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Abstract

This is a pseudo-experimental study to evaluate the effects of form-focused language-
enhancement tasks on Japanese EFL students’ acquisition of lexical phrases. Participants were
81 non-major students at a private Japanese university. Oral cloze and sentence-level
composition tasks were administered alternately before and after reading comprehension tasks.
The results of two-way repeated-measures ANOVAs indicated that the tasks facilitated the
participants’ acquisition of lexical phrases over the semester, but the timing for administering
the form-focused tasks (i.e., at the beginning, or at the end, of a class session) did not have

any impact on their acquisition of target forms.

Introduction

This is an action research study on an introductory EFL course for Japanese university
students. The major target skill area was reading comprehension, and participants read
English-language essays of journalistic style. The course was basically meaning-focused, and
students strove to understand written English and enrich their vocabulary through reading
comprehension activities. However, the teacher, who was the researcher himself, arranged to
integrate some form-focused tasks into the task cycle because opportunities to produce
output are believed to facilitate L2 acquisition (Swain, 1985, 1993, 1995). The participants
engaged in oral cloze and sentence-level writing tasks, which can be regarded as an
intermediary between focus-on-form and focus-on-formS treatments. These form-focused
tasks were chosen, instead of a communicative speaking task, for the reason that the
participants had chosen the beginning-level reading course, not a communicative speaking
course.

The language-enhancement tasks were administered alternatively at the beginning and
at the end of a class session. Target linguistic forms were lexical phrases: i.e., multi-word
units that are remembered and retrieved as unanalyzed wholes (Nattinger, 1980; Nattinger
& DeCarrico, 1992; Lewis, 1993, 1997). They are also known as formulaic sequences (Wray,
2000, 2002: Schmitt & Carter, 2004) or multiple-word items (Moon, 1997). Native speakers of
a language have a large stock of lexical phrases that facilitate their fluent and accurate
delivery of speech (Ellis, 2005; Wray, 2002), and the acquisition of such formulaic phrases

and sentence structures is likely to facilitate L2 learners’ speech or writing, as well as their



understanding of oral or written messages, in the target language. Participants in this
study were guided to learn several lexical phrases from each textbook unit. The major
research goals are to determine: (a) whether or not the language-enhancement tasks might
facilitate the participants’ acquisition of lexical phrases and (b) where in the task cycle form-
focused tasks can be best administered, i.e., before or after meaning-focused reading
activities.

The participants were enrolled in a prestigious Japanese university, but their English
proficiencies were classified as the beginning level (not by the national standards but by the
university’s standards) based on the placement test results. The reading materials in the
main textbook covered social, economic, religious, military, and political issues, and each
unit contained a number of words that earlier groups of students had found unfamiliar.
Consequently, the acquisition of some of the lexical items—particularly lexical phrases—was
likely to pose a challenge to the participants in this study. On the other hand, whereas they
may not be strongly motivated to learn English as a foreign language, majoring in different
academic subjects, their general academic proficiencies are very high, and they may employ
their own learning strategies that are different, for example, from ESL learners who have
environmental support and have been involved in various communicative activities.
Uncovering the exact process by which Japanese university students acquire words and
lexical phrases is beyond the reach and scope of this study, but the study aims to determine:
(a) the degree to which form-focused language-enhancement tasks facilitate this particular
student group’s acquisition of lexical phrases and (b) the best timing for administering the

language-enhancement tasks during a class session.
Backgrounds

Form-focused Treatment

Form-focused instruction has been differentiated from meaning-focused instruction in
which learners are not guided to attend to any grammatical rule or linguistic item. The
target units for form-focused learning can either be the grammatical system (e.g., syntactic
rules) or exemplars (e.g., pronunciations, vocabulary items, morphology endings, and lexical
phrases). The major assumption is that they are problematic items that present a challenge
to language learners.

Form-focused instruction tends to be dichotomously divided into focus-on-form and
focus-on-formS (Long, 1991; Doughty & Williams, 1998), but Ellis (2001) categorized form-
focused instruction into three types: focus-on-formS, planned focus-on-form, and incidental
focus-on-form. Moreover, there is a continuum between focus-on-form and focus-on-formS
because an explicit and direct presentation of a phonological, lexical, or syntactic form can
be integrated into a communicative or interactional language activity or designed to involve

some level of cognitive processing.



The oral cloze and sentence-level composition tasks administered in this study can be
regarded as an intermediary between (planned) focus-on-form and focus-on-formS. They were
intended to draw learners’ attention to target forms in the reconstructive processes, and the
language-focused tasks were connected to the meaning-focused reading comprehensive
activities in each class session. However, the forms were prescribed and somewhat intensively
enhanced —not spontaneously provided, noticed, or responded to during interactions—and
participants strove to achieve formal accuracy by repeating target lexical phrases several
times or recycling the phrases that they had just been exposed to, which entailed a
characteristic of focus-on-formS instruction. Therefore, these tasks are referred to as form-

focused treatments in this paper.

