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Abstract: The current study argues that learning occurs when there is Ex-implicit grammar 
teaching and student-student, student-teacher and teacher-student interaction. Following Form-
Focused-Instruction (FFI) and the implementation of Sociocultural Theory (SCT) in pedagogical 
settings form the role of the instructor who seeks to improve the Second/Foreign Language 
Learners’ written accuracy. An empirical study which lasted four months was conducted on 74 
Arab Learners of English (ALEs) forming two groups of 37 each. A detailed analysis was made of 
the target-like and the non-target-like forms of the simple past tense in 222 written texts produced 
by ALEs. Written texts were collected from each subject at three stages in the experiment (after two 
weeks, after two months and after four months). Quantitative and qualitative analyses show the 
positive impact of Form-Focused-Instruction (FFI) and the implementation of Sociocultural Theory 
(SCT) in pedagogical settings on Foreign Language Learners’ written accuracy following the 
Innovated Writing Process IWP.  
Keywords: Form-Focused-Instruction, Sociocultural Theory, the Innovated Writing Process, 

Second language Acquisition, and Written Accuracy 

1. Introduction 
One of the SLA theories on which the IWP is based is the Interactionist view, having in 
consideration that the IWP aims to facilitate the learning process by activating L2 learners’ internal 
processes such as attention, noticing, and rehearsal, which, in turn, make the acquisition of the 
target linguistic data - simple past tense forms, for example - possible. To clarify the relationship 
between the IWP and Sociocultural Theory, Lantolf and Thorne (2006, p. 197) mentioned that 
“SCT has its origins in the writings of the Russian psychologist L.S. Vygotsky and his colleagues”. 
They add that the most important forms of human cognitive activity develop through interaction. 
With regard to SLA, Sociocultural Theory believes learning is dialogically based which means that 
the acquisition of the language occurs in the process of interaction rather than as a result of the 
interaction. Based on this perspective, SLA cannot be treated as a purely individual-based process, 
but rather as one shared between the individual and other persons (teacher/learners and 
learners/learners).  

In designing the IWP, the dialogic interaction between learners themselves and the teacher is basic 
in performing the writing task. Having that space for interaction can create a context in which 
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learners can participate actively. This interaction can demonstrate for the teacher what the L2 
learners can do and what they cannot do, this in turn, gives the opportunity to the teacher to allocate 
time and a suitable type of feedback to the learners (Mourssi, 2012d).  

This paper consists of seven sections; Introduction is presented in section one while section two 
presents the Literature review. Methods are presented in section three followed by Results and 
Discussion in section four. Conclusion is presented in section five and finally References are 
presented in section six and Appendices in section seven. In the following, Literature review is 
presented. 

2. Literature Review 
Hulstijn (2005) and Ellis (2006) suggested that attention, consciousness and awareness play a role 
in the implicit learning process, and this argument, supported by Dekeyser (2008), Ellis (N) (1994), 
and Schmidt (1994),  is also in line with the point of views of Schmidt and Frota (1986), Alanen 
(1995), Ellis (N) (1996), Ellis and Sinclair (1996), Ellis (N) and Schmidt (1997), Grabe and Stoller 
(1997), Leow (1997), Miyake and Friedman (1998), Rosa and O' Neill (1999), Mackey (2002), and 
Swain and Lapkin (1995), who examined cognitive processes in second language learning; their 
conclusion was also supported by Gass and Varonis (1994), Robinson (1995, 2001, and 2003), 
Long (1996), Gass (1997), Mackey, Gass, and McDonough (2000) and Philp (2003). They all agree 
that attention and awareness in particular have been identified as two cognitive processes that 
mediate input and L2 development through interaction.  

2.1 Form-Focused Instruction 
The IWP was designed as a program for teaching writing, and was implemented in the 
Experimental Group, to investigate the impact of Revising and Redrafting on improving ALEs’ 
written accuracy. The IWP focuses on the role of both the teacher and the learner and gives detailed 
guidelines for instructors to follow. In designing the IWP, a variety of teaching methods were 
integrated bearing in mind the L2 learners’ level and the types of error/mistake which emerge as 
they prepare their written work (Mourssi, 2013b). Corrective feedback is provided to the learners by 
analyzing their errors/mistakes and explaining the nature of the errors/mistakes produced during 
writing. This will be presented in the discussion which deals with analyzing non-target-like simple 
past forms and how L2 learners in the Experimental Group managed to produce the target-like 
forms themselves after receiving metalinguistic feedback. One clear aspect of the course is, then, 
form-focused instruction (FFI). 

Norris and Ortega (2001), in Fotos and Nassaji (2007, p. 11) postulated that FFI produces 
substantial gains in terms of the acquisition of the target structure. Over the course of their study, 
the effects of FFI were observed to have been sustained over time and the study showed that 
explicit instructional techniques yielded more positive effects than those involving implicit 
techniques. Thus, the effectiveness of the instructional treatments depends on the methodological 
approaches adopted. In evaluating the tasks achieved following FFI, Fotos and Ellis (1991), Fotos 
(1993), and Leow (2001) noticed that some of the FFI tasks were incorporated more explicitly and 
that “raising grammar consciousness” is one of these tasks, whereby, the task objective given to 
learners is to solve a grammar problem using the target structure or to generate grammar rules. That 
is, the aim behind not giving the target-like forms directly to the L2 learners, but providing them 
with corrective feedback and allowing them to analyse their errors/mistakes is that it gives them the 
space to interact, negotiate and work out the rules for themselves which makes them more 
memorable (Mourssi, 2013c). Both Lyster (2004) and Ferris (2006) suggested that corrective 
feedback prods the learners to self-correct and that this is effective in promoting SLA.  
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2.2 The Efficacy of Analyzing L2 Learners’ Errors/Mistakes in SLA through the IWP 
Ellis (2009, p.3) mentioned that both SLA researchers and language educators have paid careful 
attention to corrective feedback, but they have disagreed about whether to correct errors, what 
errors to correct, how to correct errors, and when to correct these errors, see, for example, 
Hendrickson (1978) and Hyland and Hyland (2006). 

Mourssi (2013d) indicated that the efficacy of analyzing L2 learners’ errors/mistakes and giving 
corrective feedback in language pedagogy varies according to the methods used during the learning 
process. For example, Audiolingualism thinks that negative “assessment” is to be avoided as far as 
possible since corrective feedback functions as “punishment” and may inhibit or discourage 
learning, while Ur (1999, p.243) suggested that “assessment should be positive” in order to promote 
the positive self-image of the learner as a person and language learner,” on the other hand, skill-
learning theory thinks that “the learner needs feedback on how well he/she is doing,” but the 
question here is what kind of feedback is the most effective? Is it direct, indirect or metalinguistic 
feedback? In designing the IWP, all three types were implemented but the last type (metalinguistic 
feedback) was the basic type followed with the subjects of the study in the Experimental Group.   

Ur (1999) recognized that there is certainly a space for correcting learners’ errors/mistakes, but she 
claimed that we should not over-estimate this contribution. She concluded that time should be 
invested in avoiding errors rather than in correcting them. Other methodologists, for example, 
Harmer (1993) distinguished between “accuracy” and “fluency”. He mentions that corrective 
feedback has a place in the former but not in the latter. However, SLA researchers, especially those 
working within an Interactionist framework take a different view; they argue that corrective 
feedback works best when it occurs in context at the time the learners make the error. I can claim 
that this is one of the main aims behind designing the IWP and presenting the CGLTA through the 
IWP in the ALEs’ context, where the process of error/contrastive analysis (metalinguistic feedback) 
can develop L2 learners’ internalized grammar system which results in promoting L2 grammar 
acquisition and improving learners’ written accuracy (Mourssi, 2013a).  

