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Abstract

This study aimed to examine three Focus on FormKJtreatments: corrective

feedback (CF), input enhancement (IE) and procgsastruction (PI), in terms of (1)

the overall efficacy on fostering high school stutgdé ability in applying the past

tense in picture-story writing; (2) the relativefiedcy of each treatment after

comparison; and (3) the sustainability of the eific Assigned to four groups, 160

first-grade students from four intact classes irstAManka Senior High School first

received a two-fold pretest, with multiple choiagegtions and a picture-story writing

task. Conducted next in the treatment session wleeetreatments of the three

pedagogical activities and a post intervention whstudents filled out a questionnaire,

for the purpose of examining learner noticing. Finahere were a posttest and a

delayed posttest, both of which contained a piestioey writing task. Accuracy ratio

was accounted for and analyzed, using a two-wagate-measure ANOVA, and a

one-way ANOVA, followed by Scheffe post-hoc anadysThe interpretation of the

outcome was complemented by the responses frongubstionnaires, which elicit

learner responses that reflect the extent of aveasemvolved. The finding showed

that FonF pedagogical treatments as a whole weilktdtive of enhancing learners’

awareness of the target language form, which ecéelterature, which is itself a

form of FonF pedagogical treatment, and most ofctviavored the conduction of



corrective feedback in writing instruction. AmontgetFonF pedagogical treatments,

Pl and CF were more effective than IE, with thécaffy sustained in the delayed post

test. The differences among the three FonF tredsmean be accounted for by the

factor, among possible others, of learner awarersgab processing mechanism

involved.

Key words: FonF, input enhancement, corrective baekl, processing instruction,
EFL writing, English past tense
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Glossary

Focus on Form (FonF)

Long first introduced the notion of focus on formdagogical technique as one
which “...overtly draws students’ attention to lingtic elements as they arise
incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus i meaning or communication”
(Long, 1991, pp. 45-46). This definition was manedretical (Doughty & Williams,
1998). The later definition is more operational:

Focus on form often consists of an occasional sififattention to linguistic code
features — by the teacher and/or one or more steiderntriggered by perceived
problems with comprehension or production. (Lon&ébinson, 1998, p. 23)

It is pointed out that focus on form (FonF) shobdddistinguished from focus on
formS, in which language teaching focuses on tngiriearners to master bits of
knowledge and information about the target langudgmF entails a prerequisite

engagement in meaning before attention to linguigatures can be expected to be

effective (Doughty & Williams, 1998).

Input Enhancement (1E)

Sharwood Smith defined input enhancement (IE) asiébberate attempt to

make specific features of L2 input more salienbider to draw learners’ attention to



these features” (1991, p. 118). This “deliberaterapt” can be manifested in different
ways.
There are many ways of drawing attention to forrthwit indulging in metalinguistic
discussion. A simple example would be the use pbdgyaphical conventions such as
underlining or capitalizing a particular grammatisarface feature, where you merely
ask the learners to pay attention to anything tlatunderlined or capitalized.
(Rutherford & Sharwoo@&mith, 1985, p. 271)

Sharwood Smith further introduced a continuum gsliekness. At the explicit
end, a metalinguistic rule explanation might benfbSharwood Smith, 1991). To
this end, corrective feedback such as those wittking underlining, provision of
accurate form and linguistic explanation can begatized as an input enhancement
technique.

In the present study, one experimental group islé&bIE but with a narrower

sense. It refers to the technique applied by P2@K4). Namely, it is a pre-writing

handout with passage where the target structuy@agraphically enhanced.

Textual enhancement

Textual enhancement is a type of input enhanceteehhique. It refers to the

typographical manipulation of the target structtoe the purpose of increasing its

saliency to facilitate learner noticing. Typogragdiimanipulation usually involves the

application of boldface type, underlining, italics,slight enlargement of fonts. It can



also involve written accurate usage of a targenfand stipulation of linguistic rules

in response to learners’ writing errors.

I nput processing

VanPatten suggests, “...processing refers to makiognaection between form
and meaning... a learner notes a form and at the Saraaletermines its meaning (or
function). The connection to meaning may be partalit may be complete”
(VanPatten, 2004, P6). Partial connection of foron nheaning may result in
insufficient competence in production and thus coaate usage when learners write.
Compared with input enhancement, which emphasizesanipulation of external

variables, input processing emphasizes those gitesrihe learners.

Processing instruction

Processing instruction (Pl) is a type of focus amnf instruction that is
predicated on a model of input processing. The gbRI is to help L2 learners derive
richer intake from input by having them engagetioured input activities that push

them away from the strategies they normally usea&e form-meaning connections.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

In Taiwan, high school students’ writing receivétd attention on average. In

particular, among the four skills in English, protue skills are less catered to by the

instructors than receptive skills. Teachers anthkxa dedicate a considerable amount

of time and energy in training reading and paralagg, with peripheral, if not zero,

effort on passage-composition. Formal trainingfundion on writing takes little class

time, correction is scant, and only on occasiorchsas taking an examination do

students take time to put thoughts into languades ®dccasion, however, offers very

little time for them to decently ponder over, organ and write about assigned topics.

In addition, throughout a semester, there are nahymsuch occasions—three as

usually is the case for pilot examinations. Stuglewithout a doubt, have little chance

to write.

With few opportunities for writing practice, it c@® as no surprise that students

dread writing, viewing it as something that theyukbavoid as much as possible.

Organization and other rhetorical structures reath poorly constructed passages.

It all boils down to the fact that sentences areagourately written.



One of the many prevailing writing mistakes fortigchool students in Taiwan
is the concept of the past tense. Some Englishutegey learners tend to ignore the
context and framework of time and apply one tensee—fgresent tense. Others might
switch between the present and the past tenses,tharsd blur the function of
time-reference. Still others could not distinguible past tense from past participle
when verbs are regular. This confuses the reader.

The past tense is taught in the early stages @jukge learning, but it is not
mastered or acquired even after many years olictsdn.

The failure to acquire the past tense change &itln when corrective feedback
(CF) is given. There is no lack of practices andneixations which aim to evaluate
students’ acquisition of the past tense. For dffigithree years of junior high school
education, students who enter senior high, deshigg previous training, cannot
master the concept of framework of time. Transtatpractice clearly shows the
insufficiency of language demand in terms of thst panse. In addition to the training
from examinations, writing exercises, such as wies been mentioned, translation,
and article composition also constitute reinforcetneondition for students. Such
being the case, students have abundant opportutitipractice what they learn, but
there seems to be very little success. Person&riexgge as a frontier teacher further

confirms this observation. In the past year, mydshis were assigned with a



considerable amount of writing practices in clasddany pieces of writing from
students continue to show errors on the past esgite the fact that | did correct all
their mistakes.

The accuracy of the past tense, though it is n@tvthole of writing ability or
language proficiency, is a facet of compositionahiequires linguistic accuracy, and
can hardly be neglected when forming overall imgias of the writers’ learning
results.

In recent years, there has been a tendency foridbngiriting test in General
Scholastic Test (GST) to adopt the picture-stolyatg method. For the past eight
years, this type of writing test has appeared séwees (from 2004 to 2011, with the
exception of 2008). In storytelling, the past tensea major request and a
demonstration of the learners’ command of lingaiaticuracy. Instead of focusing on
the basic principles of passage writing as ustssbn with topic sentence, supporting
sentences, relevance, and cohesion, story-tellegueasts learners to take into
consideration what is seen and what is a possi@ateoccurrence and to put plots,
developments, or description into words. That iss&y, the description of actions
accounts for major writing effort. In addition, @dering the fact that in English, the
core of each sentence is a verb; it is apparentthigause of the past tense prevails

nearly throughout the entire passage and showddenwers view the world, whether



from the perspective of native language or of #rgdt language.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Facing the task, senior high school teachers andests, when doing the

practice, usually apply the procedure in which shid write and submit and then

teachers provide CF either on form or content,roboth. Yet, more often than not,

the improvement in accuracy is limited, and teastwéten find that correction leads

to varied efficacy. This is part of the reason vdfiering CF is seriously opposed by

Truscott (1996), who claimed that it is harmful. wever, CF has been statistically

proven by many studies as effective, in that mtaties have yielded positive results,

after overcoming flaws in experiments.

CF in writing has been exploited in many aspectsedrly studies, there were

controversies in methodology (such as lack of atrobrgroup), interpretation of

statistics, generalizability of efficacy, to nanustja few. Some studies involved direct

provision of explicit feedback, while others ergidtindirect implicit feedback. Target

structure varies from less obtrusive ones suchefisitt and indefinite articles, to

more salient ones like reported speech. The nurabéarget structure varies, too,

from single to multiple ones. Most of the factomurid in the literature on CF,

however, are confined to external variables that loa manipulated, recorded, and



controlled. Little effort has been dedicated toljang internal factors, such as noticing

and processing.

Noticing of the target form is also the aim of drest alternative pedagogical

treatment, Input Enhancement (IE), as used by B20R4). Unlike CF, which is a

posterior response to learners’ errors, IE antiegpapossible areas in need of

treatment and draws learners’ attention to theetafgrm, and thus is a prior

referential input for learners. It makes use ofog@phical modification, such as the

use of bold face, italics, underline, or slightlylaaged font, to enhance perceptual

saliency to facilitate learner noticing. Similar@#-, IE shifts learners’ attention during

meaning-oriented activities to linguistic forms lwilocumented materials. However,

IE is not as widely applied as CF in writing ingtion in Taiwan. It is less examined

in writing training.

Empirical studies (Park, 2004; White, 1998; Jouaien Stauffer, Boyson,

Doughty, 1995) have indicated that treatments sashlE and CF can indeed

temporarily induce learner noticing of the targeticture, but whether noticing would

lead to further/deeper processing (i.e., turningutninto intake/uptake) is seldom

extensively studied.

To probe the issue of processing in writing indinrg another pedagogical

intervention technique developed in recent years¢dssing Instruction (PI), should

10



be taken into consideration. Developed in orderhtme learners’ accuracy in

decoding input, Pl considers learner universal @gsing strategies when providing

pedagogical intervention, in the hope of providiag optimal decoding/encoding

environment to transform the input into intake. Mehare several studies conducted to

examine Pl on learning linguistic forms with sigcéint efficacy, such as those on the

French causative (VanPatten & Wong, 2004), the Sha®er and Estar (Cheng, 2004;

Farley, 2004), and the Italian future tense (BerZQD4), to name just a few. In the

ESL context, however, it is yet to be applied amdneined in writing training. In

particular, Pl-related studies have rarely beerdaoted in the EFL context, which is

the case in Taiwan.

1.3 Purpose

Since IE and PI consider noticing and learner usadeprocessing, which are

seldom studied in the CF literature, in consideratdf how linguistic accuracy in

writing can be solidified, the research interestehinerefore takes a step further to

include, in addition to CF, these techniques (Ee& PI) that take learners’ internal

noticing and processing variables into considenatAddthough Processing Instruction

has been proposed as a pedagogical interventioomtoe than 10 years, it has

received less attention in L2 writing researchcaspared with IE and CF research.

11



The purpose is to examine whether there are ways dhan CF, which Taiwanese

high school teachers can adopt, to hone their stadénguistic competence, and

which can possibly achieve equal or better efficacy

1.4 Significance of the Study

This study aims to explore the possibility of apptyalternatives to traditional

pedagogical methods that deal with learners’ listjcierrors, that is to say, on how

English composition can be trained via ways otlhantburying oneself in piles of

paper scrutinizing every minor linguistic error tltan otherwise be more efficiently

treated. If confirmed, the alternative techniquas be widely applied in basic writing

programs designed to train learners’ writing, pdivj the program developer insight

into new techniques when they design writing materiTeachers would be more

certain when they conduct writing courses to inseel@arners’ linguistic accuracy in

writing, saving much energy that has to be otheswibanneled onto correction.

Learners would witness actual improvement in wgtirwhich rests upon their

dedication to the course and the effort they maither than feeling at a loss, not

knowing what to pay attention to when composing.cMunore class time can be

devoted to other aspects of writing. The correcttan be directed to those errors

often found in Taiwanese students’ writing.

12



1.5 Organization of thesis

This thesis will proceed in the following sequen&shapter Two provides
relevant literature review on focus on form, theeéhpedagogical techniques, CF, IE
and PI, the constraints of focus on form, and issoattention and awareness. From
the gap determined in the review, there are thesearch questions brought forward.
Chapter Three is concerned with the methodologyclwiwvas applied in conducting
the current study, including design, setting, jpgrtints, operationalization, target
structure, procedure and instruments, and corrediadelines. Chapter Four will
present research results with statistical integpi@ts. Chapter Five will illustrate
insights gained from findings on the research dqoestand statistical results,
discussions, and limitations of this study, fromiathpossible gaps for future research

will be brought forth.

13



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

The previous chapter has briefly addressed IE, @FRi. Although aiming at

raising learners’ accuracy in form, these threeapgedical treatments are to be

embedded in writing instruction, where meaningtid the overriding focus. Such

occasional shift of learners’ attention (from meanito form) corresponds to a

language teaching concept, focus on form, which é@mmon ground where IE, CF

and Pl are often implemented. This teaching conadpbe reviewed first, followed

by more detailed discussion of each pedagogicatrtrent, constraints, and issues in

processing. Research questions will be presentie &nd of the review.

2.1 Focuson form

In the compiled work of Long in 1998, language teag was generally

categorized into three dimensions, focus on fortredifional), focus on meaning

(innovative) and focus on form (eclectic). Theyfelifon the implicit or explicit

choice of the learner or the language to be taaglthe starting point in course design

(Long & Robinson, 1998). Traditional language teaghends to focus on mastering

parts of a language, with meanings cast asideitiledattention is paid on language

14



use. Innovative teaching methods emphasize thechdage of meanings and

language use, viewing language as an inseparaltel&vinstead of “parts.” The

concern for accuracy is rendered in peripheralstatvhat comes as a compromise

between these two stances is what has been called én form (FonF).

FonF is a teacher-initiated act that caters toltfaeners’ linguistic needs. As

Long (1999) suggested, language instructions witbhnH= require major

teaching/learning energy spent on communicativéstasith occasional shift of

learners’ attention to specific linguistic form,ided by the teachers.

There are two different types of FonF. As Park @&00. 2) reviewed Long’s

FonF, the early formulation of FonF was featured‘ibgidental attention to form in

response to a communicative need that takes plagegdiessons where overriding

focus is placed on meaningful communication,” winle subsequent compiled work,

FonF has been extended to involve “pre-analysideafners’ linguistic needs to

identify the forms in need of treatment, precedentdearner engagement with

meaning over code, and succinct and unobtrusianent”. In other words, in the

initial version, FonF occurs as a reaction to a momcative need or a

communication breakdown, be it oral or written. Daehis reactive nature, it is thus

referred to as reactive FonF. The later version tzke place with pre-designed

syllabus targeting certain linguistic feature beftine treatment. Hence, it is referred

15



to as proactive FonF (Park, 2004).

In light of this division, reactive FonF includesdagogical techniques like CF

(DeKeyser, 1993), itself a linguistic reminder viithmeaningful texts, and proactive

FonF includes those like input enhancement (Pa@lQ4p target form visually

protruded within meaningful texts and VanPattet%9() processing instruction (Han,

Park, & Combs, 2008), whose core feature is thereetial and affective structured

meaningful activities (more details about IE andpRivided below on page 20 and

24).

2.2 Corrective feedback in focus on form

Due to the fact that CF, provided in (L2) writingstruction, “typically consists

of negative feedback teachers provide in respoosedrners’ actual or perceived

errors” (Park, 2004), and the fact that it forgehancement of saliency for target

features in text (Han et al, 2008), CF can be pezdeas one type of reactive FonF

pedagogical intervention. In the past two decadegiads of studies have been

conducted on the efficacy of CF on students’ lisgai accuracy in writing, with

positive results. However, in this line of inquitite essence of CF as a pedagogical

intervention in SLA (reactive technique in focusform) and inextricable theoretical

base concerning the role of noticing and processingearning have received

16



relatively little exploitation, which will shortlipe reviewed below.

