
References
Baleghizadeh, S. (2010). Focus on form in an EFL commu-

nicative classroom. Novitas-ROYAL (Research on Youth 
and Language), 4 (1), 119-128.

Basturkmen, H., Loewen, S. &Ellis, R. (2002). Metalanguage 
in focus on form in the communicative classroom. Lan-
guage Awareness, 11 (1), 1-13.

Brown, H.D. (2014). Principles of Language Learning and 
ed.)

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguis-
tics: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methodologies. 

Ghonsooly, B. & Eghtesadi, A. R. (2006). Role of cognitive 
style of field-dependence/independence in using cogni-
tive and metacognitive reading strategies by a group of 
skilled and novice Iranian students of English literature. 
Asian EFL Journal, 8 (4). 119-150.

Hill, L. A. (1980). Anecdotes in American English: Elemen-
tary, intermediate, advanced
Press.

Hill, L. A. (1988). 
mediate, advanced

Johnson, J., Prior, S. & Artuso, M. (2000). Field dependence 
as a factor in second language communicative produc-
tion. Language Learning, 50(3), 529-567.

Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and practice in second lan-
guage acquisition
of student-initiated focus on form. Proceedings of the 
Independent Learning Conference.

Loewen, S. (2003b). Variation in the frequency and charac-
teristics of incidental focus on form. 
Research. 7 (3), 315-345.

Long, M.H. (1983). Does second language instruction make 
a difference? A review of the research. , 
17 (3), 359-382.

Long, M.H. (1991). Focus on form: A design feature in lan-

guage teaching methodology. In K. de Bot, R. Ginsberg, 
& C. Kramsch (Eds.), Foreign language research in 
cross-cultural perspective (pp. 39-52). Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins.

Lyster R. (2004). Research on form-focused instruction in 
immersion classrooms: Implications for theory and prac-
tice. French Language Studies. 14, 321-341.

guage across the immersion curriculum. System, 1-10.
Muranoi, H. (2000). Focus on form through interaction 

enhancement: Integrating formal instruction into a com-
municative task in EFL classrooms. Language Learning. 
50(2), 617-673.

instruction and communicative interaction in the second 
languge classroom: Some pedagogical possibilities. 
Canadian Modern Language Review. 55(3). 

Language Review. 56(3). 505-513.
Poole, A. (2005). Focus on form instruction: Foundations, 

applications and criticisms.  5(1), 
47-57.

Schachter, J. (1996). Maturation and the issue of universal 
grammar in second language acquisition. In W. C. Ritch-

Handbook of second language 
acquisition

Sheen, R. (2002). Focus on form and focus on forms. 
Journal, 56(3), 303-505.

Spada, N. (1997). Form-focused instruction and second lan-
guage acquisition: A review of classroom and laboratory 
research. , 30, 73-85. 

Spada, N., &  Lightbown, P. M. (2008). Form-focused instruc-
tion: Isolated or integrated?. , 42 (2). 
181-207.

Spada, N., Barkaoui, K., Peters, C., So, M., & Valeo A. 
(2009). Developing a questionnaire to investigate second

language learners’ preferences for two types
of form-focused instruction. System, 37, 70–81.

rmus-on-forFocucus- rmn-for

edMeaningMM -focuseg-f useduse

 Vol. 34, No. 3, Spring  2020 | | 9



interaction effect between approach 
and cognitive style is not statistically 
significant, F (1, 54) =0.41, p = .52. 

the contribution to the literature on FOF 
is noteworthy in that it indicates that the 
cognitive style of FD/FI does not mediate 
the effect of FOF and meaning-focused 
instruction and FI learners are better at 
both FOF and MF instruction. 

Concluding Remarks
Concerning the effectiveness of FOF and 

meaning-focused instruction in elementary 
EFL courses, according to the results of 
this study, there is a significant difference 
between the two, which conforms to the 
findings of previous studies which attested 

reason may be the fact that the amount 
of exposure to comprehensible input for 
the learners in a foreign language settings 
is inadequate. Especially in elementary 
levels, this paucity of comprehensible input 
and the low proficiency level which make 
simultaneous attention to both meaning 

and form difficult (Van Patten, 1990 cited in 
Basturkmen, Loewen, and Ellis, 2002) for 
learners may lead to a more promising role 
for FOF instruction.  