Truscott (1996, 1999, and 2007) claimed that correcting learners’ errors in a written composition 
may enable the learners to eliminate the errors in a subsequent draft but correcting errors has no 
effect on grammatical accuracy in a new piece of writing. In other words, correcting errors does not 
result in acquisition. I think that when the error analysis and the correction of learners’ errors are 
clear, consistent and explicitly presented, it will work well for the acquisition of the target linguistic 
data (Mourssi, 2012a; 2012c). Similar to my claims, Sheen (2007), Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, and 
Takashima (2009a) produced evidence to show that written feedback can result in Second Language 
Acquisition; however, I prefer to give the learners oral metalinguistic feedback, as most of them do 
not seem to read the teacher’s written feedback or take it on board. It is worth mentioning that some 
researchers such as Krashen (1982, p. 74) and VanPatten (1992, p. 24) suggested that correcting 
errors in learner output has a negligible effect on language learners’ developing language system. 
However, other SLA researchers, especially those working within the Interactionist framework, 
have found that correcting learners’ errors facilitated language acquisition. After more than ten 
years, VanPatten (2003) changed his mind and acknowledged that feedback (error correction) in the 
form of negotiating meaning can help learners notice their errors and create form-meaning 
connections, thus aiding Second Language Acquisition. Recent studies, such as Bitchener, Young, 
and Cameron (2005), Sheen (2007), and Ellis et al. (2009b) had shown that when corrective 
feedback is “focused” it is effective in promoting acquisition.  

With the Innovated Writing Process IWP, every stage of the development is built after a   previous 
one.  In investigating the role of the learner and the role of the teacher for example, there is a link 
between the reaction of the learner at each stage and the teacher's behaviour and his instructions, 
from the beginning to the end of the process, in negotiating the mistakes, and giving direct/indirect 
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and metalinguistic feedback. Myles, Hooper, and Mitchell (1998) illustrated that varying strategies 
in SLA could be built one after another, in the same fashion as with the staged process in the IWP. 

2.3 A Coalition of Resources 
Autonomous Induction Theory (Carroll, 1999; 2001) posited that, second language acquisition is 
facilitated by a coalition of sources that create input to learning. As defined and explained by 
Herschensohn (2001, p. 26), this theory brings together spontaneous input and form-focused 
guidance as two complementary components of the learning process. Carroll (1999; 2001) argued 
that the proposed input of learning is not simply processing input but can be considered as a 
restructuring of interlanguage grammar due to parsing failure on the part of the learner. In other 
words, Carroll made a distinction between processing for parsing and processing for acquisition. 
She mentioned that when the parsers fail, the acquisitional mechanisms are triggered, and added 
that during successful parsing, rules are activated in each processor, and failure occurs when the 
rules are inadequate or missing.          

Carroll (1999, p. 365) defined learning in the context of Autonomous Induction Theory as a process 
which takes place whenever a parse fails (which results from incomprehensible input) and thereby, 
the process of learning takes place at several levels of analysis such as acoustic-phonetic, 
phonological, morpho-syntactic and semantic. Similarly, Herschensohn (2000, p. 203) suggested 
that learners use a coalition of resources such as Universal Grammar, constrained hypothesis space, 
primary linguistic data, instruction and feedback.  This coalition of resources is visible in the IWP.  

Mourssi (2012b) argued that the interactional process, whether it is negotiated interaction, 
interactional feedback, noticing gaps in knowledge by learners as well as by the teacher, while 
speaking or while writing a picture-story, can direct the learners' attention to many things which 
might have been stored in their memory (implicit knowledge) but that they have temporarily 
forgotten. The teacher's role is to activate this knowledge which can relate to lexical items, 
grammatical constructions, phrasal verbs, prepositions, collocations, and so on. Different types of 
interaction promote development and lead to an actual improvement in learners' knowledge in the 
long term.  

Mourssi (2013) indicated that the investigation of the role of revising and redrafting has revealed 
the positive impact of the IWP and the CGLTA on ALEs undergraduate high school students' 
writing in general, and their interlanguage grammar in particular, specifically in the acquisition of 
the simple past tense forms. Weissberg (1998) suggested that classroom writing has positive effects 
on SLA. Hedge (2005) proposed that students need opportunities to practise various forms and 
functions in writing. She added in her later study that revising and drafting should be included in 
improving writing (Hedge, 2005). De La Paz and Steve (2002) suggested that the writing instruction 
used in middle school classrooms developed a variety of cognitive resources. Kowszyk and 
Vazquez (2004) noted that peer interaction in groups between the teacher and the students is a very 
productive strategy in writing and revising written materials. Al-Buainain (2006) believed that there 
could be no definite answer to the question of how to teach writing in ESL/EFL. Bitchener (2005) 
and Ferris (2002 and 2004) proposed that classroom-based instruction plays a significant role in 
helping L2 learners improve the accuracy of their writing. Rahimi (2009) noted the effectiveness of 
feedback on second language learners' writing. The present study contributes to our knowledge in 
these areas by developing a methodology which integrates Focus-on-Form with revising/redrafting 
into a communicative approach - the IWP - in order to improve students' written accuracy. 

3. Methods 
This section discusses the subjects of the study, the research question and the methods used in the 
analysis of the written texts. 
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3.1 The Subjects of the Study 
Based on the results of a placement test - designed by the researcher-, two similar or nearly similar 
classes were selected from a total of 12 classes enrolled in grade 12. The two selected classes 
formed the Experimental Group and the Control Group. Each group - class- consisted of 37 Arab 
Learners of English (ALEs). The total number of the students involved in the experiment was 74 
students, with ages ranging between 16 and 18, pre-intermediate to intermediate level in English. 
The subjects were all Arabic speakers and had been learning English as a foreign language for eight 
years attending four to five sessions per week on average. The target location was in one of the 
Omani government male secondary schools (High School). English language is one of the core 
subjects that all the students must study in secondary school. 

3.2 The Research Question 
The current study seeks to answer the following question: 

What are the impact of Form-Focused-Instruction (FFI) and the implementation of Sociocultural 
Theory (SCT) in pedagogical settings on Second Language Learners’ Written Accuracy following 
the Innovated Writing Process IWP? This is to provide empirical evidence in relation to the 
acquisition of the Second language structures to test hypotheses emerging from SLA and thus 
contribute to the advancement of theory on Second Language Acquisition. 

3.3 Methods Assigned to the Research Question 
For the research question presented above, qualitative and quantitative analyses were followed for 
all the simple past tense forms produced by the samples in 222 written texts which had been 
collected chronologically. The author thinks in order to explore the impact of Form-Focused-
Instruction (FFI) and the implementation of Sociocultural Theory (SCT) in pedagogical settings on 
Second Language Learners’ Written Accuracy following the Innovated Writing Process IWP, three 
writing texts were collected from each sample in both groups, the first writing text (B) was 
collected after the first two weeks; the second writing (M) after the first two months while the third 
writing (F) was collected at the end of the experiment. The author thinks that writing is one way to 
get evidence of the state of a student's internalized grammar system and to measure the 
improvement occurs from a certain interlanguage stage to another.  

3.4 The Instruments Used to Gauge the Impact of FFI and SCT Following the IWP 
and the CGLTA 

The instruments used to gauge the impact of the IWP were as follows; a proficiency test, initial 
writing test (writing pre-test), pre-interview, and speaking pre-test, picture-story writing one (before 
the experiment starts) to be sure that the level of both groups is equal or nearly equal, followed by a 
speaking post-test, writing post-test and finally an achievement test. Scores were compared using 
statistical tests, such as the t-tests. The Results and Discussion are described in detail below. 

4. Result and Discussion 
In this section, the results and the data analysis are presented and explained. Most analysis was 
based on the quantitative data obtained from all the pre-tests, and post-tests presented in the 
previous part. The Experimental Group and the Control Group sat exactly the same pre-tests and 
post-tests to ensure comparability across the groups. It is also necessary to mention that the official 
Final National Exam (FNE) is run on all the students enrolled in grade 12 all over the Sultanate at 
the same time, with two invigilators in each class. The FNE is the same exam for all the students, 
and students must be arranged alphabetically in each school and in groups of 24-26 in different 
classes. In other words, the Experimental Group students and the Control Group students were not 
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in the same classes or at the same school as they were during the experiment. In the following, I 
will present the quantitative analysis following the same sequence as that followed in describing the 
instruments used in the study.      

