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 Teaching grammar has obviously been considered as one of the most 

problematic subjects in language teaching for years. The place of grammatical 

instruction at language classrooms, in that to what extent practitioners should 

prioritize grammar teaching has been at the centre of debates since the late 

seventies (Acard, 2004). For many language learners, learning a foreign 

language does, at first glance, mean the accumulation of linguistic structures and 

applying them for language production. Different theories on grammar teaching 

have been developed as a result of the empirical studies conducted to test the 

efficacy of instructions on language acquisition and production. Statistical analysis 

and findings gathered from previous studies have inevitably triggered not only the 

emergence of new techniques but also changes in already-developed ones by 

demonstrating their weaknesses and strengths. At this point, it should be stated 

that a slight distinction has been made to classify all different types of instruction 

in a less-confusing way: explicit and implicit instructions. On one hand, explicit 

instructions such as traditional grammar teaching highlight teaching grammatical 

structures through overt metalinguistic explanations and presenting grammar 

rules. Language teaching should start with presentation of each linguistic 

structures followed by controlled practice activities. On the other hand, implicit 

instructions advocate that meaning-focused activities can provide a better 

learning context. On the contrary to explicit instructions, implicit instructions assert 

that grammar teaching should be embedded in the activities developed for 

communicative purposes.  

 

As a consequence of studies on the efficacy of various instructions, 

modes of language instruction which emphasize the necessity of acquiring target 

linguistic forms have come under fire. Those critics have also triggered a shift 

towards meaning-oriented pedagogies (Lee, 2007). As a result, approaches 

focusing the communicative aspect of language learning have emerged and they 
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have started to be implemented in language classrooms. In parallel with the new 

perception of language teaching pedagogies, grammar instruction was 

considered to pose an obstacle toward communicative competence and was 

regarded as counterproductive (Lee & Benati, 2009). Even though traditional way 

of grammar teaching has been criticized because of focusing on forms rather than 

production of the target structures in the way they are used in real life, many 

robust studies have showed that it is an effective way of teaching grammatical 

structures. Norris and Ortega (2000) states that learners who are exposed to 

explicit instruction have more language gains compared to those receiving implicit 

instruction. Similarly, Zhou (1991) has demonstrated that learners receiving 

explicit instruction outperform those who receives implicit instruction on the 

acquisition of the English passive.  

 

On the contrary to traditional grammar teaching, input-based theories as a 

mode of implicit instruction back the necessity of augmented exemplars of 

grammatical forms in the input, to put it another way, learners should be exposed 

to many exemplars of the target structure to be adept at both acquisition and 

production. The theory posits that learning takes place with the aid of meaning-

focused activities in the same way we learned our mother tongues. If we are 

exposed to enough input, it fosters the learning process. Therefore, many 

empirical studies were carried out to measure the efficacy of input flooding as one 

of input-based theories on grammar teaching. Previous studies have showed that 

input flood alone may not be a decisive factor unless it attracts participants’ 

attention into target forms. In other words, learners should notice the linguistic 

forms so that they can convert input to intake. Therefore, input-based techniques 

were started to be coupled with explicit instruction and other input-based 

techniques such as input enhancement which makes target forms more salient. 

However, in the literature very few studies have research designs which allow to 
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examine efficacy of input flood coupled with different instructions as independent 

variable. Many studies have also focused on examining the relationship between 

types of instructions and either acquisition or production of target forms. Given the 

theoretical superiority of explicit instructions over implicit instructions with regards 

to acquiring linguistic structures, using production of target forms as the other 

dependant variable would therefore be more appropriate to see the efficacy of 

instructions in depth. 

 

1.1 General Objectives of the Current Study 

 

The goal of this study is to measure the efficacy of traditional grammar 

teaching as an explicit instruction and input-based techniques on the acquisition 

and production of the English passive. Unlike many experimental studies, the 

present study has adopted a research design having three experiment groups in 

which L2 input is presented in different input conditions: Input flood only (IF Only), 

input flood + input enhancement (IF + IE), and input flood + explicit instruction (IF 

+ EI). In this way, all possible modes of instruction regarding input flood was 

included as independent variable. Passive voice has constituted the target 

linguistic form of the current study because of two reasons: theoretical and 

pedagogical reasons. On one hand, many studies have showed that linguistic 

demand of acquisition and production of the passive voice can be challenging for 

English learners. Hinkel (2004) has examined to what extent language learners 

can construct passive voice in their academic texts. She analysed the texts which 

learners wrote as part of a placement test. The study demonstrated that learners 

encounter problems in the production of the passive voice. Hence, an empirical 

study investigating the acquisition and production of English passive voice would 

be enlightening to practitioners. From the theoretical perspectives of choosing the 

passive as the target form, many research has demonstrated disparate findings 
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on the efficacy of different instructions over the English passive voice. Zhou 

(1991) has showed that participants receiving explicit instruction outperform those 

receiving implicit instruction in terms of passive voice acquisition. Contrary to 

Zhou, Williams and Evans (1998) have claimed that explicit instruction does not 

have a significant role on the acquisition of English passive voice. On the other 

hand, there is a consensus among many researchers that input based activities 

have a crucial role in acquiring target grammatical structures (Qin, 2008).  

 

The current study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 2 discusses in 

more details about different modes of instruction, namely Focus on Form and 

Focus on Forms to provide theoretical framework of traditional grammar teaching 

and input-based techniques. Chapter 3 outlines the research design of the study 

along with experimental work carried out in the study by giving information about 

sampling, instructional materials, data collection and analysis, and ethics. Chapter 

4 presents results of statistical analyses conducted to answer the research 

questions with graphs and tables. Chapter 5 discusses key findings by referring to 

findings of previous literature and pedagogical implications. 

 

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

In this section, key issues regarding grammar teaching and different 

modes of instruction are presented first, followed by the introduction of the notions 

Focus on Form (FonF) and Focus on Forms (FonFs), including the definition and 

their relationship with traditional grammar teaching and input-based techniques. 

Theoretical frameworks of FonF and FonFs is provided by referring to previous 

studies aiming to measure their impact on language acquisition and production. 

Then, role of input in language learning is discussed followed by the definition of 

input flood and input enhancement which are crucial terms for the current study. 
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Next, previous studies on input-based techniques are summarised with their 

major findings. Finally, research questions and hypotheses of the study are 

presented at the end of the chapter. 

 

2.1 Different Modes of Instruction: Focus on Form and Focus on Forms  

  

Many researchers have tried to define what grammar teaching is and to 

what extent it should be the focal point of language teaching. Besides, many 

studies have aspired to define the factors having a bearing upon second 

language learning and developed many new instructional techniques. However, it 

should be stated that it is highly difficult to develop an instruction which can be 

regarded as an umbrella term covering all facets of language learning. Before 

discussing grammar instruction in depth, it is crucial to define the meaning of 

grammar first. Grammar “concerns itself with both the shape of words and how 

words (and phrases) can be combined together” (Broccias, 2013, p.68). Given the 

studies conducted in various contexts it may be posited that teaching of grammar 

is the springboard to many empirical studies (Ellis, Basturkmen & Loewen, 2002). 

In the same vein, Ellis (2006, p.84) claims that grammar teaching should be 

considered an integral part of language teaching: 

 

Grammar teaching involves any instructional technique that draws 

learners' attention to some specific grammatical form in such a way 

that it helps them either to understand it metalinguistically and/or 

process it in comprehension and/or production so that they can 

intern. 