Timing for Administering Form-focused Tasks

Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992), who advocated instruction of lexical phrases, suggested
that even the focus-on-formsS instruction, which i1s often considered to be ineffective because
of its failure to activate cognitive processing, can facilitate language acquisition by

kinesthetically familiarizing learners with new grammatical forms. They observed that:

There 1s nothing wrong with memorizing some essential chunks, especially at the
beginning stages of language learning [...] The challenge for the teacher would be to
use such drills to allow confidence and fluency, yet not overdo them to the point that
they become mindless exercise. (p. 116)

In their perspective, form-focused instruction (even if it is focus-on-formS-oriented) can be
effectively utilized to prepare learners for more difficult communicative or meaning-focused
tasks involving the target forms.

On the other hand, Nunan (2004) and Willis and Willis (2007) argued that form-focused
tasks might contribute to language acquisition when learners have already been exposed to
target forms through meaning-focused activities. My position leans toward Nunan’s and
Willis and Willis” observation, which supports the idea of polishing the forms that have been
at least partially learned through meaning-focused or communicative activities. However,
either approach can be more effective depending on particular learning contexts or individual
learners’ backgrounds, characteristics, or preferences. The present study focuses on a group
of non-major EFL students at a Japanese university, whose general academic proficiencies
are very high but their English proficiencies are comparatively lower by the pertinent

university’s standards.
Example Cases of Form-focused Tasks Before or After Communicative Activities

The present study involves form-focused language-enhancement tasks that are not

genuinely communicative. However, the effects of form-focused tasks administered either



before or after more meaning-focused (or communicative) tasks can be illustrated by the
following three studies.

Jones and Haywood’s study (2004) exemplifies the procedure that engages learners in the
meaning-focused activities first and then in form-focused activities afterward. They explored
an effective way to teach formulaic sequences to undergraduate and graduate students
enrolled in an English-for-academic-purposes course at the University of Nottingham
(treatment group, n=10; control group, n=11). Participants first enrolled in meaning-
focused reading activities. Then, after being familiarized with the text through meaning-
focused reading, the treatment group received a focus-on-form instruction: the original text
was presented again with formulaic sequences typographically enhanced in bold italics, and
the participants engaged in gap-filling exercises and essay writing. The results showed that
their awareness of formulaic sequences improved, but no evidence was produced that their
ability to retrieve and use the target phrases had improved.

As an example of a program that introduced form-focused activities first, Hager and
Lyman-Hager (2004) reported on a two-week in situ internship program that The
Pennsylvania State University and the University of Artois had jointly set up for American
engineering students preparing to engage in bi-national business projects. In this special
program in France, the participants were presented with useful expressions first (focus-on-
formS) and then engaged in outside-of-class tasks to practice using them (i.e., meaning-
focused communicative tasks) next. (I acknowledge that the program in France differs from
the present study in that form-focused tasks were followed by communicative speaking
activities, not reading comprehension activities. Nonetheless, the major point is that each
training session began with form-focused tasks.) First, the participants learned and
rehearsed using survival expressions in the classroom: two instructors predicted the
expressions that they would have to use (e.g., finding out about transportation, purchasing
food or toiletries) and tailored the lessons to their needs. Then, the participants moved in a
van to different locations and practiced using useful expressions in various real-life
communicative situations. It must be noticed, however, that, back in the van, the
participants debriefed the expressions they had used or the communicative purposes they
had failed to accomplish, and the instructors or other students offered feedback, which was
a form-focused activity. In this sense, the task cycle can also be regarded as alternation
between form-focused and meaning-focused activities.

Macias (2004) reported on a Spanish-for-academic-purposes program at Hartnell College
in Salinas, California, which was more clearly intended as a cyclic process. The participants
were involved in form-focused and meaning-focused tasks alternately and repeatedly. They
started with a simple communicative task (not form-focused) using expressions of their own
choice. Then, they were provided with basic sentences and syntactic rules and practiced using

the forms. At the following class session, learners reviewed the learned forms, for example,



by introducing themselves by using basic sentence structures, read basic reading materials
for children, and discussed the issues covered in reading activities. They finished the lesson
with communicative activities, and, at the following session, the vocabulary items and
grammatical rules were reviewed before a new concept or theme was introduced. The
instructional cycle began with communicative, meaning-focused tasks, but, subsequently,

form-focused and meaning-focused tasks were administered alternately.

