attention is on the content, not the language, in ER for pleasure reading,
ER has been used for the purpose of language learning (Day & Bamford, 1998). Thus, it is
generally accepted the effectiveness of ER for vocabulary learning among L2 researchers. ER
helps students “consolidate knowledge of partially known words each time they are encountered
in different contexts” (Webb & Chang, 2015, p. 668). Therefore, the findings of the study also
support the effectiveness of ER on the development students’ vocabulary knowledge.

Taking a step forward from investigating the effects of ER on vocabulary learning, the
current study examined if and to what extent learner factors and task factor predict the degree of
vocabulary learning in ER. The previous studies in L2 learning have examined if and to what
extent ER is effective for incidental vocabulary learning and the findings show the positive
impacts of ER on the improvement of learners’ vocabulary knowledge (Horst, 2005; Webb &

Chang, 2015), similar to the findings of the current study. However, the relationship between the
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degree of vocabulary learning through ER and other learner factors such as L2 writing
proficiency has been rarely investigated. Being probably the first empirical study to address the
question if and to what extent the degree of vocabulary learning through ER can be predicted by
learner factors and task factor using extensive reading-to-write tasks, the current study found a
positive relationship with students’ text comprehension skills and vocabulary learning on the
VKS and a negative relationship with L2 writing proficiency in predicting learners’ vocabulary
gains on the VKS and WAT.

In sum, the results showed that the degree of students’ vocabulary knowledge gains in the
VKS was positively predicted by students’ graphic organizer task scores which measured the
degree of students’ text comprehension of the source text, while the results showed a negative
relationship between VKS scores and L2 writing proficiency. In terms of WAT, students’ writing
proficiency was negatively related to students’ vocabulary test scores. These findings indicate
that students who received lower writing proficiency test scores tended to have greater gains in
both VKS and WAT vocabulary tests. On the other hand, students who received higher scores in
the graphic organizer task tended to achieve a higher score in the VKS. In other words, if
students understood the source text better, they achieved a greater amount of vocabulary
knowledge gains in the VKS.

Regarding the effect of students’ text comprehension on predicting VKS scores, this
positive relationship between the vocabulary learning and text comprehension of source texts
may shed light on the role of text comprehension on vocabulary learning through ER. Previous
studies have shown the benefits of ER for the development of students’ vocabulary knowledge
(Alsaif & Masrai, 2019; Horst, 2005; Webb & Chang, 2015; Yamamoto, 2011). However, the

previous studies have rarely paid attention to whether the degree of students’ text comprehension
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of source text predicts their vocabulary knowledge gains in ER. In this context, the findings of
the current study showed the association between students’ text comprehension and vocabulary
learning in ER.

To acquire new vocabulary in the target language incidentally, students need to be
exposed to the target words (Horst, 2005). In ER, students are not directly asked to pay attention
to unknown words in the book as ER is defined as an act of reading fast focusing on the meaning
and not the language of the text (Palmer, 1964). Therefore, it is challenging to ensure whether
students pay attention to vocabulary while ER. While there have been numerous studies with
robust empirical data that support the effects of ER in promoting learners’ text comprehension
(e.g., Huffman, 2014; Suk, 2016; Yamashita, 2008), the effects of students’ text comprehension
of the source texts in ER on L2 vocabulary learning has been underexplored.

The results demonstrated that students who received a higher score in the graphic
organizer task that measured the degree of text comprehension of the source book tended to
achieve better vocabulary learning throughout the task completion in the study. In this context,
students’ text comprehension task scores may work as an indicator of students’ attention to the
content of the source text and words. It may be possible that while students read the book
focusing on meaning, they may have also paid attention to unknown words so that they may have
more vocabulary learning opportunities.

Moreover, in the current study, an extensive reading-to-write task was implemented as a
post-reading task to promote students’ engagement with the source text in addition to ER.
Although students were not informed what to do after reading, they had known there was a
follow-up activity after reading. This may have affected students’ reading habits and encouraged

them to pay more attention to the content while reading. Although there may be fewer chances
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that students focused on unknown words intentionally, there are possibilities for them to learn
new words incidentally while focusing on understanding the content of the book.

In terms of effects of reading instruction types (i.e., extensive and intensive L2 reading
instruction), intensive reading with explicit instruction has been considered necessary to develop
students’ L2 reading skills and extensive reading has also been considered an effective reading
instruction to promote more reading opportunities of relatively easy texts while focusing on
meaning so that students can engage with authentic reading in the target language (Alsaif &
Masrai, 2019; Nakanishi, 2015). While intensive reading instruction often includes tasks after
reading, traditional ER programs usually do not include follow-up activities that may offer more
learning opportunities.

Considering the effects of post-reading tasks such as reading-to-write tasks in L2 learning
(Arifuddin, 2019; Ermerawati, 2019), the findings of the study may support that students’ text
comprehension of source text is associated with vocabulary learning while ER and the inclusion
of extensive reading-to-write tasks into ER may affect that relationship. However, further
research on the direct relationship between the text comprehension and vocabulary learning in
ER is warranted for more empirical evidence.

Next, the results of negative predictor of L2 writing skills for vocabulary learning on the
VKS and WAT are contrast to the previous research findings showing that L2 proficiency was a
significant predictor of L2 vocabulary learning. The learners with high L2 proficiency levels
tended to learn vocabulary more though incidental reading in the target language than those with
lower L2 proficiency levels (Pulido, 2003; Zhao et al., 2016). It is believed that high level
learners already possess better language skills in L2, thus this is more favorable conditions for

vocabulary learning. However, these studies operationalized learners’ L2 proficiency as a single
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construct, not separating different aspects of L2 proficiency in the target language such as
writing skills, reading skills, grammar knowledge, or vocabulary size.

Although it may be surprising to find that learners’ L2 writing skills did not play a
positive role, but a negative role in predicting the degree of vocabulary gains in ER, it may be
attributed to the design of vocabulary knowledge tests implemented in the current study. Due to
the real-world reading nature in L2 ER, several areas of vocabulary learning in ER studies have
been underexplored and only a few studies have explored the effects of ER on the development
of learners’ vocabulary knowledge using target words that students actually encountered while
reading so far (Horst, 2005; Senoo & Yonemoto, 2014). One of the most challenges to design
test formats to measure learners’ vocabulary knowledge gains is to create a vocabulary test that
includes the same target words for all students as Senoo and Yonemoto (2014) address. This is
because usually students read different books in ER and they have different previous vocabulary
knowledge.