 

 Many empirical studies (DeKeyser, 1994; de Graaff, 1997; Robinson, 

1996; Scott; 1989,1990; Green and Hecht, 1992) have demonstrated findings in 
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favour of explicit learning. Disparate findings of those studies have led 

researchers to investigate how to combine grammar instruction with meaning-

centered activities without hindering communicative goals (Lee, 2007). One 

solution which was found to address this problem was focus on form, which helps 

learners acquire target linguistic features in a meaningful context. Since the 

present paper investigates the efficacy of two modes of instruction being at two 

opposite ends of continuum, namely traditional grammar instruction and input 

flooding as one of the pedagogical implications of input enhancement, it is crucial 

to articulate the differences between FonF and FonFs. It may therefore be 

practical to divide various instructions in accord with types of Form-Focused 

Instruction entailing focus-on-forms (FonFs) and focus-on-form (FonF) (Ellis, et 

al., 2002) as shown in Table 1. In this paper the distinction made by Ellis (2001) is 

adopted so as to define explicit instruction and input flood which belongs to FonFs 

and FonF, respectively. 

 

Table 1 

Types of Form-Focused Instruction (Ellis, 2001) 

Type of FFI Primary Focus  Distribution 

1. Focus-on-forms   Form  Intensive 

2. Planned focus-on-form  Meaning  Intensive 

3. Incidental focus-on-form Meaning  Extensive 

 

 

2.2 Theoretical Framework of Focus-on-Forms 

 

 Before discussing the implications of FonFs in language classrooms it is 

crucial to state that FonFs draw on explicit knowledge and its components. Ellis 

(2006) states that explicit knowledge consists of two subparts: analysed 
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knowledge and metalinguistic explanation. On one hand, analysed knowledge 

entails learners’ awareness of how a linguistic feature works. On the other hand, 

metalinguistic explanation includes learners’ ability to comprehend explanations 

of rules, that is explicit instructions ground on conscious processes in language 

learning. In the same vein, Krashen (1981) asserts that acquisition takes place 

unconsciously in the same way children acquire their first language by 

distinguishing the terms learning and acquisition in his hypothesis. Krashen posits 

that when formal language learning settings come into play individuals have to 

develop foreign language competence through conscious process which draws 

on acquiring rules and generalizations in order to monitor their productions, that is 

to say, “the learner has to (…) be focussed on form, and, obviously, she has to 

know the rule” (Acard, 2004, p.171). Hence, the hypothesis does hence indirectly 

link language learning with explicit instruction in which rules are formulated by 

teacher or learners themselves (DeKeyser, 1994). In addition, grammar teaching 

in explicit way can contribute to acquisition mainly because learners can 

internalize the input thanks to promoted ability to organize the language to which 

they are exposed through controlled exercises. Otherwise, fossilization of 

language forms and lack of full and complex L2 grammar may be observed if 

meaning-centered activities are implemented in language classrooms such as in 

Canadian immersion programmes (Klapper & Rees, 2003).  

 

 At this point, it may be posited that explicit knowledge should be a part of 

teaching and learning process because of its role in avoiding fossilization. Given 

that it is highly impossible to control all the language to which a learner is 

probably exposed, provided explicit knowledge can help learners cope with gaps 

in their implicit knowledge. In other words, explicit instructions provide a basis to 

the learners so as to be accurate in their L2 production. Another advantage of 

explicit instruction is that instructed learners can be adept at foreign language 
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faster than those not receiving grammatical instruction (Hawkins & Towell, 1996). 

In sum, appropriate explicit grammar instruction is considered to be beneficial for 

learners in form-function mapping because certain grammatical features which 

does not exist in learners’ native language cannot be learned just through 

meaning-centered activities (Klapper & Rees, 2003). The view inevitably led to 

division of language into smaller units which are sequenced for learners in an 

incremental way. Wilkins (1976) uses the term synthetic language teaching to 

address the teaching of linguistic structures separately, in that learners combine 

new grammatical knowledge with already-developed ones. 

 

 Advocating the value of explicit grammar instruction in language pedagogy 

McLaughlin (1978) stresses that learners can internalize language skills, that is 

automatic control of a linguistic structure only after the stage of conscious 

learning of grammatical rules and their application. At this point, traditional 

grammar teaching comes to our minds when it comes to metalinguistic 

explanations of target structures. In order to verbalize one of the advantages of 

those methods Dirven (1990) states that “at an advanced level of foreign 

language study, translations may be an efficient way of making the learner aware 

of systematic contrasts between his mother tongue and the foreign language” 

(p.5). In parallel with Dirven, Ellis (2001) elucidates that FonFs refers to any 

instructions aiming to have learners’ attention into target structures. Furthermore, 

Li (2016) points out there is an argument among researchers claiming that explicit 

instruction is more effective than implicit instruction since it may help learners 

internalize target structures through providing metapragmatic information by 

referring to Schmidt’s (1990) noticing hypothesis.  

 

 The Noticing Hypothesis dates back to the study where Schmidt (1983) 

focuses on possible motives behind persistent linguistic errors ‘Wes’, who is a 
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Japanese learner of English, made whilst language production. As an explanation 

to errors observed in Wes’ English even though he resides in the US for a long 

time enough to produce accurate utterances Schmidt “suggests that Wes may not 

have noticed the correct form of the errors in his interlanguage” (Ünlü, 2015, p. 

262). The hypothesis does thus posit that “people learn about the things that they 

attend to and do not learn much about the things they do not attend to” (Schmidt, 

2001, p. 30). Schmidt (1993) has also brought a new perspective to language 

acquisition by defining explicit and implicit learning with regard to learners’ 

awareness into linguistic features. He asserts that while explicit learning can be 

equated with awareness, implicit learning takes place without awareness. In 

addition, Schmidt and Froda (1986) takes noticing as a conscious process 

requiring the awareness of the learner to the input. That is to say, learners should 

be active and be aware of the input so that they can process it, in other words 

input turns into intake. It can be speculated that explicit instruction seems more 

advantageous in language learning settings than implicit instruction because it 

‘alerts’ learners beforehand about the target linguistic feature. As a consequence, 

many attested studies taking the role of attention in language acquisition as the 

focal point of investigation has influenced language pedagogy and has triggered 

emergence of many new techniques aiming to raise learners’ consciousness 

(Sharwood Smith, 1993).  

 

 

2.3 Traditional Grammar Teaching and Focus-on-Forms  

 

 Ellis (2001) elucidates that FonFs can be implemented in language 

classrooms in two ways: explicitly and implicitly. Explicit FonFs entails instructions 

involving some sort of rule being thought about during the learning process. Ellis 

(2001) also claims that the rule can be addressed either using top-down or 
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bottom-up processes, namely deductively and inductively, respectively. While the 

former refers “teaching that overtly points out some feature of the language” 

(DeKeyser 1994, p.188) the latter necessitates that learners themselves should 

arrive at a rule by analysing many exemplars including target form. Furthermore, 

FonFs can be illustrated by a three-stage lesson, so-called PPP (Presentation, 

Practice, and Production) which constitutes the stages of traditional grammar 

teaching. The popularity of the method has reached such a level that it is 

unimaginable to think teacher training courses without it (Willis,1996). 

Theoretically, it can be claimed that the model is developed in light of information 

processing and skill acquisition theories asserting that language learning should 

be seen as a cognitive skill utilized in any other kinds of learning (Nassaji & Fotos, 

2011). In this view, language learning takes place when individuals are able to 

process the knowledge conveyed through inputs and to manipulate it for 

comprehension and production.  

 

 In parallel with information processing, two new notions have been 

introduced into the field of second language acquisition by skills acquisition 

theories, namely declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge. Skills 

acquisition theories (e.g., Anderson; 1982,1983) backs that language learning 

should depart from declarative knowledge and reach to procedural knowledge. 

