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 The current research study was conducted to examine the impacts of focused and 
unfocused audio-appended reading tasks on female EFL learners’ acquisition of a 
rule-bound structure (passive voice) and a non-rule-bound structure (prepositions). 
The participants of this study involved ninety intermediate female English learners. 
They were assigned into four experimental and two control groups on the basis of 
the instruction they were exposed to. The learners were instructed for ten sessions 
via focused and unfocused reading tasks. In the last session, the posttest of the 
study which included a rendering task was administered among the learners to 
measure their grammatical development. The results of the current research 
revealed significant differences between the performances of focused and 
unfocused groups in terms of the production element of accuracy in both rule-
bound and non-rule-bound structures. The results of the current research showed 
that the learners who were exposed to focused audio-appended reading tasks 
outperformed the learners who were instructed by means of unfocused audio-
appended reading tasks. The results of the current study can be helpful for 
researchers in the field of second language acquisition (SLA), language teachers, 
and syllabus and task designers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Conscious processes and the role they play in learning of second language (SL) have 
been among the issues which have drawn the attention of manifold SLA. The 
performance of SL learners on different tasks can be affected by several factors such as 
attitude, planning time, generic features of task, noticing and attention to target language 
forms (Schmidt 1990; Shafaei, 2012). One of the factors which can affect L2 learners’ 
language learning and performance is noticing or the degree of attention they pay to the 
forms of the target language. According to Mitchell and Myles (2004), the amount of 
attention that learners pay to form can affect the extent to which second language input 
produces SL intake, i.e. new language which has been adequately processed to be 
incorporated into the learners’ developing language system. The emphasis on drawing 
learners’ attention to forms implicitly led to the idea of form-focused instruction (FFI) in 
SLA. As some SLA researchers argue, it is essential to pay special attention to focus on 
form (FOF) in teaching adult language learners because it facilitates second language 
(SL) development (Ellis, 2001, 2008, 2012; Ghariblaki & Poorahmadi, 2017; Long, 
1991, 1996; Nassaji, 2007; Rahimpour, Salimi, & Farrokhi, 2012, Rooholamin, Biria, & 
Haghverdi, 2016). As Ellis (2012) puts it, FOF is based upon the claim that second 
language learning is promoted if the learners are provided with the opportunity to attend 
to form while they are engaged in meaning-focused language use. Besides, Doughty and 
Williams (1998) state that FOF is different from other approaches in that it involves 
language learners shortly and helps pay simultaneous attention to form, meaning, and 
use. Also, according to Schmidt’s (1994) noticing hypothesis, it is stated that noticing is 
the essential and adequate condition for input to be converted into intake. Later, 
Schmidt modified noticing hypothesis and offered that higher degree of noticing leads to 
higher chance of learning. These changes in SLA theories resulted in the proposal of 
FOF approach to teaching second/foreign languages. De Bot, Lowie, and Verspoor 
(2005) defined form-focused instruction as “any pedagogical effort used to draw the 
learners’ attention to language form either implicitly or explicitly” (p. 210). They 
offered that this can involve the direct teaching of language through grammatical rules 
or reactions to learners’ errors through corrective feedback. Besides, they argue that 
these can be integrated within an instructional approach known as focus on form (Long, 
1991) which is mainly meaning-based. 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Focus on form (FOF) 

As Schmidt (2001) puts it, noticing hypothesis states that “second language acquisition 
is largely driven by what learners pay attention to and notice in target language input 
and what they understand the significance of noticed input to be” (p. 5). Besides, as 
Schmidt (1994, 2010) claims “what learners notice in input is what becomes intake for 
learning” (p. 20). According to Klein (1986), as second language learners pay attention 
to the language forms, they notice important features and seek to find a solution to the 
problem. Schmidt and Frota (1986) explain this process as noticing the gap between the 
utterances that second language learners produce and the way the same message is 
communicated under similar social conditions in the target language. As Schmidt and 
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Frota (ibid) argue, noticing makes second language learners capable of attending to the 
mismatches between their interlanguage systems and the target language and finds the 
pitfalls of their knowledge of the second language. Moreover, Sheen (2003) holds that a 
main underlying principle of a form-focused approach is that the tasks employed in the 
classroom must be based on communicative ideas toward tasks. He also states that the 
treatment is in the form of rapid corrective feedback which makes the minimal 
interruption in the process of communication (Sheen, 2003). Based on Sheen’s argument 
(2003), there is a shared assumption between FOF and focus on forms (FOFs) 
approaches. Regarding focus on form approach, Long (1983) points out  that "focus on 
form actually draws learner’s attention to linguistic elements, as they arise incidentally 
in lessons whose overwriting focus is on meaning or communication" (p.456). 
Furthermore, Swain’s (1985) claims on the role of noticing in output hypothesis draw on 
the ideas proposed by Schmidt (1994) who claims that learners need to notice a form 
before they can acquire it. Noticing can take place when learners in the process of 
generating output perceive that they do not know how to express their intended meaning 
(Schmidt, 1990). Besides, as Mitchell and Myles (2004) maintain the amount of 
attention that learners pay to form can affect the extent to which second language input 
results in second language intake, i.e. new language which has been adequately 
processed to be incorporated into the learners’ developing language system. 