As for the role of cognitive styles of 
field-dependence/-independence, the 
findings of the study are consistent with 
previous research in which FI learners 
outperformed FD learners in classroom 
learning; however, the findings show 
that cognitive styles of FI/FD does not 
mediate the effect of FOF/MF instruction 
and FOF instruction is more effective 

findings are in line with interactionist and 
cognitive views of L2 development which 
emphasize the role of attention and may 
imply the necessity of more nurturing 

should attempt to provide more catering 
for FD learners through more practice, 
positive evidence recasts or other forms 
of language support.  

limited size of the sample, the limited 
amount of instruction and limited means of 
assessment. 

|   | Vol. 34, No. 3, Spring 20208



accounted for by the independent variable 
is also a strong one i.e., >.10 (Dornyei, 
2007).

the previous research which has shown 
that balanced attention to meaning and 
form through focus on form activities 
can help more to the development of 
L2 competence (Baleghizadeh, 2010; 
Basturkmen, Loewen & Ellis, 2002; Long, 
1983, 1991; Lyster, 2014; Nassaji, 1999; 
Spada, 1997).

effect of cognitive style is statistically 
significant, F (1, 54) = 6.04, p = 0.017. 
In other words, the difference between 
the effectiveness of FD/FI cognitive style 
in learning relativization proves to be 

that FI group (M= 14.17, SD = 3.92) had a 
better performance on the test than the FD 

size is also a strong one i.e., >.10.

better than FD learners in learning 
relativization in English is consistent 
with previous research (Brown, 2014; 
Ghonsooly & Eghtesadi, 2006) that 
support the relationship between field-
independence and second language 
learning success.

better than FD learners in 
learning relativization in 
English is consistent with 
previous research (Brown, 
2014; Ghonsooly & Eghtesadi, 
2006) that support the 
relationship between field-
independence and second 
language learning success

form
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instruction in learning relativization 
(relative clauses) by elementary Iranian 

indicates that the focus on form group 
(M= 14.25, SD = 4.06) had a better 
performance on the test than the meaning-
focused group (M = 12.20, SD = 3.87). 

is the variance in the dependent variable 

As the result of the two-way ANOVA 
for exploring the impact of teaching 
approach (FOF/MF) and cognitive style 
(FD/FI) on learning relativization in English 
indicates, the main effect of approach is 
statistically significant F(1, 54) = 6.31, p = 

difference between the effectiveness 
of focus on form and focus on meaning 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the groups’ performance on the total test

Approach Style Mean Std. Deviation N

experimental/FOF

FD 13.00 4.301 17

FI 16.18 2.857 11

Total 14.25 4.061 28

control/MF

FD 11.08 3.450 12

FI 12.94 4.051 18

Total 12.20 3.872 30

Total

FD 12.21 4.021 29

FI 14.17 3.929 29

Total 13.19 4.063 58

Table 2. The results of Two-way ANOVA for the total test 

Dependent Variable:   Total score  

Source
Type III Sum 
of Squares

df
Mean 

Square
F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared

Approach 92.038 1 92.038 6.311 .015* .105

FD/FI Style 88.112 1 88.112 6.042 .017* .101

Approach * Style 6.043 1 6.043 .414 .522 .008

a. R Squared = .163 (Adjusted R Squared = .117)
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passages were further modified in order 
to simplify the structures which were not 
familiar to students and to enrich the texts 

study included two main parts which were 

(8 items) was a recognition part in which 
students were required to underline the 
part which functioned as an adjective (the 
relative clause); the second section (12 
items) was a production part that required 
students to produce relative clauses in 
response to questions. 

randomly assigned to experimental and 
control groups. Of course, this assignment 
was arbitrary since both classes received 

group was taught through teacher-initiated 
preemptive focus on form activities and 
the control group was taught through focus 
on meaning activities for four weeks and 
each week included a 2-instructional- 
hour session. In the end, both groups 

the production part of the test, the teacher 
tried to clarify the instruction for learners 
and even provided examples in Persian to 

make sure that learners understand the 
task they are required to perform.

Data Analysis

a factorial two-way ANOVA was used 
in which the teaching approach (FOF/
MF) and cognitive style (FD/FI) were the 
independent variables and grammar score 
was the dependent one.  Before running 
the factorial ANOVA, the assumption of 
normality of the data for the four groups 
was checked through different procedures. 

Results and discussion

statistics for different groups in the study 

way ANOVA.

The materials used in the study 
include the GEFT test, four reading 
passages, and a test. The reading 
passages were selected from Hill 
(1980) and (1988)

 Vol. 34, No. 3, Spring  2020 | | 5



2. Is there any significant role for the 
cognitive style of FD/FI in the effectiveness 
of meaning-focused and focus on form 
activities in learning grammatical points 
in a reading course with elementary EFL 
students?