In the current study, the book to be read was chosen and the target words in the tests were
predetermined because the book for task performance in extensive reading-to-write tasks and
vocabulary tests needed to be controlled. As a research gap in ER studies focusing on the effects
of ER on vocabulary learning, it has been suggested that target vocabulary in the measurement of
vocabulary learning needs to be the actual words that students encounter during ER. In order to
fill the research gap, the current study included words that actually appeared in the source
reading texts into the vocabulary tests (pretest and posttest). Target words were selected based on
the frequency of occurrence, whether they are on the General Service List (GSL), and the part of
speech. Based on the results, 25 target words were selected. It may be ideal to include only

unknown words by each participant into their posttest customized individually after screening the



132

target words based on each one’s pretest results. However, in order to control the target words,
the current study included the same 25 vocabulary target words to both vocabulary pretest and
posttest.

While this is a highly speculative argument, lower-level students would gain more
vocabulary knowledge than higher level students considering the research designs. It may be
interpreted that the number of unknown words by students with lower L2 writing proficiency
tended to be greater than the number of unknown by higher proficiency learners in writing in the
current study. As lower-level students may have had greater number unknown words on the
vocabulary tests compared to advanced students, the degree of vocabulary learning achieved by
lower-level students may have been greater than that of higher-level students. Regarding the
vocabulary learning opportunity especially for lower-level learners, it is suggested that even
lower-level students may be benefited from reading-to-write tasks in ER. While some previous
studies on vocabulary learning suggest high-level learners who possess better L2 skills have
more favorable conditions for vocabulary learning, the current study suggests the potential of
benefits of extensive reading-to-write tasks for lower-level students in vocabulary learning
through ER.

However, the negative correlation between L2 writing proficiency and vocabulary
knowledge gains in ER should be interpreted with caution until more research is conducted due
to a lack of previous research examining the relationships between students’ L2 writing
proficiency and vocabulary learning. In addition, it should be noted that the data was collected
from students’ vocabulary learning tests after reading only one book. Therefore, the future

research may need to include a greater number of target words from different books that
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participants actually read, not just one book and to screen the known words by participants in
order to exclude the words that students already acquired from posttests.

Meanwhile, the results that the VKS scores were predicted by learners’ text
comprehension levels while the WAT scores were not may be attributed to differences in the
VKS and WAT test formats to capture different levels of vocabulary knowledge of specific
words. As most frequently used vocabulary knowledge tests, the WAT and VKS were employed
in the current study to measure different aspects of vocabulary knowledge. The WAT requires
students to respond to a lexical clue with the first vocabulary of which students think (Read,
1993). Thus, WAT has been used to measure the depth of learners’ vocabulary knowledge
focusing on association of words. Especially, the WAT used in the current study required
students to choose one of the word choices that associates with the given word the most as a
multiple-choice format, it assesses learners’ receptive knowledge. The VKS aims to measure the
initial recognition and use of new words (Paribakht & Wesche, 1993). The VKS assesses
receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge as a form of self-reporting using five-level
descriptions.

While students only received points if they chose the right answer in the WAT, students
could get partial points depending on their responses in the VKS. Thus, learners’ incremental
word knowledge gain may have been captured in the VKS, resulting in detecting a relationship
between the vocabulary learning and students’ text comprehension of the source text in the
current study. In terms of the WAT results, however, the effects of ER on the development of
students’ word association knowledge through reading-to-write tasks were still found in the
current study. Regarding the difference between learner factor predictors for vocabulary learning

in the two different test formats implemented in the current study, the VKS and WAT, the results
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suggest that different vocabulary test formats may tap into different aspects of learners’
vocabulary knowledge. Thus, implementing various testing formats to assess learners’
vocabulary knowledge gains may be recommended to examine different aspects of vocabulary
learning in L2 in the future research.

Meanwhile, the findings did not show any statistically significant effect of students’
motivation on vocabulary learning in ER in the current study. While previous studies have
supported the importance of learner differences such as motivation in L2 learning (Komiyama,
2019), the impacts of motivation on vocabulary learning in ER has been under-explored. The
findings showed that students’ motivation did not influence if students accomplish vocabulary
learning in ER. The current study was not conducted in an instructional context such as
classrooms, rather the participants were recruited individually according to their willingness to
participate in the study. Since students had an option not to participate in this English learning
experiment, it is assumed that the participants were already somewhat motivated to learn English
or to be exposed to learning opportunity at least. Therefore, further investigation on the role of
motivation in vocabulary learning in ER should be needed in various learning contexts (e.g.,
typical L2 classroom settings) where students with less motivation to learn exist.

In sum, while there have been studies to explore the role of different aspects of
vocabulary knowledge in predicting the quality of L2 writing, the effects of learner factors such
as L2 writing and reading proficiency and task factor in predicting the degree of vocabulary
gains in ER using extensive reading-to-write tasks have been under-explored. Thus, findings of
the current study may contribute to expand the understanding of relationship between vocabulary
learning through ER and learner factors while providing more empirical evidence of the

helpfulness of ER on vocabulary learning.
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6.4 Research question 4: Learners’ perceptions towards task types

The last research question examined students’ perceptions towards different reading-to-
write tasks in ER in the study. The perception survey included seven items: a perceived task
difficulty level (task difficulty), the learner’s emotional state during task completion (emotion), a
self-evaluation of learners’ task performance quality (task performance confidence), the level of
enjoyment (enjoyment), the level of mental effort to complete the task (mental effort), the
learners’ willingness to do the same tasks in the future (task motivation), and the learners’
perceptions of learning opportunities provided by tasks (learning opportunities).

In the DMC group, students’ responses tended to be neutral in task difficulty, emotion,
task performance confidence, and task motivation as the means of these categories were between
4 to 6 in the survey results. Meanwhile, students in the DMC group tended to perceive the
extensive reading-to-write DMC task to be interesting and to provide lots of learning
opportunities. However, they seemed to feel the DMC tasks was cognitively demanding as
shown their responses as well. On the other hand, the responses of the traditional monomodal
writing groups tended to be neutral in most survey items but only their responses to the degree of
learning opportunities that the traditional monomodal writing offered tended to be positive in the
survey results.

However, the statistical analysis using t-tests demonstrated both groups were not
significantly different in terms of how students perceived task difficulty, emotion, task
performance confidence, enjoyment, task motivation, and learning opportunities during task
performance. The results are contrast to previous research findings showing learners’ favor to

DMC tasks in terms of enjoyment and higher level of learners’ perceived cognitive demands in



136

DMC tasks in terms of mental efforts (i.e., Hafner, 2014; Kim & Belcher, 2020; Kim & Kang,
2020; Zhang & O’Halloran, 2020).

Previous research suggested the novelty effect of DMC on students’ positive perceptions
in that students enjoyed DMC as a new form of L2 writing because students have more diverse
semiotic resources to utilize in their DMC beyond written language (Jewitt, 2008; Kim & Kang,
2020). On the other hand, the current findings support that both groups experienced a higher
level of enjoyment during the extensive reading-to-write task regardless of task type. This may
be attributed to the characteristics of reading-to-write tasks implemented in the current study.
Unlike traditional academic writing tasks which often provide informative source texts, the
reading-to-write task in the study was book review which may have led students to have more
authentic learning opportunities while easily reflecting the contents of the book.