4.1 Results of the T-Test for Independent Groups in the Proficiency Test 
A t-test was applied in order to ensure that there was not a significant difference in the proficiency 
scores between the two groups at the outset. The t-test results and the Independent Samples Test are 
in Appendix P. The result shows that t = 0.97, df = 72, p = > .05. This means that there was no 
significant difference between the two groups in the proficiency test. The results show that the 
students in the Control and Experimental Groups were almost at the same level at the beginning of 
the experiment.  

4.2 Results of the T-Test for Independent Groups in Speaking Pre-Test  
The results from the comparison of the scores of the Control Group and the Experimental Group 
show that t = 0.97, df = 72, p = > .05. This means that there was no significant difference between 
the two groups in the speaking pre- test. (See Appendix A) 

4.3 Results of the T-Test for Independent Groups in Initial Picture-Story Writing  
The results of the comparison of the scores of the Control Group and those of the Experimental 
Group in the initial picture-story writing show that t = .001, df = 72, p = > .05. This means, there 
was no significant difference between the two groups in the initial writing test (see Appendix A). 
After marking the initial picture-story essay and doing the statistical analyses, a picture-story 
writing exercise was given to both the Experimental and Control Groups before starting the 
experiment to be sure that the two selected groups were equal or nearly equal from the beginning 
and before starting the experiment.  

4.4 Results of Picture-Story Writing One 
I was advised to be sure that the two selected groups for the experiment should be equal or nearly 
equal before running the experiment for the sake of the results at the end. Based on that, it was 
decided to run an additional picture-story writing namely Picture-Story Writing One.  

The results of the comparison of the Control Group and the Experimental Group in picture-story 
one show that t = 0.52, df = 72, p = > .05. This result means that there was no significant difference 
between the two groups in the picture-story writing one test (see Appendix A).  

After obtaining and analyzing all the results, the two groups were compared statistically. The author 
thus ensured that the two groups were equal or almost equal in performance. Sakel and Everett 
(2012, p. 133) recommend that in order for the intervention to be deemed successfully, the Control 
Group and Experimental Group should be equal or nearly equal in all the pre-tests from the 
beginning.  

4.5 The Statistical Analysis for Paired Samples (The Experimental Group's Pre- and 
Post-Tests)    

Note: (The results of the statistics related to the Experimental Group are tabulated in Appendix B). 
The result of the t-test for paired samples (the Experimental Group) in the proficiency test and the 
achievement test shows that t = 15.383, df = 36, p = < .001. The results show that the difference 
between the proficiency test and the achievement test is significant. The result of the t-test for 
paired samples (the Experimental Group) in the speaking pre-test and the speaking post-test shows 
that t = 15.372, df = 36, p = < .001. The results show that the difference between the speaking pre-
test and speaking post-test is significant. The result of the t-test for paired samples (the 
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Experimental Group) in the writing pre-test and the post post-test shows that: (t = 17.234, df = 36, p 
= < .001). The results show that the difference between the writing pre-test and writing post-test is 
significant. 

Table 1 presents the correlations of paired samples (the Experimental Group). The results show that 
the correlation is highly significant. 

Table 1. T-test for paired sample correlations (experimental group) 

  Mean N Std. Deviation 

Pair 1 Achievement T 74.2973 37 17.63025 

Proficiency T 46.5405 37 13.74691 

Pair 2 Post speaking 16.8649 37 2.42856 

Pre speaking 9.1892 37 4.17558 

Pair 3 Post writing 14.4324 37 3.53192 

Initial writing 7.2973 37 4.67181 

4.6 The Statistical Analysis for Paired Samples (The Control Group's Pre- and Post-
Tests) 

The results of the statistics related to the Control Group are tabulated in Appendix C. The result of 
the t-test for paired samples (the Control Group) in the proficiency test and the achievement test 
shows that: (t = 4.905, df = 36, p = < .001). The results show that the difference between the 
proficiency test and the achievement test is significant. The result of the t-test for paired samples 
(the Control Group) in the speaking pre-test and the speaking post-test shows that: (t = 6.368, df = 
36, p = < .001). The results show that the difference between the speaking pre-test and speaking 
post-test is significant. 

The result of the t-test for paired samples (the Control Group) in the writing pre-test and the post 
post-test shows that: (t = 13.800, df = 36, p = < .001). The results show that the difference between 
the writing pre-test and writing post-test is significant. Table 2 presents the correlations of paired 
samples (the Control Group). The results show that the correlation is significant. 

Table 2. T-test for paired sample correlations (Control Group) 

  Mean N Std. Deviation 

Pair 1 Achievement T 56.65 37 18.612 

Proficiency T 46.84 37 12.604 

Pair 2 Post speaking 12.00 37 3.771 

Pre speaking 9.73 37 3.805 

Pair 3 Post writing 9.78 37 3.881 

Initial writing 7.30 37 4.377 
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4.7 The T-Test for Independent Groups (Experimental and Control)'S Pre- and Post-
Tests and the Final National Exam 

All the t-tests results related to the pre-tests and post-tests are tabulated in Appendix D. The results 
of t-test for independent groups in speaking post-test show that: (t = 6.597, df = 72, p = < .001). 
This means that the difference between the Experimental Group and the Control Group is 
significant.   

The results of t-test for independent groups in writing post-test show that: (t = 5.388, df = 72, p = < 
.001). This means that the difference between the Experimental Group and the Control Group is 
significant.   

The results of t-test for independent groups in achievement test show that: (t = 4.187, df = 72, p = < 
.001). This means that the difference between the Experimental Group and the Control Group is 
significant.   

The results of t-test for independent groups in Final National Exam show that: (t = 2.390, df = 72, p 
= < .001). This means that the difference between the Experimental Group and the Control Group is 
significant.   

The sections 4.1-7 presented in detail the reports of the pre-tests, and the post-tests. The results of 
the data analysis show no significant differences in all the pre-tests between the two groups, but 
significant differences can clearly be discovered at the post-tests and the achievement test as well. 
The learners’ score in the Final National Exam support these results, the scores of the learners in the 
Experimental Group was higher than the scores of the learners in the Control Group, see 
Appendices E for more detail.    

4.8 One-Way ANOVA from Target-Like and Non-Target-Like Simple Past Forms in 
Both Groups by Stage  

4.8.1 One-Way ANOVA from Target-Like and Non-Target-Like Simple Past Forms in 
the Experimental Group by Stage  

To support the results and to identify of the impact of revising and redrafting as a part of the IWP 
and to support the role of CGLTA in improving ALEs’ writing, One-way ANOVA was run on the 
target-like and non-target-like simple past forms in both groups in the three stages, for more details 
see Appendix I. 

The results of One-way ANOVA show that the mean of the target-like simple past forms in stage 1 
(AB in the Experimental Group) is 8.0000, and the mean of stage 2 (AM in the Experimental 
Group) is 9.2703, the mean of stage 3 (AF in the Experimental Group) is 14.2973. The results also 
show that the value of F for the target-like forms of the simple past tense in the Experimental Group 
in the in the three stages AB, AM, and AF is 17.833 and it is significant. The following figure 
shows the means plot of the target-like simple past forms in the Experimental Group (see Figure 1).  

The results of One-way ANOVA show that the mean of the non-target-like simple past forms in 
stage 1 (AB in the Experimental Group) is 6.1892, and the mean of stage 2 (AM in the 
Experimental Group) is 6.0541, the mean of stage 3 (AF in the Experimental Group) is 1.1622. The 
results also show that the value of F for the non-target-like forms of the simple past tense in the 
Experimental Group in the in the three stages AB, AM, and AF is 31.746 and it is significant. The 
following figure shows the means plot of the non-target-like simple past forms in the Experimental 
Group (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 1. Means plot of the target-like simple past forms in the experimental group 

 
Figure 2. Means plot of the non-target-like simple past forms in the experimental group 

 

Figure 3. Means plot of the target-like simple past forms in the control group 
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4.8.2 One-Way ANOVA from Target-Like and Non-Target-Like Simple Past Forms in 
the Control Group by Stage  

The results of One-way ANOVA show that the mean of the target-like simple past forms in stage 1 
(BB in the Control Group) is 5.5135, and the mean of stage 2 (BM in the Control Group) is 6.4595, 
the mean of stage 3 BF in the Control Group) is 9.8649. The results also show that the value of F 
for the target-like forms of the simple past tense in the Control Group in the in the three stages BB, 
BM, and BF is 9.759 and it is significant. The following figure shows the means plot of the target-
like simple past forms in the Control Group (see Figure 3). 