There have been several studies in the literature on SLA to investigate different aspects 
of focus on form (Abdolmanafi, 2012; Ellis, 2002; Rahimpour, Salimi, & Farrokhi, 
2012; Salimi, Bonyadi, & Asghari, 2014; Schmidt, 2010; Spada & Lightbown, 1993; 
White, 1991). Furthermore, though a plethora of investigations have been carried out to 
investigate different aspects of TBLT (Alavinia, Bonyadi, & Chegini, 2012; Alavinia & 
Sadeghi, 2013; Ellis 2003, 2005, 2012; Robinson, 2001; Salimi, Shafaei, & Kuhi, 2012; 
Shafaei, 2012; Shafaei, Salimi, & Talebi, 2013; Tavakoli & Foster, 2008), few studies 
have delved into the potential impacts of focused/unfocused reading tasks on L2 
learners’ written accuracy enhancement. Thus, the current research intends to fill in the 
gap in this regard. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

The present study was an effort to investigate the following research questions and 
hypotheses: 

RQ1: Does instruction through focused/unfocused audio-appended reading tasks 
influence intermediate female learners’ written performance in terms of accuracy? 

RQ2: Does instruction through focused/unfocused audio-appended reading tasks have 
impact on intermediate female learners’ written task accuracy in rule-bound and non-
rule-bound structures? 

H01: Focused/unfocused instruction through audio-appended reading tasks does not 
have any impact on intermediate female learners’ written task accuracy. 



206                         The Effects of Focused/Unfocused Audio-Appended Reading … 

 

International Journal of Instruction, April 2018 ● Vol.11, No.2 

H02: Focused/unfocused instruction through audio-appended reading tasks does not 
have any effect on intermediate female learners’ written accuracy in rule-bound and 
non-rule-bound structures. 

METHOD 

Participants of the Study 

The present research study was implemented in Iran National Language Institute, 
Miandoab Branch. The participants of the present study involved six intact groups (four 
experimental and two control groups). They were chosen from among the female 
learners of English who had been studying English as a foreign language (EFL) for 
about 5 years and their age range was between 16 and 21. EFL, as defined by Richards 
and Schmidt (2010), refers to “the context in which language learners learn English in a 

formal classroom setting, with limited or no opportunities for use outside the classroom, in a 

country in which English does not play an important role in internal communication” (P. 

196). The learners chosen for the purpose of the study included ninety students who 
were assigned to six groups of fifteen. The criterion for the selection of the participants 
of the present study was their performance on Oxford Proficiency Test (OPT) employed 
as the proficiency test of this study. Besides, the participants of the current study were of 
intermediate language proficiency level. It must be noted that the participants of the 
present study were selected from female learners in order to control the effect of gender 
as an intervening factor.  

Instructional Materials 

The main material employed in treatment phase of this research was Four Corners book 
by Richards and Bholke (2012) which is one of the commonly used books in language 
institutes. In addition, the reading texts for the instruction phase of the study were 
picked form valid reading books. In order to fit the aim of the study, the chosen texts 
were re-typed and highlighted. The reading sources from which the texts were selected 
were as follow: 

a) Active 3 by Neil J. Anderson (2008) 
b) Cause and Effect by Patricia Ackert and Linda Lee (2006) 
c) Read This 3 by Alice Savage (2013) 