Regarding the level of mental effort to complete the task (mental effort), both groups
perceived that the reading-to-write task was cognitively demanding to some extent in that their
responses (DMC: M = 3.58; Traditional monomodal writing: M = 4.00) were blow than 5 which
is a midpoint. This finding may be attributed to the complex process of reading-to-write task
compared to writing tasks that do not involve integrated writing skills. Integrated writing tasks
such as reading-to-write task completion may have been more complex compared to independent
writing tasks. Reading-to-write task requires both a broad understanding of the source material
and the ability to integrate the content of the source texts to writing. Thus, students may have
perceived the reading-to-write tasks to require more mental efforts regardless of task type.

Moreover, students found the extensive reading-to-write tasks helpful in terms of
providing learning opportunities regardless of task types. The results may be attributed to the

nature of reading-to-write tasks. Previous studies have found students’ positive perceptions
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towards reading-to-write tasks in terms of using source texts as language and content supports in
learners’ writing (Plakans & Gebril, 2012). The studies showing learners’ positive perceptions
towards reading-to-write tasks utilized short source texts unlike the current study which
employed a novel. Thus, it is believed that students also show their positive perceptions towards
reading-to-write tasks when the longer texts were included. The findings suggest that the
inclusion of different types and styles of source texts (i.e., literature books, longer texts in terms
of length) may also be favored by L2 learners as reading-to-write tasks. Thus, L2 writing
teachers may want to design reading-to-write tasks with more diverse source texts than short and

academic source texts.

6.5 Implications

Firstly, the current study demonstrated the quality of students’ writing performance in
DMC and traditional monomodal writing did not differ in terms of the quality of content,
organization, and language use. With that being said, this study expands the scope of previous L2
DMC studies by comparing DMC to traditional monomodal writing in L2 writing instruction.
Despite previous research findings of the affordances of DMC for L2 language learning, the
comparison study (DMC vs. traditional monomodal writing) has received scarce attention,
particularly in EFL settings. Results of this study demonstrated not only the similarity of the two
conditions (traditional monomodal writing and DMC) in terms of students’ writing task
performance and predicting variables for the quality of writing but also predictor variables of
vocabulary learning through extensive reading-to-write task performance in EFL settings.

Methodologically, the current study adds a body of L2 writing research using an
extensive reading-to-write task in multimodal designs in L2 writing instruction. While a number

of studies have examined the affordances of DMC for L2 writing, few studies have investigated
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how multimodal designs can be implemented into ER in L2 classrooms. This study adopted an
experimental research design from a task-based approach to teaching L2 to examine students’
writing task performance, vocabulary learning, and learner perceptions towards task type in
extensive reading-to-write tasks in DMC and traditional monomodal writing. In particular, the
study designed parallel analytic rubrics for both types of writing. This is an important
methodological implication for future research as the parallel rubrics provided a practical
research method that other researchers can adopt in their research.

Furthermore, the study implemented reading-to-write tasks that may elicit more learning
opportunities for learners to engage with the target language into ER which traditionally has not
included any post-reading activities. Researchers have proposed the incorporation of TBLT to
ER to promote students’ further engagement with reading (Ewert, 2017; Green, 2005) although
ER aims to understand texts with a fast pace by focusing on meaning not language. Particularly,
in the current study, reading-to-write tasks were employed to ER as a post-reading activity. The
results provide further insights into how extensive reading-to-write tasks can be implemented
into ER.

Lastly, the current study applied a corpus-based approach to examining the effects of ER
on vocabulary learning. As previous studies suggested, the current study selected target words
that students actually encountered while reading on the vocabulary tests (Horst, 2005; Webb &
Chang, 2015). The book was scanned and compiled the corpus using a free software,
AntWordProfiler, for profiling the vocabulary level and complexity of texts. Based on the
analysis, the target words were carefully selected based on the frequency of occurrence of words,
whether they are on the General Service List (GSL), and the part of speech of words. In addition,

using a pretest-posttest research design, the study investigated the degree of learning words
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through ER. For this, two vocabulary test formats, the VKS and WAT were employed to test
students’ production and comprehension of target vocabulary (VKS) and students’ knowledge of
word association (WAT), respectively. With this approach as a starting point, future studies on
vocabulary learning through ER are encouraged to apply a corpus-based approach to select target
words in tests and to include different vocabulary tests to assess various aspects of learners’
vocabulary knowledge.

Along with theoretical and methodological implications that the study provided, the
current study also seeks ways to apply L2 multimodal writing designs to L2 pedagogical
concerns. In particular, the current study focused on comparison between DMC and traditional
monomodal writing in terms of the quality of writing tasks, the degree of vocabulary learning,
and learner perceptions towards task types in extensive reading-to-write tasks. A few studies on
DMC compared to the traditional monomodal writing have been conducted and their results
suggested the similarity between the two conditions (Cho & Kim, 2021; Kim & Belcher, 2020).
In the current study, the findings suggest the similarity between the two conditions and the
results offer empirical evidence for pedagogical concerns in L2 writing classrooms.

The findings provide empirical evidence that integrating DMC into L2 writing may not
impede students’ engagement with language use in writing classrooms because the study did not
find any statistically significant difference between the groups in language use scores and DMC
group tended to utilize both written and oral language to make meaning along with the use of
other semiotic tool such as images and sound. When it is believed that DMC does not lead L2
writers to suffer from losing their attention to linguistic features while offering more
communication opportunities employing a variety of different modes than the traditional

monomodal writing, L2 writing teachers may consider implementing DMC into their classrooms
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with less being afraid of losing students’ engagement with language. Rather multimodal designs
in L2 writing instruction may offer a practical way to extend the boundary of traditional literacy
practice focusing solely on linguistic features in printed texts. As L2 writers face the real world
of communication that involves different semiotic modes such as images, sound, and oral speech,
the importance of enriching ways of representation in L2 writing instruction has been urged
(Hafner, 2014; Smith et al. 2017). Therefore, the findings of the current study suggest the
affordance of DMC for L2 writing and propose the feasibility of implementing DMC into L2
writing curriculum.

As another pedagogical implication, the current study integrated reading-to-write tasks as
post-reading tasks in the ER. The traditional ER has rarely included any post-reading tasks such
as summary writing task or group discussion. However, as the potential of language tasks for L2
learning in ER has been acknowledged, previous studies have highlighted the importance of
implementation of post-reading tasks to provide more learning opportunities while producing the
target language. In the current study, reading-to-write tasks were implemented into the ER as an
integrated-skill tasks, Thus, the study suggested practical ways of utilizing reading-to-write tasks
in the ER in addition to incorporating multimodal designs into reading-to-write tasks from a task-
based approach for L2 learning.

