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.: the advantage of notmmg and consaque
: acqunmg thc pamcular hngmsuc featur

_References L NN
-~ Alanen, R. (1995). Input Emmcemzmknfepm
SecondLanguageAcqmsmm InR: Sctnmdt{ﬁd Y1
“and Awareness in F amgn Ianguage Mam
= 302) Henolulu UnwersntyofHW f‘PtﬂS
: Dclughly C.{2001). CogmtxveUndmpmngsofFchs an'F
It Robinson, P (Bd.), Ca,gmtwn and’ Seccmd ‘Langmgﬁ-
Imtrucrmm (pp 206-~5?)Cambudge'CambﬂdgeUm pESit
Doughty C. Wﬂhams 1. (1998} Pedageglcal Chmces
on’ Frcom nC, Doughty and J, Williams {Ed
Form in Clissroom Secami Lﬂngmgf Acqui
BRRT £ AR New York: Cambndge Umvetsl.tg Press;
Elhs R. (1991). Secand Iangmge Ar;qwszrm nd
Pedagogy Clevedon: Mult:limgual Mmrm
(2001) Introdueuen Investigatlng Form o
Insa'uctmn Language Leaming,ﬁl Suppieiumt
- _"(2002). Does. Ferm-Focused. Imtrucnon Affect
Acqmsmon of Implicit Knew’ledge‘?
Iangmge Acquisition, 24, 223-236. "
Eths R Basturh‘mm H and Leow

svﬁufmmi Perspecr:ve (pp 39 52)
ijamm. Tl

n, P, (1998), Focus un Form: Theory, _
1.C.. Doughty and J. Willilams -~
-Classroom Secafld Language' '
=43} Cambrldge Cambrtdgﬁ'

ive. T&sk in. EFL Classmoms Language :'
: 561'?-673 :

chnsonme Gran etz

_;Fotos $: & Ellis, R. (199§) Comumcauugf bout Graim
: _Task BasedApproa::h. TESOL Quarterly, 25 (4), 605-628
'Ga:lac A (2002). hxputﬁnhmm andAcq‘ '

imguageAnnals 32,245:270.
mi, §, (2002). Output; input Enhancernent, and the
yputhasis Smdxes m Semnd Langmgf Acqu

Klapper 1. & Rees, J. (2003). Reviewing the
Grammar Instruction i inthe Umversxty Fomlgn
Lemnng Cﬂntext. Language Teacbmg Rest!ﬂrcfh ?{3)

s-on L2 Comp;'@hensmn and Acqmsmon of non-
:Emimatical Form Appized Language
i _£3'(2) 109-132. ' K

,285-

Foreign Lénguaga Teachingi.dour{}ai' _

No.88. Fall Vol 23



. the Focus-on—Form 1nstructmn

“Therefore 1 1t could be cimmed that the expenmental :
- _group who were exposed to Focus-on-Form

instruction have had significantly greater results than
'thelr counterpans in the control gmup who recelved

- no spcaahzed Focus-on-Form mstrucuom

* Conclusion and Impllcatwns

_ Accordmg to the result of the mdependent -
test dlscussed above,
'found between the two groups. This implies that
the expenmental group outperformed the control
= group in noticing the intended miorphological item

significant difference is

~{i.e. pasttense. morphamef_ed) in the input when
.~ their attention is drawn to them through textually

enhanced in stmctlon This finding is in line with

. Fotos (1993), Leernan, Arteagoitia, Fridman and

. Doughty (1995), Alanen (1995) Tzumi (2002) |

"~ ‘Galaczi {2002).

. This study - almed at the very outset 10

| mv;sngate the effect of visual input enhancement
on noticing and acquisition. Although it has been

- «claimed that explicit type of instruction seems to

“be more effective than implicit type of instruction

. (Npms & Ortega, 2000) and aithc-ugh it has been

.~ noted that, when explicit instruction is combined
S wﬁh 1mphctt instruction, the results will be more
A notlceablc and remarkable (Mac Whinney, 1997),
~the findings of this study yield support to the

.- - efficacy of 1mp11c1t instruction in an EFL setting.