While the former entails explicit knowledge of target linguistic features, the latter 

includes the knowledge on which learners lean so as to use target forms in their 

utterances. In this view, learners should first learn new target rules through 

attained knowledge acquired consciously, and then practice them so that the 

knowledge can be automatized (VanPatten & Benati, 2010) in which implicit 

learning comes into play (Masumeh, 2014). However, it should be born in mind 

that automatization takes place only after the first stage entailing explicit 

knowledge of rules. However, it is inevitable to encounter questions about how 
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automatization takes place and what factors have an effect on the shift from 

procedural knowledge to automatization. It may be speculated that the answer 

lies behind the practice stage of PPP. there is a consensus among researchers 

that practice plays a vital role, in that it decreases learners’ reaction time and 

error rates, yet there is still a long way to go before the stage in which knowledge 

can be equated with complete fluency or spontaneity (DeKeyser, 2015). In order 

to decrease the time needed to accomplish a task and errors learners make whilst 

using target linguistic feature a large amount of practice is needed (DeKeyser, 

2015).  

 

Because of the characteristics of production stage which gives freedom to 

learners by necessitating the use of target structures in more meaning-centered 

activities Anderson (2017) links the model with early development of 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), but it is clear that presentation and 

practice stage of the model should be considered as a prerequisite of production 

stage in traditional language classrooms since it necessitates the previous stages 

mainly because practice “deals only with improving performance on a task that 

can already be successfully performed” (Newell & Rosenbloom, 1981, p.2). When 

it comes to implementation of PPP model at classrooms it should be stated that in 

PPP model, grammar instruction comprises a structured three-stage lesson 

(Nassaji & Fotos, 2011). The first stage starting with the overt explanation of 

target linguistic feature is generally followed by controlled exercises in which 

learners are expected to apply the grammatical rules which are assumed to be 

acquired by learners. The last stage aims to help learners use target forms 

accurately. In light of applications of the stages mentioned above, it can be 

postulated that FonFs draws heavily on overt explanation of target linguistic 

feature (Scott,1989). 
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2.3 Theoretical Framework of Focus-on-Form 

 

In this section, the key issues in input flood which is sorted into FonF and its 

implications in language classrooms are presented first to understand its role in 

language pedagogy. It will be followed by the introduction of implementation of 

FonF inside classrooms by comparing with explicit instructions. This section does 

therefore illuminate how the general knowledge and framework of FonF shaped 

the present study with regards to developing instructional materials and 

assessment.  

 

FonFs claiming that explicit teaching should be focal point of pedagogical 

grammar has received dissatisfaction from many attested experimental studies 

over the years. Anderson (2017) has listed the arguments including common 

criticism to PPP model described above in a following way: 

 

1. Early SLA research has asserted that acquisition takes place in a natural 

order that Is not affected by types of instructions. Therefore, the findings of 

those studies contradict with the key assumption of PPP model.  

2. Attempts to segment language into its components does not represent the 

nature of a language.  

3. Given that PPP is teacher-centered, the model does not take learners’ needs 

into account and cannot respond to the challenges that learners can face 

during learning process 

4. The model does not include different registers learners can encounter outside 

classrooms, in other words the model is too prescriptive.  

 

 The arguments against the role of explicit instruction in general have led to 

new approaches toward language teaching which can be sorted under FonF. At 
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this point, it should be stated that the claims of those studies whose findings 

contradict with those adopting form-focused instructions can be grounded on 

Cognitive Grammar (CG) and its assumptions for language teaching. According to 

Niemeier (2013) cognitive grammar “sees all facets of language, including 

grammar, as meaningful, and posits – in contrast to other approaches such as 

Transformation Grammar – that meaning is the most important issue in language” 

(p.12). Contrary to generative linguistics regarding syntax as the core of a 

language, Langacker (2008) posits that “cognitive linguistics accords this honour 

to meaning” (p.8).  

 

In sum, CG sees grammar itself is meaningful and cannot be separated 

from communicative function of a language. One of the reasons of developing 

such a view may lie behind the claim that learning all target linguistic structures 

thoroughly via traditional way of teaching coupled with traditional textbooks 

cannot help a learner to be fluent in a language (Langacker, 2001). Langacker 

also asserts that lexicon and grammar taught intensively in traditional language 

classrooms comprise only around 1% of the linguistic knowledge a learner should 

possess to be fluent in a foreign language and that instead of focusing on 

communicative and meaning-centered aspect of language, traditional perceptions 

about language teaching continues to be adopted by practitioners. In this view, 

grammar is perceived as a vehicle for learners to help them facilitate form-

meaning mapping (Niemeier, 2013). In addition, Bielak and Pawlak (2013) states 

that learners’ attention should be turned towards grammatical structures in the 

course of meaning-based activities. This perspective on language learning has 

intrinsically triggered emergence of many approaches asserting that language 

learning is meaning based (Ortega and Tyler, 2016). 
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 On the contrary to FonFs positing that grammatical structures should be 

taught by isolating them from the contexts (Klapper & Rees, 2003), in FonF 

problems that occur whilst meaning-based activities provide a basis for shift of 

attention to linguistic code features (Long & Robinson, 1998). In other words, 

FonF “implies no separate grammar lessons but rather grammar teaching 

integrated into a curriculum consisting of communicative tasks” (Ellis, 2006, 

p.101). From this aspect, it should be stated that FonF differs from not only FonFs 

but also from focus-on-meaning where learners do not have any opportunities to 

attend to linguistic forms. In the same vein, Long (1991) has claimed that form-

focused activities are effective when it is coupled with communicative activities 

which focus meaning rather than forms. Similarly, Ellis (1997) posited that 

practitioners should start with activities highlighting communicative aspects of 

language learning and that it should be followed by opportunities to attend the 

forms which does unsurprisingly lead us the role of communicative activities at 

classrooms. In addition, Doughty (2001) has claimed that “the factor that 

consistently distinguishes focus-on-form from the other pedagogical approaches 

is the requirement that focus-on-form involves learners’ briefly and perhaps 

simultaneously attending to form, meaning, and use during one cognitive event” 

(p. 211).  

 

 FonF backs that grammar teaching should be coupled with communicative 

problems, in that breakdown in communication which learners can encounter. 

Breakdowns and attempts to negotiate for meaning are considered to be starting 

point for form-focused instructions. Therefore, the instructional materials 

implemented in experiment groups were developed accordingly. That is to say, all 

reading passages were followed by a meaning-focused activity. Long (1996) has 

stated that attention to target linguistic features come into play in meaning-

centered activities. Learners’ attempts to notice the gap between the intended 
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message and perceived message by interlocutors serve to highlight linguistic 

forms which learners have difficulty in using. As a result of improved linguistic 

accuracy by reformulating utterances, “pushed output” occurs. It can be 

postulated that the hypothesis and its implication for language teaching is in 

parallel with incidental FonF which is discussed below.  

 

2.4 Pedagogical Implications of Focus-on-Form 

 

 Different implications of FonF at classrooms can be distinguished into two 

types: ‘planned focus-on-form’ and ‘incidental focus-on-form’ as shown in Table 1. 

The distinction is believed to be beneficial to the present paper, in that it will serve 

as a basis for input flood being sorted into the former category and its 

implementations in language classrooms. Another reason of discussing such a 

distinction does also underlie the need to clarify the notions because according to 

Ellis (2001) input flood “(…) constitutes an example of (…) planned focus-on-

form” (p.19). Hence, definitions of those notions will be made at first. In planned 

FonF, attention to certain linguistic structures is crucial to ensure that learners are 

able to accomplish the task which necessitates the use of a specific target form. 