The results of One-way ANOVA show that the mean of the non-target-like simple past forms in 
stage 1 (BB in the Control Group) is 9.1892, and the mean of stage 2 (BM in the Control Group) is 
7.0541, the mean of stage 3 (BF in the Control Group) is 3.8919. The results also show that the 
value of F for the non- target-like forms of the simple past tense in the Control Group in the in the 
three stages BB, BM, and BF is 16.864 and it is significant. The following figure shows the means 
plot of the non-target-like simple past forms in the Control Group (see Figure 4). 

 
Figure 4. Means Plot of the non-target-like simple past forms in the Control Group 

To conclude, the data analysis presented show that the IWP and the CGLTA can help the learners 
improve their writing as well as speaking. The results of the above quantitative data provide some 
evidence for the improvement occurred in the Experiment Group, though I cannot identify which 
variable(s) involved in the process of redrafting was/were responsible for the differential 
improvement of the Experimental Group; these variables included the focus on error/contrastive 
analysis (metalinguistic feedback), student-student interaction, explicit grammar teaching, 
negotiation and the personality of the tutor. Similarly, we can say that the IWP and CGLTA 
appeared to improve performance (by comparison with TPW approach) – but we do not know 
exactly what it was about them which improved performance and it is thus quite difficult to say 
anything very precise about Second Language Acquisition theories, though the experiment does 
provide support for current notions in Applied Linguistics concerning the benefits of a process over 
a product approach to writing.  

4.9 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Target-Like and Non-Target Like 
Simple Past Forms in Each Group in All the Stages 

4.9.1 The Experimental Group 
The results of the t-test of target-like and non-target-like simple past forms in stage AB show that 
the mean of the target-like forms is 8. The mean of the non-target-like forms is 6.2. The value of t = 
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1.676, p = .098, and p > .05. These results show that the difference between target-like forms and 
non-target-like forms in stage AB in the Experimental Group is not significant, for more details see 
Appendix F. 

The results of the t-test of target-like and non-target-like simple past forms in stage AM show that 
the mean of the target-like forms is 9.3. The mean of the non-target-like forms is 6.1. The value of t 
= 3.318, p = .001, and p < .05. These results show that the difference between target-like forms and 
non-target-like forms in stage AM in the Experimental Group is high significant.  

The results of the t-test of target-like and non-target-like simple past forms in stage AF show that 
the mean of the target-like forms is 14.3. The mean of the non-target-like forms is 1.2. The value of 
t = 17.982, p = .000, and p < .05. These results show that the difference between target-like forms 
and non-target-like forms in stage AF in the Experimental Group is high significant.  

4.9.2 The Control Group 
The results of the t-test of target-like and non-target-like simple past forms in stage BB show that 
the mean of the target-like forms is 5.5. The mean of the non-target-like forms is 9.2. The value of t 
= -3.105, p = .003, and p < .05. These results show that the difference between target-like forms and 
non-target-like forms in stage B in the Control Group is high significant, for more details see 
Appendix G.  

The results of the t-test of target-like and non-target-like simple past forms in stage BM show that 
the mean of the target-like forms is 6.5. The mean of the non-target-like forms is 7.1. The value of t 
= -.634, p = .528, and p > .05. These results show that the difference between target-like forms and 
non-target-like forms in stage BM in the Control Group is not significant. 

The results of the t-test of target-like and non-target-like simple past forms in stage BF show that 
the mean of the target-like forms is 9.9. The mean of the non-target-like forms is 3.9. The value of t 
= 7.8, p = .000, and p < .05. These results show that the difference between target-like forms and 
non-target-like forms in stage BF in the Control Group is high significant.  

4.9.3 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Target-Like Simple Past Forms in Each 
Group in All the Stages 

4.9.3.1 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Target-Like Simple Past Forms in Stage 
AB in the Experimental Group and BB in the Control Group 

The results of the t-test of target-like simple past forms in stage AB and BB show that the mean of 
the target-like forms in AB for the Experimental Group is 8. The mean of the target-like forms in 
BB for the Control Group is 5.5. The value of t = 1.965, p = .053, and p > .05. These results show 
that the difference between target-like forms in AB and BB in the Experimental Group and the 
Control Group after the first two weeks in the experiment is not significant, for more details see 
Appendix H.  

4.9.3.2 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Target-Like Simple Past Forms in Stage 
AM in the Experimental Group and BM in the Control Group 

The results of the t-test of target-like simple past forms in stage AM and BM show that the mean of 
the target-like forms in AM for the Experimental Group is 9.3. The mean of the target-like forms in 
BM for the Control Group is 6.5. The value of t = 2.72, p = .008, and p < .05. These results show 
that the difference between target-like forms in AM and BM in the Experimental Group and the 
Control Group after two months in the experiment is significant. 
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4.9.3.3 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Target-Like Simple Past Forms in Stage 
AF in the Experimental Group and BF in the Control Group 

The results of the t-test of target-like simple past forms in stage AF and BF show that the mean of 
the target-like forms in AF for the Experimental Group is 14.3. The mean of the target-like forms in 
BF for the Control Group is 9.9. The value of t = 4.9, p = .000, and p < .05. These results show that 
the difference between target-like forms in AF and BF in the Experimental Group and the Control 
Group at the end of the experiment after four months is high significant. 

4.9.4 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Non-Target-Like Simple Past Forms in 
Each Group in All the Stages 

4.9.4.1 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Non-Target-Like Simple Past Forms in 
Stage AB in the Experimental Group and BB in the Control Group 

The results of the t-test of non-target-like simple past forms in stage AB and BB show that the mean 
of the non-target-like forms in AB for the Experimental Group is 6.2. The mean of the non-target-
like forms in BB for the Control Group is 9.2. The value of t = - 3.049, p = 003, and p < .05. These 
results show that the difference between non-target-like forms in AB and BB in the Experimental 
Group and the Control Group after the first two weeks in the experiment is significant, for more 
details see Appendix H.  

4.9.4.2 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Non-Target-Like Simple Past Forms in 
Stage AM in the Experimental Group and BM in the Control Group 

The results of the t-test of non-target-like simple past forms in stage AM and BM show that the 
mean of the non-target-like forms in AM for the Experimental Group is 6.1. The mean of the non-
target-like forms in BM for the Control Group is 7.1. The value of t = 1.54, p = .252, and p > .05. 
These results show that the difference between non-target-like forms in AM and BM in the 
Experimental Group and the Control Group after the first two months in the experiment is not 
significant. 

4.9.4.3 The T-Test (Independent Sample Test) for Non-Target-Like Simple Past Forms in 
Stage AF in the Experimental Group and BF in the Control Group 

The results of the t-test of non-target-like simple past forms in stage AF and BF show that the mean 
of the non-target-like forms in AF for the Experimental Group is 1.2. The mean of the non-target-
like forms in BF for the Control Group is 3.9. The value of t = 4.824, p = .000, and p < .05. These 
results show that the difference between non-target-like forms in AF and BF in the Experimental 
Group and the Control Group at the end of the experiment after four months is high significant. 

5. Conclusion  
The results of the experiment show that, when second language learners receive metalinguistic 
feedback which enhances their awareness and draws their attention to the non-target-like forms, and 
when they are given the opportunity to interact, negotiate, and discuss their work with their peers 
and the teacher, in the revised and redrafted version, they move progressively towards greater 
accuracy in producing the target-like forms. As a result of following the IWP, the students not only 
improved their written accuracy in the short term but also developed their internalized grammatical 
system and improved their level of proficiency in general. This clearly appeared in their scores in 
the Final National Exam. This improvement was confirmed by quantitative and qualitative analysis 
in the current study. 
It is noticed that students make successive hypotheses about forms and these are discussed in 
“negotiated interaction” which is based on negotiating the mistakes and creating a space for that to 
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happen, following the process of error/contrastive analyses in which the teacher discusses the errors 
explaining the nature of the learners’ errors/mistakes (metalinguistic feedback).  