Many studies have examined the efficacy of CF (i&ter, 2008; Bitchener &

Knoch, 2010; Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; ichar, 2003; DeKeyser, 1993;

Ferris & Robert, 2001; Sheen, 2007). Most showed @ is beneficial to students’

writing accuracy, after overcoming a few flaws.

In earlier CF studies, a common flaw concerned rdsearch design (Sheen,

2007). The lack of a control group, for examplejited the generalizability of the

efficacy and application of CF. Another insufficognwas that the effect of CF was

mostly confined to the revision of students’ orginvork. The effect of CF to new

pieces of writing was yet to be investigated. Ighti of the aforementioned

insufficiency, later studies on CF enlisted contgobups as well as extended the

experiment into examining whether the effect of @buld be sustained in the

composition of new writing pieces. Along with thasgprovements of earlier flaws,

the number of target structures has also been weadalown, from multiple into

single one, so as to facilitate learner noticintheD factors related to efficacy of CF,

such as analytic ability, were also examined. Sh@&®7) found that individual

learners with higher analytic ability tend to behefore from CF.

The efficacy of CF has been examined along theer@it of directness.

Bitchener (2005) questioned “whether certain typésCF (more direct) are more

17



likely than others (less direct) to help L2 studemhprove the accuracy of their

writing” (cited in Bitchener, Young, Cameron, P198) an attempt to address the

above inquiry, issues regarding directness of CFewlgen explored in many studies.

Bitcheneret al's (2008) study is a case in point. According técBener, “direct CF

may be defined as the provision of the correctuistic form or structure above or

near the linguistic error...written meta-linguisticxpdanation ... and/or oral

meta-linguistic explanation” (Bitchenet al, 2008, p. 105). He sought to find out

whether different corrective feedback (indirect diect) would have a different

effect on accuracy and whether this accuracy, ¥, awould be capable of being

sustained into new pieces of writing. Seventy fstedents took part in this study.

They were divided into four groups. Group one (ludents) received direct error

correction for each targeted error category, as agelritten and oral meta-linguistic

explanations. Group two (18 students) receivedctiraror correction for each

targeted error category and written meta-linguigtiplanation. Group three (20

students) only received direct error correctiondach targeted error category. Group

four was the control group (20 students). The ptooce followed

pretest-treatment-posttest-delayed posttest. It wamd that written CF had a

significant effect on improving accuracy in the usehe English article system and

that this level of accuracy was retained two momaher without additional feedback
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or instruction (Bitcheneet al, 2008).

The efficacy of CF has also been examined in tesimthe nature of the CF

provided to learners. Bitchener and other reseascinwestigated whether CF of a

different nature (written vs. oral;, explicit vs. pficit; individual five-minute

conference) given to 53 adult migrant studentshoaet types of error (prepositions,

the past simple tense, and the definite articlslted in improved accuracy in new

pieces of writing over a 12-week period (Bitchenéming, & Cameron, 2005). They

found that the CF with both written and individwahl meta-linguistic explanation is

significantly more effective than that with only itten meta-linguistic explanation,

which is yet more effective than mere Q@t-.light of his finding, Bitchener (2007)

thus suggests that direct feedback reduces comfugih@n students deal with errors.

This is especially true with lower proficiency lears. Direct feedback is preferred in

the pedagogical setting (Ferris & Helt, 2000).

What also influences the efficacy of CF is whethawors are treatable or not

(Ferris, 1999). Ferris suggests that treatablerem@ee those whose correct usage can

be sought and consulted in reference materials ascgrammar books. Treatable

errors are the errors made on verb tense and feubject-verb agreement, article

usage, plural and possessive noun endings, to nahe few. What they have in

common is that they are all rule-governed. Untiadatarrors, on the contrary, are
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those whose usage cannot be easily guided or matedun reference materials.

It would be ideal if treatable errors can be trdatéth direct CF. This view has
been examined in some CF studies (Ashwell, 200QteBu2002; Chandler, 2003;
Sheen, 2007). So far, the result is positive. Retaince, Bitcheneat al (2005) found
that the combination of full, explicit written felealck and one-to-one conference
feedback enabled the learners to use the pastesieqde and the definite article with
significantly greater accuracy in new pieces oftiwg than was the case with their
use of prepositions. It can be inferred that the o$ prepositions is relatively
untreatable, compared with definite articles andb\ense, which are rule-governed.

The efficacy of CF can also be influenced by thenber of forms that are
targeted in a given pedagogical session (one ws.otmore). In reviewing existing
CF literature, Sheen (2007) found that some CFiestudid not yield positive result
and that this disparate finding might be attributedthe fact that “the linguistic
feedback was not sufficiently focused and interis{@&neen, 2007). Multiple targeted
forms would distract learners’ attention than sintdrgeted form. With insufficient
attention to form, there will be little subsequembcessing, which in turn affects
learning.

Such processing issues have not been extensiveliedtin the CF literature. It
is assumed that upon receiving CF, learners’ attend the content would be directed
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to the linguistic form (the input), and that ifextion is successfully directed, intake

of the target form will follow. However, input caminbe transformed into intake

without noticing and processing (Schmidt, 1990)thaugh techniques aimed at

directing learners’ attention to the target forne a prerequisite for noticing and

processing of the form, they do not necessarilyrajuae that learners would

linguistically process the target form. Therefondile literature suggests that CF is

facilitative of the perceptual saliency of the &rform, it cannot be assumed that it

also speaks to learner processing. Furthermorengive fact that there is not always

a match between external saliency (consciousndsmgafeedback provided by

teachers, e.g., CF) and internal saliency (learmtantion determined by learning

agenda, readiness of linguistic development), Gsdwt always ensure that learners

are able to proactively and actively analyze thieaeced input, turning it into intake.

In other words, CF is a necessary but insufficiemidition for learning the target

form.

Some researchers, particularly psycholinguists Péten, 1990), argue that the

enhanced input needs to be carefully structureccdter to learners’ universal

processing strategies, so as to create an optintaldeng/decoding environment for

the learners. Such a view will be reviewed in sect.4, processing instruction in

focus on form.
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2.3 Input enhancement in focus on form

Similar to CF, the input enhancement (IE) was dasfias “a deliberate attempt to
make specific features of L2 input more salienbider to draw learners’ attention to
these features” (Smith 1991, p. 118). The firsf bélthis definition concerns input
saliency, which is usually achieved by typographicendification, when input is
manifested in texts. The latter half of the deiomtis about arousal of learners’
attention, to facilitate noticing and processingwgver, it was indicated that...

...the bulk of the [input enhancement] research...fesusainly on
the effect of instructional modification as measuby the relationship
between the input learners receive and their suleseqlinguistic
performance. Lacking in this line of research is tfvestigation of the
learners’ processing of input. (Jourdenais, StauBeyson, Doughty,
1995)

In short, the efficacy of IE in arousing noticingnda processing is seldom
examined.

Lack of involvement in probing noticing and prodags may not lead to
satisfying results in empirical studies. White’®98) study yielded such insight. She
sought to find out whether typographically enhanicgulit and extensive reading and
listening would make learners progress further ha acquisition of third person
singular pronouns and possessive determifddnee groups were formed. Group E+

(N=27) received a typographically enhanced inpobdl in addition to extensive

reading and listening. Group E (N=30) received potyaphically enhanced input
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flood. Group U (N=29) received a typographicallyenhanced input flood. The result

did not support the hypotheses of this study.

In White’s discussion on the result, (the betwesmig differences were reduced

and thus no significant statistical evidence wasegated to support her hypothesis) a

few possible reasons were given. The first is alibet salience created by the

multiple-choice test given to all the three grouftst contrasted possessive

determiners (PDs) dfis andher. The test given was supposedly a source of input

which aroused learners’ attention across three pgroT’he second is about the

similarity between enhanced input and unenhancedtinDue to the similarity

between English (L1) and French (L2) and the fhet tearners were not provided

with information about PD agreement, “interlinguadntrast” did not enter the

learners’ awareness because “none of the treatnfimrused the learners’ attention”

(White, 1998).

White suggested that more explicit pedagogical rieghe such as brief rule

explanation could be applied at the beginning efitiput enhancement period or part

of the way through it to help learners structueeitiput.

The findings suggest that, although drawing thenles’ attention to a linguistic

feature may be sufficient to speed up acquisitibnthat feature, implicit FonF

instruction (such as IE) may not be adequate iescasvolving L1-L2 contrast. For
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cases that involve such contrasts, therefore,
...Learners may need somewhat more explicit inforomtabout the L1-L2
contrasts in order to progress to more advanceeéloemental stages. The ways in
which this information can be combined with ... iresed salience are in need of
further investigation.” (p. 106)
In short, learner noticing of the L1-L2 contrastiaubsequent processing should
not be overlooked.
Other IE studies that do consider learner procgssirategies when designing
input in input manipulation have observed posit¥fect. The Jourdenaet al’ study
in 1995 is a case in point. The aim of the studg wafind out whether IE would
promote learner noticing of the target forms anldssguently affect production of
writing. Fourteen native speakers of English wereoived in this study. Learners
were required to read a script (enhanced and umestdor experimental group and
comparison group). Then they were asked to composemeanwhile they had to
verbalize what they were thinking simultaneousliteTwhole procedure was taped
and recorded.
The finding supported the hypothesis. The resuliggssted that the input
modification created a difference between the twamups. The two groups differed
significantly in their percentage of explicit mets of preterit and imperfect verbs in

the enhancement participants’ protocol. The anglg$ithe written production also

demonstrates a striking difference between thegwaips in their overall use of the
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past tense. The enhancement group “simply prownderck target forms in obligatory
contexts in their written production” (Jourdenaisal 1995).

Contrary to the previous finding, Park (2004) dmt reach positive result. Park
assigned handouts of model passage for learneb®tim control and experimental
groups to read before they wrote. The contenthefpassages in both groups were
identical. The difference was that, in the handoutexperimental group the target
structure was printed in boldface. The typograghgaliency is where the input
enhancement was manipulated.

The result shows that increased perceptual salidneg not necessarily lead to
learner noticing of the form(s). Noticing is largalependent on internal, cognitive
factors, such as learner readiness, L1 knowledgelL@nlearning experience. Also,
there is the attentional capacity to consider. heer tend to process input for
meaning before they process it for form. In additidue to the fact that attentional
capacity is limited, the target structure shouldntiaimally enhanced for facilitation
of learner processing. Park (2004) concludes that...

FonF studies should pay special attention to tlen&r’s limited attentional
capacity with regard to the nature of the targeguistic form as well as the FonF
technique employed. (p. 20)

That is to say, taking limited attentional capadityo consideration, the target

structure should be minimal and learner processammot be overlooked. This latter
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point leads us to one proactive FonF techniquesgssing instruction.

2.4 Processing instruction in focuson form

Processing instruction (PI) might be questionedoashether it should truly be
regarded as one FonF technique, in that it is aiehtured with pedagogical
emphasis on learner processing. To clarify the gatis necessary to have a glance
at what Pl is.

There is a set of procedure that is consistedfeiasteps (see Van Patten, 2005):

1. Learners are given information about a lingaistructure or form.

2. Learners are informed about a particular inprdcessing strategy that may
negatively affect their picking up of the form druture during comprehension.

3. Learners are pushed to process the form or teteuaduring activities with
structured input—input that is manipulated in garfhr ways so that learners
become dependent on form and structure to get mgdne., learners are pulled
away from their natural processing tendencies tdwaore optimal tendencies).

The initial explicit teaching is a move to inforeeakners of their non-target forms
and of their previous habitual (less optimal) pssieg strategy. External stimuli that
push the learners out of the less optimal stratggythen given by engaging learners
in structured task-essential activities. Structutask-essential input activities are
those specifically manipulated in a particular wiyolving written and aural
endeavors, in which learners are propelled to gedmmg from form and structure.

Structured input activities can be divided intoerehtial and affective activities.
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Referential structured input activities are thodach involve only right or wrong
answersandfor which the learner must rely on the targetedrgratical form to get
meaning. Here is one example:

Students’ instructions: Listen to each sentencenTihdicate when the

action takes place by answering each question.

1. Did John jog sometime in the past, or does jofas a habit?

2. Did Mary go to bed late or does she go to baPla

Affective structured input activities are those wehkearners express an opinion,
belief, or some other affective response and agaged in processing information
about the real world. Here is one example:

In this activity, you will compare and contrast wi@@eorge did in
the winter vacation and what he does in everydaywith what your
classmate(s) did in the winter vacation and whair ytassmate(s) do in
everyday life.

To optimize the efficacy of Pl and to provide leamwith an optimal encoding
environment for the target structure, Van Pattenterads that referential structured
input activities, which are more controlled, need pgrecede affective structured
activities, which are more open-ended.

While not the entire Pl procedure matches the Hmi€iple, a crucial and vital
part which accounts for the major efficacy of Pleddit FonF. Regardless of the
differences in implementation sequence, both retexke and affective structured

activities aim at directing learners’ attention tike target form with focus on
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contextualized meaning-oriented activities. In thisgard, the structured input

provided in Pl neatly corresponds to the FonF fraork.

The efficacy of Pl is supported by a few studiean®atten & Wong, 2004;

Cheng, 2002; Wong, 2004; Benati, 2004). VanPatteh \&ong (2004) conducted a

study to see whether Pl is superior to traditianatruction (TI), which was defined

and operationalized as a presentation of explddrmation concerning the form or

structure, followed by a move from mechanical, tigio meaningful, and finally to

communicative exercises. The comparison betweem [Tl was made on two facets:

the interpretation and production of target forhve Erench causative. Final research

question concerned whether the efficacy, if anyuldold to a delayed posttest or

not. Participants from two universities (Ul and W@¢re divided into Processing

group (Ul n=18, U2 n=11), Traditional group (U1l &a=U2 n=9), and Control group

(U1 n=14, U2 n=14). Both experimental groups reegiexplicit information about

the French causative. The result showed that,rmgef interpretation, there was a

difference between the three groups, with the FRsing superior to the Tradition,

which was in turn superior to the Control. In teraigproduction, both experimental

groups were superior to the Control group. When-tesng strategy is taken into

account, however, the Processing group is supkrithre Traditional group.

The difference between Processing and Traditionas wthat, in the
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explicit-information-giving phase, the Processingup received information about
the word order problem that learners of French @efronted with, while the
Traditional did not. In the activity phase, thefeliénces can be summarized as
follows:
Structured input activities in the processing groeguired participants to attend

to both meaning and form to successfully compleé&edctivities but they were never

required to produce the target structures; aatiwiin the traditional packet always

required participants to produce the target for(ms104)

In other words, structured input activities werecnicial status that distinguished
the different outcomes of the experimental grougsaditional Teaching vs.
Processing Instruction). Since structured inputvdigls aim to treat how learners
process what they learn, it is not difficult to gemte that Pl particularly concerns
learner processing, as compared with TI. As theaiehers indicated, “If subjects in a
traditional group are given the chance to procegerb practice as in Allen’s study,
one might expect no difference between the twogsan the interpretation test after
treatment” (VanPatten & Wong, 2004). VanPatten thuggested that Pl is overall
superior than Tl and that future studies could ggtieeP| to other structures to further
examine its pedagogical value (2004, p. 113).

The significance of structured input activities wéasther examined and

supported by VanPatten and Oikkenon (1996). Thesuited 59 participants studying

Spanish at a high school in Champaign, lllinois] divided them into three groups: a
29



control group with regular processing instructidiY (participants), a group which

received explanations only (22 participants), angt@p which received structured

input activities (20 participants). After receivitige treatments, the participants were

assessed in terms of interpretation and productidre results showed that the

significant improvement on the interpretation tesas due to the presence of

structured input activities but not to the explioiformation provided during the

explanation phase. As for the production test,caltfin the explicit information could

also be attributed for the improved performancewdts not as significant as the

structured input activities. Therefore, “expligiférmation may enhance performance

on the production test...[and] structured input digantly on both interpretation and

production measureg¥anPatten & Oikkenon, 1996).