Incidental FonF, by contrast, does not prioritize any specific target forms. In other 

words, “none of these are preselected for treatment” (Klapper & Rees, 2003, 

p.289). In the same vein, focused tasks are another term utilized to illustrate 

planned FonF (Ellis, et al., 2002). Planned FonF is implemented at classrooms to 

elicit the use of a specific target structure in a meaning-centered context. At first 

blush, planned FonF may seem to be similar to FonFs, however it should be 

considered that in planned FonF, teaching of a grammatical structure takes place 

without referring to it, and learners are thus expected to focus on meaning when 

they perform pedagogical tasks. On the other hand, incidental FonF does not 

highlight any preselected target forms. All activities are designed to represent 
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general samples of the language. However, teachers and learners may elect to 

various forms to attend whilst performing the task.  

 

 In contrast to the principles of FonFs, FonF advocates that grammatical 

forms should be taken as a prerequisite to perform meaning-centered activities. 

FonF does not, therefore, ignore the importance of instructions focusing on 

specific linguistic features in the process of language learning, yet it asserts that 

ultimate aim of learning a language lies behind communicative goals, namely 

comprehending input and having linguistic accuracy to convey a message and 

that grammar teaching should not be seen as a separate part of instructions at 

classrooms. In other words, while FonFs puts grammar teaching into the core of 

language instruction around which all activities should be developed, FonF 

advocates the idea that grammatical forms should be perceived as a mediator in 

order to convey the meaning which ought to be the ultimate aim of language 

learning. In this regard, Revesz (2009) stresses that minimizing the interruption of 

form-focused instruction is one of the aims of FonF. It is strongly argued that 

FonF endeavours to promote interlanguage development by providing learners to 

appropriate conditions in which they can attend to linguistic form whilst 

understanding and producing meaningful messages (Doughty, 2001). However, it 

should be considered that “this does not of course imply that grammar is 

unimportant in language or in language teaching. It is, however, helpful to realize 

that grammar subserves meaning rather than being an end in itself” (Langacker, 

2008, p.8). 

 

 As a result of developed theories and changing perspectives about how 

pedagogical grammar should be dealt with at classrooms, many empirical 

researches conducted to investigate pedagogical implications of an integration 

between form-focused and meaning-focused instruction has been carried out 
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(Nourdad & Aghayi, 2014). In light of those studies, it can be speculated that 

meaning-centered activities coupled with grammar teaching have become popular 

in SLA thanks to empirical studies especially conducted in immersion schools 

(Day & Shapson, 1991; Harley & Swain, 1985; Swain & Lapkin, 1989). Those 

studies have showed that even if learners may be adept at productive skills such 

as speaking in a foreign language they cannot be considered as native-like in 

skills which require acquisition of certain grammatical structures. At last but not 

least, FonF can be considered to be the combination of instructions emphasizing 

to focus on target linguistic structures and focus-on-meaning. Therefore, it can be 

claimed that FonF highlights language learning contexts in which activities foster 

learners to focus on form, meaning, and use in the contexts at the same time.  

 

2.5 The Role of Input in Second Language Acquisition  

 

 Over the last few years input-based theories developed to understand and 

to describe the nature of foreign language learning have become the focal point of 

debates in SLA. In order to comprehend input flood as a way of input 

enhancement which shapes the present paper, the impact of input on language 

acquisition and its theoretical background will be discussed first. The role of input 

is described by Gass (1997; quoted in VanPatten 2002) as the most important 

factor on second language acquisition. He posits that input is highly crucial mainly 

because it is a prerequisite of the process of language learning. Therefore, every 

instruction seems to be bound with it.  

 

 As stated by Gass (1997), input is one of the decisive factors in language 

learning. Many empirical studies investigating the efficacy of input-based 

approaches in foreign language learning have pointed out that input is one of the 

decisive factors having a bearing on the acquisition of target forms. Ellis (1998) 
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highlights that language acquisition is the final phase of the process in which 

learners are active in comprehending and processing input. He also stresses that 

learners’ attention can be drawn towards grammar with the aid of many 

techniques. However, it should be stated that there are different perspectives 

about the role of input in SLA and in what ways it should be utilized and 

manipulated at language classrooms. Krashen’s (1982) Comprehensible Input is 

considered to be the first contribution to SLA regarding the role of input in 

language learning. Comparing second language acquisition to first language 

acquisition the theory posits that acquisition occurs only when the input or the 

language to which learners are exposed is slightly above their competence level, 

that is “only the language input that is a little beyond the learners’ language 

competence is useful for second language learning” (Mirzapour, 2016 p.198). 

Describing the notions acquisition and learning Krashen has pointed out that 

acquisition cannot occur in formal learning settings and that explicit instruction 

does not have any effects on language acquisition. As a reaction to Krashen’s 

theory, many attested studies have demonstrated the efficacy of explicit 

instruction by stating that input alone is not enough for language acquisition 

(VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993). As a consequence, different theories emphasizing 

the conscious process of input have emerged. One model in which the role of 

input is discussed from different perspective is Input Processing (IP) described in 

VanPatten (1996). Input processing is concerned with how learners process the 

input and derive intake which is a linguistic data gathered whilst attending 

meaning-based activities. In this view, conversion of input to intake refers form-

meaning connection and strategies learners use during comprehension.  

 

 Another hypothesis highlighting the relationship between input and 

conscious process is Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt & Frota, 1986). As stated in 

previous section, Schmidt takes the case of Wes who was a Japanese learner of 
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English as a basis for his hypothesis. According to Schmidt, learners should be 

aware of the input itself and be able to process the input for an effective language 

learning. In order to assist learners notice target grammatical forms which is 

believed to be the first step towards the conversion of input to intake Sharwood 

Smith (1985;1991) has stated that target linguistic structures should be made 

more salient to enhance the noticeability of it through consciousness raising 

which is termed later as input enhancement.  

 

 

2.6 Input-Based Techniques: Input Enhancement and Input Flood 

 

 Input enhancement, which is classified into FonF was firstly used by 

Sharwood Smith (1991) in order to define the types of activities “designed to draw 

L2 learners’ attention to formal features in the L2 input” (Kim, 2006, p.345). As a 

reaction to the ineffectiveness of explicit instruction, Sharwood Smith (1981) first 

highlighted the importance of drawing learners’ attention into forms 

(consciousness-raising). In the same vein, Rutherfood and Sharwood Smith 

(1985) have stressed the decisive role of conscious and metalinguistic awareness 

in language learning. From this perspective, target forms should be made 

salience with the aid of different techniques such as augmenting the number of 

exemplars of target forms or textual enhancement which in turn leads to noticing 

the forms. However, “input enhancement implies only that we can manipulate 

aspects of the input but makes no further assumptions about the consequences 

of that input on the learner” (Sharwood Smith, 1993 p. 176).  

 

 It should be stated that many forms of input enhancement can be 

implemented at language classrooms to direct learners’ attention into forms 

(Sharwood Smith, 1991). In order to categorize various implemented input 
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enhancement techniques at classrooms Sharwood Smith (1981, 1991) used the 

terms explicitness and elaboration. While the former entails the amount of detail, 

the latter refers to time allocated to implement the technique. In other words, “(…) 

at the highly explicit end of the continuum, one may find metalinguistic rule 

explanation, whereas at the less explicit end, one sees typographical highlighting 

of the targeted form” (Combs, 2008, p.5). When it comes to input flood as a form 

of input enhancement or enriched input, number of target linguistic forms is 

augmented through manipulating the original sentences in order to make them 

more salient. In other words, it posits that if a learner is exposed to many 

exemplars of target forms it will foster the learning process. Gass (1997) points 

out that it is highly probable for learners to attend to certain structure frequently 

used in the input. However, it should be kept in mind that input flood does only 

assume that learners are able to notice and acquire the form through manipulated 

oral or written discourses so that it can include many target forms (Wong, 2005). 