One conclusion of the current study is that the method devised and implemented - the IWP - helped 
ALEs at pre-intermediate and intermediate level improve their accuracy in writing and develop their 
internalized grammatical system.  

References 
[1] Alanen, R. (1995). Input enhancement and rule presentation in second language acquisition. In 

R. Schmidt (Ed.), Attention and Awareness in Foreign Language Learning and Teaching 
(Technical Report No. 9, pp. 259–302). Honolulu: University of Hawai’i, Second Language 
Teaching and Curriculum Centre.  

[2] Al-Buainain, H. A. (2006). Students' Writing in EFL: Towards a Teaching Methodology. 
Bulletin of the faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Qatar. 

[3] Bitchener, J. (2005). The extent to which classroom teaching options and independent learning 
activities can help L2 writers improve the accuracy of their writing. In H. Anderson, M. Hobbs, 
J. Jones-Barry, S. Logan, & S. Lotovale (Eds.), 2nd Independent Learning Association 
Oceania conference proceedings (pp. 1-7). Auckland: Manukau Institute of Technology. 

[4] Bitchener, J., Young S., & Cameron, D. (2005). The effect of different type of corrective 
feedback on ESL student writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 14(3), 191-205.  

[5] Carroll, S. E. (1999). Putting ‘input’ in its proper place. Second Language Research, 15(4), 
337–388. doi: 10.1191/026765899674928444. 

[6] Carroll, S. (2001). Input and Evidence: The Raw Material of Second Language Acquisition. 
Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamin. 

[7] DeKeyser, R. (2008). Implicit and explicit learning. In C. J. Doughty, & M. H. Long (Eds.), 
The Handbook of Second Language Acquisition (pp. 313–347). Oxford: Blackwell Publishing 
Ltd. doi: 10.1002/9780470756492.ch11. 

[8] De La Paz, S., & Graham, S. (2002). Explicitly Teaching Strategies, Skills, and knowledge: 
Writing Instruction in Middle School Classrooms. Journal of Educational Psychology, 94(4), 
687-698. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.94.4.687. 

[9] Ellis, N. C. (Ed.). (1994). Implicit and Explicit Learning of Languages. London: Academic 
Press-Harcourt Brace and Co. 

[10] Ellis, N. C. (1996). Sequencing in SLA: Phonological memory, chunking, and points of order. 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 18(1), 91-126. 

[11] Ellis, N. C., & Schmidt, R. (1997). Morphology and longer distance dependencies: Laboratory 
research illuminating the A in SLA. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 19(2), 145–171.  

[12] Ellis, N. C., & Sinclair, S. G. (1996). Working Memory in the Acquisition of Vocabulary and 
Syntax: Putting Language in Good Order. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
49A(1), 234–250. doi:10.1080/713755604. 

[13] Ellis, R. (2006). Current issues in the teaching of grammar: An SLA Perspective. TESOL 
Quarterly, 40(1), 83-107. doi: 10.2307/40264512. 

[14] Ellis, R. (2009). Corrective Feedback and Teacher Development.  L2 Journal, 1, 3-18. 
[15] Ellis, R., Sheen, Y. H., Murakami, M., & Takashima, H. (2009a). The effects of focused and 

unfocused written corrective feedback in an English as a foreign language context. System, 
36(3), 353-371. 



Anwar Mourssi                                                              Submitted on May 15, 2013 

14                                                                           © Science and Education Centre of North America 

[16] Ellis, R., Loewen, S., Elder, C., Erlam, R., Philp, J., & Reinders, H. (2009b). Implicit and Explicit 
Knowledge in Second Language Learning, Testing and Teaching. Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 

[17] Ferris, D. R. (2002). Treatment of Error in Second Language Student Writing. In D. Belcher, 
& J. Liu Ann (Eds.), Michigan series on teaching multilingual writers. Arbor, MI: The 
University of Michigan Press. 

[18] Ferris, D. R. (2004). The “Grammar Correction” Debate in L2 Writing: Where are we, and 
where do we go from here? (and what do we do in the meantime …?). Journal of Second 
Language Writing, 13(1), 49-62. 

[19] Ferris, D. R. (2006). Does error feedback help student writers? New evidence on the short-and 
long-term effects of written error correction. In K. Hyland, & F. Hyland (Eds.), Feedback in 
second language writing: Contexts and issues (pp. 81–104). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 

[20] Fotos, S. (1993). Consciousness raising and noticing through focus on form: grammar task 
performance versus formal instruction. Applied Linguistics, 14(4), 385-407. 

[21] Fotos, S., & Ellis, R. (1991). Communication about grammar: a task based approach. TESOL 
Quarterly, 25(4), 605-628.   

[22] Fotos, S., & Nassaji, H. (Eds.). (2007). Form-focused instruction and teacher education: 
Studies in honor of Rod Ellis. UK: Oxford University Press.  

[23] Gass, S. M. (1997). Input, Interaction, and the Second Language Learner. Mahwah. NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

[24] Gass, S. M., & Varonis, E. M. (1994). Input, interaction, and second language production. 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 16(3), 283–302. 

[25] Grabe, W., & Stoller, F. L. (1997). Reading and vocabulary development in a second 
language: A case study. In J. Coady, & T. Huckin (Eds.), Second Language Vocabulary 
Instruction: A Rationale for Pedagogy (pp. 98–122). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

[26] Harmer, J. (1993). The Practice of English Language Teaching. London: Longman. 
[27] Hedge, T. (2005). Writing (12th edition). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
[28] Hendrickson, J. M. (1978). Error correction in foreign language teaching: Recent theory, 

research and practice. The Modern Language Journal, 62(8), 387-398. 
[29] Herschensohn, J. (2000). The Second Time Around: Minimalism and L2 acquisition. 

Amsterdam Philadelphia: Benjamins. 
[30] Herschensohn, J. (2001). Missing inflection in second language French: accidental infinitives 

and other verbal deficits. Second Language Research, 17(3), 273–305. 
[31] Hulstijn, J. H., (2005). Theoretical and empirical issues in the study of implicit and explicit 

second-language learning: Introduction. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27(2), 129-140.  

[32] Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Feedback in second language writing: Contexts and issues. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

[33] Kowszyk, D., & Vazquez, A. (2004). The Interaction between Peers in Writing Tasks. 
Lecturay Vida, 4, 36-46.  

[34] Krashen, S. D. (1982). Principles and Practice in Second Language Acquisition. Oxford: 
Pergamon.  

[35] Lantolf, J. P., & Thorne, S. L. (2006). Sociocultural theory and the genesis of second 
language development. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 



www.todayscience.org/ier      International Education Research       Vol. 1, Issue 3, 2013 

© Science and Education Centre of North America                                                                           15 

[36] Leow, R. P. (1997). Attention, awareness, and foreign language behaviour. Language 
Learning, 47(3), 467–505.  

[37] Leow, R. P. (2001). Do learners notice enhanced forms while interacting with the L2?: An 
online and offline study of the role of written input enhancement in L2 reading. Hispania, 
84(3), 496-509. 

[38] Long, M. H. (1996). The role of the linguistic environment in second language acquisition. In 
W. C. Ritchie, & T. K. Bhatia (Eds.), Handbook of second language acquisition (pp.413-468). 
New York: Academic Press. 

[39] Lyster, R. (2004), Differential effects of prompts and recasts in form-focused instruction. 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 26(3), 399-432. 

[40] Mackey, A. (2002). Beyond production: Learners' perceptions about interactional processes. 
International Journal of Educational Research, 37(3-4), 379–394. 

[41] Mackey, A., Gass, S., & McDonough, K. (2000). How do learners perceive interactional 
feedback? Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 22(4), 471–97.  

[42] Miyake, A., & Friedman, N. F. (1998). Individual differences in second language proficiency: 
Working memory as language aptitude. In A. Healy, & L. Bourne (Eds.), Foreign language 
learning: Psycholinguistic studies on training and retention (pp. 339-364). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

[43] Mourssi, A. (2012a). Analyzing Interlanguage Stages ALEs Pass Through in the Acquisition 
of the Simple Past Tense. English Language Teaching, 5(10), 148-163. 