Data Collection Materials 

Regarding the rendering tasks employed as the pre- and post-tests of the current study, 
two tasks which required the participants to translate them form Persian into English 
were taken from the study conducted by Ghaedi (2016). These tasks had already been 
used in this study as the data collection instruments. One of these tasks was used as the 
pretest and the other was employed as the posttest of the present study. Both pretest and 
posttest tasks contained some prompts which included some of the difficult words form 
the text and their English equivalents, so that the learners could use them if they faced 
any difficulties in the process of performance on the tasks. The pretest and posttest 
rendering tasks were administered among the participants of all groups.    
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Procedure 

Prior to the treatment phase of the study, OPT was employed to homogenize the 
participants. Then, in line with the objectives of the study and based on the type of the 
treatments the learners were exposed to through the treatment phase of the study, they 
were randomly placed into six experimental and control groups, namely focused rule-
bound, focused non-rule-bound, unfocused rule-bound, unfocused non-rule-bound, rule-
bound control, and non-rule-bound control. After that, the pretest was administered 
among all learners involved in the present study so as to measure their grammatical 
knowledge. The pretest of the study was a guided rendering task which required the 
participants to translate the given text from Persian into English with the help of the 
prompts given. It is worth noting that the target structures under the focus of the present 
study included passive voice (the rule-bound structure) and prepositions (the non-rule-
bound structure).  

The treatment phase of the present study involved the following steps. In focused 
groups, i.e. focused rule-bound and non-rule-bound groups, the learners received 
focused reading texts along with their audio files which included highlighted passive 
voice structures as the rule-bound and preposition as the non-rule-bound grammatical 
forms under the focus of the study. As the audio file of the text was being played for the 
learners, they were provided with the texts containing highlighted passive voice and 
prepositions. After being exposed to the reading texts along with their audio files, the 
teacher himself read the text to the learners. As he was reading the text to the learners, 
the teacher made efforts, including intonation changes and repetition of the intended 
structures, to highlight the target forms (passive voice and prepositions) included in the 
text to draw their attention to them. Then, the teacher asked some of the learners to read 
the text out loud for the class. In addition, at the end of each session, the teacher 
provided the learners with exercises which made them utilize and practice the target 
forms highlighted in the text. Unlike the focused groups, in unfocused groups 
(unfocused rule-bound and non-rule-bound groups), the instruction was conducted 
through using unfocused audio-appended reading texts. The texts used in unfocused 
groups were the same as the ones employed in the instruction of focused groups; 
however, the grammatical forms selected for the sake of the study, i.e. passive voice and 
prepositions, were not highlighted in them. The participants of unfocused groups were 
instructed through using unfocused texts as they were being exposed to their audio files. 
After that, the teacher read the text to the class normally and did not make any efforts to 
emphasize the intended grammatical forms, i.e. passive voice and prepositions. Later, 
some of the students were picked to read the unfocused text for the class in a normal 
manner. After finishing the reading of the texts, the participants were provided with 
post-reading grammatical exercises to check their development in the target structures 
utilized in the text. After the implementation of the treatment phase, the post-test, i.e. a 
guided rendering task accompanied with prompts, was administered among the 
participants. The learners of all groups were provided with the same task which required 
them to translate a text from Persian into English. However, their performance on the 
task was measured on the basis of the type of structure they were exposed to during the 
treatment phase. That is, the performance of the participants of rule-bound groups was 
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measured in accordance with their use of the passive voice structure in their translations. 
However, the performance of non-rule-bound groups was measured on the basis of their 
use of prepositions in their translations. Finally, the posttest performance of the learners 
participating in this study was measured and analyzed through using the accuracy 
measure proposed by Ellis (2012). 

FINDINGS  

The comparison of means of accuracy of focused and unfocused rule-bound groups 

on rendering task pre-test 

The following table shows the mean of accuracy of performance of the participants of 
focused and unfocused rule-bound groups on rendering task pre-test.  

Table 1  
The comparison of means of accuracy of performance focused and unfocused rule-
bound groups on rendering task pre-test 

Focus N Mean Std. Deviation 

Focused Rule-bound 15 0.42 0.15 

Unfocused Rule-Bound 15 0.40 0.16 

According to the data presented in Table 1, the mean of accuracy of learners of focused 
rule-bound group (0.42) was slightly higher than the mean of learners of unfocused rule-
bound group (0.40) on rendering task pretest of the study. 