In his Noticing Hypothesis Schmidt (1990) stresses that input has no facilitative 

role for language learning if it is not noticed by the learners themselves. In this 

regard, it can be speculated that Schmidt has theoretically endeavoured to 

complete the cavity which input enhancement leaves to the field of second 

language acquisition by emphasizing the conversion of input to intake via 

modified input. In the same vein, it is stressed that input flood does not trigger the 

process in which learners attend to frequently used forms.  

 

2.7 Previous Studies on Input-Based Techniques 

 

Many empirical studies have started to combine input flooding with input 

enhancement to examine whether learners acquire the target linguistic forms. 

Szudarski and Carter (2016) have examined the impact of different L2 input 

conditions on the infrequent English collocations. Infrequent collocations were 
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chosen as the target linguistic item since participants consisted of Polish learners 

of English who had a background of six-year language learning experience. 

Control group research design was used for the study. While underlined 

exemplars of target forms in stories help learners notice the target grammatical 

structure in the group receiving input flood plus input enhancement, the group in 

which input flood only was implemented was asked to read the same stories and 

to do follow-up activities. In the study the posttest tapping both productive and 

receptive layers of vocabulary knowledge was delayed in order to test the efficacy 

of the instructions in long-term learning gains. The study has demonstrated that 

participants receiving input flood plus input enhancement outperformed those in 

the other groups - input flood only and the control group in some sections of the 

delayed post-tests. They have stated that input-based techniques such as input 

flood and input enhancement can be implemented at language classrooms 

especially for teaching infrequent, and hence difficult, collocations since limited 

exposure to target languages outside the classrooms may impede the learning of 

infrequent target structures.  

  

 White (2015) examined the efficacy of various input-based instructions 

including input flood on Spanish accusative clitics. English learners of Spanish 

comprised the participants (n=145) of the study and they were placed into four 

treatment groups: input flood, text enhancement, structured input activities, and 

focused input. Sentence-picture matching activity following explicit explanation of 

the target form was used as the learning material for structured input group. On 

the other hand, participants in focused input group were provided with 

grammatical sentences describing the pictures. Reading activities including 

comprehension questions were designed for input flood and text enhancement 

groups. White used pretest and posttest design to examine the effect of 

independent variables on the dependant variable. The analysis of test scores 
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demonstrated that even though learners receiving input-based instructions 

performed significantly better in post-tests. For those exposed to input flood and 

text enhancement, there was no significant difference found compared to those in 

the control group. Besides, participants who received structured input instruction 

outperformed those both in input flood and text enhancement in all post-tests. In 

other words, input flood and text enhancement did not have a significant effect on 

both acquisition and production of the target form. This finding supports the claim 

that noticing the target forms does not necessarily encourage the cognitive 

processes learners draw on whilst acquiring target grammatical forms (Izumi, 

2002). In terms of production of Spanish accusative clitics, efficacy of all types of 

instructions was similar to each other.  

 

 In their experimental study Indrarathne and Kormos (2017) have 

investigated the relationship between learners’ ability to process a target linguistic 

construction and L2 input delivered in different ways. One hundred students 

whose first language were Sinhala comprised the participants of the study. Input 

flood only, enhanced input, input flood coupled with specific instructions to draw 

learners’ attention into target forms, and input flood plus explicit instruction were 

implemented in the experimental groups of the study. Indrarathne and Kormos 

have written three short stories, each of which contained seven sentences 

constructed with the target form. To ascertain that activities would be meaning-

centered four comprehension questions were developed as a follow-up activity for 

stories. In the study which adopted pretest and posttest design two different tasks 

tapping comprehension and production of causative had were designed to test 

the impact of implemented instructions. Sentence reconstruction and timed 

grammaticality judgment tests were used for testing instruments. Eye-tracking 

was also used to measure level of noticing the target structure. The study 

demonstrated that input flood does not guarantee learners will notice pre-selected 
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forms and process them (Sharwood Smith, 1993). The analysis of eye-tracking 

measures showed that participants receiving enhanced input + instructions + 

explicit explanation outperformed those in other groups.  

 

 It can hence be speculated that input flood along with other input 

enhancement techniques does not theoretically explain the learning process in 

which input becomes intake. The study conducted by Trahey and White (1993) 

has investigated the impact of input flood on the usage of English subject + 

adverb + verb (SAV) order. Participants were fifty-four French speakers of English 

from two intact classes in an ESL programme in Canada and they received input 

flooding treatment for two weeks. Using pretest and posttest experiment design in 

their study Trahey and White developed the materials used in the study to 

ascertain that treatment would include the target linguistic form. Therefore, 

English adverbs of frequency and manner were included in various activities such 

as stories, games, and meaning-based exercises with all possible English orders 

to give the participants an opportunity to hear them in context. In parallel with the 

aims of research, participants did not receive any explicit instructions or negative 

evidence such as recasts or prompts on the target form. The data was gathered 

through a battery of tests tapping grammatical judgment and correction, sentence 

manipulation and oral production of target forms which were all used as both 

pretest and posttest. Learners’ scores on pre-tests and post-tests have 

demonstrated that input flood only has a significant effect on learners’ use of 

English SAV order. However, learners were consistent in using SVAO order in the 

interlanguage, in other words they had difficulty in comprehending SVAO order of 

French is ungrammatical in the target language. 

 

 Godfroid (2016) has also demonstrated similar findings with Trahey and 

White. She conducted a research to measure the effect of oral input flood on the 
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acquisition of vowel-changing verbs in German which is one of the learning 

problems many German learners have. Participants (n=82) were specifically 

chosen among intermediate-level L2 German learners who possessed declarative 

knowledge of the target form mainly because piloting showed that listening tasks 

which were administered in the study could not be performed by lower level 

learners. Godfroid designed a sentence-picture matching as an input flood 

instruction. In the activity participants had to select the appropriate picture on a 

computer screen after a two-minute oral description containing the target form. 

Using pretest and posttest design Godfroid designed two tasks: word monitoring 

and picture-based oral production task. While the timed word monitoring task 

which had two sections, namely word monitoring and sentence comprehension 

was designed to assess implicit learning, the latter was designed to make 

learners use the target form, hence to assess declarative, explicit knowledge. 

Besides, participants were interviewed at the end of the posttest to identify if 

learners were aware of ungrammatical verbs forms which were put toward the 

end of exposure. The study demonstrated that nearly all unaware of learners 

(n=38) remained unaware of the ungrammatical verb forms in the input flood and 

that learners receiving input flood did not improve on oral production task which 

necessitates explicit knowledge of the target form.  