[44] Mourssi, A. (2012b). The impact of Reflection and Metalinguistic Feedback in SLA: A 
Qualitative Research in the Context of Post Graduates. The International Journal of Language 
Learning and Applied Linguistics World, 1(1), 122-139.  

[45] Mourssi, A. (2012c). The Acquisition of the Simple Past Tense in the Context of Arab 
Learners of English. Arab World English Journal, 3(3), 204-222. 

[46] Mourssi, A. (2012d). The Innovated Writing Process (IWP) Approach: a Practical Bridge between 
Recent SLA and Applied Linguistics Theories. English Linguistics Research, 1(2), 102-118.  

[47] Mourssi, A. (2013). The Role of Revising and Redrafting in Improving Second Language 
Learners’ Writing: the Acquisition of the Simple Past. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of the West of England, Bristol, UK. 

[48] Mourssi, A. (2013a). The Efficacy of Ex-implicit in between Implicit and Explicit Grammar 
Teaching Approach on Second/Foreign Language Learners’ Writing. The International 
Journal of Language Learning and Applied Linguistics World, 2(2), 40-51.  

[49] Mourssi, A. (2013b). The effectiveness of the innovated writing process approach. The 
International Journal of Language Learning and Applied Linguistics World, 2(3), 66-84. 

[50] Mourssi, A. (2013c). Crosslinguistic influence of L1 (Arabic) in acquiring linguistic items of L2 
(English): an empirical study in the context of Arab Learners of English as undergraduate learners. 
Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 3(3), 397- 403. doi: 10.4304/tpls.3.3.397-403.  

[51] Mourssi, A. (2013d). The Efficacy of Error Analysis on Second Language Learners’ Written 
Accuracy: An Empirical Study in the Context of Arab Learners of English. Educational 
Research, 4(3), 249-256. 

[52] Myles, F., Hooper, J., & Mitchell, R. (1998). Rote or rule? Exploring the role of formulaic 
language in classroom foreign language learning. Language Learning, 48(3), 323–364. 



Anwar Mourssi                                                              Submitted on May 15, 2013 

16                                                                           © Science and Education Centre of North America 

[53] Norris, J. M., & Ortega, L. (2001). Does type of instruction make a difference? Substantive 
findings from a meta-analytic review. Language Learning, 51(Supplement s1), 157-213. 

[54] Philp, J. (2003). Constraints on "noticing the gap": Nonnative speakers’ noticing of recasts in 
NS–NNS interaction. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 25(1), 99–126.  

[55] Rahimi, M. (2009). The role of teacher's corrective feedback in improving Iranian EFL 
learners' writing accuracy over time. Is learner's mother tongue relevant? Reading and 
Writing, 22(2), 219-243.  

[56] Robinson, P. (1995). Review article: Attention, memory and the "noticing" hypothesis. 
Language Learning, 45(2), 283–331.  

[57] Robinson, P. (2001). Individual differences, cognitive abilities, aptitude complexes and learning 
conditions in second language acquisition. Second Language Research, 17(4), 368-392. 

[58] Robinson, P. (2003). Attention and memory during SLA. In C. J. Doughty, & M. H. Long 
(Eds.), Handbook of Second Language Acquisition (pp. 631–678). Oxford, UK: Blackwell 
Publishing Ltd. 

[59] Rosa, E., & O’Neill, M. D. (1999). Explicitness, intake, and the issue of awareness: Another 
piece to the puzzle. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 21(4), 511–556.  

[60] Sakel, J., & Everett, D. L. (2012). Linguistic Fieldwork. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

[61] Schmidt, R. (1994). Implicit learning and the cognitive unconscious: Of artificial grammars 
and SLA. In N. Ellis (Ed.), Implicit and explicit learning of languages (pp. 165-209). London: 
Academic Press. 

[62] Schmidt, R., & Frota, S. (1986). Developing basic conversational ability in a second 
language: A case study of an adult learner of Portuguese. In R. R. Day (Ed.), Talking to learn: 
Conversation in second language acquisition (pp. 237-326). Rowley, MA: Newbury House. 

[63] Sheen, Y. H. (2007). The Effect of Focused Written Corrective Feedback and Language 
Aptitude on ESL Learners' Acquisition of Articles. TESOL Quarterly, 41(2), 255-283. 

[64] Swain, M., & Lapkin, S. (1995). Problems in output and the cognitive processes they 
generate: A step towards second language learning. Applied Linguistics, 16(3), 371-391.  

[65] Truscott, J. (1996). The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes. Language 
Learning, 46(2), 327-369. 

[66] Truscott, J. (1999). The case for “The Case against Grammar Correction in L2 Writing 
Classes”: A response to Ferris. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(2), 111-122. 

[67] Truscott, J. (2007). The effect of error correction on learners’ ability to write accurately. 
Journal of Second Language Writing, 16(4), 255-272. 

[68] Ur, P. (1999). A course in language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

[69] VanPatten, B. (1992). Second-Language-Acquisition Research and Foreign Language 
Teaching, Part 2. ADFL Bulletin, 23(3), 23-27. 

[70] VanPatten, B. (2003). From input to output: A teacher's guide to second language acquisition. 
The McGraw-Hill Second Language Professional Series. Directions in Second Language 
Learning. Mahwah, MJ: Erlbaum.  

[71] Weissberg, B. (1998). Acquiring English Syntax through journal writing. College ESL, 8(1), 1-22.  



www.todayscience.org/ier      International Education Research       Vol. 1, Issue 3, 2013 

© Science and Education Centre of North America                                                                           17 

Appendix A. The Result of the T-Test for All the Pre-Tests 

Group statistics 

 Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pret general experimental 37 46.54 13.747 2.260 

Control 37 46.84 12.604 2.072 

Pre speaking Experimental 37 9.19 4.176 .686 

Control 37 9.73 3.805 .626 

Initial writing Experimental 37 7.30 4.672 .768 

Control 37 7.30 4.377 .720 

Writing one experimental 37 6.65 4.644 .763 

Control 37 6.59 4.239 .697 

Independent samples test 
 Levene's Test for Equality of Variances  t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

  F Sig. T Df Sig.(2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Diff 

Std. Error 
Diff 

Lower Upper 

Pret general Equal variances assumed .037 .848 -.097- 72 .923 -.297- 3.066 -6.409- 5.815 
 Equal variances not assumed   -.097- 71.464 .923 -.297- 3.066 -6.410- 5.816 
Pre speaking Equal variances assumed .320 .574 -.582- 72 .562 -.541- .929 -2.392- 1.311 
 Equal variances not assumed   -.582- 71.388 .562 -.541- .929 -2.392- 1.311 
Initial writing Equal variances assumed .050 .824 .000 72 1.000 .000 1.052 -2.098- 2.098 
 Equal variances not assumed   .000 71.696 1.000 .000 1.052 -2.098- 2.098 
Writing one Equal variances assumed .131 .719 .052 72 .958 .054 1.034 -2.007- 2.115 
 Equal variances not assumed   .052 71.409 .958 .054 1.034 -2.007- 2.115 

Appendix B. The T-Test for Paired Samples Pre and Post-Tests (Experimental 
Group) 

Paired samples statistics 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

0BPair 1 1Bachievement 74.2973 37 17.63025 2.89840 

2Bprêt general 46.5405 37 13.74691 2.25998 

3BPair 2 4Bpost speaking 16.8649 37 2.42856 .39925 
5Bpre speaking 9.1892 37 4.17558 .68646 

6BPair 3 7Bpost writing 14.4324 37 3.53192 .58064 

8Binitial writing 7.2973 37 4.67181 .76804 

Paired samples correlations 

 N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 achievement & pret general 37 .783 .000 
Pair 2 post speaking & pre speaking 37 .696 .000 

Pair 3 post writing & initial writing 37 .847 .000 



Anwar Mourssi                                                              Submitted on May 15, 2013 

18                                                                           © Science and Education Centre of North America 

Paired samples test 
 Paired Differences 

t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

  
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean Lower Upper 

Pair 1 achievement - pretgeneral 27.75676 10.97574 1.80440 24.09726 31.41625 15.383 36 .000 

Pair 2 Post speaking – pre speaking 7.67568 3.03731 .49933 6.66299 8.68836 15.372 36 .000 