Lastly, as the participants in the current study were learners of English as a foreign
language (EFL) in college, the findings might offer pedagogical practitioners some insights into
EFL writing and ER classrooms. Despite the increasing interests in the importance of an
approach of teaching integrated language skills to L2 learning, there has been a lack of L2
writing instruction in EFL combining reading-to-write tasks to ER. Considering EFL contexts

which have fewer authentic language exposures to L2 learners, integrating reading-to-write tasks
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as post-reading tasks in the ER may provide more learning opportunities while students produce

the target language in task performance.

6.6 Limitations and future research

While the current study provides some insights to L2 writing research, the study has
several limitations that could be addressed in future research. Firstly, the study included the
small number of participants for statistical analysis, and the participants were relatively
homogenous regarding their educational background and English learning experience, which
makes the findings difficult to be generalized. Thus, it should be cautious to generalize the
findings of the current study to other learning contexts. In order to delve into more empirical
findings, future research would benefit from conducting a replication study with a larger number
of participants with different educational or cultural backgrounds.

Secondly, in order to avoid any influence such as the difficulty levels, genres, and lengths
of books on students’ reading-to-write tasks, the same book was pre-determined for participants
in the current study. However, future research would be benefitted from including more book
choices for participants because students are encouraged to choose their own books based on
their interests in ER. Moreover, including various extensive reading-to-write task formats other
than just book review tasks into ER is recommended to increase students’ engagement with ER.
With regards to the inclusion of more source materials and task types, it is also recommended to
conduct longitudinal studies in the future as longitudinal studies are more suitable to examine the
development of students’ writing skills and vocabulary knowledge by repeating different types of

extensive reading-to-write tasks with various books.
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Thirdly, although the current study demonstrated two students’ DMC task performance in
detail from a qualitative approach to support the statistical findings, future research may need to
take a qualitative research approach to analyzing students’ DMC task performance in order to
provide more in-depth meaning-making process in DMC (Belcher, 2017). For example, future
research may consider conducting empirical studies with theoretical frameworks such as social
semiotic multimodal analysis (Halliday, 1978) and multimodal genre analysis (Swales, 1990).
The qualitative approach to multimodal designs in L2 writing as descriptive and qualitative
studies may expand our understanding of DMC for L2 learning.

Fourthly, the study did not investigate writing processes. Products and processes are
nearly inseparable when evaluating composition (Smith et al., 2017), so it would be useful for
future research to look more closely at the writing processes during both multimodal
composition and traditional writing to compare them. For example, future research would benefit
from investigating how students employ different writing strategies in DMC compared to
traditional monomodal writing. While there has been research on writing processes of traditional
monomodal writing and DMC, respectively, few studies have examined how different or similar
strategies students utilize while composing in the two conditions. Hafner (2014) and Jiang and
Luk (2016) showed students perceived challenges in multimodal orchestration and a higher level
of intellectual burdens imposed by DMC. However, these challenges triggered students to
employ different strategies to overcome them in DMC. Therefore, the writing process research is
warranted.

Lastly, more in-depth learner perception data is warranted to be collected in the future
research as the current study only included survey data. Students’ interview data may be more

effective to explain participants’ behaviors and experience in the task performance of extensive
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reading-to-write tasks beyond survey data. In addition, employing think-aloud protocol during
students’ task completion may provide enough information of how learners process language in

traditional monomodal writing and how they utilize multiple semiotic resource in DMC.
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7 CONCLUSION

The study aimed to investigate DMC compared to traditional monomodal writing
combined with extensive reading-to-write tasks in terms of 1) task outcome, 2) roles of learner
factors, 3) vocabulary learning, and 4) learner perception using an extensive reading-to-write
task. The results showed that the quality of students’ writing tasks in DMC and traditional
monomodal writing was similar and the quality of DMC was predicted by students’ writing
proficiency while that of traditional monomodal writing was predicted by both reading and
writing skills. In terms of vocabulary learning, ER was helpful and students’ VKS scores were
predicted by the degree of text comprehension of the source text positively whereas test scores
on the VKS and WAT were predicted by their writing proficiency negatively. Lastly, learner
perceptions towards task types found that learners perceived both types of reading-to-write tasks
(DMC and traditional monomodal writing) similarly. Both groups reported their positive
perceptions towards tasks in terms of learning opportunities that tasks provided to them.

Motivated three lines of research — task-based language teaching, extensive reading, and
digital multimodal composing in L2 — the current study adopted a unique methodological
approach by implementing reading-to-write tasks in ER using multimodal designs to investigate
(1) the quality of writing in DMC compared to the traditional monomodal writing, (2) predictor
variables in writing quality in the two conditions, (3) the helpfulness of ER for vocabulary
learning and predictor variables for vocabulary learning, and (4) learner perceptions towards task
types. In this context, the study offers empirically based insights into the affordances of DMC in
ER using reading-to-write tasks.

More specifically, the findings suggest the similarity between the quality of DMC and

traditional monomodal writing demonstrating the combability of the two conditions in L2 writing
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instruction. In addition, the effect of L2 writing proficiency in predicting the quality of tasks in
both DMC and traditional monomodal writing may suggest both conditions may tap into
learners’ writing skills. Meanwhile, the positive relationship between students’ reading
proficiency and the quality of traditional monomodal writing suggests the importance of
learners’ reading ability in reading-to-write tasks.

In terms of vocabulary learning through extensive reading-to-write tasks, the results
showed the effects of ER on the development of students’ vocabulary knowledge on both VKS
and WAT. The results found a positive relationship between text comprehension and vocabulary
knowledge gains on the VKS scores while a negative relationship between L2 writing
proficiency and vocabulary learning was found on the VKS and WAT.

Lastly, the results of learner perceptions may broaden our understanding of students’
perceptions towards different writing tasks. Based on the results, L2 writing teachers may have
some insight into how to support learners to successfully carry out reading-to-write tasks.
Hopefully, in the future, more empirical studies will be carried out on the L2 DMC research
bridging task-based approach and ER that would offer more implications for developing

learners’ writing skills in L2 and vocabulary learning through ER.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A Background survey

I. Personal Information
1.1 Name:
1.2 Gender (circle one): Female Male
1.3 Age:

Il. Languages
2.1 Do you use English daily? YES / NO
2.2 What is your first language?

2.3. What language(s) do you speak other than English and your first language?
Please indicate your proficiency level.
Language 1: Language 2:

167

(Beginning Intermediate Advanced) (Beginning Intermediate Advanced)

I11. Geographical Information
3.1 Have you ever lived in any English-speaking countries (e.g, USA, UK)? YES/NO

If so, when and how long?