 

  White (1998) has therefore pointed out that input flood coupled with 

explicit instruction may be more effective for some learners to acquire target 

forms. Similar findings were shown by the study conducted by Balcom and 

Bouffard (2015). The study may be considered as a milestone in SLA, in that it is 

one of the studies having an experiment group which has received input flood of 

target forms coupled with explicit instruction. The study has included that learners 

should be informed about the target form when they receive an input 

enhancement technique (White, 1998; Wong, 2005). The study has, therefore, 



 

 

28 

 

investigated the effects of oral input flood combined with form-focused instruction 

on positive and negative adverb placement in French. Designing a pretest and 

posttest experiment design Balcom and Bouffard has tested the efficacy of the 

instruction on the participants who are Arabic learners of French through 

sentence completion and acceptability judgment tasks. The participants in two 

intact classes whose French level is true beginner have constituted the 

experiment (n=12) and the control group (n=12). In order to ascertain that prior 

language knowledge will not have any effects on the study the participants have 

been selected from those whose French level is true beginner. In the study, while 

learners in the experiment group were exposed to input flood technique for over 

eight weeks, those in the control group did the activities in the textbook without 

receiving any input flood techniques. The study showed that input flood combined 

with various techniques of explicit instruction were effective on the acquisition of 

adverbs placement in French. 

 

 Zyzik and Marques Pascual (2012) have also investigated the efficacy of 

input flood and explicit grammar on the acquisition and production of a syntactic 

structure in Spanish. They have developed a research design which includes 

three experimental groups, two of which were input flood and enhanced input 

flood. The other group received explicit instructions.  While learners in explicit 

grammar group received overt explanations of the target linguistic feature, 

participants in the other treatment groups were exposed to DOM embedded in 

Spanish idioms through meaning-based activities. Differ from participants in input 

flood group, those in enhanced input group was told to notice the target form at 

particular points in the lessons. Zyzik and Marques Pascual have developed a 

battery of tests tapping sentence production, video narration, and grammatical 

preference and have used them as both pretest and posttest. The study has 

showed that learners receiving explicit grammar acquired more language gains in 
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cued-sentence production and grammatical preference. However, no significant 

difference was found among groups with regards to spontaneous written 

production. In terms of efficacy of input flood and enhanced input flood 

instructions, Zyzik and Marques Pascual has stated that statistical analyses 

yielded no significant difference. Put it another way, directing learners’ attention to 

target forms through overt instructions in input flooding technique is not an 

effective type of instruction. 

 

 Similarly, in their study Williams and Evans (1998) investigated the 

possible effects of input flood on the acquisition of participal adjectives and 

passive voices in English. They have also examined the impact of input flood 

coupled with explicit instruction on English passives. Participants were made up 

of adult English learners from various language backgrounds. Participants were 

assigned to three different treatment experimental groups: input flood-only, input 

flood combined with explicit instruction, and a control group. Using a pretest and 

posttest procedure, Wiliams and Evans implemented a battery of tests including 

several tasks. The study has showed that learners receiving input flood coupled 

with explicit instruction on target forms performed better on the tests tapping 

participal adjectives than those in other groups. No significant differences 

between two instructional groups were found in the case of passive voice. 

 

 On the contrary to Balcom and Bouffard (2015) and many previous studies 

showing similar findings (Zyzik & Marques Pascual, 2012) the findings of the 

study conducted by Hernandez (2011) has revealed that input flood alone has a 

significant impact on students’ use of Spanish discourse markers. In order to 

compare two different instructions, namely input flood only and input flood 

combined with explicit instruction, Hernandez investigated participants’ use of 

Spanish discourse markers whilst narrating a past event. The participants (n=91) 
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were selected from a Spanish course and they were randomly placed into two 

experiment groups and a control group. Different from input flood only group, 

explicit instruction on the target form and recasts as corrective feedback were 

implemented in the other treatment group. After the treatment, a picture 

description task was utilized as the instrument to gather the data. Digital 

recorders were installed in the classrooms and participants’ utterances were 

transcribed to analyse frequency and distribution of discourse markers used by 

participants during the task. The study has pointed out that test scores of the 

participants in both experimental groups significantly improved in terms of 

frequency and distribution of discourse markers. The study has concluded that 

input flood alone is as effective as input flood coupled with explicit instruction. 

 

 Research Questions and Hypotheses  

 

 From the review of the literature it is clear that input-based techniques are 

subject to many empirical studies to measure the efficacy of implicit instruction. 

Given the findings of the studies focusing on input flood only, researchers have 

aimed to combine input flood with other types of input-based techniques, 

especially input enhancement so as to examine whether learners notice the target 

forms with the aid of techniques making target forms more salient. Many robust 

empirical studies on input-based techniques have showed that the amount of 

input may be a decisive factor in the process in which input becomes intake and 

that learners can benefit from techniques aiming to increase the number of inputs 

to which learners are exposed in the classrooms. Those studies have aimed to 

measure the effectiveness of input enhancement in noticing of the target form and 

yielded disparate findings on the acquisition of grammar structures. On the other 

hand, many previous studies conducted to measure the efficacy of explicit 

instruction on the acquisition of grammar have unsurprisingly showed that 
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learners benefit more from overt explanation of grammatical structures. Besides, 

meta-analysis studies have demonstrated explicit instruction is more effective 

than implicit instructions. Given the findings of previous studies and the 

theoretical advantage of input-based instructions, the present study has included 

all the different implementation of input flood investigated in previous studies 

(input flood only, input flood coupled with input enhancement, input flood coupled 

with explicit instruction). The study has also included explicit grammar teaching to 

compare its efficacy with input-based techniques. The present study aims to 

answer three research questions:  

 

1. Do EFL learners acquire English passive voice through explicit and implicit 

instructions, namely input flood only, input flood plus input enhancement, 

input flood plus explicit instruction, and traditional grammar teaching? 

2. Is there a difference in effectiveness on the acquisition of the target form 

among four experimental treatments? 

3. Is there a difference in effectiveness on the production of the English passive 

among four experimental treatments? 

 

 Regarding the first research question, given the sizable advantage for 

explicit instruction attested by many empirical studies, it is expected that 

participants receiving explicit grammar teaching and input flood + explicit 

instruction outperform those in the experimental groups (Hypothesis 1). Similarly, 

Spada and Tomita (2010) reached the same conclusion in their meta-analyses. 

As noted by previous studies, implicit instruction is not as strong as the explicit 

ones in terms of producing grammatical sentences or detecting errors. 

Considering the last research question, it can be noted that the effects of explicit 

instruction will be most visible in the acquisition of the target form (the English 

passive) rather than production (Hypothesis 2). It can be expected that learners 
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being exposed to many exemplars of the English passive along with explicit 

instruction (Input flood + Explicit Instruction) and enhanced input flood (Input 

Flood + Input Enhancement) can get better results with regards to production of 

the target form. 

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Research Design 

 

A quasi-experimental pre-test and post-test design was used to answer 

the research questions of the present study.  Pre-test and post-test design was 

adopted in the current study because it ensures that the groups are equivalent 

before the treatment which in turn leads to a strong internal validity. Moreover, the 

design was used to eliminate the possible effects of confounding variables over 

dependant variables. The significant changes between test scores can therefore 

be result of the treatment participants received. Convenience sampling was used 

to recruit participants because of its fast and easy application process compared 

to other sampling methods. However, it is not a robust method to generalize 

findings to the entire population. The study was conducted in four intact classes 

without a control group. Testing instruments (pre-test and post-test) were also 

developed specifically for the current study. The tests include three tasks tapping 

acquisition and production of the target form, the English passive. In order to 

measure the impact of different instructions on the acquisition of passive, 

grammaticality judgment task including distractors was developed by the 

researcher. Participants were asked to write the factors violating rules in 

ungrammatical sentences to increase the validity of the instrument. Sentence 

completion and translation tasks were developed for production. The research 

design as shown in Figure 1 enabled the researcher to compare test scores 

obtained before and after the treatment and thus to examine the efficacy of 
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different modes of instruction on the acquisition and production of the English 

passive. This section reports on all the design features of the present study 

including participants, data collection procedure, tests measurement, scoring, 

data analysis and ethics in each segment.  