Research Questions

The following two research questions guided the present study.

Research Question 1: Do form-focused language-enhancement tasks facilitate participants’
acquisition of useful lexical phrases in the context of reading comprehension lessons?

Research Question 2: Do participants learn more lexical phrases from the language-
enhancement tasks administered before meaning-focused reading comprehension activities,

or do they benefit more from the same tasks administered after reading activities?
Method

Participants

Participants were enrolled in one of the most prestigious private universities in Japan,
and their general academic proficiencies were very high as evidenced by the fact that they
had won admission to the school. On the other hand, the pertinent EFL course was
classified as an introductory (or beginning-level) EFL course based on the placement test
that the department administered prior to course registration. The placement test scores
they attained were equivalent to 365-555 TOEIC scores. The EFL course that they took,
labeled as Basic-Level English: News Reading, was offered to two different groups of
students, scheduled for two different class periods on the same day of week. One class had
39 students, and the other 42; the total number of participants was 81. The research study
was conducted on these two intact classes. The entire participant group included 53 first-
year students, 8 second-year students, 10 third-year students, and 10 fourth-year students.
Sixty-nine of them were male, and 12 were female.

The participants had studied English at Japanese junior high schools and high schools
for a total of six years; some had spent one or two additional years taking high-school-level
English courses at preparatory schools for entrance examinations. Their EFL learning in
middle schools (and preparatory schools) had been heavily oriented toward the Grammar-
Translation Method, designed mainly to improve their reading comprehension and grammar-
analysis skills and to expand their vocabulary of literary English. Very few had received
trainings to speak or write English for communicative purposes. All participants were non-

English-majors, majoring, instead, in Japanese literature, pedagogical sciences, social



sciences, cultural sciences, biology, mathematics, or history and geography.

Materials

The main textbook used in the spring was New Issues for Global Change and Challenges
(Hirota & Balsamo, 2006). The essays in the textbook, journalistic in style, were carefully
edited for EFL learners’ use and included a balanced combination of topics. On the other
hand, the essays were based on news reports in the past and tended to be outdated.
Therefore, additional newspaper articles on recent social events were distributed in the form
of Xeroxed materials. However, the analysis of lexical-phrase acquisition was based only on
their reading of the textbook units that were regulated in terms of length, style, and
difficulty. Participants were instructed to read the textbook before coming to the class, but
the teacher’s observation in the past years indicated that few read the textbook units very
carefully before coming to class. Consequently, when form-focused instruction was conducted
at the beginning of a class, for many participants, it was their first occasion to pay close

attention to the target lexical phrases.

Instructional Treatments

The major portion of class time was spent on meaning-focused reading comprehension
activities. The teacher provided the same instruction to the two groups of students using
exactly the same materials. The meaning-focused reading comprehension practice involved
skimming over the assigned essay, or news article, for the day and answering comprehension
questions. The teacher called on some participants to interpret the semantic and pragmatic
meanings of certain parts of an assigned reading and, whenever necessary, explained the
lexical items or syntactic structures that the participants had trouble understanding. Word-
by-word translation of individual sentences or paragraphs was avoided as much as possible.

In addition to the reading comprehension activities, the participants engaged in two
types of form-focused language-enhancement tasks, which were intended to draw their
attention to useful lexical phrases and guide them to remember and use some of them. The
first language-enhancement task was an oral cloze using PowerPoint, modeled on blackboard
reproduction (Nation, 1974) or progressive deletion (Willis & Willis, 2007). A set of
PowerPoint slides were prepared. The first slide presented a sentence that conveyed a major
point in the textbook unit that they read and was embedded with lexical phrases. The target
lexical phrases were highlighted in bold, and difficult syntactic or lexical items were
explained if necessary. On the second and third slides, parts of the target lexical phrases
were deleted, and, on the fourth slide, the entire lexical phrases—and sometimes a few
additional content words in the same sentence—were deleted. The participants endeavored to
reconstruct the original sentence. The following is an example of a set of slides used for this

task.



Slide 1: English is now the lingua franca of the world. It has become the language of
business and travel and the key to job advancement and security.

Slide 2: English is now the lingua franca of the world. It has become the language of
business and travel and the ( ) ( ) job advancement and security.

Slide 3: English is now the lingua ( ) of the world. It has become the language of
business and travel and the ( ) ( ) job advancement and security.

Slide 4: English is now the ( ) ( ) of the world. It has become the language of business
and travel and ( ) ( ) ( ) job ( ) and security.

In this sentence, the key to was the major target lexical phrase, underlined and
highlighted in bold. Lingua franca and job advancement were additional phrases, parts of
which were also deleted on the third and fourth slides for a remember-and-retrieve task.
Many of the sentences displayed on the PowerPoint screen contained one lexical phrase
whereas some contained two or more.