IV. English Learning
4.1 What are your primary reasons for English learning? Please check all that apply.

____a)to fulfill a language requirement
___b) to better communicate with people speaking English
____c)toimprove my bilingual skills for my current or future job(s)
____d) toimprove my grade point average
____e)towrite in English
) tolisten to and watch English language TV programs, films, music, and radio
____ @) toread English language newspapers, magazines, and books
____h) to feel closer to English speaking culture

____i) other (please specify):

4.2 How long and where have you studied English? (e.g., two years of high school in Korea)
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Appendix B Reading-to-write tasks

DMC task
Book Review ||}
Contest
29| =2 T2 7t SAMQt A 7| #0F ofL 2}t CHE2H2|0f CHek CHSH Y
oz{2=2 O L2 O[3 E &= 7|27t &| 2 HFEfL| T

FE|LEtZt A o= I 20 2ot 2 = LS H o
et Abzl= 22| of| A C2<tz=ofof Tieh 2E HI% O3 S
L etLCL Olof wef, ChEstaolof 2HEE =M =AM

SE2 T ot #HS 2715t 2LIC The Absolutely True
Diary of a Part-Time Indian (Alexie, 2007) = &1 11 Tt

(=
[

0l2{Z2 ==& H|L|2E LI+0] EA 8.
S HCE Chant 22 WE0| =3 £|0fof &L Ct.

1. 9] 2| (Summary of the book)

2. M L& #EsE =71 A (Personal reflection on the content of the book)
3. FHS=A| FHOX| b=XE A1, 1 0|/ E 2HSHM 2.

=0lo| o] MZ = w5 29
(Why or why not you would recommend this book for a multiculturalism book list.)

Mz A
= 12 & 30 & 7HX| N ZH{OF gLt

O™ Ofef| O|H| Y= AHENFA|Z] HEEFL|CY,
bookreviewcontest@gmail.com.
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Traditional monomodal writing task
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Book Review ||
‘ Contest
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1. Mol ZH2| (Summary of the book)
2. &M Lj210F B&ATH =71 H (Personal reflection on the content of the book)

(Why or why not you would recommend this book for a multiculturalism book list.)
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Appendix C Writing proficiency test

Directions: Read the question below. Give yourself 30 minutes to plan, write, and

revise your essay. Typically, an effective response will contain a minimum of 200 words.

Question: Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

It is better for children to grow up in the countryside than in a large city. Use specific

reasons and examples to develop your essay.

Use specific reasons and examples to support your answer. Your response will be judged
on the quality of writing in terms of the development of ideas, the organization, and the quality

and accuracy of language use.
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Score

TASK DESCRIPTION

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following:
Effectively addresses the topic and task
Is well organized and well developed, using clearly appropriate explanations,
exemplifications and/or details
Displays unity, progression and coherence
Displays consistent facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety,
appropriate word choice and idiomaticity, though it may have minor lexical or
grammatical errors

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following:
Addresses the topic and task well, though some points may not be fully elaborated
Is generally well organized and well developed, using appropriate and sufficient
explanations, exemplifications and/or details
Displays unity, progression and coherence, though it may contain occasional redundancy,
digression, or unclear connections
Displays facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety and range of
vocabulary, though it will probably have occasional noticeable minor errors in structure,
word form or use of idiomatic language that do not interfere with meaning

An essay at this level is marked by one or more of the following:
Addresses the topic and task using somewhat developed explanations, exemplifications
and/or details
Displays unity, progression and coherence, though connection of ideas may be
occasionally obscured
May demonstrate inconsistent facility in sentence formation and word choice that may
result in lack of clarity and occasionally obscure meaning
May display accurate but limited range of syntactic structures and vocabulary

An essay at this level may reveal one or more of the following weaknesses:
Limited development in response to the topic and task
Inadequate organization or connection of ideas
Inappropriate or insufficient exemplifications, explanations or details to support or
illustrate generalizations in response to the task
A noticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms
An accumulation of errors in sentence structure and/or usage

An essay at this level is seriously flawed by one or more of the following
weaknesses:
Serious disorganization or underdevelopment
Little or no detail, or irrelevant specifics, or questionable responsiveness to the task
Serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage

An essay at this level merely copies words from the topic, rejects the topic, or is
otherwise not connected to the topic, is written in a foreign language, consists of keystroke
characters, or is blank.
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No. | Statement 1. 2. 3.A 4. A 5. 6.Always
Always | Mostly little little Mostly | like me
different | different | different | like me | like me
fromme | fromme | from me

1 I enjoy learning about different things by 1 2 3 4 5 6

reading in English.

2 | find English writing very interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 6

3 I read in English because I’'m curious about 1 2 3 4 5 6

people’s imagination, experiences, and/or
knowledge.

4 Skills of English writing are valuable because 1 2 3 4 5 6

they will help me in the future.

5 I’'m willing to read in English when I can relate 1 2 3 4 5 6

the reading to myself—my feelings, hobbies,
interest, future studies, etc.

6 Writing in English do not bring me stress. 1 2 3 4 5 6

7 I read in English because I like it. For me, it’s 1 2 3 4 5 6

not mandatory or an obligation.

8 Being good at writing in English is important to 1 2 3 4 5 6

me because it will allow me to gain a social
prestige in my community.

9 If I am curious about something, | try to find a 1 2 3 4 5 6

book, an article, or a website written in English.

10 Writing in English is one of my strengths. 1 2 3 4 5 6

11 I read in English because it helps me achieve 1 2 3 4 5 6

my future academic and/or career goals.

12 It is important to me that | make an A on a 1 2 3 4 5 6

writing assignment.

13 I read in English to better understand how the 1 2 3 4 5 6

English language is used.

14 | put a lot of effort into my writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6

15 I read in English to improve my reading skills 1 2 3 4 5 6

and vocabulary.

16 | am motivated to write in my classes. 1 2 3 4 5 6

17 I read in English to better understand how the 1 2 3 4 5 6

English language is used.

18 I like to get feedback from an instructor on my 1 2 3 4 5 6

writing.

19 I read in English when | know that the reading 1 2 3 4 5 6

will increase my knowledge.

20 | am able to clearly express my ideas in writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6

21 | read in English to pass my English courses. 1 2 3 4 5 6

22 I like classes that require a lot of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6

23 I read in English because | have to do it for my 1 2 3 4 5 6

class.

24 Being a better writer will help me in my career. 1 2 3 4 5 6

25 | read in English if | have to. 1 2 3 4 5 6

26 I like to write even if my writing will not be 1 2 3 4 5 6

graded.

27 I read in English because | have to do it for my 1 2 3 4 5 6

work and/or study. | have no choice.

28 Being a good writer will help me do well 1 2 3 4 5 6

academically.

29 I read in English because other people (like the 1 2 3 4 5 6

teacher) tell me to do so.