Figure 1 

Structure of the Research 

 

 

3.2 

Participants  

 
 The initial pool of participants in four intact classes consisted of eighty-two 

intermediate-level learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) students 

enrolled at English preparatory programme in a state university located in 

northern Turkey. Bear in mind that each state university is obliged to establish a 

department to prepare new students for foreign language education in their 

graduate programmes, the school of foreign languages was chosen for 

convenience of sampling. Since the classes were multinational, attendance 

register of each class was obtained from the institution and 9 international 

Input Flood 
Only 

Input Flood + 
Explicit 

Instruction 

Traditional 
Grammar 
Teaching 

Administration of the pre-test (One week before the treatment) 

Instructional Treatments (45 mins X 4 sessions of English passive voice) 

Administration of the posttest 
(On the day after the instructional treatment) 

Input Flood + 
Input 

Enhancement 
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students were excluded from the study in order to control for language 

background in this context. Likewise, only those participants who attended all 

testing and treatment sessions were included in the final analysis. This reduced 

the participant pool to 62 Turkish learners of English (n = 17 in traditional 

grammar teaching, n = 15 in IF + IE, n = 15 in IF + EI, and n = 15 in IF only). To 

ensure that participants are EFL learners and are not exposed to English outside 

classrooms a language background questionnaire (Appendix 1) was handed out 

prior to the administration of pretest. The participants are adult EFL learners and 

ranged in age from 18 to 22. Given that they have started learning English at the 

age of eight they have been learning English for nearly 12 years. Table 2 

summarizes demographic and linguistic profile of four experiment groups. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2 

Demographic and Linguistic Profiles of Treatment Groups 

 Traditional 

Grammar 

Teaching n = 17 

IF Only  

n = 15 

IF + IE  

n=15 

IF + EI 

n=15 

Gender 12 males  

5 females  

8 males  

6 females 

10 males  

4 females 

9 males  

5 females 

Age in years  19.70 (SD = 1.57) 19.07  

SD = 0.82 

18,92 

SD = 0.73 

19.42  

SD = 2.17 

Years of 

instruction  

8.94  

SD = 3.21)  

8.35  

SD = 2.49 

9.21  

SD= 0.80 

7.57  

SD= 3.52 

 

With regards to exposure to English outside of the classroom, majority of 

the participants have not been to an English speaking-country, only two 

participants in IF + IE have lived for a short period of time, one week and one 

month. None of the participants are bilingual English speakers and the majority of 
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participants use only Turkish outside the classrooms. Students whose English 

language level was intermediate (B1) constituted the participants of the study. 

Given the level of treatment materials and of the test items in both acquisition and 

production section of the instruments (pretest and posttest), it was crucial to 

recruit participants at that level. It should though be stated that the language level 

of each student has been assessed by the non-standardized exam prepared by 

the institution itself. Learners’ language level is assessed through an exam every 

ten weeks by the institution to place learners in appropriate modules. In 

accordance with their results, learners either gain to pass the upper module or 

repeat the module. The language level of the participants had been assessed five 

weeks prior to the study and the participants’ results were obtained from the 

institution. The scores were analysed to be ensure that intact classes are 

homogenous in terms of language level. There is no significant difference among 

four experiment groups, traditional grammar teaching (M=60, SD=8.60), IF only 

(M=62.07, SD=9.45), IF + IE (M=60.42, SD=10.11), and IF + EI (M=58.69, 

SD=6.75) in terms of language placement test results.  

 

3.3 Treatment Materials  

 

 Treatment materials implemented for input-based instructions (Appendix 

2) were adapted from Author (2018). The same material was used for the 

experimental groups receiving input flood instructions coupled with input 

enhancement and explicit instruction. All the passive sentences which participants 

used in IF + IE group were underlined by the researcher which was the only 

difference between IF Only and IF + IE groups. With regards to IF + EI group, a 

grammar handout highlighting the form, meaning and function of the passive 

voice was provided. In order to ensure that aims of each activity are to emphasize 

the semantic functions of the target form (the passive voice) which was highly 
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crucial for the study, topic-based syllabus was adopted in the process of 

developing the materials. Global warming and climate change are the themes of 

the materials for the experimental groups which received implicit instruction: input 

flood only (IF Only), input flood + input enhancement, input flood + explicit 

instruction. All the texts were chosen from several websites publishing articles or 

scientific reports on global warming. The passages were manipulated by the 

researcher so that they can include more passive sentences. The topics were 

chosen based on the assumption that they may trigger classroom debates, in that 

learners coming from different socio-economic environments may be expected to 

have different opinions on the global warming. It is thus highly probable that 

learners may have different answers to the questions and share their opinions 

with their classmates. Each learner is expected to observe the impacts of global 

warming on his life in a different way and they may be prone to express them. 

Furthermore, the selection of the topics assumes that it would be straightforward 

to find scientific reports or news which include many exemplars of the passive 

voice. Selecting authentic texts for the study is related to the fact that such texts 

can promote communicative aspect of language use. As implicit instructions 

stress the exclusion of overt metalinguistic explanation on grammatical structure, 

it was essential that all the activities were developed specifically to direct learners’ 

attention to overall meaning of the passages rather than to a specific grammatical 

structure or to a set of words. Comprehension questions and instructions were 

developed to foster participants to grasp the function of the target form embedded 

in communicative activities. The post-reading activity in the first unit illustrates this 

approach: 

 

a Read the two statements below. What message does the writer want to convey? 

Which one is more important, the process (the action itself) or the people/things 

doing the action? 
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1.The sixth mass extinction of plants and animals in the Earth’s history will be 

triggered by global warming. 

2.Global warming was invented by their enemies to disable their industry. 

 

Photos were also used in the writing activity of the material in order to foster 

learners to use the target form. Three factors constituted the criteria of selection 

of the photos are listed below. The second criterion is highly crucial for the activity 

against avoidance whilst producing.  

 

i. Relation to the topic of the material: global warming and climate change  

ii. Highlighting the action itself (photos should not show the doer of the action) 

iii. Relation to participants’ own life (The activity should not require technical 

expertise 

 

 To verify whether lexical complexity is appropriate for intermediate level, 

lexical complexity of each passage was checked by using Vocabprofile (Heatley, 

Nation & Coxhead, 2002). All the texts were manipulated so that they could 

include more K1 (most frequent 1,000 words in English) than K2 words (the 

second most frequent 1,000 words in English). The texts were considered within 

the lexical competence of the participants if more than 90% of the words belong 

to K1 and K2 bands (Indrarathne and Kormos, 2017). Table 4 summarizes the 

percentage of K1, K2, and off-list words used in each unit.  

 

Table 3 

Percentage of K1, K2 and off-list words used in the texts 

Units  K1 words K2 words Off-list words  

Session 1  %79,23 %7,32 %8,12 

Session 2  %79,54 %4,25 %12,01 

Session 3  %71,38 %9,66 %11,72 

Session 4  %68,90 %5,24 %13,74 
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As can be seen in the table, the percentage of K1 words in each text is 

highly above of K2. The analysis has also showed that the words which belong to 

K1 and K2 did not constitute at least 90% of the texts due to many off-list words 

classified into proper nouns. Therefore, no changes have been made to increase 

the percentage. From theoretical perspective, some sentences in original version 

of the texts were converted into passive to increase the number of sentences 

constructed in the passive. Participants were exposed to 103 passive sentences 

through reading texts. The distribution of the sentences is: simple present (n= 21), 

simple past (n= 29), present continuous (n= 9), past continuous (n=5), present 

perfect (n=17), past perfect (n=2), future (n=9), and modal verbs (n=11). The final 

version of each text was checked with two English teachers having a master’s 

degree in terms of grammaticality and semantically.  