Such bemg the case, it can be claimed that length
' __ of instruction and choice of imgmsnc features can’
‘be: the two del:ermmmg factors in Focus-on-Form

- _mstructmn Taking thls into acceunt, in the present

* Foraign Language Teaching Journal

No.88 Fal

- study, ten’ pamal sesswns of mstructlon were
-devoted to treatment — a rather long period
- compar-ed to other studies done on form-focused .
instruction in which two or three tasks were done:

" or two or three sessions were devoted to treatment.
-Concerning the linguistic feature in the study,
-and cons_ldenng the fact that "[focus on form]
 succeeds for simple motphological feanires because

i.VoiQB

it makes such forms salient to the learner and
‘because they can be processed” (Ellis, 2002}, one
-could say that Enghsh regular past tense merpheme

-ed is much easier than passive voices or
interrogatives which require movements to different
parts of the sentence. Although it is-by no means
concluded that implicit instruction is effective for
all forms in all settings for all individuals, it can be -
cautiously hypothesmed that 1rnphc1t mstmctlon
can be replaced by explicit instruction for easwr
less processable linguistic forms in EFL settings.

Taking the timitations of the study (e.g. the limited |
number of participants, their proficiency level,
institutional constraints, etc.) into consideration, one
should be very cautious in generalizing the finding
to other areas of refated concem. So, based on the
findings obtained under such cxrcumstanccs the'
following implications are presented:

1. The first implication will be for language

teachers in EFL settings. English language teachers .

are supposed to relinquish teacher - fronted explicit
instruction methods, flooding learners with a
myriad of explicit rules and, intead, they are advised
to provide learners with abundant exemplars of the
targed forms because, as concluded in the study,
implicit instruction is effective for morphologlcal '
forms as in regular past tense morpheme-ed. -
2. The second implication should recelve the
attention of the writers of textbooks used in
teachir;g English for Specitic Puposes (ESP).;The .
selection of grammatical forms must be avoided.
in an old-fashioned, strucural, linear manner in
designing ESP textbooks, but the choice of
linguistic features should be based on careful

 scrutiny of learners’ needs during their interactions
‘with one another or with the teacher and, then the

forms posing pro_bi_ems for the learners are-more
suitable to be selected for syllabus and istruction,
3. The third implication goes to textbook writers.

_ They are recommended to introduce grammatical
‘rules through consciousness techinques such as the .

one descnbed and explained in the study: This has



s Resnlts '

tests were scored and the results fcr the 40
 participant of the expemmental and the. control

. vanance ':'(V) ='and't.ht.: éténdard deviation (SD) of
- As forthe data ana}ysxs stage, the pre- and post-

_ -centgol__ gynups p_n zhc_ Gl task are as follows (Table

_' groups were tabulated. The pre-test and the post- R

_ test: were 1dent1cal GJ tasks mcluding ten

: ;grammancahty judgement items on the regular
-pasttense morpheme -ed. The dcsmptive statistios

5 mcludmg ihe mcan (X), the vanance (V) and
tl'se standard devzaxmn (SD) of the pre -test, results: _

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for both groups’ pre-fest
Group X SD V' N

Experimental 8 1.65 2.7 20
Control 6.45 2.30 5.31 20

“of the participants ¢ on:the GJ task are as. followsi o e

(Table 2

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for both groups’ pre-test

Group X 5D \' N
Experimental 9.35 2.34 5.50 20
Control 6.30 2.05 4.22 20

: _fL'I‘he ﬁgms well mdlcate that the mican; ¢

- variance, and the standard devxanon of the

" experimentdl and control groups are not that: : ?gmup sSD..