Pl partially matches the principles of FonF, antieds from Tl with greater

efficacy in fostering learner noticing and procegsilt can be expected that Pl may

have a great effect on raising learners’ accuracysing form, considering the fact

that CF and IE have not touched processing issuaugh as Pl has. Yet, this is in

need of empirical backup.

Examined thus far, each of these three aforemesdidfonF techniques has

pedagogical values. In order to compare them furtre find out whether there

would be an alternative to CF in writing, it woullde necessary to recognize the
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limitations.

2.5 Constraints of focuson form

Considering that each pedagogical technique hasaiise, in order to probe

deeper into the efficacy of application in writitiaining, the limitations are to be

examined as well. To decide which FonF techniquaeulshbe used for a specific

target structure, it should be clarified first winitarget forms are more amenable to

FonF than others. There are certain constraints1\wbesidering the target structure

for FonF intervention.

First of all, there is the issue of the nature manced form—“not all linguistic

elements are created equal’ (Hah al, 2008, P607). Some elements are more

amenable to FonF than others. As DeKeyser (19@B83ated, among the many facets

of language learning, morphosyntax is a complea afeconcern when applying FonF.

As some researchers indicated, for example, Hulsiijd De Graaff (1994), simple

rules are not necessarily the best candidates doF,Foecause they assume that the

easier rules are precisely the ones that studantsliscover for themselves. DeKeyser

also suggested, “...instead of giving up on moreadaliff rules, teachers may have to

put the most emphasis on them” (1998, p. 44). Whpesstive evidence alone is not
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sufficient for the learners, FonF comeskhte identified that there are a few issues to
discuss when considering significance of linguistariables. One of them is the
degree of complexity.

On degree of complexity, different researchers @hbuup issues like
formal/functional complexity (Krashen, 1982), ungirg rules (DeKeyser, 1994),
and communicative value (VanPatten, 1996), to naistea few.

Krashen (1982) highlighted the division of formaldafunctional complexity and
categorized certain rules as easy to learn but teaadquire This principle can serve
as a basic guideline for selecting structure toeugal FonF. The past tense would then
be a candidate for FonF intervention in that tlisght in early English education and
yet is not easy to master even after years ofuostm.

Addressing the complexity issue from a differentspective, VanPatten (1996)
introduced the concept of communicative value, Whian be classified into high,
medium and low, based on semantic value and stalatedundancy. The semantic
value that the past tense possesses varies inedliffeontexts. In contexts where time
clue is clear, the semantic value of the past ténémw and it would be structurally
redundant. For instance:

“Last night, Ginger played computer games.”

The time clue “last night” clearly indicates thdtet action is in the past.
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Listeners/readers do not have to rely on the manstet to understand the time frame.
However, in contexts where there is vague or ewetime clue, the past tense would
be necessary for time reference, and thus strdigtun@n-redundant. For example:

“Ginger stayed up late and thus dozed off in ctassmorning.”

There is no time clue in this sentence. Listenesslers are pushed to interpret
the time of the action with the aid of the pastseemarker. The semantic value of the
past tense thus differs, depending on the confeué to this complexity, the past
tense is not easy to acquire.

The complexity can be further discussed from thkowong perspective. A
structure might be formally simple, and yet funottly complex, as the formal
simplicity and functional complexity of third persosingular —s, indicated by
DeKeyser (1998):

...one morpheme expresses several semantic condetits same time (the present
tense, singular, third person), and the rule hasraber of high-frequency exceptions
(modals). Many inflectional morphemes (at leastimflectional as opposed to
agglutinative languages) show such complexity @rtform-function relationship.

Similarly, the past tense can be viewed as funatiprcomplex, despite the fact
that it appears simple. Specifically, the form lué ppast tense implies many concepts.
“[Nt is the complexity of the rule and not its $ace realization that will determine

how hard it is to learn” (DeKeyser, 1998). In tearming of English the past tense

involves many concepts, like the semantic valugiroé reference, and the relevant
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linguistic knowledge that it should be the mainbver the sentence and there should
be no auxiliary (modals) verbs. The regular andgutar forms of the past tense are
another possible source of confusion for the stigjetmeir confusion is further
complicated by the fact that the passive voiceertect tense share the same form.

Besides constraints that influence what targetrisraable to FonF, there are also
constraints that determine the efficacy of FonE: l#arners’ prior knowledge, learner
readiness (developmental readiness) and atterltaragon mechanism.

The prior knowledge (or lack thereof) of the entehéorm would make it more
or less salient for the learners to notice. As ldaal reviewed, three main findings
have been offered in this respect:

First, simple enhancement is more effective forrees with some prior knowledge of
the form in question (Park 2004) than for learnsithout (Alanen 1995). Second,
simple enhancement may induce noticing (i.e. loveleawareness, following
Schmidt 1990) but not understanding (i.e. highdexeareness) in learners with little
prior knowledge (Shook 1994); however, it may iaciinderstanding as well as
noticing in learners with some prior knowledge (L2607). Third, compound
enhancement (i.e. TE in combination with otherraitta-getting strategies such as CF)
is more effective than simple enhancement in ingyichoticing, and further
processing of, the target form in both types ofriees.

It has been brought forth by researchers that ézartend to notice forms that
they are ready to learn. This learner readinessjevelopmental readiness (Park,
2004), is similar to “internally generated inpuhancement” (Hamt al, 2008). Han

et al. (2008) pointed out that learners possess their matural learning agenda and
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processing mechanisms which decide what to focuswben processing input

information. When exposed to externally enhancguitinlearners may or may not

notice the target form, or may even notice it @dliti all contingent on whether or not

they are developmentally ready for it (Heinal. 2008).

Relevant to the issue of developmental readinessnérs’ attention allocation

mechanism also affects whether a given structuré e further attended and

processed in the Working Memory. As Park suggedesiners are more likely to

notice forms that they are ready to learn and matere, and that aiming at target

structures which are too advanced for learners mape effective. Besides,

...how focal attention is allocated is something tisahegotiated by the teacher and

the students and not directly observable. The dgdnoutcome of focus on form is

what Schmidt (1993b and elsewhere) calls notidibgng, 1998)

Noticing concerns learners’ consciousness, andstipres concerning the role of

consciousness in learning, however difficult toveers are important to all” (Schmidt,

1995). Noticing and subsequent processing of taiyet influence the efficacy of

FonF to a great extent, since learners have tchgmugh a procedure of exposure

(input), registering (intake), and analysis of tfeem, before they achieve the

linguistic competence (uptake). To have a cleatupgcof what essential differences

there are, if any, among the three FonF techniguaistioned above (CF, IE and PI),

issues concerning attention and awareness havedrdmined.

35



2.6 Attention and awarenessin focus on form

The role of conscious and unconscious processesdond language learning is
one of the most controversial issues often browghby SLA researchers (Schmidt,
1990). Conscious processes emphasize rule compmiehenand unconscious
processes emphasize natural uptake through meahinghguage use for
communication. Conscious and unconscious proceases“a series of a wide
pendulum swinging over the past century” (Schniég5).

Schmidt identified a few dimensions of consciousnegh slight differences in
1990 and 1994. In the latter version, four levdiansciousness were presented:
consciousness as intention, consciousness asi@itenbnsciousness as awareness
and consciousness as control (Schmidt, 1994b).dBaseSchmidt, Al-Hejin (2004)
summarizes each construct:

...intention, ...refers to a deliberateness on the péarhe learner to attend to the
stimulus. Intention is often associated with inieml versus incidental learning. ...
attention, ...basically refers to the detection dftimulus. ... awareness,...refers to

the learner's knowledge or subjective experiencat the/she is detecting a
stimulus, ...often associated with explicit versugligit learning. ...control, ...refers

to the extent to which the language learners outigutcontrolled, requiring
considerable mental processing effort, or spontaseaequiring little mental
processing effort. (p. 2)

Among the detailed levels within each categorgrdton and awareness probably

speak to the current interest, since they influelmee much cognitive resource is

deployed to enable the transformation of input intake and how much input would
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be transformed into intake.

Awareness is further divided into three crucialelev awareness as perception,

awareness as noticing, and awareness as undergfaf®thmidt, 1990). Schmidt

(1990) proposed that “all perception implies memajanization and the ability to

create internal representations of external evepis132). Perception usually occurs

first. Generally one can perceive surrounding sliiranid is not necessarily conscious

of them. Noticing, on the other hand, is featureth\subjective experience, and thus

is private, subject to certain conditions. Underdiag refers to a higher mental

processing of stimuli, involving analysis, compansreflection, comprehension, and

insight gained, which are commonly thought of amlimg, embracing problem

solving capability (Schmidt, 1990). When readirgy, ihstance, aside from the content

being read, there might be the radio, the husttelarstle from outside the window,

and so on. One can decide to (1) simply perceigebtizzing in the environment but

without further processing (awareness as perceptamn2) to (briefly) attend to the

buzzing or the input information (awareness ascing); or (3) to attend to the input

information and analyze it drawing on existing/prior knowledge éaeness as

understanding).

Among the three levels of awareness, awareneskeatetel of noticing and

awareness at the level of understanding are oft gigaificance to one’s linguistic
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development, helping learners transform input imi@ake. Schmidt proposed that
“intake is that part of the input that the learnetices,” and “noticing is the necessary
and sufficient condition for converting input intotake” (Schmidt, 1990). Thus,
noticing serves as a middle phase between the,ihphat is available for going in,”
and the intake, “what goes in” (Corder, 1967:1&&)ut refers to stimuli such as what
has been discussed, CF and enhanced texts. Imakbe other hand, refers to the
actual content/information registered. With the stomints inherent in enhancement
technique that generates different degrees ofingtet work, what is presented to the
learner (input) may or may not equal what is ultieharegistered (intake).

The imbalance between the enhanced input and thalantake encircles a site
for the role of attention. Attention to informatiggending for processing involves
mental energy that is compared as selection andcagp(Robinson, 1995). In a
selection model, “filter theories of attention weba@ased on pipeline models of
information processing, in which information is geged in a fixed serial order from
one storage structure to the next.” Stimulus iseziselected and attended, or dropped
and ignored. In a capacity model, mental resousceiewed as “spotlight, with a
variable focus, which can be narrowed and intesdjfor broadened and dissipated.”
Stimulus is either at the brightest center and Ifpcattended, or in the peripheral
shadow and partially perceived. Whether selectioncapacity, attention is not
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limitless.

Drawing on the capacity model, Kahneman (1973) @sed that mental resource
is limited and confined to one “pool.” Incomingmatili will be allocated with limited
cognitive resources from one pool of cognitive teses that varies as a function of
the participant’s state of arousal (cited in Robms1995, p. 290). Though attention
pool is limited, divided attention does not necegsalead to decrements in
performance, given sufficient arousal and givent tthee demands of the tasks
performed concurrently are not excessive.

Based on this concept of “pool,” Wickens (1980, 4,98989) expanded the
attentional resource allocation into multiple poo&her than single one. These pools
occupy different points on three intersecting disiens of resource systems: (a) the
dimension representing perceptual/cognitive addisiversus response processes; (b)
the dimension representing processing codes rahuike analog/spatial activities
versus verbal linguistic activities; and (c) thendnsion representing processing
modalities: auditory versus visual perception andaV versus manual response. He
indicated that attentional demands of tasks andctineesponding difficulty will be
magnified when tasks draw on the same pool of ressuConsequently,

Wicken's model also implies that noticing the foahthe language input would be
more likely in such labeled object assembly, or-aag picture description tasks than
in tasks drawing simultaneously on the visual vedreoding resource pool, such as

the L2 task described in Doughty (1991). The latexguired learners to read for
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meaning, while simultaneously noticing the form ioput made salient through
highlighting (both drawing on the verbal visual eding resource pool). Such
distinctions between the attentional demands dfstamade possible by Wicken's
model, are rarely examined by second language nes®a, despite the important
relationship between attention, resource allocatimsticing, and intake (Robinson,
1995).

In other words, “tasks drawing simultaneously oe thsual verbal encoding
resource pool”, such as the aforementioned Fontinigaes, CF and IE, which are
implemented in written context, are less likelyatouse learner noticing of the form
than tasks drawing on different pools. The efficamly CF and IE would be
undermined; since only verbal visual encoding reseyool is drawn upon, the
attention load will be heavy. As Bandar Al-He{2004) observed, it is more difficult
to perform two tasks if both require controlled gessing (high attention). This adds
to further limitations of IE and CF. Due to the gessing constraints, “forms may be
noticed perceptually, but not linguistically” (Leam Arteagoitia, Fridman, &
Doughty, 1995, p. 219). As Haet al (2008) noted, “Enhanced forms may attract
attention but may fall short of further processin@. 602). VanPatten (2002) also
observed, “a learner could notice a form but notcpss it.” That is to say, enhanced
forms may also fall short of arousal of awarendssoticing level, inducing learners
to process the target form at the perceptual lddinot at the linguistic level. In the

worst scenario, learners may not be even ablesteth the intended content from the

text written in target language, let alone linggishformation. In short, input cannot
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be transformed into intake without noticing (Schimid990), and subsequent

processing can only be activated after input issi@med into intake. PIl, on the other

hand, which involves oral/written input as evidethde the referential and affective

structured activities, can avoid such problem, jlog learners with input from

different modalities, thereby reducing cognitivegessing load.

With the aforementioned review in mind, these thestniques have pedagogical

values in writing training, in that writing requ&dormal accuracy. With language use

at the center of overriding focus in class, ocaaai@nd timely shift of attention to

form for the purpose of increasing learners’ corape¢ in accurate use of form may

serve as a starting point when considering alteraatays to error treatment.

A rough comparison among the three techniquesbeilhecessary before forming

the research questions. The issues addressed en@HE are largely tackled with

caution in PIl. For directness issue (see page BapPBlies explicit instruction in

advance, and oral plus written activities aftergardor focused target structure, Pl

emphasizes the importance of “one thing at a timéjch caters to people’s universal

processing predilection (i.e., processing fdoefore meaning; processing meaning

after meaning is clarified). Prior knowledge is actihttom the beginning and

overall comprehension has to be kept in mind arsdirerdl throughout the instruction.

The explicit reactivation of prior knowledge, demstmtion of habitual incorrect
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processing strategy, and subsequent structuredtestifacilitate considerable learner

noticing, and more importantly, processing. Lagtrmt least, due to PI's instructional

nature: oral lesson, preaching, demonstrationcttred activities, learners’ different

attentional pools are activated. What will be lesskis the processing load on

decoding language and getting the information eedodBoth moves are from

sight-reading (single attentional pool) as in IEld&F, and thus processing load in

reactive FonF is much heavier.

To examine whether there will be alternatives tot&t achieve equal or better

efficacy in writing, therefore, the research ingtriges in the comparison of different

FonF techniques in terms of efficacy, and the pdssnsight of the significant roles

that noticing and processing play in dealing withtinwg instruction. The research

questions are thus as follows:

1. Do the techniques commonly used in the FonF framle\iie., CF, IE & PI)

serve as effective consciousness-raising activitiedirecting high-school

students’ attention to the English past tense imamediate writing practice?

2. If so, is there any significant difference among three FonF techniques (if

entirely so), or between the FonF techniques atddi¢ partially so)?

3. Can the observed effects sustain over time?
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

There are seven sections in this chapter: (1) tasggecture, (2) setting and
participants, (3) design and stimuli, (4) procedurand instruments, (5)
operationalizations and (6) correction guidelinBse target structure will include the
chosen form, and the rationale behind the choibe. Setting will present the teaching
environment where this study took place. A briesalgtion will be given on the
information of the high school, the educationaliporegulating English instruction,
and general background information about the learn€he participants are the
learners who received the intervention from thigdgt The estimated number of the
learners, the number of intact classes to whichrnéga belong, proficiency
background, grouping strategy, and relevant infoionaabout the learners will be
provided in this section. The design of the studly present the sequence of steps
which were taken. Procedures and instruments pitiy the overall scaffold of the
study, and detailed depiction based on the de§lgerationalizations will include the
grouping, and exact conduction of the treatmerits/amt to each group. Finally, the
correction guidelines are the referential criteramtording to which the assessment
and evaluation of the learners’ performance wilch&ied out.
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3.1 Target structure

The past tense was targeted in the current study few reasons. The past tense

is widely applied in picture-story writing, a majteend for English writing test in

GST. Owing to the nature of a story, the descriptb events usually takes the form

of the past tense. Instead of adopting the pasetdrowever, learners often apply the

present tense, ignoring time reference in composioges. More often than not, they

apply the present tense to narrate cases that hegpre the past.