Also, the results of applying Independent samples t-test for the comparison of means of 
the performances of learners of focused and unfocused rule-bound groups on rendering 
task pretest are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2  
Independent samples t-test for means of accuracy of focused and unfocused rule-bound 
groups on rendering task pre-test 

 Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances 

T-test Equality of Means 

 F Sig. t df Sig (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Equal variances 
assumed 

0.00 0.98 0.28 28 0.78 0.01 0.05 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  
0.28 27.88 0.78 0.01 0.05 

According to the data provided in Table 2, there was no significant difference between 
the performances of learners of focused and unfocused rule-bound groups in terms of 
accuracy on rendering task pretest of the study.  

The comparison of means of accuracy of performance of learners of focused and 

unfocused non-rule-bound groups on rendering task pre-test 

Table 3 shows the mean of accuracy of performance of learners of focused and 
unfocused non-rule-bound groups on rendering task pre-test.  
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Table 3  
The comparison of means of accuracy of performance focused and unfocused non-rule-
bound groups on rendering task pre-test 

Focus N Mean Std. Deviation 

Focused Non-Rule-bound 15 0.52 0.11 

Unfocused Non-Rule-Bound 15 0.53 0.14 

As the data provided in Table 3 indicates, the mean of accuracy of performance of the 
participants of focused non-rule-bound group (0.52) was not so much different from the 
mean of accuracy of learners of unfocused non-rule-bound group (0.53) on rendering 
task pre-test. 

Also, Table 4 indicates the results of applying Independent samples t-test for comparing 
means of accuracy of performance of learners focused and unfocused non-rule-bound 
groups on rendering task pre-test.  

Table 4  
Independent samples t-test for means of accuracy of focused and unfocused non-rule-
bound groups on rendering task pre-test 

 Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances 

T-test Equality of Means 

 F Sig. t df Sig (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Equal variances 
assumed 

1.85 0.18 -0.11 28 0.91 -0.00 0.04 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  
-0.11 26.13 0.91 -0.00 0.04 

According to the data presented in Table 4, the results of the Independent samples t-test  
revealed that there was not a significant difference between accuracy of the 
performances of the participants of focused and unfocused non-rule-bound groups on 
rendering task pretest of the study.  

The comparison of means of accuracy of performance of focused, unfocused, and 

control rule-bound groups on rendering task pre-test 

In order to compare means of accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound 
groups on rendering task pre-test, One-way ANOVA was applied as the statistical means 
of analysis. The results of employing One-way ANOVA are presented in the following 
Table.  

Table 5  
The results of One-way ANOVA for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound groups on rendering task 
pre-test 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 0.00 2 0.00 0.07 0.92 

Within Groups 1.17 42 0.02   

Total 1.18 44    
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Based on the data provided in Table 5, there was not a significant difference between 
accuracy performances of the participants of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-
bound groups on rendering task pretest of the study.  

Besides, Table 6 shows the results of multiple comparison of LSD Post Hoc test for the 
comparison of means of accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound groups 
on rendering task pre-test.  

Table 6  
The results of LSD Post Hoc test for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound groups on rendering task 
pre-test 

(I) Method (J) Method 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Focused 
Rule-
Bound 

Unfocused 
Rule-Bound 

0.01 0.06 0.78 -0.10 0.14 

 Control 0.02 0.06 0.70 -0.10 0.14 

Unfocused 
Rule-
Bound 

Focused Rule-
Bound 

-0.01 0.06 0.78 -0.14 0.10 

 Control 0.00 0.06 0.91 -0.11 0.13 

Control Focused Rule-
Bound 

-0.02 0.06 0.70 -0.14 0.10 

 Unfocused 
Rule-Bound 

-0.00 0.06 0.91 -0.13 0.11 

The data presented in Table 6 are the results of applying LSD Post Hoc test for 
comparing and finding the differences between means of accuracy of the participants of 
focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound groups on rendering task pretest of the 
present study. The results of data analysis showed no significant difference between 
accuracy mean of the three groups.  

The comparison of means of accuracy of performance of focused, unfocused, and 

control non-rule-bound groups on rendering task pre-test 

One-way ANOVA was applied as the statistical means of analysis to compare means of 
accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering task 
pre-test. The results of data analysis are provided in Table 7.  

Table 7  
The results of One-way ANOVA for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering 
task pre-test 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 0.01 2 0.00 0.53 0.59 

Within Groups 0.75 42 0.01   

Total 0.77 44    
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According to the data presented in Table 7, there was not a significant difference 
between the performance of the participants of focused, unfocused, and control non-
rule-bound groups in terms of accuracy on rendering task pretest of the study. 