 

 English File Intermediate Student’s Book (Third Edition) and Cambridge 

University Press English Grammar in Use (Fourth Edition) by were used for 

explicit grammar group (Appendix 3). The books have been chosen mainly 

because they do follow structural syllabi, in that participants did have a chance to 

see formal rules of the target form and practice the structure through controlled 

practice activities.  

 

3.4 Instructional Treatment  

 

 The entire study spanned three weeks. One week prior to implementation 

of the instructional materials, participants took the pre-test which lasted forty-

minutes. The treatment phase lasted one day and was carried out in participants’ 

regular English class time by English instructors of the classes. It took place in 

four 45-minute sessions in one day. On the day after the treatment participants 
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Appendix 4 Grammar Handout for Input Flood + Explicit Instruction Group 
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Appendix 5 Testing Instruments of the Study (Pre-test and Post-test) 

 

Pre-Test 

 

  

 

This language test was delivered to you as you agreed to participate in the research. 

The test was developed by the researcher to measure English learners’ reading 

comprehension. It consists of three tasks and 26 questions. You will have a maximum 

of 35 minutes for the test. You need to write your name so that the researcher can 

match it with your unique study code. This page of the test will be removed after your 

study code is written by the researcher. Your papers will be collected by your teacher 

and handed in to the researcher. Your answers will be scored by the researcher 

himself. Test scores will be used only for research aims and be kept confidential. 

Thank you for being volunteer to take part in the research. 

 

 

 

 
 
Date:  
 
 
 
 
 
Name/Surname: 
 
 
 
 
 
Signature:  
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I. In this task you will read 20 sentences. For each sentence please 

indicate with a circle if the sentence is grammatical or 

ungrammatical. If you think the sentence is ungrammatical, write the 

correct version below and explain the rules either in Turkish or in 

English.  

 

Example: I usually wake up in 10 am.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

at 10 am / (wrong preposition) or saatlerden önce ‘at’ kullanılır________________. 

 

1. The thief has been caught by the police last night after a two-hour chase.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

2. Two high school students have being hit by a drunk driver.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

 

 

3. The suspect is being questioned by the detectives.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

4. We have been calling to an urgent meeting by the employers.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

5. The government has decided to renovate all the archeological building. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

6. A woman was been stopped by a policeman on the street.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

STUDY CODE: 

Ungrammatical 
 



   

 

96 

 

7. The new player was introduced to the public with the club.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

8. The band entertained the people coming from different parts of the country.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

9. Our supervisor have asked us to arrive at the workplace at 10 am for 

tomorrow.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

10. The final match of the tournament was being watched by more than 50,000 

fans in the stadium.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

 

 

11. Jack has been visited in his new workplace by his old colleagues.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

12. The forest fire has destroyed whole the suburb.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

13. All students agreed to participate in the research.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

14. All drivers were informed about the new regulations before the race.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

15. While we were leaving the hotel, the rooms were been cleaned by the 

housekeepers.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

 

16. The personal information of participants is generally collected through 

questionnaires.  
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Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

17. Could you pick me up from the airport tomorrow?  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

18. Passengers had been transferring to the nearest hotel after the cancellation 

of their flight.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

 

 

19. Academics informed the students about the strike.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

20. My brother will goes to sailing course every Sunday.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

II. Complete the sentences with the verbs provided in the appropriate 

tense and voice. 

 

1. The company has launched its new aircraft in France last month. It 

_______________ (carry) more than 250 passengers.  

 

2. Before entering England, I _______________ (ask) to show all the 

documents at border control. The police checked my documents.  

 

3. I have bought flight tickets on the Internet for my parents. The details 

_______________________ (send) to me via email yesterday.  

 

4. Our university assesses our progress in English. A midterm 

_________ (hold) every five weeks and our teachers announce the 

results within two weeks.  

 

5. Apple reduced the prices of electronic items in its all stores in 

London. All laptops __________________ (sell) within minutes.  

 

III. Please translate the following English text into Turkish 

(approximately 30 words). You can find English equivalences for 

some Turkish words in the box below.  
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1. Konser için şu ana dek 1000 adet bilet satıldı. Biletler sahiplerine 2 gün 

içerisinde posta yoluyla gönderilecektir. Konser öncesi biletleriniz ve 

kimlik kartlarınız kontrol edilecektir.  

                

               Posta yoluyla: via mail         kimlik kartı: ID card  

 

 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Post-Test 

 

 

 

 

 

This language test was delivered to you as you agreed to participate in the research. The test 

was developed by the researcher to measure English learners’ reading comprehension. It 

consists of three tasks and 26 questions. You will have a maximum of 35 minutes for the test. 

You need to write your name so that the researcher can match it with your unique study 

code. This page of the test will be removed after your study code is written by the researcher. 

Your papers will be collected by your teacher and handed in to the researcher. Your answers 

will be scored by the researcher himself. Test scores will be used only for research aims and 

be kept confidential. Thank you for being volunteer to take part in the research. 

 

 

 



   

 

99 

 

 

 

 

I. In this task you will read 20 sentences. For each sentence please 

indicate with a circle if the sentence is grammatical or 

ungrammatical. If you think the sentence is ungrammatical, write the 

correct version below and explain the rules either in Turkish or in 

English.  

Example: I usually wake up in 10 am.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

at 10 am / (wrong preposition) or saatlerden önce ‘at’ kullanılır________________. 

 

 

1. I thought I forgot my phone at home, but it had been stolen at the party. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

2. The teacher has been told by his students about their families. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_______________________________________________________________. 

 

 

 
 
Date:  
 
 
 
 
 
Name/Surname: 
 
 
 
 
 
Signature:  

 

STUDY CODE: 

Ungrammatical 
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3. Mike invited all his colleagues to his birthday party.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

4. International students are expected to get enough TOEFL score before the 

registration. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

5. He will being send to New York branch very soon. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

6. My father call me before every midterm to relax me. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

7. We as parents were been informed about our children’s progress since the 

beginning of the semester. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

8. All the students must attend all English classes to enter the final exam. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

9.  We couldn’t decide what to go for holiday.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

10. Students will have a maximum of 1 hour to answer the questions.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

11. The inaugural Turkish Grand Prix was held in 2008 at Istanbul Park. 

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

________________________________________________________________. 

 

12. While we were having lunch, our car was been repaired.  

Grammatical Ungrammatical 

 

_________________________________________________________________. 

 

13. I has woken up at 3 am last Monday to watch Oscar ceremony live.  
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3. Look at the weather! It has been snowing for hours and the workers 

____________________ (clear) snow from the road.  

 

4. More wild animals are moving into cities to find food. The reason is 

that their habitat ________________ (affect) by the climate changes.  

 

5. We _______________ (give) the course books on the first day of 

school every year, so we don’t spend any money on books.  

 

III. Please translate the following English text into Turkish 

(approximately 30 words). You can find English equivalences for 

some Turkish words in the box below.  

 

1. Günümüzde Kuzey Kutbunda birçok bilimsel araştırma yapılıyor. Şu ana 

kadar birçok makale de bilimsel dergilerde yayımlandı. İnsanlar böylece 

iklim değişiklikleri ile ilgili bilgilendirildi.   

 

               Bilimsel: scientific              Kuzey Kutbu: the North Pole       

               Makale: article                   iklim değişikliği: climate change  

 

 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________. 
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