Another reason for selecting the past tense wascasmplex underlying

regulations, such as the irregular form, or theadise (DeKeyser, 1998) between the

verb and the time clue (or lack thereof). For ayearform which is not simple,

positive evidence alone is insufficient for buildinearners’ competence. The

complexity of the past tense thus requires treatsn@m FonF, a concept whose

manifested treatments are for form that is noigiitéorward to the learners.

In addition, FonF is a pedagogical treatment tlaat be embedded (and thus

serve as intervention) in regular English courdesaims at remodeling learners’

existing knowledge which is yet to be completede Tthrget structure for FonF

intervention thus should not be brand new to leatnBue to the fact that the past

tense is taught quite early in English learningriers already have partial knowledge

of it.
44



Weighing all these conditions, the English the passe was chosen as the target

structure.

3.2 Setting and participants

This study was conducted in three classes front Measka Senior High School.

Students beginning the first year in First Mankai®eHigh School were in normal

distribution, and were divided into sixteen clasaesraging forty to forty-two in each,

according to their academic performance in junighhschool. They would not be

separated into liberal-arts oriented and scieng@eerring oriented classes until the

second year. Each week, the freshmen had six geab&nglish class in total, with

four required, one elective, and one additionalreeuwhich was supplementary in

essence, offered at the last period of a day, tmmce what students learn in their

regular programs.

One hundred and sixty first-grade students fronm fotact classes participated in

this study, randomly distributed into four grougige Control group, the IE group, the

CF group, and the PI group. The students were gipndretween 15 to 16 years old.

They had received English courses since grade.tffiee total years for learning

English amounted to seven years.
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3.3 Design and stimuli

This study adopted a pretest-intervention-postrietetion-immediate posttest-

delayed posttest structure, as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1The procedure of the conduction of theantrstudy

Intervention| Post Immediate Delayed
Pretest : .
(treatments) | intervention posttest posttest

e N

-

N s N

Multiple choice . . . - -
IE questions Writing task IE Questionnaire Writing task Writing task

N\ J \. J U J \ J J \ J \ J

e A e N\ Y e N\ Y

Multiple choice » . . - -
CF questions Writing task CF Questionnaire Writing task Writing task

\ J \ J \ J \ J \ J \ J \ J

.

Multiple choice » . . . -
Pl questions Writing task Pl Questionnaire Writing task Writing task

\ J \ J \ J . J \ J \ J \ J

e A e N\ Y e N\ Y

Multiple choice
Ctrl P

questions Writing task None None Writing task Writing task

\ J . J J \ J \ J

3.4 Procedures and instruments

The study was conducted in the second semestéegfdrticipants’ first year in

senior high school (Spring, 2011). The whole experital procedure is displayed in

Figure 2. Before the intervention, students reaki@eonsent form to sign. Two days

later, all groups took the pretest. The writingceie in the pretest were collected and

those from the CF group were corrected.
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Figure 2The procedure of the study

Before the
intervention

The intervention-
treatments

Post-intervention
Questionnaires

Immediate posttest

Delayed posttest ‘

[ Participants receive the consent form. ]

A 4

Two-day interve
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l

Correct the

]
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writing from
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A
- M
N _ :
CF group IE group receives P1 group receives the

receives the
written pieces
and direct CF:
(1) marking of
the errors and (2)
provision of the
accurate form

- /

N

the written pieces
and handout of
model passage,
with enhanced
target form: (1)
Boldface type and
(2) italicized font.

- /

written pieces,
followed by
processing instruction
featured by (1)
referential and (2)
affective structured
input activities.

N /

_/

V

‘ All groups fill in the questionnaire.

—————

l

All groups write a picture-story.

l

One week later

All groups write a picture-story.

l

Data analysis and results. ]
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The treatments were executed on three experimgralps as the intervention

phase began in four days. After the interventiba,dost-intervention followed, which

was in turn followed by the immediate posttest. @navo weeks later, they received

the delayed posttest. All the results of eachwese calculated and entered into SPSS

upon collection and completion.

Along with the software for statistical analysif$S, other instruments which

were used included: consent forms, the pretestrpgepaultiple choice questions, the

pretest handout for writing task, the handouts afael passage for IE group, with

the target structure typographically enhanced &tiescy, the handouts of processing

instruction, the slides, and two handouts for wgttask in the posttest and delayed

posttest.

3.5 Operationalizations

All four groups received the pretest. The pretesisisted of two sections. In the

first section, learners were tested with some plgltchoice questions, and in the

other, there was a written task based on a picimg: resembling the General

Scholastic writing test. The purpose of the pretess to facilitate the conduction of

FonF treatments. The scores of multiple choice tipues served as a criterion to filter

out ideal participants, and the writing task serasda baseline for comparison with
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subsequent writing tasks in posttest and delaystigsi.

To filter out ideal participants, the learners weng to test in terms of their
command in the past tense. Lest the time clueargtiestions might possess priming
effect, in most questions, time reference was elit@d, as the following shows:

Ex. We cant enter the house. | cant find my key!
Is it possible that you it in the car?
(A) leave (B) drop (C) places (D) left

In addition to the past tense, there were othestiues that tested different areas
of linguistic knowledge in order to eliminate thesgibility that the learners got to

catch on that it was for the past tense that thegevbeing tested, as the following

shows:
Ex. Everyone __ mistakes in his or her life. Whatpantant is not to repeat
them.
(A) does (B) forgets (C) makes (D) takes

Prospective participants’ performance on this talkwed the researcher to
exclude those participants whose proficiency wasideal for the FonF treatment.
Participants of either low proficiency level or higroficiency level were filtered out.
The criterion was set by the correction guidelineGeneral Scholastic Test (GST).
According to the guideline, proficiency in writingpuld be divided into five levels:
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superior, good, acceptable, non-ideal, and infeRarticipants belonging to superior
and inferior would not be accounted for in datalysia. The accuracy ratio for target
participants, therefore, was set between 10% afa 90

After the pretest, it was collected back and scddedails of which are shown in
scoring policy below), yielding reference for screening partiafsa Nevertheless,
those participants who were screened out contiribedprogram along with their
counterparts. What was screened out was confindtetdata.

Screening out the ideal participants, the pretession continued into the writing
task. The written task in the pretest was meastitit the learners’ actual competence
in application of the past tense prior to the treait, and therefore could serve as the
baseline for subsequent comparison with posttestdatayed posttest. In this writing
task, the learners were required to write a staty W20 words or more, based on a
series of pictures. The pictures for writing tas&revadopted from the materials used
in GST, as the following shows:

EX. (Adapted from GST, 2007)
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The pictures show a story in which a great amodndescriptions using past

tense will be required. For more details of muétighoice questions, please refer to

Appendices A and F.

The writing pieces were collected back and scovéth accuracy percentage

calculated (details iacoring policybelow) for further analysis in SPSS.

3.5.1 Intervention

Having finished the pretest session, this studycgeded into the intervention
phase, which involved three different treatmentshoae groups, corrective feedback,
input enhancement and processing instruction.

IE (input enhancementAfter the pretest, each participant in the IEugravas
given a handout of a short model passage with dlget structure (the past tense)
enhanced for saliency by using bold font and iizlg:

Ex. The smell of grilled chicken reaahSarah’s nostrils as she emtkr
the house. ltvas almost supper time and Sarah’s mother grebéer

from the kitchen wearing an apron. Sarah appresbkr mother and
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asled her timidly if she could have a cat. (Excerpt, for
comprehensive content, please refer to appendix G)

After the learners read the passage, their compsate was briefly checked. If
there was anything that the learners did not umaleds clarification of the meaning
was carried out, using English. This clarificatioh meaning was confined to the
content of the passage, rather than the linguistoavledge or the past tense. This was
to ensure that the learners could have more atteadtprocessing resources available
for the form. The handout was then collected béeiore the post intervention was
conducted.

CF (corrective feedback)The learners’ writing pieces in the pretest were
provided with direct CF. The misused target striee{the past tense) was underlined,

and the correct form was written right above/betbererror:

entered
Ex. The smell of grilled chicken reached Sarah’stnis as she enteéhe

house. It was almost supper time and Sarah’s matteather from
the kitchen. greeted

The writing pieces were then handed back to thenéza in the intervention
session. After reading their original work with GRe learners were allowed a brief
session in which they could query the teacher atfmutvriting. Finally, their original

pieces were collected before the post interventias conducted.
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PI (processing instruction)During the treatment, a model passage was giéh,
instructions and activities focused on communi@purposes.
Ex. Gary was an intern in HSNU 8-9 years ago. Now ha i®rmal
teacher in First MankaSenior High (HJSH). Find evhat he did in
HSNU and what he does in HISH.
The learners’ attention was shortly redirectechtarget form. When instructing
the target form, there were slides for teaching plast tense, with specifically
designed handouts whose content corresponded ttofthiae slides, thus convenient

for learners’ quick visual reference:

Ex.

It is used to refer to events that happened in the past.
% The past means any time before the moment ..."NOW.”
% “Now” is not an hour, not a minute, not a second. “Now”

is fleeting.

The instruction of the target form was aligned witik principles of PI, with three

procedural steps. The first was demonstrating stpicit information of the target

form:

Ex.
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...when the action is before the moment you utter:

Mom: How is your homework going?
Johnny: 1 just finished it.

The second was informing the learners of the ndm@b processing strategy.

Ex.

3. Students'non-optimal processing stiategy |

« Applying simple present tense to every verb.

+ Reason 1: In Chinese, there is no such concept of past
tense for verbs.

+ Reason 2:When writing, students seek one-to-one
correspondence between Chinese verb and English
verb...and thus ignore the past tense.

The final step included two kinds of structuredubp@ctivities, referential and
affective, which were designed to push the learaessy from less optimal processing
strategies, toward the optimal one. In refererialctured input activities, a text was
read to the students. After each sentence follcaveoimprehensive question, to which
the students were encouraged to voice out thewenss The correct answer was not
given immediately, so as to allow students tim@nacess the target form, under the

uncertain circumstances created by different arswer

Ex.

Gary was an intern in HSNU 8-9 years ago. Now teef@mal
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teacher in First MankaSenior High (HJSH). Findwbat he did in

HSNU and what he does in HISH.

1. As anintern teacher, Gary used to get up at fi@0he gets
up at 7:30 as a formal teacher.

Question: Was Gary an early bird in HSNU?

2. And, he always rides his scooter to school.
Question: Does Gary take a bus to school?

3. Due to his heavy obligation as a formal teachehuns his
breakfast on his way to school, just to save himetime for
other school obligations.

Question: Was Gary an early bird in HSNU? What'syGa
strategy to buy him more time?

(For complete details of the text, please refexgpendix H)

Following the referential structured input actiggj the affective structured input

activities allowed students to more openly exprdssmselves, using the target

structure:

Ex.

1. s your life in senior high school different fromfel in junior high?
Write down your own comparison, and interview 2+&&smates
about theirs. (For complete details of the S, gde@fer to
appendix H)
After the affective structured input activities wearompleted, the treatment phase,

in which there was the processing instruction, a@spleted. After the instruction,

the handouts were collected before the post intéive was conducted.
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3.5.2 Post intervention

In the post intervention immediately following the treaims there were

questionnaires for each group, with questions §ipally designed to elicit responses

that reflected students’ awareness. The exact wordaries for different groups.

However, all the questions catered to differentelevof awareness: perception,

noticing and understanding. The first half of theestions catered to low-level

awareness (awareness at perception/noticing leuad) the latter half catered to

high-level awareness (awareness at understandiaf):le

Ex.

1. What did you see in this handout? Please phrasegeneral term.
2. Do you think there was a pattern or rule behind it?
3. Can you try to describe it?
(For more details, please refer to appendix C, B)&
The outcome of the questionnaires would serveragesence for gaining insight
into the roles that low-level awareness and higelleawareness played in the

transformation of input into intake on the partlod learners, and thus the efficacy of

each treatment.

3.5.3 Immediate Posttest
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After the intervention, there was the immediatetigss, which consisted of one

writing task based on pictures:

T
S |
/ L[\ ). "‘:“:\
’,—,V
/

N

(Appendix F)

The immediate posttest was for evaluating the adfroof different treatments and

to see whether the efficacy achieved significadegroups were given handouts

with these pictures. The participants were assigmednd 35 minutes for the posttest

writing. After they finished, their posttest writja were collected for correction and

analysis.

3.5.4 Delayed posttest

In an interval of one week, all groups receivededaged posttest. It was to

examine whether the efficacy, if any, can be sosthi The posttest consisted of one

writing task based on pictures:
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(Appendix F).

The delayed posttest was planned to be conductedamwo weeks after the

posttest. The actual date was not revealed toetimérs lest they would expect the

conduction and thus mentally rehearse. The leamuers given 35 minutes to write

the story. After they finished, their delayed pesttwritings were collected for

correction and analysis.

3.6 Correction guidelines

Correction guidelines include two sections: scopoticy and statistical analysis.

3.6.1 Scoring policy
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The scoring partially followed those of VanPatten &Cadierno (1993a, 1993b).

The total number of target forms and accurate dsgrget forms in one piece of

writing were counted and scored respectively. Thitipie choice test was scored by

granting one point for each question concerningtdinget structure if the answer was

correct. No point was given if the answer was inect Questions with other

structures were not scored, whether correct oriect This was because the purpose

for these questions was to decrease the possithibitylearners would find out that it

was the past tense they were to be tested. Initherg-story written test, each target

structure in obligatory context where the past éewss required would be worth a

potential two-point within a sentence, includingtbbondependent and dependent

clauses, and sentences connected by conjunctions.

(1) Liz rodeback home fast to watch cartoon, but dignt makeit in time

(Two obligatory contexts, with one connected by tbenjunction “but,”

multiplying 2 points each, yields 4 points in to}al
(2) Liz rodeback home fast to watch the cartoon whetdrtedat five o’clock

(Two obligatory contexts, with one dependent adjectlause connected by the

relative pronoun “which,” multiplying 2 points eachields 4 points in total)

Considering that the aim of this study is on leeshase of the past tense, if

learners could show that, after they processedekieal meaning of a verb, they

could still remember to process its form, thatoisay, they learned to apply the past

tense when writing, then the efficacy of the treatinshould be accounted for. With
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this in mind, one point was given to partial cotness, as in the following situations.

(3) Liz rodeback home fast to watchedrtoon.

(Partially correct within a sentence, 1 point)

The same principle in scoring was also adopted vids@mers erroneously apply

the regular in place of the irregular form:

(4) Liz ridedall the way home to watch cartoda. point)

If the learners failed to apply the past tenséhorhain verb, but remembered to

apply it to subsequent verbs in a sentence, onet pas given as well, since this

half-way recall showed that the learners did ndirely fail to process the form. For

instance,

(5) Liz ride all the way home to watchedrtoon.(1 point)

If learners failed to apply the past tense in thigatory context throughout one

sentence, no point was given:

(6) Liz ride all the way home to watatartoon.(0 point)

There might be cases where learners failed to appéy past tense but

remembered to supply the time reference. For exampl
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(7) Liz ride all the way home to watatartoonyesterday. (O point)

Considering the aim of the current study, which tes improve learners’

competence in form, no point was given to casesthie above example.

For each student, the points gained were dividetth&gum of the points from all

accurate use of the past tense to produce the asgcyercentage. Each learner’s

accuracy percentage was analyzed using SPSS.