' different. As the next sfep; the pre-test data were

stibmitted to an lndependent two-tailed t-test 10 - .
-an mdependent two-taﬂed t-test to realize whether

'dlfference prmr o the treatment penod (’I‘able "3)': - there was’ SIgmﬁcant dxfference between the two

Sk -gmups

find whether the two groups had any significant

TAsit -fis_ﬁ'nbéefv'éd the mean of the experimenatl

.+ group o6n' the .post-test shows an increase in
 ‘contrast to'the mean of the pre-test and also their

' standard devmtxon has decreased mlplymg that the

in: compamscm w1th the pre-test SD asa resu]t of
the treatment, However, the mean of the control
: '_‘group had minor increase whlch mlght be due to

'effect aiso led to the relatwe 1ncrease in control

Also the scores of the experimental and control
gruups on the post:test GJ task was submitted to

'Iiabls 5)

Table 3. Independent t-test for both groups on the pre-test .. /0 ;o0

©-* . The'Observed t value was .94 which was less

f'than the Crmca} t value of 2.02 at the prob
“Tevel of p<0.05. So, there was 1o signi
. difference betwcen the two- group

: the pre test was used as the pest test The

dcscnpuve statistics mciudmg the mﬁan ( X) ; the_; :

g .gsmca thE nbse*rve:d t value is greater than the
After the: treatment; the same GJ. task used as

Critical T Df 2 -tailed Obsérved - Table 5. Independent i-test for both groups on the pre-test
Value Probability T Critical T Df 2-tailed Observed
Value Value Probability T
2.02 38 0.05 94 Value
2.02 38 0.05 247

zit Tﬁbic 5 ré;vcals' that the diffcrence

_icﬂt;cal 1 vaﬂue at the proba.bzhty level of p<0.03.

~The: 'ffertnce between the experimental and. the
cantml gmup could bc attrlbuted to the effect of

FLT 2
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© Lim(2001), in her study répresenting the fourth
'~ type of FonF instruction; investigated how
- different types of FonF instruction affect L2
~learning of the present perfect in English. Her
participants, all’ from Kelfea,-; were divided into-
four groups who received different instructional
 treatments: 1) rule, 2) input enhancement, 3) rule +
- _input erihancement, 4) input flood. The results
- demonstrated that the students who received rule

- L mstmctlen and visual enhancement of input scored
- better on the. Wntten pmducucm tests than the other

- groups in the short term, butnot in the long-term. The -
findings of her experiment lead us to question the
- -role: ef attention and mareness it the SLA process.

. :Research Questmn |
~ Thestudy was designed (6 answer the question:

"7 “Doés the experimental group; who receive

- Focus-on-Form instruction (in the form of Textual
| 'Input Enhancement) outperforzn ‘the control
~. .group, who are not éxposed to Focus-on-Form
. instryction, on the regular past tense morpheme
~ =ed on post-test Grannnattcahty Judgment (GJ) |
"_tasks?” o

o Besing and Pmcedure

The present study, whﬂe attemptmg to f{)HOW

i "zhe framework set by Long (1991), and later

g refined by Elhs (2@01), mvest:tgated how different

«Fa&le%gln Language %éa@hi'ngfmémfm: _:- :

| : typcs of mstmctmn affect L2 learning of Enghsh
- reguilar past tense morphemﬂ ~ed. Howe‘ver, as -
- Doughty and Williams (1998: 5) pointed out,
. “there i is constderable variation in how the term -
focus on: form is understocd and used”.

- The participants of. this resea:rch were 40 male

) lower—lmmnediate students studying at Jahad
Daneshgahz of Isfahan University of Technology.
'They had the same level of grammatical’
cempetence detenmned prevmusly through the =
'. 1anguage ‘institute’s placément tests. The

pamcapants w‘ere divided into two groups of 20:
an exgertmentai group and a control group. The

No 88 Faii Vol.23

: age vanabie was not controﬁed in self:ctmn of the :
pamctpants '

Before the treatment, a pre-test 1nclud1ng a

Gramrnatlcah{y Judgment (GJ) task of 10 items .

was administered which elicited the ntuition of
the participants of both. groups. about the
grammaticality of test items concentrating on the
regular past tense morpheme- ed. The reliability
coefficient of the test was reported to be. 89

_ {01 .89). The treatment lasted for five weeks, two

sessions each week (i. e. 10 sessions of treatment
on the whole) for both groups. _ :
The experimental group was exposed to
planned Focus—nn—Form instruction in the ferm of
grammar consciousness-Taising tasks; the regular

- past tens morpheme -ed which was textnally-

enhanced ‘through bolding, undfzrlmmg, :
capitalizing in 10 simple texts. The texts were

- followed by some questions which elicited the use

of the regular past tense morpheme -ed. According o
to the literature in the field of forelgn/secnnd :’

.' Ianguage mstruction a ETammar consciousness- -
- raising task is cme of several teaclrung tectquues
- that can be utilized i in Focus-on-Form instriiction.

