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Seductive Details 

•  interesting but irrelevant ! 
 

à  decrease learning from text  

  = seductive details effect 
 

à  transfer rather than recall  
  

 

Explanation: 

•  instructional material à germane load 
•  seductive details à extraneous load 

•  disruption or attention? 

•  interestingness is important 
•  interest as mediator? 
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Second language learning 

•  cognitively more demanding à reduced working memory capacity  
 
 

 

•  schemas not automatized à intrinsic load 

•  indicators:  

 à vocabulary knowledge 
 à grammatical knowldedge 

 à first language reading comprehension 

•  vocabulary knowledge à cognitive load? 
 

lexical information, syntax 
 

inferring the meanings of 
unknown words 

demands for low-
level cognitive 

processing 

text surface 
textbase 
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Research Question 

� Seductive details affect 2nd language learning? 

� How can the effect be explained? 

�  Interaction with vocabulary knowledge? 



Material 

Two-group design 
 
 

control 
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Method 

Subjects 
o  49 students (age 15-19, M = 16.14, 73% female) 
 
 

Procedure 
 
 

 
Pretest 

- vacabulary 
knowledge 

- prior 
knowledge 

-  verbal ability 
-  retention 
-  transfer 
 

 

Test Phase 

- interest 
- relevance 
 
 

 Self-reports Learning 
Phase 

-  Control 
-  Sed. Details 



Self-reports 

cognitive relevance: α= .75 
emotional interest: α= .82 
 

cognitive relevance: α= .88 
emotional interest: α= .50 
 

Harp & Mayer, 1997 

I found the learning materials (text with maps) interesting. 

The text with the maps helped me to understand the characteristics 
of the DROM and COM. 

I found the depicted materials(pictures with annotations) interesting. 

The pictures with the annotations helped me to understand the 
characteristics of the DROM and COM. 



Results 

�  Age,  
�  years of French language teaching 
�  prior knowledge  
�  vocabularly knowledge 
�  French grade 
�  verbal ability 

�  correlation vocabularly knowledge and performance: 
�  r = .67 (retention), r = .52 (transfer) 

no differences 



Results 

� Manipulation Check – self-reports 
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F(1, 47) = 18.47, p <.001,χ2 = .28 
no effect for group 
 

no interaction (F < 1) 

F(1, 47) = 10.75, p = .002,χ2 = .19 
no effect for group 
 

no interaction (F < 1) 



Results - Retention 
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Retention: F(1, 45) = 1.00 

Vocabulary knowledge: F(1, 45) = 37.46, p < .001,χ2 = .45 
French grade: F < 1 
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Results - Transfer 
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Transfer: F(1, 45) = 5.13, p = .028,χ2 = .10 
 

Vocabulary knowledge: F(1, 45) = 18.15, p < .001,χ2 = .29 
French grade: F < 1 
no interaction: transfer*vocabulary (F < 1) 
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Results - Correlations 

control 

Relevance 
base text 

 Interest  
base text 

Relevance 
sd-text 

Interest 
sd-text 

Transfer .49** .54** - .05 - .20 

Vocabulary  .67** .72**   .11 - .05 

Relevance 
base text 

 Interest  
base text 

Relevance 
sd-text 

Interest 
sd-text 

Transfer .42* .21 - .29 - .09 

Vocabulary  .32 .21 - .02   .08 

SD 

* p <.05, ** p < .01 

Transfer with Vocabularyà .67** 

Transfer with Vocabularyà .48* 



Results – Mediation Model 

interest 
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transfer 
β= .54** 
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Discussion 

•  seductive details effect in second language learning 

•  similar to Rey (2012) à transfer 

•  vocabulary knowledge correlated with transfer but no 
aptitute treatment interaction  

•  cognitive explanations limited (Park et al., 2015) 

•  motivational/ affective explanations 

•  mediation by interest and vocabulary knowledge? 
•  seductive details sap interest away from processing 

learning material? 

•  not able or not willing? 



� Thank you! 