3. Can the cognitive style of FD/FI 
mediate the effect of FOF/MF instruction?

The Study

female ninth-graders who formed two 
intact groups and were selected through 
a convenience sampling procedure. 
Before initiating the study, the Oxford 

learners and the results of the placement 
test confirmed that the participants were 
at the elementary level. Since ‘relative 
clause’ has already been used in SLA 
studies, (e.g., Schachter, 1974; Schachter 
& Rurherford, 1978 studied relative clause 
formation by Farsi speakers of English, 
as cited in Schachter, 1996, and Doughty, 
1991, as cited in Muranoi, 2000) and on 
the ground that learners participating in 
this study had not been taught the relative 
clause formation prior to this study, it was 
decided to choose this grammatical point 
for the study. Moreover, it was ensured that 
the participants had not had extracurricular 
language instruction and their linguistic 
background was limited to normal ninth-
graders who were not familiar with 
relativization in English. 

(FD/FI) cognitive style of the learners on 
the efficacy of the meaning-focused and 
form-focused instruction, especially in 

the cognitive style of FD/FD has been 
suggested potentially more significant 
for second language acquisition (Larsen 
Freeman & Long, 1991) and playing role 
in the effectiveness of deductive and 
inductive lesson designs (Johnson, Prior 

to fill this gap and answer the following two 
questions:

1. Is there any significant difference in 
the effect of meaning-focused and focus 
on form activities on learning grammatical 
points in a reading course with elementary 
EFL students? 
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focused position (Krashen, 1985) which 
maintains all L2 learners need in order to 
acquire a second language is exposure 
to comprehensible input and motivation 
to acquire the second language. Later 
in a seminal paper, Long (1991) argued 
that instead of a mere focus on message-
based activities, there should be some 
room for referring to the problems learners 
have with linguistic forms. Lyster (2014) 
supporting a balanced focus on both form 
and meaning believes while classroom 
learners, provided that they are exposed 

to adequate rich input, can learn many 
L2 forms and functions implicitly, an 
exclusively incidental focus on the target 
language settings “has proven too brief 
and too perfunctory to convey sufficient 
information about certain grammatical 
subsystems” (p.2). Baleghizadeh (2010) 
also refers to three problems with pure 
meaning-focused approaches including 
learners’ poor language proficiency in 
meaning-focused classes, fossilization, 
and ignoring the role of negative evidence.

on form’ position has been widely noticed 
by many researchers (e.g. Spada, 1997; 
Nassaji, 1999, 2000; Muranoi, 2000; 
Basturkmen, Loewen and Ellis, 2002; 
Sheen, 2002; Loewen, 2003; Poole, 2005)  
and as Poole (2005) maintains it has been 
“a source of great enthusiasm for English 
language teachers and researchers so 
much so that many have praised it as if it 
were the miracle method they had always 
been searching for” (p. 47). 

Some researchers such as Loewen 
(2003b) have surmised a role for 
personality factors in the variation and 
different frequencies of observed focus 
on form episodes (FFE). However, to the 
best knowledge of the present researcher, 
no rigorous study has been done on the 
influence of personality factors such as 
field-dependence/ field-independence 

Some researchers such as Loewen 
(2003b) have surmised a role for 
personality factors in the variation 
and different frequencies of 
observed focus on form episodes 
(FFE)
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Introduction

foreign language is influenced by a 
plethora of factors.  One of the major 
controversies in learning/acquiring 
especially the syntactic component of the 
language is over the explicit or implicit 
instruction of grammatical rules.  In fact, 
the extent to which knowledge obtained 
from explicit instruction can over time 
become part of a second language 
learner’s underlying system of implicit 
knowledge and therefore available for 
spontaneous language production is still 
an open question (Lyster, 2004). 

While on the assumption that second 
language learning is like first language 
acquisition, experiential approaches to 
L2 acquisition maintain that language 
develops principally out of experience 
with real-life communication and pure 
meaningful activities, as Nassaji (1999) 
maintains, many second language 
acquisition researchers believe in the 
inadequacy of pure meaning-focused 
activities and exposure to language 
for developing L2 competence.  Long 
(1983) put into question the meaning-

Abstract
One of the topics which preoccupied the language teaching circles for a while is the Focus-
on-form (FOF) instruction. Many English teachers and researchers praised it as if it were the
miracle method they had always been searching for and many research projects have tried to 
prove it is more effective than meaning-focused (MF) instruction and some researches also
attributed the effectiveness of FOF instruction to the way it is performed and the personality

MF instruction in EFL settings and especially for elementary learners which are in a more
crucial need of developing a grammatical competence in the foreign language and further to 
investigate the role of the cognitive style of field-dependence/independence in the effectiveness 

independent learners can benefit more from both FOF and meaning-focused instruction, and
there is no interaction between the cognitive style of FD/FI and FOF/MF instruction.

Key Words: focus on form, focus on meaning, cognitive style of field-dependence/independence,
elementary level
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