(Fotos, 1994). It was hoped that learners of the
expenmental group would deveiop knawledge t)f .

~ the regular past tene morpheme -ed and come to

an awarencess of the feature in ccmmwﬂrcatwa_

input afterwards - a process that Sharwood Smith

{ 1993) also sees as essential for second ]z:u’,tguagaz=

_ _acqmsztion Similarly, accordmg to Schmit’s
- (1990) Notwmg Hypotheszs awareness of spemﬁc
linguistic items in the input is necessary for
language leaning fo occur, | : ST

The control group would read the same IU texts _

as the experimental group but wuh u;tienhaﬁced
regular past tense morpheme ~ed and no qtmsttons '

following the texts. .
~After the- five-week penod a post~test wasf

' admlmstered to both groups. The post-test was the

same as the pre-test GJ task with appmxxmateiy ]
the same relaabthty coefficient (ol = 85) '



‘raising tasks) and FonFs groups on adzv'erp_:
) p_iac_:e'rﬁent, indirect object placemernt, and r¢lative
- clause-usage. She found that the FonF group was
as accurate as the grammar grouli (FonFs)on the. -
 three targeted grammatical items. The results of
'Fotos study lent support to the use of grammar' .

consciousness-raising tasks as one possible

grammar instruction in the classrooin, -

- . The second teaching method that character;zes -
FonF instruction is interaction enhancement :

‘Muranoi (2000) investigated the effect of
* interaction enhancement (IE)-on the learning of :
‘English articles by first-year Japanese- coﬂege :
students. Muranoi used 1E as a communicative
- instructional technique to-enhance interaction by -
~ means of implicit negative feedback provided by .
_ 'the teacher through recasts (i. e. lmphcltf L
_ reformulauon of the learner’ S EITONCOUS sentence)
during a problem-solving task. To evalnate: thelr=
_g-perf_ormance on English articles, Mux__’_ano_; used -
four different tasks that: were completed

individually: 1) an oral story description (OS) task,

2).an oral picture description task (OP) a wnt‘sen ;.
picture .description (WP) task, and’ 4) a
_Grammaticality Judgment (GJ}). task Muranmj :
utilized two expenmental groups. and one contrast. -
~ group. Only experlmental groups | and 2 recewt:d*
enhanced instruction. The students m the contrast’
. group also participated in strategic interaction (i. -~
-.¢. classroom interaction characterrzed by l.
negotiation of meaning) but without: any
enhancement. The two types of IE dlffered iny ’
in.the debriefing phase. Experimental group 1-
received the interaction enhancement treatment :
Cplusa formal debnefmg (IEF) Experlmental
" group 2 received the -interaction enha_ncement -

treatment plus meaning-focused debriefing (IEM),

The contrast. group received only the non-

‘te:s’ts war&: t:he followmg

I) The IEF group and the IEM group performed '

mgmﬁcantly better than the NEI group (contrast

group) on the use of the definite and indefinite -

“articles. Accordmg to Muranm this suggests that

IE (wzth corrective feedback) has a beneficial effect

on the learners’ restructunng of their IL system.
alternative to teaching with a FonM or with a -
_ FonFs approach It integrates language use and

2) The IEF group-was grammatically more

: accuratc than thes IEM group on the four dlfferent

on form wuhm rneanmg-onemed instruction: is

As a third teaching method based on FonF

Eighty-one

| 3) ’Ihe effects of IE were malntalned betWeen __
the immediate and-the delayed post-tests. Finally,
: jMuranm concluded that guiding learners to focus