Also, Table 8 shows the results of multiple comparison of LSD Post Hoc test for the 
comparison of means of accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound 
groups on rendering task pre-test.  

Table 8  
The results of LSD Post Hoc test for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering 
task pre-test 

(I) Method (J) Method 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Focused 
Non-Rule-
Bound 

Unfocused 
Non-Rule-
Bound 

-0.00 0.04 0.91 -0.10 0.09 

 Control 0.04 0.04 0.41 -0.05 0.13 

Unfocused 
Rule-Bound 

Focused Non-
Rule-Bound 

0.00 0.04 0.91 -0.09 0.10 

 Control 0.04 0.04 0.35 -0.05 0.14 

Control Focused Rule-
Bound 

-0.04 0.04 0.41 -0.13 0.05 

 Unfocused Non-

Rule-Bound 

-0.04 0.04 0.35 -0.14 0.05 

The data presented in Table 8 are the results of applying LSD Post Hoc test for finding 
the differences between means of accuracy of the participants of focused, unfocused, 
and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering task pretest of the study. The results of 
data analysis indicated that there was no significant difference between accuracy mean 
of the three groups.  

The comparison of means of accuracy of focused and unfocused rule-bound groups 

on rendering task post-test 

The following table shows the mean differences of accuracy of performance of the 
participants of focused and unfocused rule-bound groups on rendering task post-test.  

Table 9  
The comparison of means of accuracy of performance focused and unfocused rule-
bound groups on rendering task post-test 

Focus N Mean Std. Deviation 

Focused Rule-bound 15 0.74 0.09 

Unfocused Rule-Bound 15 0.38 0.09 

According to the data presented in Table 9, the mean of performance of learners of 
focused rule-bound group (0.74) was higher than the mean of learners of unfocused rule-
bound group (0.38) on rendering task posttest of the study. That is, the learners of the 
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focused rule-bound group produced had more accuracy in their task performance than 
the participants of unfocused group on rendering task posttest of the study.   

In addition, the results of applying Independent samples t-test for the comparison of 
means of accuracy of the performances of learners of focused and unfocused rule-bound 
groups on rendering task posttest are presented in Table 10. 

Table 10  
Independent samples t-test for means of accuracy of focused and unfocused rule-bound 
groups on rendering task post-test 

 Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances 

T-test Equality of Means 

 F Sig. t df Sig (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Equal variances 
assumed 

0.03 0.85 10.25 28 0.00 0.36 0.03 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  
10.25 27.99 0.00 0.36 0.03 

 According to the data presented in Table 10, there was a significant difference between 
the performances of focused and unfocused rule-bound groups in terms of accuracy on 
rendering task posttest of the study. That is, the participants of focused rule-bound group 
outperformed the learners of unfocused rule-bound group in terms of accuracy of their 
performance on rendering task posttest of the study.   

The comparison of means of accuracy of performance of learners of focused and 

unfocused non-rule-bound groups on rendering task post-test 

Table 11 shows the mean of accuracy of performance of learners of focused and 
unfocused non-rule-bound groups on rendering task post-test.  

Table 11  
The comparison of means of accuracy of performance focused and unfocused non-rule-
bound groups on rendering task post-test 

Focus N Mean Std. Deviation 

Focused Non-Rule-bound 15 0.66 0.08 

Unfocused Non-Rule-Bound 15 0.38 0.12 

As the data provided in Table 11 indicates, the mean of accuracy of performance of the 
participants of focused non-rule-bound group (0.66) was more than the mean of 
accuracy of learners of unfocused non-rule-bound group (0.38). This shows that 
accuracy of performance of the participants of focused non-rule-bound group on 
rendering task posttest of the study was higher than the learners of unfocused non-rule-
bound one.   

Besides, Table 12 indicates the results of applying Independent samples t-test for 
comparing means of accuracy of performance the learners focused and unfocused non-
rule-bound groups on rendering task post-test.  
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Table 12 
Independent samples t-test for means of accuracy of focused and unfocused non-rule-
bound groups on rendering task post-test 

 Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances 

T-test Equality of Means 

 F Sig. t df Sig (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Equal variances 
assumed 

1.23 0.27 7.11 28 0.00 0.27 0.03 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  
7.11 25.06 0.00 0.27 0.03 

According to the data presented in Table 12, the results of the Independent samples t-
test revealed that there was a significant difference between accuracy of performance of 
the participants of focused and unfocused non-rule-bound groups on rendering task 
posttest of the study. That is, the learners of focused non-rule-bound group produced 
more accurate language than the learners of unfocused non-rule-bound one on rendering 
task posttest of the current research study.  