30 I can learn everything about English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Appendix F Vocabulary test format examples

VKS

Please put a tick on the right box according to the key mentioned below. (Provided in
Korean)

Figure

I) I don’t remember having seen this word before

I1) 1 have seen this word before but I don't know what it means

[11) 1 have seen this word before and I think it means (synonym or translation)
IV) I know this word. It means (synonym or translation)

V) | can use this word in a sentence. e.g.:

Target words: figure, sober, tribal, terrified, Rez, cantaloupe, varsity, booze, grief, goofy, outfit,
nomadic, skull, shove, slap, geometry, invisible, seizure, vulnerable, coffin, petrified, stutter,
stare, hoop, tautology (25 target words)

Filler words: abolish, tranquil, anguish, penchant, lurid, ventilate, hypnotic, ponder, drench,
pasture

WAT

You choose one word that is likely to be associated with each word the most. (Provided in
Korean)

Petrified
- business
- water
- faces
- idea
Target word Choice options (4 words given)
Petrified business, water, faces, idea
Figure behind, with, out, from
Booze start, swim, drive, drink
Varsity effect, team, mind, soil
Outfit loud, new, true, easy
Nomadic smile, life, night, accident
Seizure wood, heart, river, water

Sober fly, play, stay, begin



Tribal
Terrified
Goofy
Cantaloupe
Skull
Shove
Slap
Geometry
Invisible
Grief

Stare
Vulnerable
Coffin
Stutter
Hoop

Rez
Tautology

speed, ideas, lands, prices

hopefully, nationally, absolutely, importantly
time, face, circle, problem

fresh, national, inclusive, exact

noisy, clear, safe, small

peacefully, kindly, specially, roughly
officially, traditionally, strongly, hopefully
classes, country, feelings, transport

to, off, down, about

regular, fast, deep, expensive

at, by, from, in

sky, party, children, steel

heavy, exciting, soft, kind

equally, honestly, terribly, widely

news, iron, parents, heat

expensive, Native-American, worried, free
famous, meaningless, lucky, fast
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Please evaluate this project by circling the appropriate answer in each case. There are two
opposite statements. If you strongly agree with the statements in the left columns, circle 1,
while if you strongly agree with the statements in the right columns, circle 9. Depending on
your perception, choose the right number that represents your perception for each
guestion item.

(1) I_th(_)ught this task was very 34567809 I thought this task was very
difficult. gasy.
| felt very frustrated doing this | felt very relaxed doing this
) task. 3456789 task.
(3) | 1 did not do this task very well. 34567 89 |Ididthistask very well.
@) This task was not interesting at 34567809 Thls tas_k was very
all. interesting.
. . This task made me put in
5) This task made me putmglot of 3456 7 89 | little mental effort to
mental effort to complete it. )
complete it.
(6) Ic_ion t want to do more tasks like 3456789 Iv_vant to do more tasks like
this at all. this.
0 This f[ask did not pr_owde any 34567809 This f[ask prowdec_iglot of
learning opportunities. learning opportunities.
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5 — Qutstanding, 4 — Good, 3 — Needs improvement, 2 — Inadequate, 1 - Poor

Content

Organization

Language use

m Effectively
addresses all parts of the task
utilizing various multi-modes
(at least 3 modes) to
successfully supplement
content

m Always presents
relevant and clearly
appropriate explanations
and/or details to support main
ideas

m Has a very clear and
effective organizational
plan with excellent use of
cohesive devices throughout the
book review

m Connections between
ideas within and/or between
sentences are always coherent

m Displays syntactically
diverse and complex structures
and a wide range of vocabulary

m May contain a few
minor errors in
grammar/spelling and
pronunciation/intonation/pausin
g that do not impede overall
intelligibility

m Sufficiently
addresses all parts of the task
though some points may not
be fully elaborate utilizing
\various multi-modes (at least
3 modes) to successfully
supplement content

m Overall presents
relevant and appropriate
explanations and/or details
but there may be a tendency

to overgeneralize and/or some

supporting ideas may not be
fully developed

m Has a good overall
organizational plan with
good use of cohesive devices
throughout the book review

m Connections within
and/or between sentences are
mostly coherent though some
connections may not sequence
logically

m Displays a sufficient
range of grammatical structures
and vocabulary

m Includes occasional
errors in grammar/spelling and
pronunciation/intonation/pausin
g that do not often impede
overall intelligibility

m Addresses all parts
of the task with somewnhat
underdeveloped content
utilizing 2-3 modes to
supplement content but the
use of modes sometimes
impedes semiotic harmony to
supplement content

m Presents some
relevant explanations and/or
details

m Present ideas with

some organization but there may

be some under-/over-use of
cohesive devices

m Connections within
and/or between
sentences are somewhat needed

improvement

m Contains an
acceptable range of grammatical
structures and vocabulary,
though range may be limited

m Includes noticeable
errors in grammar/spelling and
pronunciation/intonation/pausin
g that sometimes impede overall
intelligibility
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m Addresses the task

with largely undeveloped
content in some part utilizing
1-2 modes and the use of
modes mostly impedes
semiotic harmony to
supplement content

m Presents few

explanations and/or details
but these are limited

m The organizational
plan is weak with mostly
inadequate, inaccurate or over-
use of cohesive devices

m Presents ideas but
these are not arranged
coherently

m Displays only basic
grammar structures and
\vocabulary with very limited
range

m Include errors in
grammar/spelling and
pronunciation/intonation/pausin
g that mostly impede overall
intelligibility

modes)

m Responds to the

task only in a minimal way
addressing largely
undeveloped content with
ineffective use of modes (1-2

m Does not present

any explanations or details to
support main ideas

m Does not organize
ideas logically and uses a very

m Does not present a
logical relationship between
ideas

limited range of cohesive devices

m Displays
inappropriate choice
of grammatical structures and
\vocabulary

m Frequent errors in
grammar/spelling and
pronunciation/intonation/pausin
g that severely distort overall
intelligibility
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5 — Qutstanding, 4 — Good, 3 — Needs improvement, 2 — Inadequate, 1 - Poor

Content

Organization

Language use

m Effectively addresses
all parts of the task

m Always presents
relevant and clearly appropriate
explanations and/or details to
support main ideas

m Has a very clear and
effective organizational
plan with excellent use of
cohesive devices throughout the
book review

m Connections between
ideas within and/or between
sentences are always coherent

m Displays syntactically
diverse and complex structures
and a wide range of vocabulary

m May contain a few
minor errors in
grammar/spelling and usage that
do not impede overall
intelligibility

m Sufficiently addresses
all parts of the task though some
points may not be fully
elaborate

m Overall presents
relevant and appropriate
explanations and/or details but
there may be a tendency to

overgeneralize and/or some

supporting ideas may not be
fully developed

m Has a good overall
organizational plan with
good use of cohesive devices
throughout the book review

m Connections within
and/or between sentences are
mostly coherent though some
connections may not sequence
logically

m Displays a sufficient
range of grammatical structures
and vocabulary

m Includes occasional
errors in grammar/spelling and
usage that do not often impede
overall intelligibility

m Addresses all parts of
the task with somewnhat
underdeveloped content

m Presents some
relevant explanations and/or
details

m Present ideas with
some organization but there may
be some under-/over-use of
cohesive devices