~ beneficial to L2 acquisition, and that thls can be -
‘done thmugh interaction enhancement. :

| mstructmn, Wong (2003) drew learner’s attention. .
“to formal features of 1.2 iriput. through textual
i_cnhancement (TE) Wong sstudy 1nvest1gated how
j_TE asa form of i mput enhancement and increasing -
- the cumprehenslbﬂxty of L2 input via simplified
Cinput (D {Van Patten 1990 as cited in Wong,
-2003), impacts adult L2 French learners’
dcquisition of French past pamcnple agreement in
telative clause: construct:ons
&part1c1pants were randomly ass.1gned toone of four -
ﬁconé;tlons 1) exposure to TE and SI, 2) exposure

to SI only, ,3) exposure to TE only, and4) exposure - -

lto unsnmplzfied input w1thout TE (comparlson
: :group) The partlt:lpants were provided with three
f rﬂadmg texts in French containing forms that were
: _typographlca}’ly altered to enhance their perceptual -

salience. ST was operatmnahzed as providing

participants wu:h snnphﬁed versions of the three
reading texts; Wong found that ST had a positive
effect but not TE, Wong. concluded that since the
o -targeted grammatmal

enhanced interaction treatment (NEI). The- results -
- of the immediate post-tests and the delayed post- -

feature had no

_commumcatxve ‘value in French, it might have :
: *neganv_clyh mﬂ__uenced the results of the study.

. ;Foreign Language Teaching Journal ©
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o ;ana‘ vzsml enhancement (Sharwwd Smlth
AR le Yeot)are: the most dlstmguxshed ones

: :whmh suﬁably charactenze Focus <on- Form_
B : “instruction. -

To examme the f‘lrst teachmg method

o Q"charactenzmg FonF mstrucnon Fotos and Ellis
"7 {1991) conducted a pilot study on grammar
o ;mstructmn First-year Japanese EFL college
- students were divided into three groups: 1) the
o : grarmnar task was petformed by groups of four
S students (n~16) and dyads (n=8), 2) in another

. classroom, a teacher-fronted grammar lesson was
- “‘presented in- Enghsh to 28 students, 3)the
- _remaining students served as the control group
L (n=32) and did not receive instuction on the
: targeted featurﬁ of ‘the: study “dative alternation.
. The pre-,. post- and-final tests consisted of three
-~ "identical grammaticality judgment tasks and were
i requlred to generate twa rules on dative alternation.
. The: post»test scores of the group with a grammar

S =consc:1ousness-ra1smg task mcreased 10%, while -
! " the grammar-iesson students rnade a-gainof 14%.
' (’I'he grammar conscmusness~ralsmg task appeared

 to have functioned equally well as the grammer
lessan in the: short-term and i in the tong-term (no
_"statlsncal dlfference between both ‘groups).
o Fhl‘fherlﬂere, the grammar task appeared to have

- . 1_1330_ tiatlon counts in the L2 for Perf"fmance i/t

| -:ﬂ___:showed that grammar

4_"31multaneously mtegrated thmugh grammar
'consclousness—ralsmg tasks. But the results were

" feature’ was. tesied i.¢. dative alternation. In
addmon ‘the -gains’ in L2 accuraey were not
j. mamtamed in the-delayed post-test

Thus, Fotos- (1994) ina rephcatwn of Fotos

‘ adverb placement, 2) mdlrect object placement

oreign Language “E‘e_;si;r_?rirjﬁ-@cﬂmai

No 88 F""&%i Vo! 23

i. ,“"PTOIHOtEd amounts of interaction with 63
-way mfermanon gap tasic ‘This pilot study

: instruction and
g_»commumcatwe language nse could be.