The second form-focused task was to translate a Japanese sentence into English. It was
a partial-translation task: i.e., parts of each target English sentence were provided as hints.
Participants needed to use one of the lexical phrases they had learned, or would learn,
during the day’s lesson to complete this translation task, and they were asked to write it
on a supplied sheet of paper and submit it to the teacher. The composition task guided
participants to map a target form on its semantic function.

The procedure for the partial-translation task was as follows. The teacher displayed, on
the big screen, a Japanese sentence and an equivalent English sentence missing the target
lexical phrase and several other words. The participants filled in the blanks and reproduced
the English sentence on a supplied answer sheet. Then, they exchanged their answer sheets
with their neighbors and corrected each other’s mistakes referring to the feedback that the
teacher subsequently displayed on the screen. It was announced at the beginning of the
semester that this in-class writing was part of their practice to learn lexical phrases, and
the scores on this task would not affect their final grades. However, the submission of the
on-the-spot composition was believed to pressure them to take on the task seriously.

The first group engaged in the form-focused tasks at the end of odd-numbered class
sessions and at the beginning of even-numbered sessions. The second group engaged in the
same form-focused tasks at the beginning of odd-numbered sessions and at the end of even-
numbered sessions. The contents of the lessons were thus counterbalanced. When form-
focused tasks were administered at the beginning, the participants (i.e., except for the few
diligent ones who had carefully read the textbook at home) had not been exposed to the
target lexical phrases. At the class sessions in which the form-focused tasks were
administered at the end, all participants had been exposed to the phrases through reading

activities.



Assessment

A pretest, three mid-term quizzes, and a final test were conducted to measure
participants’ knowledge of lexical phrases. The pretest measured the participants’ base
knowledge of lexical phrases before receiving any instruction. The three mid-term quizzes
assessed their learning of different lexical phrases at different time periods during the
semester; the means of these tests were believed to reflect their short-term retention of
target lexical phrases. The final test was administered two weeks after the last mid-term
quiz, and the results might reflect their long-term retention of phrases, although the lapse
of time after the last class session was not very long. The pretest and the final test included
the same question items, and the mid-term quizzes were small parts of the pretest or final
test. However, the order of questions was changed for each test, and the final test contained
a few non-target items to prevent any testing effect. Each of the three tests included two
sections: (a) a multiple-choice section that required participants to choose one out of the
three alternatives as part of the target lexical phrase and (b) a sentence completion section
that required participants to fill in the blanks with an appropriate lexical phrase based on
an equivalent Japanese phrase provided as a hint. The second section was intended to be
more difficult.

Again, the two intact classes (enrolled in two courses administered during consecutive
class periods) studied the same textbook and materials and were exposed to the same lexical
items, but they engaged in the form-focused language-enhancement task at the beginning or
at the end of a class alternately. The effectiveness of the two treatments was evaluated by
administering a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA. Within-subjects comparison was
conducted, instead of between-subjects comparison, in order to adjust the English abilities of
the two intact classes and also to treat all students fairly from an educational and ethical
point of view.

Additionally, the participants were asked to indicate their personal preference for either
treatment in the form of an informal survey at the end of the semester. Their answers were
counted, and a chi-square test was conducted to measure the degree of statistical significance.

The level of significance for all statistical tests was set at a=0.05.
Results

Multiple-choice Test Results

Prior to the administration of a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA, the participants’
multiple-choice scores on the pretest, mid-term quizzes, and final test were transformed into
Rasch digits, using the dichotomous Rasch model (Bond & Fox, 2007). Rasch measures are
more useful for accurate statistical measurement than raw scores because they are equal-
interval measures that are derived from the probabilistic relationships between person

abilities and item difficulties.



The Rasch analyses indicated that the person separation was 0.77, and the person
reliability was 0.37; both were rather low, which may be attributable to the fact that the
participants, enrolled in the beginning-level EFL course at the same university, were similar
in English proficiency. The item separation was 4.28, which was much higher than the
criterion point of 2.0, and the item reliability was 0.95, also above the criterion point of 0.90.