m Connections within
and/or between
sentences are somewhat needed

improvement

m Contains an
acceptable range of grammatical
structures and vocabulary,
though range may be limited

m Includes noticeable
errors in grammar/spelling and
usage that sometimes impede
overall intelligibility
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content

m Addresses the task

with largely undeveloped

in some part

m Presents few

explanations and/or details but
these are limited

m The organizational
plan is weak with mostly
inadequate, inaccurate or over-
use of cohesive devices

m Presents ideas but
these are not arranged
coherently

m Displays only basic
grammar structures and
\vocabulary with very limited
range

m Include errors in
grammar/spelling and usage that
mostly impede overall
intelligibility

content

m Responds to the task

only in a minimal way
addressing largely undeveloped

m Does not present any

explanations or details to
support main ideas

m Does not organize
ideas logically and uses a very
limited range of cohesive devices

m Does not present a
logical relationship between
ideas

m Displays
inappropriate choice
of grammatical structures and
\vocabulary

m Frequent errors in
grammar/spelling and usage that
severely distort overall
intelligibility
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Category

Grading

Self and family

(Junior, sister, mom, dad,
grandma; 2 points max)

If a student

(1) identifies a character’s name or/and describes
his/her relationship with Junior — 1 point

(2) explains his/her characteristics in detail — 1 point
(0.5 point if descriptions are not enough)

Others

If a student

(Rowdy, Penelope, Gordy, (1) identifies a character’s name — 0.5 point

Mr. P, etc.; 2 points max)

(2) describes his/her relationship with Junior — 0.5 point
(3) explains his/her characteristics in detail — 1 point
(0.5 point if descriptions are not enough)

Name

Relationship with Characters
Junior

Arnold Spirit Jr.
(Junior)

A young cartoonist / narrator of the story
Born with too much water on his brain
14-year-old very smart Spokane Indian boy
Decides to go to the white high school to
have better opportunities

From a very poor family

A strong basketball player

Rowdy

Best friend Lives on the reservation

A star basketball player for the Wellpinit
high school

Has anger problems (violent)

Feels betrayed when Junior decides to
leave Wellpinit

Becomes his best friend again at the end of
novel

Mary Spirit

Sister Likes writing romance novels
Closes herself off from the world
Marries an Indian poker player
Dies in an accidental trailer fire

Arnold Spirit Sr.

Dad An alcoholic

Being unreliable but he does his best to

care for the family

Often drives Junior to and from Reardan
Plays the saxophone (He wanted to be a
jazz musician.)




Agnes Adams Spirit

Mom

The main provider for the family

An alcoholic

She is traumatized by Mary’s death, and
makes Junior promise never to drink.
Wanted to be a community college
professor

Grandmother

Tolerant and loving of all people

Gives Junior good advice

Never drinks

She helps Junior understand the unwritten
rules of the white world at Reardan
Struck by a drunk driver

Penelope

Girlfriend

Beautiful, popular, and white

Bulimic

Supportive of Junior,

Socially conscious (she raises money for
charity), and motivated

Gordy

Best white friend

The smartest kid at Reardan

Sometimes, socially tactless

Gordy defends one of Junior’s answers in
class against an (incorrect) teacher and
gives Junior some advice

He helps Junior study

Mr. P

Teacher

A white geometry teacher at Wellpinit
Junior hits Mr. P in the face with a
geometry textbook

Advises Junior to get off the reservation

181
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Appendix K Graphic organizer part 2 rubric

plots and their
impacts

Category Grading

If a student

Theme(s) addresses the theme(s) with fully elaborated details — 5 points
addresses the theme(s) with not fully elaborated details — 3 points
addresses the theme(s) in a word (key words) — 1 point

5 points max

If a student

Important

(1) describe an important story plot — 1 point
(2) explains the impact of the incident on Junior’s life — 1 point
(0.5 point if description is not enough)

* If a student describes an incident that does not appear in the
summary of the book (below), no point is given.

2 points max per incident

<Theme of the book>

e Junior’s journey of living between two cultures (Indian culture & new culture at school)
e Chasing hopes and aspirations to live a better life

<Summary of each chapter>

1 The Black-Eye-of-the-Month Club

e Arnlod Spirit introduces himself as Junior.

e He writes about his life and about his illness that has left some damage to his brain
e Junior prefers to draw

2 Why Chicken means so much to Me

e Heisapoor kid in a poor family in the Sopkane Indian reservation.

e The Parents of Junior do not have enough Money to buy medicine for his little sick dog Oscar.
e So the father and Junior decide to shoot him.
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e The dreams of his parents: to become a teacher, a well-known saxophone player

3 Revenge Is My Middle Name

e Junior describes Rowdy, his best friend, as the toughest kid from the reservation, but still a
very good friend.

e Rowdy and Junior go to the powwow (an Indian celebration).

e Andruss brothers insult Junior and then knee him hard.

e So Rowdy takes revenge for Junior by shaving off their eyebrows and cutting off their braids.

4 Because Geometry is not a Country Somewhere Near France

e The first High school day of Arnold

e Arnold sees that the textbook used to belong to his mom long ago (his school and tribe are so
poor that he has to study from the same books as their parents).

e Arnold becomes angry and smashes his book into his teacher’s face.

5 Hope Against Hope

e Mr. P visits the house of Junior and tells Junior that his sister Mary has written romance novels.

e Mr. P tells Junior that he thinks he is the smartest kid at school and because of that he should
leave the rez (Mr. P thinks the rez is a hopeless place).

6 Go Means Go

e Junior tells his parents that he would like to go to Reardan High to have a better life (Reardan
is a rich farm town, which is full of white people.

e They agree and Junior goes to his new school in Reardan.

7 Rowdy Sings the Blues
e Junior wants to transfer to Reardan and asks Rowdy to transfer with him.
e Rowdy refuses it and they have a big fight.

8 How to Fight Monsters

e Junior writes about his first day at the Reardan Highschool which is twenty-two miles from
the rez All white Kids stare at him because he is the only Indian at the school.

e On this day he meets a beautiful girl called Penelope for the first time.

e Junior gets into a fistfight with a senior guy named Roger because Roger insults him (racism).

9 Grandmother Gives Me Some Advice

e After the fight with Roger, Junior needs a bit of advice and talks to his grandmother.
e The next day Junior gets a lift (cool motorbike) from Eugene.

e Roger sees him and says that he is quite impressed by the bike and Eugene.

10 Tears of a Clown

e This chapter is about Junior’s story of his first love Dawn.

e Dawn did not care about him and made fun of him.

e Junior thinks he will not get any girl, because he is not self-confident and hideous.
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11 Halloween

e Junior dresses up on Halloween as a homeless, because he usually already looks half-homeless.

e Penelope says that she later in the evening collects spare change instead of candies to donate.
Junior decides to collect spare change too and gets a few dollars, but some guys steal it.

e Penelope feels sorry for Junior and decides that she will still write Junior’s and her name on
the box when donating.