3.6.2 Statistical analysis

With research questions in focus, which include raNeefficacy of FonF

pedagogical treatments on learners’ performanciative efficacy between each

treatment, and the long term efficacy for each,dtatistical testing methods chosen

are able to probe the following issues. The fgghe interaction between the factor of

FonF treatments (between-subject variables) andat®r of learner performance

(within-subject variables). This initial examination the interaction between the two

factors, if reaching significance, means that tbaR-treatments indeed influence the

learner performance. Following the examination meractions between two major

factors (which contain between- and within-subjeariables), the next will be on the

main effects of the two variables. The main effedtshe between-subject variables
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can reveal the relative extent of efficacy of theee treatments, resulting from mutual

comparison on the basis of different tests (pretessttest and delayed posttest).

Finally, the main effects of the within-subject izdnles can indicate the difference of

learners’ performance in the pretest, posttesidatayed posttest.

To fit into this general route of statistical arsy the details of the factors and

variables should be defined. There were two factbes FonF treatments and the tests,

which include IE, CF, Pl and Control, and pretegissttest, and delayed posttest,

respectively. Under the factor of FonF treatmettisye were four between-subject

variables (IE, CF, Pl and Control), in which eadiserved value came from different

participants. Under the factor of tests, there wiexa within-subject variables (2

pretests, posttest and delayed posttest), in wéaci observed value came from the

same participants. With two factors, one indepen¢ie FonF treatments) and one

dependent (tests), and four variables in each, whatconsidered appropriate for this

study was a two way repeated-measures ANOVA in digesign, for research

questionl, one way ANOVA, with post-hoc analysisgngsSheffe, for research

question 2, and finally, one-way repeated-measANE&VA, for research question 3.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the studystAted in the previous chapter,

those whose accuracy percentage lies above 90%belosv 10% are considered

outliers (Appendix 1), and were thus excluded. B of the participants shrunk:

IE=35, CF=39, PI=34, and Ctrl=34. These participgm¢rformances in using English

past tense in subsequent writing were analyzedeimd of accuracy ratio. The

descriptive statistics are are shown in Table 1.

Table 1
General descriptive statistics for the participdistores in each test (%)

Mean SD N

Tests Con IE CF Pl Con IE CF Pl Con IE CF Pl

P-M 57.84 67.40 58.82 60.43 15.39 17.13 25.83 22.65 37 43 42 43

P-W 63.42 67.63 66.47 65.82 17.72 17.62 25.87 17.25 34 35 39 34

IP  65.2566.94 79.82 92.7517.3524.7010.46 445 34 35 39 34

DP 66.19 62.69 78.79 86.43 16.93 28.0510.46 7.00 34 35 39 34
Note.PM = pretest of multiple choice questions; PW etgst of picture-story writing; IP = the immedigatesttest; DP

= the delayed posttest.

In this study, there are three research questwinish address the following three

aspects of FonF: (1) whether FonF as a whole iscéfe in enhancing the

participants’ ability in using the English past gen (2) the relative contribution of
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each FonF pedagogical activity (treatment); andwBgther the efficacy is able to

persist over time. Catering to these questionseiperimental design involved two

variables. One is the independent variable ttb&tments which included four levels

(groupings): input enhancement (IE), correctivedbeek (CF), processing instruction

(Pl) and the non-treatment control group (Ctrl).eTbther one is the dependent

variable, thetests which also included four levels: two pretestsge ammediate

posttest and one delayed posttest. Two-way repeadagures ANOVA was chosen as

ideal for examining the research questions.

The sequence of examination was as follows: 1 exation and confirmation of

the interaction between the two variables, for phigpose of attributing the effect to

the variables at focus; 2 examinations of the reffiects. When the main effects were

examined and compared along the variabdsts a comparison between the

experimental groups against the control group looththe pretest of writing and the

immediate posttest can serve to address the disstarch question, which concerns the

overall efficacy of the FonF as a whole againstdahetrol group, and partially address

the second question, which concerns the relatimribaition of each FonF treatment.

The second research question further requires oag MNOVA to verify the

significance and the relative distribution. If siigance was reached, post-hoc

analysis was to be performed, using Sheffe. Orother hand, when the main effects
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were examined along the varialiteatments a comparison between the immediate

posttest and the delayed posttest on three expetahgroups can serve to address the

last question. Detailed sequence is presentedlas/fo

Attribution of the effects

Two-way repeated measures ANOVA in mixed design firas conducted with

the examination of the within-subject effects, foe purpose of examining whether

interaction between the two variables did exise Tdsult is shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Tests of within-subjects effects—the extent towtleists and treatments influence the
overall changes in participants’ performance

Source Type Il Sum of Square df Mean Square F p
Test 18293.58 3 6097.86 1.79 15
Test * Treatment: 17849.14 9 1983.24 7.23 .00

From Table 2, it can be seen that the effedesftsdid not reach significance (

= .15). The variabldest did not affect significantly the changes in papamnts’

performance. This lack of significant effect frorhet variabletests shows that

although test-taking seemed to provide the paditip with repetitive opportunities to

practice writing, it accounted little for the pargants’ improvement.

While the variabldestdid not have much effect, the interaction betwestand
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the variable treatmentsreached significancep(= .00). In other words, when

test-taking and the treatments were put togetheretwere effects engendered. The

participants received the treatments, and putactaal production. This combination

of pedagogical activities and writings influencée participants’ performances.

The main effects

Having confirmed the interaction between the twaialdes and thus the

attribution of the effects, which were from withithe variables at focus, the

subsequent examinations usher the answers togbaroh questions of this study.

Research question 1: Do the techniques commonly used in the FonF framege.,

CF, IE & PI) serve as effective consciousness-ngisiactivities in directing

high-school students’ attention to the English pesise in an immediate writing

practice?

The next examination was done using one-way indigr@nANOVA. The result

is selectively shown in Table 3 below.

From Table 3, it is obvious that in the two pretgeshere was no significant

difference among all the participants’ performanaesoss the four groupp € .24

& .88 in thepretest of multiple choice questioaisdstory writing,respectively). Since
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there was no significant difference found among plagticipants within the four

groups, it can be suggested that the participasipetence before receiving the

treatments could be viewed as equal.

Table 3
ANOVA for means of performance from the four graogke four tests

Source Sum of Squares df F Mean Square p

Between groups

P-M 1915.55 3 1.44 638.52 24
P-W 266.63 3 22 88.88 .88
P 15540.94 3 19.66 5180.31 .00
DP 12142.87 3 12.72 4047.62 .00

Within groups

P-M 56438.34 127 3.27 444.40 48
P-W 52004.18 13 2.76 409.48 .92
IP 33463.80 13 24.76 263.49 .84
DP 40418.24 127 11.57 318.25 .65

Note.PM = pretest of multiple choice questions; PW etgst of picture-story writing; IP = the immedigatesttest; DP

= the delayed posttest.

For the immediate posttest, however, the differenamong the four groups

reached significance & .00), suggesting that across the four groupspéngcipants’
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performances after receiving the treatments did,vand the variation was of a
significant extent.

In analogy, for the delayed posttest, the diffeesnacross the four groups reached
significance as well, suggesting that the variatianparticipants’ performances
triggered by the treatments significantly persisted

With significance of between-group differences hestt; a comparison between
the means of each group could show whether theriexgetal groups performed
better than the control group, and a following gost analysis could show the
relative contribution from each experimental group.

From Table 1, the general descriptive statisticqu@k comparison among the
four means from the four groups in the immediatstiest shows that all the three
experimental groups outperformed the control griRip92.75, CF: 79.82, IE: 66.94,
Ctrl: 65.25).

Thus far, the answer to the first research questam be drawn. Before the
treatments, there was no significant difference ragnitve four groups, including the
control group. After the treatments, there was ifiance in the differences among
the four groups. In addition, all the three expemtal groups outperformed the
control group. In conclusion, for the first resdarquestion, the answer was
affirmative. The techniques commonly used in theFdramework (CF, IE & PI)
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were effective in directing high-school studentséation to the English past tense in

an immediate writing practice. Of particular notideere is that, though IE

outperformed the control group, the difference leetwIE and the Control was minor.

Whether IE alone did outperform the Control sigrafitly or not was in need of

further examination, which would be conducted irstgooc analysis in the second

research question.

The research interest, at this point, is directetth¢ next question.

Research question 2: If FonF does serve as effective consciousnessigpactivities

in directing high-school students’ attention to tBeglish past tense, is there any

significant difference among the three FonF techea&f

Since the ANOVA revealed that there was signifieaacross the four groups

both in the immediate posttest and the delayedigxisthe differences in means of

the three experimental groups can provide a rougfane of the relative contribution

from each group, which is in need of further exaation of post-hoc analysis, using

Scheffe.

From Table 1, the general descriptive statisticqu@k comparison among the

three means from the three experimental groupearnimimediate posttest shows that

Pl outperformed CF, which in turn outperformed M:(92.75 > CF: 79.82 > IE:

66.94). With this rough picture presented, post-hoalysis was performed using
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Scheffe. The result is shown in Table 4.

Table 4
Multiple comparisons (post-hoc analysis using Seheimong the means of the three
experimental groups in the immediate posttest

Multiple Comparisons

95% Confidence Interval

() J Mean
Group Group Difference (I-J) Std. Error p Lower Bound Upper Bound

IE CF -12.88 3.77 .01  -23.58 -2.19
PI -25.82 389 .00 -36.83 -14.81
Con 1.69 425 98  -10.37 13.74
CF IE 12.88 377 .01 2.19 23.58
P -12.94 389 .01 -23.95 -1.92
Con 14.57 425 .01 2.52 26.63
PI IE 25.82 3.89 .00 14.81 36.83
CF 12.94 389 .01 1.92 23.95
Con 27.51 435 .00 15.17 39.85
Con IE -1.69 425 98  -13.74 10.37
CF -14.57 425 .01  -26.63 -2.52
P -27.51 435 .00 -39.85 -15.17

*p < .05.
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Table 4 contains the result of comparisons witlhi@ immediate posttest. Four

comparisons were conducted. Each group was compatiedhe other three groups.

The differences between means of each pair of gravp presented, along with the

value (Sig.), which indicates whether the differehoeached significance.

As revealed from the mean difference, the subtaatif the means indicated the

overall superiority of the Experimental groups otrex Control group (IE — Control =

1.69; CF — Control = 14.57; Pl — Control = 27.5&hich reaffirmed the result of the

previous ANOVA examination. While all three FonFdpgogical treatments were

facilitative of participants’ command on past teneet all treatments managed to

achieve significant efficacy (thevalue of IE = .98; CF = .01; Pl =.00). The averag

percentage of the participants’ performance indEslightly higher than that in the

Control group, but the difference did not reacm#igance p = .98). Aside from IE,

both the other two experimental groups, CF andr@dched significance in the

comparison with the Control group (CF =.01; P08).

Resonating to the previous research question, iduild= pedagogical treatments

as a whole did improve the learners’ performanaesulting into significant

differences among the means of all four groupsr afie treatment session, the

improvement of the group IE alone was limited inge. Though IE outperformed the

Control, the extent was not significant.
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To address the second research question, the cempdretween each pair of

experimental groups was conducted next. For thegmgical treatment PI, the mean

of participants’ performance was significantly heglthan those from both the other

two treatments, CF and IE (Pl — CF = 12.p4 .01; Pl — IE = 25.82 = .00). The

mean of pedagogical treatment CF was in turn sggmtly higher than that of IE

(CF — IE =12.88p = .01). To conclude, the efficacy of Pl was higtien that of CF,

which in turn was higher than IE.

The answer to the second research question isnaffire. There were significant

differences among the three FonF techniques, wiitheihg the most effective, CF

next, and IE the last.

With relative contribution of the three FonF adies unveiled, the final research

interest considers whether the efficacy of eachttnent could persist.

Research question 3: Can the observed effects of the pedagogical &esvin

FonF sustain over time?

To answer this question, the examination of thennedfiects was then placed on

each experimental group for the comparison betvieenmmediate and the delayed

posttest, which required one-way repeated-meafA\MEIVA to examine. The results

are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5
One-way repeated measures ANOVA — pairwise congreri®fficacy of the
immediate posttest and the delayed posttest agduegiretest

() Test (J) Test Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error p
IE P PW -.69 5.06 .89
DP 4.24 3.32 21
DP PW -4.94 5.73 39
P -4.24 3.32 21
CF P PW 13.35 4.16 .00
DP 1.03 2.09 .63
DP PW 12.32 3.71 .00
P -1.03 2.09 63
PI IP PW 26.94 3.20 .00
DP 6.32 1.39 .00
DP PW 20.62 3.10 .00
IP -6.32 1.39 .00
Con P PW -.723 6.43 91
DP -2.90 2.25 21
DP PW 2.19 5.99 72
P 2.90 2.25 21

Note.PW = pretest of picture-story writing; IP = thenmadiate posttest; DP = the delayed posttest.

In IE, the mean in the immediate posttest was igidr than that of the pretest
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(writing task), nor was the difference significadmean difference = -.69 = .89).

The pattern remained identical in the comparisawéen the delayed posttest and the

pretest (mean difference = -4.9%= .39). In short, the pedagogical treatment IEhan

current study did not help much in enhancing piiats’ ability in using the past

tense. The participants’ performance after thenmeat did not improve.

The lack of improvement in IE in its immediate gest against its pretest seems,

at a first glance, to be contradictory to the firglin the first research question, in

which experimental groups as a whole, includingd&performed the Control group

in the immediate posttest. Yet, for the Controlugroits performance in the immediate

post test did not outperform the pretest, eithbe &xtent was greater than that in the

IE group (IE: immediate posttest — pretest = -68]: immediate posttest — pretest

=-.723). In other words, both the IE and the Cdrdederiorated in the performances,

and due to the reason that the Control deteriorapeghter than IE, IE still

outperformed the Control in the immediate posttest.

In CF, the participants’ ability in using the pdsnhse improved, in both the

immediate posttest and the delayed posttest. Thannuifference between the

immediate posttest and the pretest reached signde (mean difference= 13.35;

= .00), suggesting that participants’ performannethe immediate posttest did

improve, compared with their previous performance the pretest. The mean
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difference between the delayed posttest and thegtreeached significance as well
(mean difference = 12.3p, = .00). From this result, the pedagogical treatn@r
was shown to be effective in enhancing particigaaitdity in using the past tense.
The mean in the delayed posttest, though sliglalyel than that in the immediate
posttest, was still significant when compared wiltht in the pretest, and thus the
efficacy persisted.

In PI, the scenario was similar. The participaatslity in using the past tense
improved, in both the immediate posttest and th&aygel posttest. The mean
difference between the immediate posttest and ibie$t reached significance (mean
difference= 26.94;p = .00), suggesting that participants’ performarnoe the
immediate posttest did improve, compared with the@vious performance in the
pretest. The mean difference between the delaystigsv and the pretest reached
significance as well (mean difference = 20.¢2,= .00). From this result, the
pedagogical treatment Pl was shown to be effeativenhancing participants’ ability
in using the past tense. The mean in the delaystigst, though slightly lower than
that in the immediate posttest, was still significavhen compared with that in the
pretest, and thus the efficacy persisted.

For these three treatments, Pl and CF were bo#ttefé, and the efficacy was
sustained. IE was not significantly effective fréime beginning
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To conclude the findings for the current studyeéhresearch questions were

addressed to a different extent. The first reseapobstion was addressed. FonF

pedagogical treatments were generally capableisihgastudents’ ability in using the

past tense. For the second research question, st addressed as well. In the

immediate posttest, the efficacy of Pl was higlemtCF, which in turn was higher

than IE. The differences between each pair all redcsignificance. For the final

research question, Pl and CF were both signifigaaffective in the immediate

posttest, and the efficacy could persist into thlayed posttest with significance. IE,

however, did not show signs of efficacy, let alsignificance.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This chapter presents a discussion of the findihg,implications derived, the

limitations of the current study, and possibledtefor future research.

5.1 Discussion

In an attempt to reflect upon the current studyatb to be examined includes

the theoretical framework, followed by pedagogicablications derived, and an

overview of the methodological conduction and aatiéection.