Pair 3 Post writing - initial writing 7.13514 2.51840 .41402 6.29546 7.97481 17.234 36 .000 

Appendix C. The T-Test for Paired Samples Pre and Post-Tests (Control Group) 

Paired samples statistics 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 achievement 56.65 37 18.612 3.060 

pret general 46.84 37 12.604 2.072 

Pair 2 Post speaking 12.00 37 3.771 .620 

Pre speaking 9.73 37 3.805 .626 

Pair 3 Post writing 9.78 37 3.881 .638 

Initial writing 7.30 37 4.377 .720 

Paired samples correlations 

 N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 achievement & prêt general 37 .761 .000 

Pair 2 Post speaking & pre speaking 37 .836 .000 

Pair 3 Post writing & initial writing 37 .972 .000 

Paired samples test 

  Paired Differences 

t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

  
 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean Lower Upper 

Pair 1 achievement – prêt general 9.811 12.167 2.000 5.754 13.868 4.905 36 .000 

Pair 2 Post speaking–pre speaking 2.270 2.169 .357 1.547 2.993 6.368 36 .000 

Pair 3 Post writing – initial writing 2.486 1.096 .180 2.121 2.852 13.800 36 .000 
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Appendix D. The T-Test for Independent Groups for Pre and Post Tests and FNE 

Group statistics 
Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Prêt general Experimental 37 46.54 13.747 2.260 
Control 37 46.84 12.604 2.072 

Achievement Experimental 37 74.30 17.630 2.898 
Control 37 56.65 18.612 3.060 

Pre speaking Experimental 37 9.19 4.176 .686 
Control 37 9.73 3.805 .626 

Writing one Experimental 37 6.65 4.644 .763 
Control 37 6.59 4.239 .697 

Post speaking Experimental 37 16.86 2.429 .399 
Control 37 12.00 3.771 .620 

Post writing Experimental 37 14.43 3.532 .581 
Control 37 9.78 3.881 .638 

Final N Exam Experimental 37 74.3784 23.9389 3.935 
Control 37 61.9189 20.7918 3.418 

Independent samples t-tests 
 Levine’s Test 

for Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 
 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Pret general Equal variances 
assumed 

.037 .848 -.097- 72 .923 -.297- 3.066 -6.409- 5.815 

Equal variances 
not assumed   -.097- 71.464 .923 -.297- 3.066 -6.410- 5.816 

Achievement Equal variances 
assumed 

.180 .673 4.187 72 .000 17.649 4.215 9.247 26.050 

Equal variances 
not assumed   4.187 71.790 .000 17.649 4.215 9.247 26.051 

Pre speaking Equal variances 
assumed 

.320 .574 -.582- 72 .562 -.541- .929 -2.392- 1.311 

Equal variances 
not assumed   -.582- 71.388 .562 -.541- .929 -2.392- 1.311 

Writing one Equal variances 
assumed 

.131 .719 .052 72 .958 .054 1.034 -2.007- 2.115 

Equal variances 
not assumed   .052 71.409 .958 .054 1.034 -2.007- 2.115 

Post speaking Equal variances 
assumed 

5.932 .017 6.597 72 .000 4.865 .737 3.395 6.335 

Equal variances 
not assumed   6.597 61.477 .000 4.865 .737 3.391 6.339 

Post writing Equal variances 
assumed 

.036 .849 5.388 72 .000 4.649 .863 2.929 6.368 

Equal variances 
not assumed   5.388 71.369 .000 4.649 .863 2.929 6.369 

Final N. 
Exam 

Equal variances 
assumed  .786 .378 2.390 72 .019 12.459 5.212 2.068 22.850 

Equal variances 
not assumed   2.390 70.615 .020 12.459 5.212 2.064 22.854 



Anwar Mourssi                                                              Submitted on May 15, 2013 

20                                                                           © Science and Education Centre of North America 

Appendix E. The Result and the Analysis of the Final National Exam 

Experimental Group Class A 100  Control Group Class B 100 
1 A  92 A  1 B  69 C 
2 A  56 D  2 B  88 B 
3 A  95 A  3 B  50 D 
4 A   77 C  4 B  52 D 
5 A   86 B  5 B  69 C 
6 A   84 B  6 B  53 D 
7 A  83 B  7 B  83 B 
8 A  89 B  8 B  64 C 
9 A  84 B  9 B  86 B 
10A  93 A  10B  59 D 
11A  73 C  11B  66 C 
12A  95 A  12B  96 A 
13A  84 B  13B  68 C 
14A  89 B  14B  73 C 
15A  88 B  15B  75 C 
16A  95 A  16B  50 D 
17A  67 C  17B  54 D 
18A  91 A  18B  73 C 
19A  50 D  19B  91 A 
20A  97 A  20B  51 D 
21A  68 C  21B  86 B 
22A  80 B  22B  96 A 
23A  50 D  23B  52 D 
24A  51 D  24B  50 D 
25A  95 A  25B  50 D 
26A  50 D  26B  71 C 
27A  50 D  27B  61 D 
28A  98 A  28B  50 D 
29A  00   29B  76 C 
30A  95 A  30B  61 D 
31A  68 C  31B  59 D 
32A  86 B  32B  00  
33A  86 B  33B  00  
34A  00   34B  50 D 
35A  79 C  35B  53 D 
36A  78 C  36B  50 D 
37A  50 D  37B  56 D 
   

Experimental Group Class A    Control Group Class B   
1 Number of Students   37  1 Number of Students 37 
2 Withdrawal  2  2 Withdrawal 2 
3 Number of students who    3 Number of students who  
  Got grade A 10    Got grade A 3 
  Got grade B 11    Got grade B 4 
   Got grade C 7    Got grade C 10 
 Got grade D 7   Got grade D 18 
 TOTAL 35   TOTAL 35 
Grading:  A: 90-100    B: 80-89      C: 65-79        D: 50-64  
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Figure E. Comparing between experimental group and Control group 

Appendix F. 
The t-test (independent samples test) for the target-like and non-target-like simple past forms 
in the experimental group stage AB 

Where 1 represents target-like forms and 2 represents non-target-like forms in stage AB in the 
Experimental Group 

Group statistics 
 flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
 1.00 37 8.0000 5.31246 .87336 

2.00 37 6.1892 3.87182 .63652 
 

 

 

 

 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

.098 

.099 
1.81081 
1.81081 

1.08071 
1.08071 

-.34354 
-.34699 

.3.96516 

.3.96861 

The t-test (independent samples test) for the target-like and non-target-like simple past forms 
in the experimental group stage AM 

Where 3 represents target-like forms and 4 represents non-target-like forms in stage AM in the 

0 
2 
4 
6 
8 

10 
12 
14 
16 
18 

A B C D 

Experimental G 

Control G 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
 Equal variances assumed 4.539 .037 1.676 72 
Equal variances not assumed   1.676 65.829 



Anwar Mourssi                                                              Submitted on May 15, 2013 

22                                                                           © Science and Education Centre of North America 

Experimental Group 

Group statistics 
flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
3.00 37 9.2703 4.85140 .79756 
4.00 37 6.0541 3.34951 .55066 

Independent samples test 
 Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
Equal variances assumed 3.812 .055 3.318 72 
Equal variances not assumed   3.318 63.966 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 
Lower Upper 

.001 

.001 
3.21622 
3.21622 

.96919 

.96919 
1.28417 
1.28002 

5.14826 
5.15242 

The t-test (independent samples test) for the target-like and non-target-like simple past forms 
in the experimental group stage AF 

Where 5 represents target-like forms and 6 represents non-target-like forms in stage AF in the 
Experimental Group 

Group statistics 
flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
5.00 37 14.2973 4.15575 .68320 
6.00 37 1.1622 1.57257 .25853 

Independent samples test 
 Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
Equal variances assumed 15.666 .000 17.982 72 
Equal variances not assumed   17.982 46.103 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 
Lower Upper 

.000 13.13514 .73048 11.67895 14.59132 

.000 13.13514 .73048 11.66484 14.60543 



www.todayscience.org/ier      International Education Research       Vol. 1, Issue 3, 2013 

© Science and Education Centre of North America                                                                           23 