12 Slouching Towards Thanksgiving

Junior is depressed because every student of his new school ignores him.

Junior realizes that he is much smarter than most of the kids at his new school.

In the geology class Junior corrects his teacher Mr. Dodge

e He must walk 22 miles home to school because his family does not have enough money for
gas. Junior’s sister Mary got married and has gone to Montana with an ugly and random poker
guy. Junior is inspired by Mary’s actions and asks Gordy to be his friend.

13 My Sister Sends Me an E-mail
e Junior gets an email from Mary, who lives in Montana with her husband.
e She says her dreams really do come true.

14 Thanksgiving
e Junior talks about Thanksgiving and he considers what he should be thankful for, but not much.
He thinks he should give a thanks, that the first settlers did not kill all of his tribe.

15 Hunger Pains
e Penelope says she has bulimic and she feels very lonely. From then on, Arnold and Penelope
date each other, which for other pupils seems crazy.

16 Rowdy Gives Me Advice About Love

e Junior asks Rowdy and Gordy what he should do to make a white girl love him.

e Rowady tells him to get a life.

e Gordy searches for the phrase “In love with a white girl” on the internet, but not helpful.

17 Dance, Dance, Dance

e At the Winter dance in December Junior meets Penelope and Roger.

e After that they go to a restaurant and Penelope and Roger realize that Junior cannot pay for it
and he doesn’t even have a ride to home.

e Roger lends him some money and drives him home.

18 Don’t Trust Your Computer

e Junior explains that most of the Indians do not accept him as a true Indian anymore, because
he tries to change something in his life, goes to Reardan and has hope.

e S0 Junior has now the problem of being in two different worlds.

19 My Sister sends Me a Letter
e Mary tells Junior about her trouble finding a job but she does not appear to be discouraged
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e She and her husband have moved into a new house, cramped-looking trailer, but she is very
satisfied with it.

20 Reindeer Games

e Junior plays for his new basketball team for the first time.

e Junior’s team has a game against Wellpinit High School, the high school of the rez.

When Junior arrives at the gym, the Indians yell mean words at him.

He is sent into the game but Rowdy knocks Arnold out by smashing his elbow into his head.
After that, Arnold is brought to the hospital.

In the end, Wellpinit wins the game.

21 And a Partridge in a Pear Tree

It is Christmas Eve. Again, Junior’s family has no money for presents.

His father takes the little money and gets drunk.

When his father returns, Junior receives five dollars as a present.

The fact that his father did not spent it on alcohol and saved it for his son makes Junior happy.

22 Red Versus White

e Junior tells us that the best thing in Reardan are Penelope and Gordy.

e And he tells us about the best thing in Wellpinit, his grandmother, who loved everyone and
was killed by a drunk driver.

23 Wake

e A white billionaire and Indian art collector called Ted arrives at the wake to return a supposedly
stolen powwow outfit of a woman.

e But it turns out that the billionaire was cheated upon.

e The happening makes everyone at the funeral including Junior laugh so that the final
proceedings are undertaken in a light atmosphere.

24 Valentine Heart

e FEugene, Junior’s father’s best friend, is killed by his good friend Bobby.

e The police claims they fought over the last drink in a bottle of wine.

e Junior falls into grief and wants to escape from reality by reading books and drawing cartoons.
He thinks about dropping school in Reardan but Junior does not want to give up either.

25 In Like a Lion

e The great basketball game between the Wellpinit and Reardan

e He wants to prove that he will never give up and scores three points, Junior beats Rowdy up in
the game.

e Atthe end, the Readarn team wins.

26 Rowdy and | Have a Long and Serious Discussion About Basketball
e Junior writes an e-mail to Rowdy to apologize but Rowdy does not accept the apology.
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27 Because Russian Guys Are Not Always Geniuses

Junior says that the biggest difference between Indians and white people is the number of
deaths they experience, which mostly happen because of being drunk.

Mary is dead while having a big party in their little trailer home because everyone was drunk
as the trailer burned down.

Then Rowdy says to Junior that it is his fault that Mary died. She just left the rez because Junior
left it first. Junior realizes it could really be his fault.

Junior is not capable of staying in his house, instead, Junior goes to school, where his white
friends, including Penelope, offer their concern and sympathy.

28 My Final Freshman Year Report Card

Junior draws his final Report Card at the end of the schoolyear.
He draws it with funny things on it, for example the face of an Indian who sticks out his tongue.

29 Remembering

Junior thinks about his sister, and that he wants to follow his dreams like she did.
He also cries about his tribe and that more of them will probably die because of drinking too
much alcohol.

He wonders which tribes he belongs to, which makes him think about Rowdy and how much
he misses him.

30 Talking About Turtles

School is over and Junior is at the reservation again.

Junior remembers a day when he and Rowdy were together.

One day Rowdy comes to visit, he says he is bored, so he and Junior decide to shoot some
hoops and play with him (making-up).

At the end Junior mentions the love he has for his reservation and tribe and he hopes that they
can forgive him for leaving them and that he can forgive himself for that.



187

Appendix L Pearson correlations between predictor variables

<DMC group>

Extrinsic  Intrinsic
Voc size Textcomp Reading Writing  motivation motivation

Voc size 1.000 .189 .556 .639 .039 -.162
Text comp .189 1.000 469 371 121 -.038
Reading .556 469 1.000 578 -.024 -.298
Writing .649 371 578 1.000 -.036 .041
Extrinsic .039 121 -.024 -.036 1.000 433
motivation

Intrinsic -.162 -.038 -.298 .041 433 1.000
motivation

<Traditional monomodal writing group>

Extrinsic  Intrinsic
Vocsize Textcomp Reading Writing  motivation motivation

Voc size 1.000 .146 .553 .264 -.022 -.050
Text comp 146 1.000 .307 257 116 -.157
Reading .553 .307 1.000 482 -.261 -.325
Writing .264 257 482 1.000 -.156 -.222
Extrinsic -.022 116 -.261 -.156 1.000 .209
motivation

Intrinsic -.050 -.157 -.325 -.222 .209 1.000
motivation

<All participants>

Extrinsic  Intrinsic Task
Vocsize Textcomp Reading Writing  motivation motivation type

Voc size 1.000 A71 547 478 .010 -.094 -.008
Text comp A71 1.000 391 321 .106 -.101 -.084
Reading 547 391 1.000 530 -.153 -.307 -.047
Writing 478 321 .530 1.000 -.104 -.115 -.064
Extrinsic .010 106 -.153 -.104 1.000 .280 130
motivation

Intrinsic -.094 -.101 -.307 -.115 .280 1.000 -.030
motivation

Task type -.008 -.084 -.047 -.064 130 -.030 1.000