5.1.1 Thetheoretical framework

Despite the general result affirming the value ohlF, there exist minor gaps

among the different pedagogical activities and leetwthe short-term and long-term

efficacy. While common principles of FonF may bevafue to the students’ learning

of target forms, different activities are featuteg different factors that might cause

the varied efficacy. Before detailed discussiorefection on FonF is desirable.
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FonF and the aidsin writing instruction

FonF is shown by the current study as effectivealidifying learners’ ability in

using certain English language form (past tens@jriting. As Long (1998) suggested,

“a crucial site for language development is... betwbsarners and certain types of

written texts” (p. 22). In line with this notiorhe result of the first research question

showed that FonF was able to raise learners’ consoess, helping them notice the

target form, and further enable them to use thgetaiorm correctly, to a significant

extent. In writing instruction, thus, it is advisalio adopt the framework of FonF,

which involved a few essential principles and tle#ioal insights that cannot be

overlooked.

Widely and extensively portrayed as FonF has bies notion encapsulates the

shift of learners’ attention triggered by the instors, from meaning-driven context to

single language form, for the purpose of enablhegléarners to learn a specific target

form.

Having said thus, the depiction entails settingnefaningful context, instructors’

attention maneuvering techniques (external andreabke behavior), and the learner

awareness (shift of attention), where issues coiogrone’s consciousness in

learning, such as noticing and processing, takeepla

Among these, the first to be pinpointed is the nregfnl context, which serves as
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a premise for FonF to differentiate frdotus on formsThis premise was established

in the current study to a great extent, in thatimgiin essence is meaning-driven, as

previously suggested. Though learners might franetio time paused to ponder over

suitable usage of language forms, most mental gnesms concentrated on the

composition of the content. Fundamentally, writitgelf is an arena for FonF, on

which various FonF activities can be conducted.

In the current study, all the three FonF pedagdgictvities adopted provided

intervention initiated by the teacher, an externbkervable behavior, for the purpose

of attention-shifting. The IE provided handoutshwiypographically enhanced target

form, the CF the feedback, and the PI the strudtimeut.

External observable behaviors from the instructanssist of the former part of

“shift of attention.” The other part of it takesapke within the learners’ internal mental

state, manifesting as noticing, which is not disectbservable. Though subsumed

within the process of “shift of attention,” theswot parts might not entirely

correspond with each other. What is offered byitis¢ructors might not completely

result in what is received by the students. It neguempirical study to testify whether

learners actually noticed, which, in the currenidgt was done through the use of

questionnaires. The result is discussed in the sentton.

Mediating the two parts is the instructors’ maneinge of the learners’ attention.
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The process is interactive in nature. This intévacbhature of FonF contributes to the
efficacy to a great extent. By interaction, leashattention is drawn to “mismatches
between input and output...and can induce noticinthefkinds of forms for which a
pure diet of comprehensible input will not sufficd’ong, 1998). The notion that
focus on meaning is insufficient for enabling learmoticing of the target form
captures the essence of a view elaborated by DeKgy998). Considering what
language forms are “most amenable to FonF,” he dhowut a few linguistic
variables, one of which concerned the gap betwdeand L2. If one target form in
L2 does not find a counterpart in L1, and is thaslf a form not straightforward for
L2 learners to master, “then a rather strong vaowaironF...will be required” (p. 43).
In the current study, the target form was the Ehmglast tense, a form that is not
presented in learners’ L1, and this partially actedor the rightful place and efficacy
of FonF.

Along with the insufficiency of positive evidenc®¢us on meaning), traditional
formal instruction (focus on formshas its limitations as well. It fails to provide
meaningful context in which memory of the targeiniocan be facilitated. As Ander
(2000) pointed out,

“...people tend to display better memories if thewnbelrate the material at
study...semantic elaborations were particularly biersf Such semantic elaborations
should facilitate the process of inference...we ekpéaborative processing to lead to

both an increased recall of what was studied andnarease in the number of
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inferences recalled” (p218).

Semantic elaborations, to a certain extent, arecaypof meaning-enriched

context, which offers an ideal context for furth®ocess of meaning to match the

form. This is what focus on fornmiack and what FonF offers to present.

Thus far, the examinations of the two stances §amn meaning and focus on

forms) yield the insufficiency, and two issues onsciousness surface: noticing and

processing. Immersed in a context where meaniegtisely at focus, learners might

not have ample opportunities to notice specifiglaage form. Similarly, in a course

filled with mechanical drill without meaningful ctext, processing, defined by Wong

(2005) as essentially the form-meaning connectiomgld hardly take place.

From within the two phases preceding and followihg shift of attention (the

instructors’ maneuvering and the students’ leamargses one account which shows

two issues in consciousness: noticing and proogsBionF features these two aspects,

which are not completely presented in a pure ddseaoh of the above teaching

stance (focus on meaning and focus on forms). Tiermsufficiency in either

noticing-elicitation or processing-facilitations. odus on meaning, being the

meaning-oriented context, is relatively less capalbleliciting learner noticing of the

mismatch between input and output. Focus on fobmsg the form instruction, fails

to provide semantic elaboration in which the memofytarget structure can be
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embedded: in a course filled with mechanical dwithout meaningful context,

processing, which is in essence the form-meanimmections (Wong, 2005), could

hardly take place. In short, where focus on mearang focus on forms are

insufficient, FonF rightfully takes over.

L ear ner awarenessin each treatment

Further consideration of writing instruction inaabty involves the issue of

efficacy and thus brings to the surface the difiees among the three pedagogical

activities, IE, CF and PI. Unveiled by the curretiidy, IE was significantly less

effective than CF, which is in turn subordinatePtoin terms of efficacyOne of the

variables affecting the efficacy involves an issfi€onsciousness, that is, the learner

awareness, at the very least, learner noticin@cisnidt (1995) illustrated, “noticing

concerns learners’ consciousness and questiongmwng the role of consciousness

in learning, however difficult to answer, are imgot to all.” Schmidt further

suggested, “what learners notice in input is wieatoines intake for learning” (1995).

Therefore, to account for the differences in tHeeafy of each treatment, the factors

that might contribute to learner awareness (najicias well as what learner noticing

helps to contribute (processing), should be exgibiteeper.
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Noticing

Noticing is of crucial status in FonF. As previgustated, by mediating the two

stances of language teaching, meaning immersiorfand instruction, FonF entails

shift of attention, triggered by instructors’ obssle behavior and completed by

learners’ awareness involvement. Yet, FonF does ahohys generate a precise

correlation between them. That is to say, these $teges do not always match

correspondingly; as Long pointed out, “what it @pkd that a pedagogical activity

will achieve and what it actually achieves are metessarily the same” (Long, 1998).

Since the latter half of shift of attention, thereer noticing, leads to subsequent

intake, and since it is this final state of intaket determines how effective the

different ways presenting the input actually ahe, more learner noticing one certain

FonF pedagogical activity induces, the more efiectt is. The crucial point for the

outcome, then, is located on the learner noticlomng expressed his recognition

accordingly, “The intended outcome of focus on fasm.. noticing” (Long, 1998, p.

24).

Noticing is primarily a mental occurrence whichnet tangible and thus not

directly observable. One way to elicit reflectiof learners’ mental operation is

through means of questionnaire:

“At the very least, these measures should inclueleridfing questionnaires to
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probe the extent to which learners were focusedoom during the instructional
treatments, rather than assuming that the instmakitreatment translated directly into
the quality of learner attention and awarenessh(},d 998, p40)

In the current study, to examine the extent ofipigdnts’ noticing, the means of
guestionnaires was adopted and carried out duhegiritervention. The ratios of
noticing within each group (calculated accordingth@ formula: the number of
participants within a group who noticed the targetm/the number of all the
participants within a group * 100%) are 42.86% (I&3.85 (CF), and 85.29 % (P1).
The ratio of each group reflects the relative effix as addressed in the second
research question. The mean difference showedEhatas the less effective of the
three, CF in the middle, and Pl the most effectme. Considerable support for the
view that noticing leads to subsequent intake amal &fficacy can be thus gained. To
benefit the learners, means must be taken to &etivaticing. One of the means to
trigger learner noticing, among others, might keefdctor of interaction.

In IE, the intervention was not interactive in egs® due to the fact that it was
given before participants actually write and therefnot a responsger seto the
participants’ output in any form. In addition, ita& confined to the presentation of a
paper-based document, on which there was onlyeha@img material where the target

form was underlined and printed in boldface typlee Participants could only rely on

themselves to read, without extra assistance atagge. Under the circumstance, it
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was expected that, upon reading the words withiaiget form, whose visual saliency
had been enhanced, the learners would notice tigettéorm, and by noticing the
learners would get to apply it correctly. Howewge actual conduction of IE did not
reflect so. In the questionnaires filled by the ugrdE, 15 out of 35 participants
reported that they did notice it was the past tahsé was particularly marked. In
other words, up to 20 participants did not notice &he ratio of learner noticing was
42.86% (15/35*100%).

Apparently, the visual salience did not guaranteedugh comprehension of the
target form from the learners. It might be true thiaual salience is capable of getting
the learners’ attention, enabling them to linges #yesight on the enhanced form
longer, and learners might actually detect the aliglifferences between enhanced
form and the other parts of the reading materiak, ¥ the detection of the visual
salience fails to arouse subsequent noticing, inclwiearners make sense of the
enhanced form, tagging it with the metalinguistiowledge they learned before, the
stimulus of the visual salience is probably lesgatde than other more interactive
means. The matching of form and meaning constitutes input processing
mechanism, without which further processing ancerimlization would not be
possible. The contribution of textual enhancementhie efficacy, along with the
efficacy itself, is consequently quite limited.
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In terms of the noticing-activating capability, #mer treatment, CF, was quite

different from IE. This is partially due to the fatat involvement of interaction is

different. In CF, the feedback given to the leasngas “corrective” in essence. It was

a response to the output generated by the learfi&isugh the marking of the

mistakes resembles the visual enhancement in IS more capable of arousing

learner noticing. The reason is largely due toetfiect of the previously stated factor,

interaction, in which, by offering correction, Ckadis learners’ attention to the

mismatch between their self-generated output ofdahget form and its accurate usage.

Therefore, though IE and CF both made use of writtgput, CF entailed learners’

interaction to the written form to a greater extdman IE did, and the interaction

contributed to more learner noticing. As shown loy dutcome of the questionnaires,

21 learners out of 39 in the group of CF did notiogas the past tense that they had

incorrectly used, had been marked and corrected. r@tio of learner noticing was

53.85% (21/39*100%).

Interaction is also one characteristic of PI, aechpps one of its main features.

Instead of merely receiving input/stimulus giventbg instructor, learners have to do

something during the phase of structured inputviets. Though strictly speaking,

the interaction does not resemble the genuineadtien found in authentic setting,

e.g., the give-and-take of meanings, negotiatiamsggon between two interlocutors,
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etc., Pl does arouse similar mental work of praogssLearners respond to the

questions, simultaneously receiving varying answirers their counterparts, which, if

differed, would trigger learner noticing of the miatch between their own answers

and others’ answers, and thus enable further psowpswithin the learners. This

process resembles what Interaction Hypothesis stgg@oticing the mismatch

between one’s own output and previous input oneived (Long, 1981). Furthermore,

in addition to the referential structured inputity, there is the affective structured

input activity as well, where learners are encoedatp express their own meanings

using the target structure. Genuine interacticenabled even more at this phase. This

engagement of learners in communication of meanargs$ interactions reflects a

corresponding high ratio of learner noticing. OuB4 participants in PI, 29 did notice

the target form as the English past tense, gengratratio of 85.29 % (29/34*100%).

The differences among the noticing ratios reflectaitcertain extent the fact that

the amount of interaction generated by each treatmsealifferent, which may be due

to the explicitness of the information about thegyéa form that was presented. It may

not arouse much interaction when it is presenteaiaitly, where information about

the input is not directly presented to the learrfesr example, in IE and CF,

information about the target form, the English pasise was not made clear. One

provided enhanced form, and the other provided rateuorm (in response to the
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incorrectly used form from the learners). Neith@d tthe learners directly that it was
the past tense that was emphasized. For learnersntavact with written
symbolizations, then, meanings must be extractedv kExplicit the meanings were
presented in turn influences how much noticing éhamould be. In an implicit
presentation of the target form, such as the oed usIE, learners needed to decide
what visually enhanced form is implied. That issty, they needed to process what
information the boldface type and underline (adueehe current study) were telling
them about the target form. This stage entailedtgreental work, requiring learners
to think (process) about what they saw. Some migahage to get it right, others
might apply metalinguistic knowledge other than tdnget form (e.g., past participle),
and there might be still others who might altogeifgaore the enhanced form, opting
to read the content first, since there was the toomestraints allotted for reading
session. Consequently, such implicit presentaticthetarget form might not be able
to narrow learners’ attention down to what is expdcof them to notice. This is
especially the case when the target form is comatek thus not straightforward for
the learners to apply knowledge that they havecaotpletely acquired. As DeKeyser
stated:
“Two factors conspire to determine ... whether tteer must induce an abstract
rule, in which case the structure is harder toagotvithout explicit focus on form. The
first factor is surface variation that tends to @eel the rule... The second factor that

makes the structure a rather abstract rule is tbimrte between the co-occurring
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elements” (DeKeyser, 1998, p46)

These two factors precisely describe the past teh&mglish verbs. There is the

irregularity of the past verb, which tends to caldbe surface rule of regular past

tense. The agreement between the verb and thefraime can be far apart, or nearly

entirely hidden from viewing, due to the fact tis&bry-telling is set in the past, and

thus sometimes the time clue is not stated. Thiseeabstraction about the English

past tense makes it difficult for learners to rety pure input of positive evidence or

visually enhanced form to learn well, which wastter illustrated by DeKeyser,

“...although implicit learning of similarity patterns possible, implicit learning of

abstract rules is not” (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 45)tdekle the abstraction, implicit input

therefore seems to be insufficient. In additiontha current study, the implicit input

is confined to the format of written language. lreas’ attention might not be fully

potentialized.

Dwelling on this notion about learners’ attentionght be another factor that

contributes to the less capability of written fotna arousing learner noticing. As

Robinson suggested, “important to a theory of Sha# &llows a central role to the act

of noticing is a specification of the nature of #teentional mechanisms involved, and

of their relationship to current models of the engation for memory” (Robinson,

1995). Implicit written input seems less than cotapg when viewed either in Filter
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Theories or Capacity Theories. One example of rFillbeories, proposed by

Broadbent (1958), the “bottleneck” model, suggediest one selective attention

mechanism (filter) would be at work, selecting thrmation (input) to come in and

save for later processing. This, along with thedi®YanPatten’s view that “Learners

process content words in the input before anytleisg” (VanPatten, 2004, p. 8), will

make it apparent for one to infer that learnersgnvexposed with a mixture of written

content from which they need to process the foroh meaning, will tend to process

meaning first, with the target form being filteredit. Noticing ratio of the two

treatments which adopted written form could be etguly low in that learners need

to register the meaning first, which might alredya demanding task for them. This

can also account for the possibility that the awess involved in IE was mostly

limited to detection only, not to the level of redtig, since it was filtered out.

Capacity theories, on the other hand, deeming ttemteonal resource from a

perspective different from the Filter Theories, geed that there might be “pools” of

attentional resources from which one can make tis#/ickens expanded the concept

and divided them into three dimensions: (a) pereafitognitive vs. response process;

(b) analog/spatial vs. verbal linguistic; and (a)d#ory vs. visual and vocal vs.

manual. One particular emphasis here is that “tteal demands of tasks, and so

their relative difficulty, will be increased whemrmcurrently performed tasks draw
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simultaneously on the same pool of resources” (@fick 1989). Inferences can be

made at this point that when input is entirely préed to the learners in form of

written language, the attentional demand will bghhand serial processing of input

comes into position, where input either of inforroat or form is processed in

succession. When there is time constraint, the ggoof form will probably be

crossed out. Parallel processing, rather than|semeessing, will not be at work,

since the task demands the same pool of attentiesalirce, the perceptual (reading).

Following noticing: processing

In contrast to IE and CF, Pl adopts several meaateriog to these

noticing-arousing issues, and arguably takes afsi#iper to tap into later sequence,

the processing, and the final uptake, a step thddrgely missing in the other two

treatments.