The Rasch person measures were converted to response probability units (CHIPS). This
linear transformation meant that the average person measure was set at 50, and the highest
and lowest possible scores were respectively 80 and 20. The final N-size for statistical

analyses was 65. Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics for the multiple-choice tests.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Multiple-choice Tests

Beginning End

Pretest M 49.54 49.98
95%CI Lower Bound 48.55 48.97

Upper Bound 50.53 50.98

SD 3.99 4.06

Skewness —0.21 —0.45

SES 0.30 0.30

Kurtosis —0.28 0.37

SEK 0.59 0.59

Mid-term Quizzes M 54.22 54.73
95%CI Lower Bound 53.19 53.40

Upper Bound 99.25 56.06

SD 4.15 5.38

Skewness 0.84 0.39

SES 0.30 0.30

Kurtosis 1.39 —0.47

SEK 0.59 0.59

Final Test M 60.88 61.38
95%CI Lower Bound 59.42 60.03

Upper Bound 62.33 62.73

SD 5.86 5.46

Skewness —0.36 —0.44

SES 0.30 0.30

Kurtosis —0.98 —0.89

SEK 0.59 0.59

Note. N=65.

Then, a two-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted using these converted scores to
evaluate the effects of treatment and test on the participants’ acquisition of target lexical
phrases. The within-subjects factors were treatment with two levels (language-enhancement
at the beginning or at the end) and test with three levels (pretest, mid-term quizzes, and

final test). The dependent variables were the participants’ scores on the three tests after



each treatment.

Mauchly’s Sphericity Test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was not met
either for the test factor, W=0.87, p=0.01, or for the treatment x test interaction, W=0.90,
p=0.04. Consequently, the Greenhouse-Geisser statistics was referred to in the interpretation
of ANOVA results. The sphericity assumption did not apply to the treatment factor that
had only two levels.

The time main effect and the time x treatment interaction effect were tested using the
multivariate criterion of Wilks’s lambda (A). The test main effect was significant, A =0.20,
F(2, 63)=127.54, p=0.001, 7°=0.80, but the test x treatment interaction effect was not
significant, A=1.00, F(2, 63)=0.01, p=0.99, »°=0.00.

Likewise, the results of the univariate test (see Table 2) showed that the test main effect
was significant, F(1.76, 112.91)=172.02, p=0.001, 7°=0.73, but the treatment main effect was
not significant, F(1, 64)=1.57, p=0.22, n°=0.02, suggesting that the timing for the
administration of language-enhancement tasks (i.e., either at the beginning or at the end of
a lesson) did not have any significant influence on learners’ acquisition of lexical phrases.
The treatment x time interaction effect was not significant, F(1.82, 116.31)=0.01, p=0.99,
n°=0.00.

Table 2. Univariate Test Results of the Two-way Repeated-measures ANOVA
(Multiple-choice Tests)

Effect df SS MS F D 7
Treatment 1 22.75 22.75 1.57 0.22 0.02
Residual 64 928.94 14.51
Test 1.76 8483.96 4809.10 172.02 0.001 0.73
Residual 112.91 3156.46 27.96
Treatment x Test 1.82 0.11 0.06 0.01 0.99 0.00
Residual 116.31 1528.47 13.14
Note. a=0.05.

In order to follow up the significant test main effect, the means for the three tests were
computed, and three paired-samples t-tests were conducted. Holm’s sequential Bonferroni
approach was used to control for familywise error rate across these tests. The mean for
Test 3 (M=61.13, SD=0.64) was significantly higher than that for Test 1 (M=49.76, SD
=0.40), t(64)=16.07, p=0.001, d=22.18, the mean for Test 2 (M=54.48, SD=0.48) was
significantly higher than that for Test 1, t(64)=9.25, p=0.001, d=9.18, and the mean for
Test 3 was significantly higher than that for Test 2, t(64)=10.82, p=0.001, d=13.54. The
d-values indicated that the effect sizes were very large. That is, the scores, for either

treatment, improved progressively from the pretest to the mid-term quizzes to the final test.



Sentence Completion Test Results

The participants’ sentence completion test scores for the pre-test, mid-term quizzes, and
the final test were first transformed into Rasch digits, using the partial-credit Rasch model
(Bond & Fox, 2007). The person separation was 1.41, and the person reliability was 0.67;
neither reached the desirable level of 2.00 or 0.90. The item separation was 9.89, and the item
reliability was 0.99, which were both very high. As in the analysis of multiple-choice test
scores, the Rasch digits were converted to response probability units. The final N-size for
statistical analyses was 66. Table 3 displays the descriptive statistics for the sentence

completion tests.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Sentence Completion Tests

Beginning End

Pretest M 43.08 43.08
95%CI Lower Bound 41.46 41.51

Upper Bound 44.70 44.65

SD 6.59 6.39

Skewness —0.22 —0.70

SES 0.29 0.29

Kurtosis —0.05 0.98

SEK 0.58 0.58

Mid-Term M 50.24 51.24
95%CI Lower Bound 48.30 49.51

Upper Bound 52.18 52.98

SD 7.88 7.06

Skewness —0.84 —0.15

SES 0.29 0.29

Kurtosis 1.39 0.84

SEK 0.58 0.58

Final Test M 62.94 62.84
95%CI Lower Bound 61.31 61.28

Upper Bound 64.56 64.40

SD 6.62 6.35

Skewness —0.10 0.18

SES 0.29 0.29

Kurtosis —0.66 —1.17

SEK 0.58 0.58

Note. N=66.