The comparison of means of accuracy of performance of focused, unfocused, and 

control rule-bound groups on rendering task post-test 

In order to compare means of accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound 
groups on rendering task post-test, One-way ANOVA was applied as the statistical 
means of analysis. The results of employing One-way ANOVA are presented in the 
following table.  

Table 13  
The results of One-way ANOVA for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound groups on rendering task 
post-test 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

1.66 2 0.83 102.25 0.00 

Within 
Groups 

0.34 42 0.00 
  

Total 2.01 44    

Based on the data provided in Table 14, there were significant differences between 
accuracy of the performances of the participants of focused, unfocused, and control non-
rule-bound groups on rendering task posttest of the study.  

Besides, Table 14 shows the results of multiple comparison of LSD Post Hoc test for the 
comparison of means of accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound groups 
on rendering task post-test.  
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Table 14  
The results of LSD Post Hoc test for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control rule-bound groups on rendering task 
post-test 

(I) Method (J) Method 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Focused 
Rule-Bound 

Unfocused 
Rule-Bound 

0.36* 0.03 0.00 0.30 0.43 

 Control 0.44* 0.03 0.00 0.37 0.50 

Unfocused 
Rule-Bound 

Focused 
Rule-Bound 

-0.36* 0.03 0.00 -0.43 -0.30 

 Control 0.07* 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.13 

Control Focused 
Rule-Bound 

-0.44* 0.03 0.00 -0.50 -0.37 

 Unfocused 
Rule-Bound 

-0.07* 0.03 0.03 -0.13 -0.00 

The data presented in Table 14 are the results of applying LSD Post Hoc test for finding 
the differences between means of accuracy of the participants of focused, unfocused, 
and control rule-bound groups on rendering task posttest of the present study. The 
results of data analysis showed that there were significant differences between accuracy 
of the performances of the three groups. According to the table, the learners of focused 
rule-bound group produced more accurate language than the learners of unfocused and 
control rule-bound groups on rendering task post-test. Also, it must be noted that the 
participants of unfocused rule-bound group outperformed the participants of the control 
rule-bound group in terms of accuracy of their performance on rendering task posttest of 
this research study.     

The comparison of means of accuracy of performance of focused, unfocused, and 

control non-rule-bound groups on rendering task post-test 

One-way ANOVA was applied as the statistical means of analysis to compare means of 
accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering task 
post-test. The results of data analysis are provided in Table 15.  

Table 15  
The results of One-way ANOVA for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering 
task post-test 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.01 2 0.50 52.28 0.00 

Within Groups 0.40 42 0.01   

Total 1.42 44    
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According to the data presented in Table 15, there was a significant difference between 
the performance of the participants of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound 
groups in terms of accuracy in cloze test posttest of the present study. 

Also, Table 16 shows the results of multiple comparison of LSD Post Hoc test for the 
comparison of means of accuracy of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound 
groups on rendering task post-test.  

Table 16 
 The results of LSD Post Hoc test for the comparison of means of accuracy of 
performance of focused, unfocused, and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering 
task post-test 

(I) Method (J) Method 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Focused Non-
Rule-Bound 

Unfocused Non-
Rule-Bound 

0.27* 0.03 0.00 0.20 0.34 

 Control 0.34* 0.03 0.00 0.27 0.42 

Unfocused 
Rule-Bound 

Focused Non-
Rule-Bound 

-0.27* 0.03 0.00 -0.34 -0.20 

 Control 0.07* 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.14 

Control Focused Rule-
Bound 

-0.34* 0.03 0.00 -0.42 -0.27 

 Unfocused Non-
Rule-Bound 

-0.07* 0.03 0.04 -0.14 -0.00 

The data presented in Table 16 are the results of applying LSD Post Hoc test for finding 
the differences between means of accuracy of the participants of focused, unfocused, 
and control non-rule-bound groups on rendering task posttest of the study. The results of 
data analysis indicated that there were significant differences between accuracy of the 
three groups on rendering task post-test. As the data in the table shows, the participants 
of focused non-rule-bound group outperformed the learners of unfocused and control 
non-rule-bound groups in terms of accuracy of their performance on rendering task 
posttest of the study. In addition, there was a significant difference between accuracy of 
performance of unfocused and control non-rule-bound groups. The learners of 
unfocused non-rule-bound group produced more accurate language than the learners of 
the control group. 