As reviewed previously, noticing might be influeddey a few facets: interactive

nature of tasks, the complexity of the target foexplicitness of presentation of input,

and the application of different modules of attend#l resources. Characterized earlier

in Chapter II, Pl offers straightforward informati@bout the linguistic form, along

with a common (but incorrect) strategy of procegdime target form. This procedure

largely tackles the issue of complexity of the &urgprm, which requires a rather
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explicit presentation of the rules. In sequenceerlaeferential structured input

activities constitute a phase in which learnersfaced with a series of questions from

which they need to think from the input they reegiand even in the later phase, the

affective structured input activities, they neediriteract with fellow students. The

session is filled with interaction. During the pedare, the input the learners receive

include written documents (from instructional phaseiditory reading of an article,

followed by a series of comprehension questiorexedit by the instructor along with a

precise transcript for them to read, and the fimathange of opinions with one

another. In short, many attentional modules areemee of.

It is not difficult to infer that noticing is relaely induced more in Pl than in IE

and CF. What is worthy of the research interesitas, in addition to arousing learner

noticing, Pl further stresses the significance dfatvfollows afterwards. Schmidt

proposed that “intake is that part of the input tha learner notices” (Schmidt, 1990),

and also “what learners notice in input is whatdoees intake for learning” (Schmidt,

1995). In probing the essence of the relationskeipveen input, noticing, and intake,

it is clear that noticing is more appropriatelyrses a threshold rather than a terminal.

Crossing the threshold, input is transferred imt@ake, and yet intake is still not the

final result of learning. Based on this lack of whantinues forward, VanPatten

supplemented that
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“...processing implies that perception and noticirayé occurred, but the latter
two do not necessarily imply that a form has bemtgssed (linked with meaning
and/or function.

...intake...refer to that subset of the input that baen processed in working
memory and made available for father processirg, fpossible incorporation into the
developing system)” (VanPatten, 2004, p7).

According to VanPattenprocessingmeans the connection that learners make
between a form and its meaning during the act aiprehension (VanPatten, 2002).
After the processing, and repetitive reinforcemeininput and output, intake could
then become uptake. Integrated with all these ples, Pl is featured with one
primary characteristic which IE and CF do not hawvbich is the phase particularly
designed for learners to activate their processorutting what they notice
beforehand into actual language use (structuredtimgetivities). In IE, closely
following the presentation of the enhanced inpus wil@e actual production which
learners have to engage. In CF, the scenario ghipudentical, with the production
phase intimately following the presentation of eative feedback. That is to say,
learners do not have the chance to further protessintake (if any has been
transformed from input by noticing, which is yeto#imer uncertainty), and the
processors cannot be fine-tuned. The stage ofduhim processor, on the other hand,
constitutes a major part in referential structurgalit activities in PI:

“Pl is designed to cause failure in interpretatiainthe beginning stages of

activities so that the processors can begin todjest..To be clear, Pl does not

manipulate the processors; it manipulates the idpta so that the processors can do
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whatever it is they do to change” (VanPatten, 2005)

Plainly put, structured input activities in Pl pebghe learners to think, from the

mismatch they learn between the result of their on-optimal processing strategy

and that of others’ correct ones, about what causesnterpretation. Though

resembling the corrective feedback offered in @€,dcenario differs a lot in that it is

conducted on-line, during the procedure of comprsio& and real-time production.

In addition, in terms of attentional modules, Plkem sure that the meaning of the

input is straightforward to the learners, both bgac instruction (auditory) and

handouts of exact transcript (visual), thus relggadearners of extra burden they

otherwise have to bear, for example, in CF sessitrere the learners have to rely

entirely on themselves to decode the meaning aaddaim, using exclusively one

attentional module (reading).

As far as the third research question is concerwbether the efficacy of FonF

treatment can be sustained, this latter stageoisaty of considerable influence. In

the delayed posttest, though generally better thanControl group, there was only

one group among the three experimental groups ipeirig significantly better, which

was Pl (the mean difference = 20.24= .00). CF was slightly better (the mean

difference = 12.60p = .07). IE did not even outperform the Controle(tmean

difference = -3.50p = .91). The latter stage of processing-inducingigte might
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account for much and thus play a crucial role istaning the efficacy. This can be
further support psychologically in the cognitive namin; as Anderson (2000)
suggested, “...more meaningful processing of mateesilts in better memories” (p.
190) and “What matters is how the person procesbes material during its
presentation” (p. 196). The processing stage isupplemented the vital phase where
learners solidified what they were previously préed. To magnify the efficacy, this
process made use of means other than that foumeédhanical drills (focus on forms
The structured input activities are ones that weicularly designed to engage the
overriding focus of the learners on the meaninthefinput, a reason that is grounded
as follows:
“Semantic elaborations should facilitate the prece$ inference by providing
more things from which to infer...elaborative prodegs...lead to both an increased
recall of what was studied and an increase in taber of inferences recalled”
(Anderson, 2000, p218).
In other words, Pl outperforms IE and CF not ondgdse it provides a chance

for learner processing, it also makes use of semalaborative processing which, if

not properly designed, might otherwise resemblsdlound in mechanical drills.

5.1.2 Pedagogical Implications

Besides perhapsrocessing instructigrwhich involves quite a rigid procedure in
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conduction, as a whole, FonF is advisable in wgitmstruction. Due to the fact that it

is a framework rather than an approach itsel§ guite flexible in being embedded in

other teaching activities, and thus is quite agblie. When conducted in a larger

class, FonF is more efficient than individual coafeing, such as the one conducted

in Bitchener (2005). Considering the scenario aflish writing education in Taiwan,

where classes are usually composed of forty ty Btudents, FonF possesses the

value that individual conferencing might not beeatd have.

Back to the widely applied method in writing ingttion where this individual

conferencing takes place, the CF, the current stffidys the instructors something to

bear in mind when adopting it: limiting the numiadrthe target structure to one at a

time. All too often, instructors take to correctialjthe mistakes which can be spotted

throughout a writing piece, for the purpose of offg the correct forms to the

learners. Despite the good will, however, studemtsild probably benefit little if

there are simply many things to cater to and thhesr tattention gets distracted,

shrinking the chance for them to notice.

IE, though not as effective as the other two treais, could be taken into

consideration when carrying out tasks for learnergngage in during or before a

writing class. In the current study, the enhanggali was confined to written form,

presented by a handout for students to read. Tiema&f it has toward enhancing
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learners’ ability in using target structure is pably limited. Yet, from a different

perspective, reading offers learners extra oppdrbsnto immerse themselves in

English, which is advisable in English educatiorhefiefore, if viewed from a

perspective in which the primary focus is to supgptyensive reading for the students,

and the peripherally affiliated purpose is to somawnudge the learners into noticing

specific linguistic form, IE serves as a good mdtho

What lies beyond the scope of the current study yetdcould be taken into

consideration when designing pedagogical applinatie the possibility of integrated

effect from the combination of the three treatmefiteey are separated in the current

study mainly because the purpose was to examinéereatices hidden in

consciousness-raising capability and the subseqaffitacy thus achieved. The

setting was an empirical study whose conditionseeh treatment were supposed to

be controlled. This differs from instructional sedt where conditions cannot be as

highly controlled as laboratory setting. Precedgdthis difference, the classroom

setting is a place where pedagogical activitiessangposed to be designed for the

good of the learners. Since the three treatmentgptad in the current study

contributed to participants’ learning to variedesxs, it can be attempted to engage all

three in different stages of instruction, with difént focus. The IE could be used as a

means to carry out self-reading, as practicederctirrent English education in senior
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high school in Taiwan, the PI could be applied dgra writing class, constituting a

major portion of the writing instruction, and CFubd be adopted as a response to

learners’ writing pieces. All could be formed irdgporocedure of relatively complete

procedure of writing training.

5.2 On data collection and methodology

The current study was conducted in an authentitingriclass in First Manka

Senior High School, where there were some limiteticA local community as First

Mankais, the students still have to pass BCT (B&impetence Test) for a certain

score before they can enter this high school. Ehit say, the sample confined to the

students in single one senior high school might®oin line with normal distribution.

Yet, this is generally the case in every seniohtgghool. All high school students

have been “grouped” to some extent by this BCT,tand not entirely in line with the

normal distribution. Nevertheless, the current gtatll has its value in that First

Mankais composed of students who are, relatively, &chievers. If the treatments

come as effective for them, higher efficacy migataehieved in other schools.

The second limitation concerns the students’ agpe. articipants in the current

study are in their first year in senior high schaold they are expectedly unfamiliar

with English writing. Yet, if the study had beenrmoad out on students of older age
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(2" or 3¢ graders), there would have been one more vartabteke under control,
which is the grouping of Liberal/SciTech orientatioMeighing the two conditions,
the current study opted for the students who hasebeen sorted as their senior
counterparts.

Another potential difficulty (probably not so muak a limitation) of carrying out
the data collection is the students’ motivationwadte. In these three treatments,
including CF, students did not receive what theyutiht as enough feedback from the
researcher. There were times when participants yqudrether there would be
“corrections” given. They expected that their warduld be returned with corrections,
and the disappointment was quite obvious. If onéystlesign involves writing tasks
that are more than the current study, the partitgavillingness to keep on writing
should be taken into consideration.

Still another difficulty affecting the participant&illingness to engage in the
writing task is the schedule of mid-term and fieahminations. The researcher had to
take into consideration the fact that participamight not be highly motivated to
write if the mid-term examination was around theneo. The participants’ anxiety
would be high and thus would wish a class “progelg spent in regular teaching,
not on writing instruction, which, for their currestatus, the first year in senior high
school, is not of significant concern. As a resihlg interval between the post test and
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the delayed post test was not long. Where possinieadequate interval should be

adopted.

5.3 Summary

The current study attempted to seek alternatives wodely adopted traditional

method, the CF, in dealing with learners’ lingusthisuses in writing. This attempt

was not based on the rationale that CF is not ®ffe@r even harmful (Truscott,

1988), but rather, on the possibility that withivisttreatment, there is a certain factor,

which has been largely ignored in the CF literatared which might be extensively

applied to other alternatives, in hopes of a mdtectve and better way to writing

instruction.

In line with this principle, the current study pesbinto the framework of FonF,

centering on the role of learners’ awareness aicingt level, and adopts three

common pedagogical techniques used in FonF, IE, ddH, Pl, to examine how

effective these treatments are in terms of rail@agners’ consciousness.

Though statistically supported, FonF treatment$ediin detail. Pl was more

effective than CF, which is in turn more effectixan IE. A point of departure could

be the noticing-inducing capability found in eaokatment, as revealed by the online

guestionnaires.
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In addition to noticing, what further influencedetlefficacy would likely be the
opportunities for learners to process, posterioth® point of noticing and thus the
intake.

As a whole, FonF is a framework whose manifestatias treatments can be
adopted in treating learners’ writing competencethVdue consideration, however,
must one take heed of the application in writingtrinction. First, it is the linguistic
form that the current study stresses on, catedrthd prevailing use of the past tense
in General Scholastic Test. For writing instructiembedded in the whole language
approach, where a comprehensive criteria of gradirapopted, there is more to be
researched based on the current study. Seconerns tof normal distribution of the
samples, the current study was confined in the ex@b student samples. An ideal
group of participants would be one composed byesitgdfrom different senior high
schools. This is suggested for future studies. dfhgonsidering whether it is
instruction or treatment that a teacher should exsizle on, the value of IE, CF, and
Pl might differ, beyond the scope of the currenidgt As VanPatten put it, “...any
model of input processing is not per se a modeheory of acquisition” (VanPatten,
2004, p. 5). For the sake of long-term acquisittwrprocedural knowledge derived
from implicit learning, it is a field untouched Ilye current study, pending for future
research. Next, the research process, under thition of school term, was quite
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limited in length, which might be further improvedstudies to come when attempts

of ensuring the efficacy of each treatment areganiade. Finally, as issued by Long,

“effects for instruction of any kind may be, analpably almost always are, gradual

and cumulative rather than instantaneous and cateo.” (Long, 1998, p. 40). With

this in mind, how FonF and the subsequent treatsneant be better incorporated into

other writing instruction or better designed andvedeped into an instructional

approach per se, would be pending for future studie

5.4 Conclusion

Weighing all the conditions of each treatment amel dverall efficacy gained in

the current study, it is advisable to adopt Fordmiwork in writing instruction in

terms of enhancing learners’ competence in applgperific linguistic form, which,

in the educational setting in Taiwan, has traddaibnbeen treated with corrective

feedback. CF has its value in dealing with studentsuses in writing, and it is also

widely considered by many (both teachers and stsjiém be of the crucial status in

writing instruction. As a high school teacher whashadopted CF in dealing with

students’ mistakes in writing as well, | have oftevitnessed the students’

improvement in writing. Yet the instructional regli far too often, restricts the

potential energy from the teacher that is allowed devote and the possible
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improvements of the students if more opportunitiepracticing writing are granted.

For idiosyncratic components of writing, much eryeagd devotion from the teacher

and the students alike should be demanded. Howleveninor flaws in language use

that occur relatively frequently in students’ wigi pieces, such as past tense or V-s in

third-person singular, there should be a more gifle@and more efficient treatment. If

a teacher is able to influence the students’ abilit using linguistic form by

conducting a series of pedagogical activities feswvs in Pl), and thus does not have

to deal with each student’s mistakes individualhyg @onsecutively, with each single

piece of writing taking up the teacher 5 to 10 nb@suto put down more or less the

same CF, more time and energy can be spared fer afipects in writing that require

individual treatment, such as the rhetoric. It vilais last belief that motivated the

current study. Hopefully more research interest ¥allow in this field, and the

scenario of writing instruction will be graduallgfimed and improved in Taiwan.
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Appendix-A The consent form
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Appendix-B Pretest 1 (multiple choice questions)

F—ARE 1-16 Bs&FS B sFHRUERFTERLFS R, SURERNEE -

( )1. Lifeinthe mountains ____ quieter than life in loiges.
(A) are (B) is (C) to be (D) being
()2. Sorry, but | didn't hear the questions you . I[@owu please repeat it?
(A) ask (B) asking (C) asks (D) asked
( )3. Everyone ___ mistakes in his or her life. What'pariant is not to repeat them.
(A) does (B) forgets (C) makes (D) takes
( )4. Ican'tbelieve you _the last piece of pizza dithh’t even leave one bite for me.
(A) eat (B) save (C) saves (D) ate
( )5. Deborah put some sugar and cream in her coffeal@nit ___ better.
(A) taste (B) tasted (C) tasting (D) to taste
()6. Enya___ up early this morning because she didvaat to be late for her trip.
(A) wake (B) get (C) got (D) wakes
()7. My sister is very angry with me because | ___ teav pencil box
(A) break (B) gave (C) send (D) broke
( )8. Jeanis crazy about the color purple. The wallsesthouse are all ___ purple.
(A) built (B) dug (C) painted (D) shown
( )9. Atdinner time, | often enjoy telling Mom everytigithat __ at school.
(A) happened (B) happens (C) happening (D) happen

( )10. Marsha ___ her friends would do something speciaktebrate her birthday, but
they just gave her a little card.
(A) thought (B) does not think (C) think (D) didtniink
( )11. Betty TV when her little brother fell off thaair.
(A) watched (B) was watching (C) has watched (0O) watch
( )12. The fishermen ___little about the island when theived there.
(A) know (B) knows (C) knew (D) knowing
( )13. We can't enter the house. | can’t find my key!
Is it possible that you it in the car?
(A) leave (B) drop (C) places (D) left
( )14. Alex: What are you still here. It's already eightlock.
Tom: Because | my work. Don’t worry. It's alma®ne.
(A) wasn't finishing (B) wouldn’t finish
(C) haven't finished (D) won't finish
( )15. Do you want to share with us your vacation in Aro&®i
It soterrible. Believe me. You wouldn't like know.
(A) would be (B) was ©)is (D) will be
( )16. A: You look worried. What's the matter?
B: I can't find my bicycle; | __ where | parked it



(A) forget (B) didn’t remember (C) remember (D)dot
FRE 17-18 B HZE BRI NEAGHENEE
( )17. A: What did you do after school today?
B: Well, | just some comic bookE: it R &5 T EEEE~)
( )18. Yesterday | went to the beach with my brother. $tie was so bright that it
my eyes! Gk, RIYERAVIRME)

F=ERE 1921 [ HEREE FhUEFEEFERGENE, JOAERNEE -
A: How come you look so tired? It's beautiful Sugigdaorning.