- somewhat hm;ted since only one grammatical

_ Vand Elhs (1991) utﬂxzed three grammar tasks: 1)

relative clause usage. She administered these

ﬁ' 'thirée: tasks to three classes of Japanese ESL
jstudents Class 1 received a FonFs treatment in-

the form of three teacher—fronted -grammar- ]essons :

“on adverb placement indirect object placement

and relative clause usage respectively. Class 2
recewed a FonF treatment, in which the
participants perfomed three grammar
consciousness-raising tasks with the same’
gramma'tical' féatures Class 3 received a FonM'
treatment, characterized by three commumcauve

tasks with no grammatlcai content. There’ was 1o

control group. Pre-tests, post-tests, and delayed '

_ post~tests were administered to the three classes.
- Al thre¢ groups scored better on the post-test than

they did on the pre-test, and gains were mamtzuned
for the three groups on the delayed post-test. The
gains made on the post-test and the delayed post--
test by the three classes were mgmﬁcant w1th1n
each group but not across groups.

~To test her hypothesis that performance of the

grammar consciousness-raising tasks led to as.

much L2 production as the FonM approach Fotos

“analyzed the quantitiés of negotiation made dumg

performance of the three tasks by the FonF group '“
and the FonM group. The researchers cc_)unted the
number of L1 and L2 negotiations made by both .
discussion groups separately She also counted the

“number of L2 words and the average number of

1.2 negotiations per minute for each group. The
results of these multiple measures of negotiation

-quantxty were qulte similar across the tasks and-
~the groups. The average lenght of L2 words -

produced by the Japanese stqdems in the FonF _
group ‘was even slightly longer than the average
length p_r_oduced_ by the communicative group

" (FonM). For example, the FonF group produced

a large portion of interactions in task 2, on the
iridirect object, because it was a combination of
an information gap task and- an agree,d-upon _

_solutwn task.

“Fotos also compared grammatlcai accux‘acy "
ac_:ross the FonF (with the grammar consciousness’



' !ntmductmn

Formal instruction has been at the hea.rt of the 5t
_ : debate in second languae acquisition and suh]ect -
10 controversy and discussion among researchers g
_ uf the field for at least.40 yea:s (Eihs 2001) In
- fact, the bulk of research since thc m1d~9ﬂs has'_
'espcc:lally focused on finding vanous forelgn/ :
second language instruction methods. to integrate -
formal instruction within a communicative .~
 framework. Pursuing this trend, many researchers ° 'FGCUS'OB'FOHHS and a Focus-on-Meaning..
“have: attempted to deflne and name the forms of
instruction which can be- applicd to the secnnd/}
'jforelgn ianguage calssroom and there is still some
debate over ‘the precise terminology (Loﬂg, 199i .

Doughty & Wllilams, 1998; Ellis, 2001).-

- Current views of second/fore:gn language j
'_classroom methcdology ‘have agreed on the g
1mp0rtance of some form- focused instruction asi,

- an optimal solution to the inquiry. The most widely
‘used terms in the field of form-focused instruction -

are thnse mtroduced by Long (1991).

- Long and Robinson (1998: 23) maintain that
“F‘ecus on Form consists of an occasional shxﬂ T
attention to Imgmstlc code features by the taachcr L
' and/or one or more students- Mggcred by perce;lved-

- T_many nmes, by, “mmdental” is meant unpreselected
forms, and finally by “extensive” is meant
o . candidancy of many unpreselected forms for focus.
- Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001 411) -
:.secend language instruction to date have tracked
~the lmgulst;lc progress of one group exposed to

problems with compreherision and production”.

This shift of attention is supposed to occur dunng

commumcatlon

defme Focuse-on- Form 1nstruct10n as a Kind: of [
*:m%tmctmn that: “1) occurs in dls,course lthat 1sf
pnmanly meaning centered, 2) is observable e, -
' - to FonFs instruction {VanPattén & Cadierno, 1993;
“Norris &' Ortega, 2000; Doughty, 2001; Ellis,

- occurs interactionally), 3)is mcldcntal (1 e is not
prenplanned) 4) is transitory, 5) i is extenswe; (1 e vy

- several different forms are attended n the contexl;

“of a'single lesson).”