DISCUSSION 

In order to examine the impacts of focused and unfocused audio-appended reading tasks 
on female EFL learners’ task performance in terms of the linguistic domain of accuracy, 
the raw scores of the participants were analyzed using SPSS version 19. The results of 
data analysis revealed that there were significant differences between the written task 
accuracy of performance of learners who were exposed to focused audio-appended texts 
and those who received unfocused audio-appended texts in the treatment phase of the 
current study in both rule-bound and non-rule-bound structures. According to the 
findings of the study regarding accuracy of performance of female intermediate learners 



216                         The Effects of Focused/Unfocused Audio-Appended Reading … 

 

International Journal of Instruction, April 2018 ● Vol.11, No.2 

on rendering task employed in this study, the participants who received focused audio-
appended in the treatment phase of the study outperformed those who were instructed by 
means of unfocused audio-appended texts in terms of accuracy of their written task 
performance. That is, the female intermediate EFL learners who were instructed via 
focused audio-appended texts throughout the treatment phase of the study produced 
more accurate language than the learners of the unfocused and control group. In 
accordance with the findings of the study for written task accuracy of the intermediate 
female learners performing rendering task, it was revealed that there were significant 
differences in the performance of the participants. Furthermore, with regard to the 
hypotheses proposed in the current research study, both hypotheses were not supported 
on the basis of the results of the study.  

The current study aimed at investigating the effects of focused and unfocused audio-
appended reading tasks on intermediate female EFL learners’ written task accuracy. The 
findings of the study indicated significant differences between the performances of the 
participants of the study in terms of their accuracy on the rendering task. That is, the 
participants who received instruction by means of focused audio-appended reading tasks 
outperformed those who were instructed through unfocused audio-appended reading 
tasks in terms of accuracy of their use of passive voice as the rule-bound structure and 
prepositions as the non-rule-bound structure. The findings of the present study are in 
line with those obtained by Abdolmanafi (2012), Rahimpour, Salimi, and Farrokhi 
(2012), Salimi, Bonyadi, and Asghari (2014), Seyyed Ebrahimi (2015), and 
Roohalamin, Biria, and Haghverdi (2016). 

The results of the present study indicated that focused and unfocused reading tasks 
affected intermediate female EFL learners’ task performance in terms of the production 
element of accuracy, which can be attributed to the deeper processing involved in form-
focused instruction. When learners are exposed to FOF instruction, they get involved 
with the forms provided for them and try to make sense of them. Such a struggle with 
the forms provided through FOF instruction helps the learners grasp a good mastery and 
knowledge of the target language forms. In addition, these findings can be imputed to 
the ideas of noticing hypothesis proposed by Schmidt (1990). He proposed that noticing 
is the essential and adequate condition for input to be converted into intake. Also, 
Schmidt (2001) offered that noticing and noticing-the-gap are two critical processes of 
SLA. In fact, as Schmidt (ibid) argued, the more learners’ attention is drawn to target 
forms, the more the likelihood of acquiring the intended forms. Therefore, on the basis 
of these arguments, drawing learners’ attention to the forms of the target language can 
facilitate SLA. In addition, the results of the present research can be attributed to of 
implicit FOF instruction put forward by Ellis (2012). Ellis (ibid) pointed out that 
drawing learners’ attention to second language structures can promote the process of 
SLA. In line with the above-mentioned arguments, it can be concluded that the written 
task performance of the participants of the present research study was affected by the 
implicit attention-drawing strategies employed in the study and the learners who were 
exposed to focused reading tasks benefited from the implicit FOF strategies used in the 
present study and outperformed the other learners.  
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Pedagogical Implications 

The results of the current research study can be of use for SLA researchers as they fill 
part of the gap in the literature on focus on form, especially the issues related to the 
topic of the study. Also, the results of this research support the positive impacts of FOF 
instruction, implicit FOF in particular, on language learners’ grammatical development. 
Moreover, syllabus and task designers can find the present study of interest. They can 
use the results of the present study in designing form-focused reading tasks accompanied 
by audio files to help second language learners improve their grammatical knowledge. 
Furthermore, the results of this study can have some uses for language teachers, 
especially second or foreign language teachers. These teachers can use implicit FOF 
instruction along with focused and unfocused audio-appended reading tasks to promote 
their learners’ grammatical knowledge. 
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