The means for the two treatments (i.e., language-enhancement either at the beginning
or at the end of a lesson) were very similar at each of the three tests. On the other hand,
the mean for each treatment increased from the pretest to the mid-term quizzes to the final
test to a noticeable degree.

Then, a two-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effects of



treatment and test on the participants’ acquisition of target lexical phrases. The within-
subjects factors were treatment with two levels (language-enhancement at the beginning or
at the end) and test with three levels (pretest, mid-term quizzes, and final test). The
dependent variables were the participants’ scores on the three tests for each treatment.

Mauchly’s Sphericity Test results showed that the assumption of sphericity was met for
both the test factor (W=0.99, p=0.79) and the text x treatment interaction (W=10.93,
p=0.11).

The multivariate test results showed that the test main effect was significant, A =0.09,
F(2, 64)=310.49, p=0.001, n°=0.91. On the other hand, the treatment x test interaction was
not significant, A =0.98, F(2, 64)=0.56, p=0.57, n°=0.02.

The univariate test results (see Table 4) also showed that the test main effect was
significant, F(2, 130)=296.28, p=0.001, 5°=0.82. The treatment main effect was not
significant, F(1, 65)=0.34, p=0.56, 7°=0.01, and the treatment x test interaction was not
significant, F(2, 130)=0.49, p=0.62, 7°=0.01, either.

Table 4. Univariate Test Results of the Two-way Repeated-measures ANOVA
(Sentence Completion Tests)

Effect df SS MS F p 7’
Test 2 26329.62 13164.81 296.28 0.001 0.82
Residual 130 5776.31 44.43
Treatment 1 9.03 9.03 0.34 0.56 0.01
Residual 65 1748.91 26.91
Test x Treatment 2 24.49 12.25 0.49 0.62 0.01
Residual 130 3270.07 25.15
Note. a=0.05.

In order to follow up the main test effect, the means for the three tests were computed,
and three paired-samples t-tests were conducted. Holm’s sequential Bonferroni approach was
used to control for familywise error rate across these tests. The mean for Test 3 (M=62.89,
SD=0.72) was significantly higher than the mean for Test 1 (M=43.03, SD=0.60), t(65)=25.04,
p=0.001, d=29.88, the mean for Test 2 (M=50.74, SD=0.82) was significantly higher than
the mean for Test 1, £(65)=9.36, p=0.001, d=10.66, and the mean for Test 3 was significantly
higher than the mean for Test 2, ¢(65)=14.27, p=0.001, d=15.73. The participants’ scores on
the sentence completion test improved significantly from the pretest to the mid-term quizzes

to the final test.

Chi-square Test Results
A question item in the questionnaire survey conducted at the end of the semester asked
the participants whether they preferred to engage in the form-focused language-enhancement

tasks at the beginning of a class session (i.e., before reading comprehension activities) or at



the end. Out of the 81 students, 30 indicated that they preferred to have language-enhancement
at the beginning, and 33 preferred the treatment at the end; interestingly, their preferences
were almost evenly divided. Seventeen gave no answer, either having no preference or simply
being oblivious to the question, whereas one participant expressly indicated that he/she
preferred to have it alternately at the beginning and at the end of a session.

A one-way chi-square test was conducted to assess the degree of statistical significance.
The result of the test was significant, x*3, N=81)=31.54, p=0.001. In order to follow up the
significant effect, six pairwise comparisons were conducted; the results are shown in Table
5. It was not surprising that there were significant differences between alternation (the
observed frequency of which was only one), on the one hand and before (30), after (33), and
no response (17) on the other. However, there was no significant difference between the
portions of people who preferred the treatment at the beginning and those preferred the

treatment at the end, x*(1, N=63)=0.14, p=0.71.

Table 5. Results of the Follow-up Chi-square Tests

2

X p
Before vs. After 0.14 0.71
Before vs. No Response 3.6 0.06
No Response vs. After 5.12 0.2
Before vs. Alternation 27.13 0.001
No Response vs. Alternation 14.22 0.001
After vs. Alternation 30.12 0.001
Note. df=1; a=0.05.