Appendix G. 
The t-test (independent samples test) for the target-like and non-target-like simple past forms 
in the control group stage BB 

Where 1 represents target-like forms and 2 represents non-target-like forms in stage BB in the 
Control Group 

Group statistics 
 flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
 1 37 5.51 5.571 .916 

2 37 9.19 4.563 .750 

 

Independent samples test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
 Equal variances assumed .232 .631 -3.105 72 

Equal variances not assumed   -3.105 69.313 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 
.003 -3.676 1.184 -6.036 -6.037 
.003 -3.676 1.184 -6.037 -1.314 

The t-test (independent samples test) for the target-like and non-target-like simple past forms 
in the control group stage BM 

Where 3 represents target-like forms and 4 represents non-target-like forms in stage BM in the 
Control Group 

Group statistics 
flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

3 37 6.46 3.997 .657 
4 37 7.05 4.068 .669 

Independent samples test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
 Equal variances assumed .212 .647 -.634 72 
Equal variances not assumed   -.634 71.978 
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t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 
.528 -.595 .938 -2.464 1.275 
.528 -.595 .938 -2.464 1.275 

The t-test (Independent Samples Test) for the target-like and non-target-like simple past 
forms in the control group Stage BF 

Where 5 represents target-like forms and 6 represents non-target-like forms in stage BF in the 
Control Group 

Group statistics 
flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

5 37 9.86 3.545 .583 
6 37 3.89 3.062 .503 

Independent samples test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
Equal variances assumed 1.069 .305 7.756 72 
Equal variances not assumed   7.756 70.512 

Independent samples test 

 
t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 
Lower Upper 

Equal variances assumed .000 5.973 .770 4.438 7.508 
Equal variances not assumed .000 5.973 .770 4.437 7.509 

Appendix H. The T-Test (Independent Samples Test) for the Target-Like Simple Past 
Forms in Each Group in All the Stages 
Where 7 represents target-like forms in stage AB in the Experimental Group and 8 represents 
target-like forms in stage BB in the Control Group 

Group statistics 
 flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
TL_Form 7 37 8.00 5.312 .873 

8 37 5.51 5.571 .916 

Independent samples test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
TL_Form Equal variances assumed .048 .826 1.965 72 

Equal variances not assumed   1.965 71.838 
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t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 
.053 2.486 1.266 -.036 5.009 
.053 2.486 1.266 -.036 5.009 

The t-test (independent samples test) for the non-target-like simple past forms in each group 
in all the stages 

Where 7 represents non-target-like forms in stage AB in the Experimental Group and 8 represents 
non-target-like forms in stage BB in the Control Group 

Group statistics 
 flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
NTL_Form 7 37 6.19 3.872 .637 

8 37 9.19 4.563 .750 

Independent samples test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
NTL_Form Equal variances assumed 2.172 .145 -3.049 72 

Equal variances not assumed   -3.049 70.139 

Independent samples test 
 

NTL_Form Equal variances assumed 
 Equal variances not assumed 

Std. Error Difference 
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 
.984 -4.961 -1.039 
.984 -4.962 -1.038 

The t-test (independent samples test) for target-like in Stage AM in the experimental group 
and BM in the control group 

Where 9 represents target-like forms in stage AM in the Experimental Group and 10 represents 
target-like forms in stage BM in the Control Group 

Group statistics 
 flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

TL_Form 9 37 9.27 4.851 .798 
10 37 6.46 3.997 .657 
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Independent samples test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
TL_Form Equal variances assumed 1.123 .293 2.720 72 

Equal variances not assumed   2.720 69.458 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

.008 2.811 1.033 .751 4.871 

.008 2.811 1.033 .749 4.872 

The t-test (independent samples test) for non-target-like in stage AM in the experimental 
group and BM in the control group 

Where 9 represents non-target-like forms in stage AM in the Experimental Group and 10 represents 
non-target-like forms in stage BM in the Control Group 

Group Statistics 
 flage N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
NTL_Form 9 37 6.05 3.350 .551 

10 37 7.05 4.068 .669 

 
Independent Samples Test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
NTL_Form Equal variances assumed .103 .749 -1.154 72 

Equal variances not assumed   -1.154 69.439 

Independent samples test 
t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

.252 -1.000 .866 -2.727 .727 

.252 -1.000 .866 -2.728 .728 

 

The t-test (independent samples test) for target-like simple past forms in stage AF in the 
experimental group and stage BF in the control group 

Where 11 represents target-like forms in stage AF in the Experimental Group and 12 represents 
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target-like forms in stage BF in the Control Group 

Group Statistics 
 flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
TL_Form 11 37 14.30 4.156 .683 

12 37 9.86 3.545 .583 

Independent Samples Test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
TL_Form Equal variances assumed .078 .781 4.936 72 

Equal variances not assumed   4.936 70.252 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 
.000 4.432 .898 2.642 6.222 
.000 4.432 .898 2.642 6.223 

The t-test (independent samples test) for non-target-like simple past forms in stage AF in the 
experimental group and stage BF in the control group 

Where 11 represents non-target-like forms in stage AF in the Experimental Group and 12 represents 
non-target-like forms in stage BF in the Control Group 

Group statistics 
 flag N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

NTL_Form 11 37 1.16 1.573 .259 
12 37 3.89 3.062 .503 

Independent samples test 

 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
NTL_Form Equal variances assumed 13.516 .000 -4.824 72 

Equal variances not assumed   -4.824 53.754 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference 
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 
.000 -2.730 .566 -3.858 -1.602 
.000 -2.730 .566 -3.864 -1.595 
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Appendix I. One-Way ANOVA for Target-Like and Non-Target-Like Simple Past 
Forms in Both Groups by Stage  

Descriptive 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

ATL_Form 1.00 37 8.0000 5.31246 .87336 

2.00 37 9.2703 4.85140 .79756 

3.00 37 14.2973 4.15575 .68320 

Total 111 10.5225 5.48195 .52032 

ANTL_Form 1.00 37 6.1892 3.87182 .63652 

2.00 37 6.0541 3.34951 .55066 

3.00 37 1.1622 1.57257 .25853 

Total 111 4.4685 3.86080 .36645 

BTL_Form 1.00 37 5.5135 5.57086 .91584 

2.00 37 6.4595 3.99718 .65713 

3.00 37 9.8649 3.54465 .58274 

Total 111 7.2793 4.79805 .45541 

BNTL_Form 1.00 37 9.1892 4.56337 .75021 

2.00 37 7.0541 4.06848 .66885 

3.00 37 3.8919 3.06217 .50342 

Total 111 6.7117 4.48105 .42532 

 

 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum Lower Bound Upper Bound 

ATL_Form 1.00 6.2287 9.7713 .00 19.00 

2.00 7.6527 10.8878 .00 18.00 

3.00 12.9117 15.6829 4.00 23.00 

Total 9.4914 11.5537 .00 23.00 

ANTL_Form 1.00 4.8983 7.4801 .00 15.00 

2.00 4.9373 7.1708 .00 13.00 

3.00 .6378 1.6865 .00 8.00 

Total 3.7422 5.1947 .00 15.00 

BTL_Form 1.00 3.6561 7.3709 .00 25.00 

2.00 5.1267 7.7922 .00 16.00 

3.00 8.6830 11.0467 1.00 16.00 

Total 6.3768 8.1818 .00 25.00 

BNTL_Form 1.00 7.6677 10.7107 2.00 21.00 

2.00 5.6976 8.4106 .00 20.00 

3.00 2.8709 4.9129 .00 11.00 

Total 5.8688 7.5546 .00 21.00 
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ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

ATL_Form Between Groups 820.667 2 410.333 17.833 .000 

Within Groups 2485.027 108 23.010   

Total 3305.694 110    

ANTL_Form Between Groups 607.045 2 303.523 31.746 .000 

Within Groups 1032.595 108 9.561   

Total 1639.640 110    

BTL_Form Between Groups 387.586 2 193.793 9.759 .000 

Within Groups 2144.757 108 19.859   

Total 2532.342 110    

BNTL_Form Between Groups 525.640 2 262.820 16.864 .000 

Within Groups 1683.135 108 15.585   

Total 2208.775 110    
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