-1n another attempt Ellis, Basturkmen and i

- Loewen (2002) make a trlpartlte dzsnnctlon of the

~form-based instruction baséd on-the. two__ﬂf: '__grammarcanscmuness-mzsmgtasks(Rutherford,

f_fuudamental criteria ofa) the primary focus:of 11987 _'E'Fatos & Ellis, 1991; Fotos, 1994), 2)
- attention (for or meaning) and b) the distribution

-of attention to form (intensive or extens;ve_ .

“textual enhanc_,emem (Wong, 2003), and 4) input

o attex;twn 10 form}

=1 FOCHS-fm FormS (FonFs), characterized by

='tf:achmg the forms rather than the messages they

convey (e.g. the granunar—transianon method);
2) F(}_qusv_on_—Me_anyng (FonM), in which po

attention is-paid. to: the forms used to convey a
message, -

the instruction
commumcatlen only;and
3) Focu&-amForm (FonF) abalance between a

is devoted to

They contend that types of Focus-on-Form can

'be dtstmgulshefd Planned or incidental. Their

categonzatmn of the’ form-based mstructlon is
shc}wn in Table 1 i the followmg

Table 1. Types of form-based instruction
(Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewon, 2002:420)

Types of Form-Focused Primary Distribution
Instruction Focus
Focus-on-Form§ Form Intensive
planned Focus-on-Form | Meaning Intensive
Incidental Foucus-on-Form | Meaning Extensive

By “planned” is meant pre seIected forms by
mtenswe is meam facusmg ona prcselected form

- The spate of the research into the' effects of

essennally a FonF approach and anolher exposed-

Basmrkmen, & Rees 20()3)

'ntegrate formal ‘instruction w;thln a
ommunicative framework. Among them 1)

intel action’ enhancement (Muranoi, 2000), 3)

' Foreign Language Teaching Journal
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-_teachmg grammancal points. through leainer’s inductive raasonmg in the present research two

 the regular past tense moroheme -edin L2 Enghsh thron gh ten dlfferent texts durmg ﬁve weoks
~of treatment; the expenmental group was exposed to a kind of Focus—on—Form mstructmn "m o

. to answer -questions on the regular past tense morphcme upon readmg the. text The control
- group, however recewed normal instruction, a.ccordmg to which they would merety: read non~
_enhanced texts: Two tests were administered to each group: a pre-test and a post-test. The- data .
‘obtained through: the post«tost results of a Grammancahty Judgement (GJ) task from the _
: exponmental and the oomrol groups were submitted to a t- test to analyse the results of the two o
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Abstract

Teachmg grammar has always boen a concern for teachers of fore1gn languages Reoently, L
there have been remarkably significant developments i in the field, one of which is the Pocus-on-f’ e

- Form instruction (i.e. teaohmg form while commumcatmg meaning), Long (1991) dlstingulshes e
‘between Focus-on-Form mstructlon and Focus-on-FormS instruction which consists of ‘teaching o
form w1thout any concern for meaning. A typical ms!:ruotlonal technique best assomated with "~

Focus~on—?orm instruction is that of Input Enhancement (Sharwood Smith, 1993) whioh aimsat” - i

homogeneous groups of iower—mtermedmte language learners: wore seleotod and mstruotod on

which the regular past tense morphcme -ed was textually enhanced; the leatners were requu‘ed i

different types of instruction. The post-test results show:ed that the studcnts who were oxposed :: :

to the Focus-on Form mstruonon performed oonsmerabiy better that the students who rccorvedi L
" no Focus-on-Forim instruction, Based on the results obtained, toachers of foreign languages are e
' .recommended 1o abandon the tradluonal explicit rule presentatlon methods in. favour of the: -
more m}phcrt methods curnently in vogue in the Communicative Language Teaohmg Moreowr,: S

writers of textbooks used in teachm,g English for Specrﬁc Purposes: (ESP) are advrsed to carry |

. outa careful investigation ‘of learners’ needs in problematic areas of 1anguage structure and:f
- focus on them through the FOCGS*OI‘I—FOI‘m mstructlon ‘ -

' _Key Words focus-on- form instruction, focus-on- formS 1nstructzon focus-onnmeanmg_;- '

1nstruonon, rcguiar past tense morpheme, textual input enharicement
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