Discussion

The first research question was: Do form-focused language-enhancement tasks facilitate
participants’ acquisition of useful lexical phrases in the context of reading comprehension
lessons? The statistical results indicated that there was a significant progress from the
pretest to the mid-term quizzes and to the final test. Thus, it is safe to assume that the oral
cloze and simple composition tasks contributed to the participants’ acquisition of target
lexical phrases. As acknowledged at the beginning of this paper, these tasks are not of a
communicative type, although designed to induce some cognitive processing. The tasks are
simply designed to help participants remember and retrieve useful lexical chunks, but it
must be noted again that a large stock of useful lexical phrases helps EFL/ESL learners
carry out communicative interactions (Ellis, 2005; Wray, 2002).

In the pertinent research context, the final-test results should be interpreted as the
accumulation of lexical knowledge due to their repeated exposure to the target forms over
time, not a carry-over effect of the treatment after the instructional treatment ended. As

part of the statistical measurement, an arrangement was made to prevent testing effects.



However, being exposed to the same forms through tasks and tests, the participants might
have consolidated their memory of target phrases toward the end of the semester. Their
mid-term quizzes were returned to the participants before the final test, and they had a
chance to review the lexical phrases that they had learned during the semester. It might
have not been an ideal condition for statistical assessment, but it is a necessary part of the
educational treatment. The participants had the right to have the earlier quizzes or tests
back as feedback, and they had been informed at the beginning of the semester that,
whereas the quizzes were part of their learning procedure and would not affect their grades,
their final test scores would do.

The second research question was: Do participants learn more lexical phrases from the
language-enhancement tasks administered before meaning-focused reading comprehension
activities, or do they benefit more from the same tasks administered after reading activities?
The statistical test results suggested that the timing for the administration of form-focused
instruction did not influence their learning of lexical phrases. At each test, their
performance was practically the same whether they engaged in the oral cloze and
composition tasks before or after reading activities. Furthermore, practically the equal
proportions of students indicated their preference to receive the language-enhancement
treatment at the beginning or the end of a lesson. Neither task sequence appealed to the
majority of students.

One interpretation is that the language-enhancement tasks were not substantial enough
to influence participants’ learning of lexical phrases or that these tasks, which did not
involve interpersonal interactions, higher-level cognitive processing, or creative language use,
were not adequate or appropriate. However, another possible interpretation is that both
treatments (i.e., language-enhancement before reading or after reading) had their own
positive effects and, when measured statistically, canceled out the gains and losses. The
latter position can be, at least partially, supported by the fact that some participants gave
positive comments on one treatment and others reacted positively to the other. For example,
four of the participants who indicated their preference for the language-enhancement
treatment at the beginning specifically stated that it was helpful to know what the major
target linguistic points were before engaging in the meaning-focused activities. Three others
voluntarily offered positive comments for the same treatment. On the other hand, four of
the participants who preferred the treatment at the end observed that they could understand
the meanings of the lexical phrases better after being exposed to them in context, and six
indicated that they could memorize target lexical phrases more easily after finding them in
context. Their observations resonate with Nunan’s (2004) and Willis and Willis’s (2007)
position. Five others voluntarily offered positive comments for the latter treatment.
Furthermore, as mentioned in the results section, one participant explicitly wrote that

he/she preferred to have it alternately at the beginning and at the end of a session despite



the fact that such an answer had not been provided as a prescribed alternative in the
questionnaire.

If the second interpretation (i.e., both treatments have positive effects) holds true, the
safest pedagogical arrangement is to use the two treatments alternately or, as Hager and
Lyman-Hager’s (2004) and Macias’s (2004) reports suggested, to integrate the form-focused
and meaning-focused (or communicative) tasks cyclically within the same EFL course.
However, there is no doubt that the same issue needs to be further probed through
replication studies with different participants engaged in different language-enhancement or

communicative form-focused activities.
Conclusion

The results of the present study suggested that formed-focused language-enhancement
tasks would facilitate Japanese EFL university students’ acquisition of lexical phrases in the
context of reading comprehension lessons. However, the effectiveness of the language-
enhancement tasks used in this study—oral cloze and sentence-level composition—did not
differ depending on whether they were administered before or after the meaning-focused
reading comprehension activities. No decisive evidence was found to indicate that these form-
focused tasks, somewhat focus-on-formS-oriented, can better be utilized to prepare Japanese
non-major EFL students for more meaning-focused activities or for fine-tuning the forms
with which they have already been familiarized.

It 1s acknowledged that the form-focused tasks administered and evaluated were limited
to the memorization and retrieval of phrases in sentence- or paragraph-level contexts. For
future studies, it will be worthwhile to observe and analyze the performance of learners
engaged in more communicative tasks in which they need to choose their own words and
expressions to express their ideas or to deal with real-life linguistic situations. Analysis of
their language use in interpersonal communication would be more difficult and complicated,
but it is pedagogically more meaningful in that participants have chances to notice the gaps
between their output and native-like target forms more clearly.