B:119  up and went to bed late.

A: Wow...and what time 20 you get up?

B: Around 6 o’clock.

A: Why didn’t you have a little bit more of shutey

B: Because there 21 the mosquitoes!

( )19. (A) stay (B) push (C) pushed (D) stayed
( )20. (A) do (B) were (©) did (D) are
()21. (A)is (B) were (C) was (D) are

FUVURRE 22-25 8 MEBEEFHNUERFEFENTEE, )OAERNEE -
Dear Ming-hui,

How’s everything?

Summer vacation has started here. This is my segeadin America. This year | have
many ___to meet different people. My school thiskslents should not only study hard but
also try to help others. That's why | was askedok at a hospital. | didn't get paid for the
work, so at first | ____ | was helping others. Buela found | was in fact helping myself. The
work has changed me in a good way. | used to aayeadbout my studies, but I'm different
now. It _me feel good to see other people littebéives because of something | did for
them.

| miss my friends in Taiwan. |____ back home nextmer after graduating from high
school. Let's go to see our teacher Ms. Huang tBae’s going to have a baby next January.

All the Best

Yong-hong

()22. (A) ways (B) doors (C) chances (D) tips
(1)23. (A) think (B) thought (C) will think (D) do think
( )24. (A) made (B) makes (C) allows (D) allowed
()25. (A) am (B) will (C) will going (D) am going
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BDCDA CDCAB ACDCB D read, hurt, DCB CBAD
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Appendix C-Pretest 2 Questionnaire fargroup

Questionnaire

Class
No.
Name

1. What did you see in this handout? Please phrase in a general term.
IrfEEralF EER T HEE? FARESEIL -

2. Do you think there was a pattern or rule behind it?  Yes/ No
(Yes=continue; No=jump to question 6)

REGATERINESAAA? 2FHEES, GHblEE 6 &

3. Can you try to describe it?
A A5 G i ?

4. Examine the whole text again with the rule you just found. Is there any
exception to the rule?  Yes/No

RIS RAV R A E el — IO, ERAESEHE RSN

5. Specify your reason for question 4.

AP L, fEERA OIS, SEERIRHIIREA -

6. Is there anything unusual about the following texts? %75 41 fa] Z k2
a) Students in Taiwan have a lot to read, and they stay up for that.
b) Emma sleeps in class because she stays up late. As a result, she
was punished for sleeping in class. The students punished will stay
in the office for more homework after school.

End of questionnaire- Your participation is highly appreciated. Thank you.



Appendix D-Pretest 2 Questionnaire €OF group

Questionnaire

Class
No.
Name

1. Did the teacher correct your writing? Yes / No

LRI S A BURHIESC?

2. Do you think the teacher corrected all the mistakes?  Yes/No
(Yes= jump to question 6; No= continue)
FESEEE S A MICE I EERR? 2aEEkasE 6 3, L5FE%

3. What kind of errors did the teacher correct?

LR S AIESE S, (RAEstE RS T ARIE?

4. Examine the whole text again with the rule you just found. Did the teacher
miss any mistakes in the category you just found?  Yes/ No

PRI R AR A E i i — IO, AR (T SR L IR 2R A
B, M EREy?

5. Specify your reason for question 4.
AL, fena R, SRR RA .

6. Is there anything unusual about the following two sentences? %I — 75 i
(SRCIE=SN
a) Students in Taiwan have a lot to read, and they stay up for that.
b) Emma sleeps in class because she stays up late. As a result, she
was punished for sleeping in class. The students punished will stay
in the office for more homework after school.

End of questionnaire- Your participation is highly appreciated. Thank you.
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Appendix E-Pretest 2 Questionnaire Rirgroup

Questionnaire

Class
No.
Name

1. What was the linguistic rule that you just learned? {RJill_EAVERIZEHRIT?

2. Did you notice any mistakes from your classmates when he/she shared
with you his/her winter vacation life? Can you give some examples?

A EETFE S ZREEATER A (AR G ?

3. Is there any mistake in your recording of your classmates’ sharing?

FEVRECERIFIERH T =, I A TR

4. If yes, what is it that failed your attention?
EHH, REEETEREREZEE C BRI ?

5. Is there anything unusual about the following two sentences? | %] — )75 4
(SRCIE=SN
a) Students in Taiwan have a lot to read, and they stay up for that.
b) Emma sleeps in class because she stays up late. As a result, she
was punished for sleeping in class. The students punished will stay
in the office for more homework after school.

End of questionnaire- Your participation is highly appreciated. Thank you.
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Appendix F-Pictures for story-writing in pretespgttest and
delayed posttest

1) 5% (3)
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Appendix G-Model Passage fmput enhancemermiandout

(82 6
i °8

1) (3)

(@)

Spring has transformed the outskirts of the citg jparadise. Sunligishone
upon the earth and the wisang softly. Fresh green grassread across the hills and
valleys like an enormous carpet. Brilliant floweisall colors bloored in the gardens.
Sarah, a little girl with a round face like a r@se sparkling black eyegas playing
near her home. She huredsoftly to herself and daed in the wind. Suddenly a
movement in the bushes nearby caught her atte®tioonrange fur ball with a
wriggly tail was peering out at her. Was a cat. Kneeling down, she gently edlthe
cat towards her. It hesital, but eventually emerged from its’ hiding placergba
stroked the cat and it meed affectionately. Playing with it for a while, Sarbdund it
the sweetest creature ever known. As an only chiild,ofterfelt lonely as though
somethingvas missing in her life. Examining the cat, dioend no collar on its’ neck
and assumd it to be a stray. “Poor cat” stieought, “it must be all alone.” She
deciced to take it home with her.

Lifting the cat into her arms, Sarah sedrhome. Shevas however unaware of a
line of cats following her until she reasthher front door. “Oh well” she glaed at
them, “it wouldn’t hurt to let them all in for a wa.”

The smell of grilled chicken reaethSarah’s nostrils as she em#the house. It
was almost supper time and Sarah’s mother gceleér from the kitchen wearing an
apron. Sarah approaghher mother and as#t her timidly if shecould have a cat.
Her mother, though looking disapproved, &grender the condition that Sarah
should take full responsibility of the cat. But as Saeaiteed the living room, her
happiness chamg into horror as shsaw the floor dirty with footprints, the sofa
scratcled and the lamp knoe&kl over. Shewvas forced to let them all go but deedtl

that shewvould see them all tomorrow in the hills again.
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Appendix H-Handouts fdPl group

The past tense in Writing Z3{E- B

2. The past tense

It is used to refer to events that happened in the past.
% The past means any time before the moment ......
s “Now” is not an hour, not a minute, not a second. “Now” is

+ The past tense of a verb may be regular or irregular:
talk = talk
drink = drank

2. The past tense is used...

...when the action is before the moment you utter:
Mom: How is your homework going?
Johnny: 1 just finished it.

3. Students’ non-optimal processing strategy

« Applying simple the present tense to every verb.
+ Reason 1: In Chinese, there is no such concept of the past tense for
verbs.
+ Reason 2:When writing, students seek one-to-one correspondence
between Chinese verb and English verb.
© Bk Jjump
® It [play

...and thus ignore the past tense.

4. Avoiding errors
< When writing, Spare some time to think about the tense of verbs.

5. To think about the tense...

+« In addition to the past tense, you also need to know what these tenses
mean and why they cannot be used :

1. Chinese the present tense

2. English the present tense
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6. The present tense

X/

% The present tense is widely used. That is usually not correct.

<+ SHABRIFREFHERIRE, BENIERE -

7. Chinese vs. English

+ The present tense in English does not refer to events happening “now.”

< X "IRE, #BY "IREI .

8. PXEL "HiE, , ERXIIITIETFEE?

|

X4

TR RGEL™S © 4
A. | forget to bring the book.
B. | forgot to bring the book
PXEMERBERE, BRENKER, EREIFREEQNR -

"SeC 1 =ARSEC?

L)

X3

*

X3

*

°e

"IR? B, EIBRITHRIRGEARLE?
7 EEPR o
A. | play basketball.
B. I am playing basketball.
hE3Es IR
RNER "I,

9.1 BX "HBEDN . T8 "FHE.

+ John smokes. You can buy him cigars for present.
(fE__, IRgIEShtithEie)
A. IRTEHNE
B. ¥Z
C. BE

X3

*

X3

*

9.2 BX "HBEDN . T "HE.

+« The first class starts at 8 o’clock.
S—ER\E ___ o
A: IRTERES
B: Fi6
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C: BRI

9.3 /X "B, AEE THE
% Skin covers our bodies. RE _ HK9HVSES -
A REEBE
B. B&
C. BE=

10. /X "HEDN ., &5

BEB, RER, RRIBESHE
AEEEEIEIRT ©
< B John smokes.
% BRE  The first class starts at 8.
% ZBE  Skin covers our bodies.

Referential structured activity
Gary was an intern in HSNU 8-9 years ago. Now he is a formal teacher in

First MankaSenior High (HJSH). Find out what he did in HSNU and what he

does in HISH.

4. He got up at 5:30, but he gets up at 7:30. Was Gary an early bird in HSNU?

5. He always rides his scooter to school. Does Gary take a bus to school?

6. He buys the breakfast on his way to school, but he bought the breakfast at
school. Does Gary have breakfast at home?

7. It took him around 20-30 minutes to get to school. However, it takes him
only around 5 minutes to get to school. Did Gary get up earlier in HSNU?

8. After he arrived at school, he first cleaned his desk before he started the
whole day, but he has breakfast first as soon as he comes into the office.
Which does Gary care more, cleaning, or eating?

9. His days were full of challenges, but he leads a simple life because he does
not get much business. was life easy for Gary?

10.As an intern, he taught nearly 10 classes, but after being a formal teacher,
he teaches only 3 classes. How many classes did Gary teach in HSNU?

11.When he forgot to bring something, he would not go home because where
he lived was far from school. If he forgets something, however, he will rush
home and get it because where he lives is near his school. was HSNU far
from Gary’s place?

12.He did all the orders from school, and he was so tired. He does some
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orders from school, and he can be more attentive. Was Gary busy in HSNU?

13.Tiring as it was, Gary had recreations to relax himself, which he seldom
does because he gets lazy. Does Gary often have leisure activities?

14.He stayed school for activities, and there was a lot of fun, but not anymore
because he already lost interest. Does Gary siill stay at school for activities?

15.He played volleyball with other teachers at school, but he jogs by himself.
Did Gary exercise with other people in HSNU?

16.He liked to stay at school, because he felt it was like home, and he still likes
to stay at school, but it is because he thinks that students might come any
time for questions. Did Gary feel comfortable in HSNU?

17.He had his dinner with friends, but he has his dinner with families, because
there is not much chance they can meet. Who did Gary have dinners with in
HSNU?

18.He went home at around 9 o’clock pm, but he is home at around 7 o’clock
pm. Does Gary stay in the office after school for a while?

19.He came back to his parents’ place because he lived with them, but comes
back to his brother’s place because he moved out after he became a formal
teacher. Does Gary live with his parents?

Affective Structured Input

Time for you to use the past tense

Is your life in senior high school different from life in junior high? Write down
your own comparison, and interview 2~3 classmates about theirs.

Find out more about your classmates’ lives in junio r & senior high

What time did you usually get up?
3. What time do you usually get up?
4. Where did you usually have breakfast?
5. Where do you usually have breakfast?
6. How much time did it usually take you to go to school?
7. How much time do it usually take you to go to school?
8. Were your days busy?
9. Are your days busy?
10. Did you have any recreations?
11. Do you have any recreations?
12. Did you often stay at school for basketball (or any other exercise)?
13. Do you often stay at school for basketball (or any other exercise)?
14. Did you go to any cram schools?
15. Do you go to any cram schools?
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16. Did your family have any activities?
17. Do your family have any activities?
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Classmate:

1. What time did you usually get up?

2. What time do you usually get up?

3. Where did you usually have breakfast?

4. Where do you usually have breakfast?

5. How much time did it usually take you to go to school?

6. How much time do it usually take you to go to school?

7. Were your days busy?

8. Are your days busy?

9. Did you have any recreations?

10. Do you have any recreations?

11. Did you often stay at school for basketball (or any other exercise)?

12. Do you often stay at school for basketball (or any other exercise)?

13. Did you go to any cram schools?

14. Do you go to any cram schools?

15. Did your family have any activities?

16. Do your family have any activities?
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Classmate:

1. What time did you usually get up?

2. What time do you usually get up?

3. Where did you usually have breakfast?

4. Where do you usually have breakfast?

5. How much time did it usually take you to go to school?

6. How much time do it usually take you to go to school?

7. Were your days busy?

8. Are your days busy?

9. Did you have any recreations?

10. Do you have any recreations?

11. Did you often stay at school for basketball (or any other exercise)?

12. Do you often stay at school for basketball (or any other exercise)?

13. Did you go to any cram schools?

14. Do you go to any cram schools?

15. Did your family have any activities?

16. Do your family have any activities?
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Appendix I-Percentage of accuracy from each subject in the

pretest of multiple choice questions

CF PI IE Control

No. % No. % No. % No. %

1 8824 1 94.12* 1 94.12* 1 58.82

2 8824 2 82.35 2 7647 2 76.47

3 70.59 3 0 3 70.59 3 17.65

4 8235 4 82.35 4 5882 4 70.59

5 64.71 5 76.47 5 88.24* 5 41.18

6 8235 6 100* 6  88.24* 6 70.59

7 8824 7 82.35 7 7059 7 11.76

8 70.59 8 76.47 8 58.82 8 5.882*

9 8235 9 76.47 9 94.12¢* 9 88.24

10 88.24 10 100* 10 88.23529* 10 17.64706
11 76.47 11 0* 11 88.23529* 11 17.64706
13 76.47059 12 52.94118 12 47.05882 12 41.17647
14 70.58824 13  58.82353 13 64.70588 13 88.23529
15 82.35294 14  64.70588 14 58.82353 14 35.29412
16 70.58824 15  58.82353 15 94.11765* 15 52.94118
17 82.35294 16  58.82353 16 76.47059 16 82.35294
18 82.35294 17  58.82353 17 100* 17 70.58824
19 82.35294 18 64.70588 18 82.35294* 18 64.70588
20 76.47059 19 70.58824 19 64.70588 19 5.882353*
21 82.35294 20 58.82353 20 52.94118 20 11.76471
22 47.05882 21 52.94118 21 88.23529* 21 64.70588
23 52.94118 22  64.70588 23 94.11765* 22 64.70588
24 76.47059 23  100* 24 35.29412 23 76.47059
25 82.35294 25 58.82353 25 76.47059 24 41.17647
26 76.47059 26  64.70588 26 70.58824 25 47.05882
27 47.05882 27  88.23529 27 70.58824 26 47.05882
28 82.35294 28  64.70588 28 47.05882 27 82.35294*
29 76.47059 29  64.70588 29 o 28 58.82353
30 100* 30 88.23529 30 70.58824 29 11.76471
31 70.58824 31 82.35294 31 52.94118 30 17.64706
32 58.82353 32 82.35294 32 35.29412 31 17.64706
33 64.70588 33 88.23529 33 58.82353 32 52.94118
34 70.58824 34  94.11765* 34 76.47059 33 52.94118
35 70.58824 35 58.82353 35 82.35294* 35 29.41176
36 58.82353 36 94.11765* 36 76.47059 36 52.94118
37 64.70588 37 5294118 37 64.70588 37 47.05882
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39
40
41
42

76.47059
82.35294
82.35294
64.70588

38
39
40
41

42
43

76.47059
82.35294*
58.82353
82.35294*

64.70588
76.47059

38
39
40
41

94.11765*
88.23529*
64.70588
64.70588

42 76.47059
43 64.70588

*>90% or <10%
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