Regarding the materials for reading tasks, replication studies should be conducted on
students’ reading of up-to-date newspaper articles distributed in class, instead of essays in
the textbook published several years before. If the news are up-to-date and more closely
related to their daily concerns, their motivation to understand the readings is likely to be
higher, which is an important condition for meaning-focused reading activities. They may be
motivated to learn lexical phrases, or any other target linguistic forms, that are needed to
describe the issues, ideas, or events of their concern.

Evaluating the relationships between learners’ individual proficiencies or language-
learning experiences and their acquisition of lexical phrases is yet another issue to be dealt

with in future studies. This study only observed a case at one Japanese university, but



comparison between different student groups with clearly different proficiencies and
characteristics might shed light on the process by which Japanese EFL learners may acquire

lexical phrases or lexical items in general.

References

Bond, T. G., & Fox, C. M. (2007). Applying the Rasch model: Fundamental measurement in the human
sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Doughty, C., & Williams, J. (1998). Issues and terminology. In C. Doughty, & J. Williams (Eds.), Focus
on form in classroom second language acquisition (pp.1-11). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Ellis, R. (2001). Introduction: Investigating form-focused instruction. In R.Ellis (Ed.), Form-focused
instruction and second language learning (pp. 1-46). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Ellis, R. (2005). Principles of instructed language learning. System, 33, 209-224.

Hager, W. R., & Lyman-Hager, M. A. (2004). Bridging the gap between the sciences and humanities:
French for engineers and other technical professions. In B. L. Leaver, & J.R. Willis (Eds.), Task-
based instruction in foreign language education: Practices and programs (pp. 161-177). Washington
D. C.: Georgetown University Press.

Hirota, N., & Balsamo, W. M. (2006). New issues for global change and challenges. Tokyo: Kinseido
Publishing.

Jones, M., & Haywood, S. (2004). Facilitating the acquisition of formulaic sequences: An exploratory
study in an EAP context. In N. Schmitt (Ed.), Formulaic sequences: Acquisition, processing, and use
(pp. 269-300). Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Lewis, M. (1993). The lexical approach. Hampshire, UK: Heinle Cengage Learning.

Lewis, M. (1997). Implementing the lexical approach: Putting theory into practice. Hampshire, UK:
Heinle Cengage Learning.

Long, M. H. (1991). Focus on form: A design feature in language teaching methodology. In K. De Bot,
R. B. Ginsberg, & C. Kramsch (Eds.), Foreign language research in cross-cultural perspective (pp. 39-
52). Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Macias, C. (2004). Task-based instruction for teaching Spanish to professionals. In B. L. Leaver, & J. R.
Willis (Eds.), Task-based instruction in foreign language education: Practices and programs (pp. 142-
160). Washington D. C.: Georgetown University Press.

Moon, R. (1997). Vocabulary connections: Multi-word items in English. In N. Schmitt, & M. McCarthy
(Eds.), Vocabulary: Description, acquisition and pedagogy (pp.40-63). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Nation, I. S. P. (1974). Motivation, repetition and language teaching techniques. ELT Journal, 29(2), 115-
120.

Nattinger, J. R. (1980). A lexical phrase grammar for ESL. TESOL Quarterly, 14(3), 337-344.

Nattinger, J. R., & DeCarrico, J.S. (1992). Lexical phrases and language teaching. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Nunan, D. (2004). Task-based language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schmitt, N., & Carter, R. (2004). Formulaic sequences in action: An introduction. In N. Schmitt (Ed.),

Formulaic sequences: Acquisition, processing, and use (pp.1-22). Philadelphia: John Benjamins



Publishing Company.

Swain, M. (1985). Communicative competence: Some roles of comprehensible input and comprehensible
output in its development. In S. Gass, & C. Madden (Eds.), Input in second language acquisition.
(pp. 235-253). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Swain, M. (1993). The output hypothesis: Just speaking and writing aren’t enough. The Canadian
Modern Language Review, 50, 158-164.

Swain, M. (1995). Three functions of output in second language learning. In G. Cook, & B. Seidlhofer
(Eds.). Principles and practice in applied linguistics: Studies in honour of H. G. Widdowson (pp. 125-
144). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Willis, D., & Willis, J. (2007). Doing task-based teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wray, A. (2000). Formulaic sequences in second language teaching: Principle and practice. Applied
Linguistics, 21(4), 463-489.

Wray, A. (2002). Formulaic language and the lexicon. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

UMD ZiE JEEa la=r—va V5D




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 15%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


