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The Effects of Focus—on—Form Instruction on L2 Learners’
Grammatical Achievement: Focusing on the Deductive and
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Abstract This study aims to explore the effects of deductive FFI and inductive FFI in L2 learners’
grammatical achievement and their reaction to the grammar instruction. 84 students were placed into
three groups: 29 given deductive FFI(DG), 28 receiving inductive FFI(IG), and 27 with traditional
instruction(CG). All students completed pre/post tests and questionnaires, and took a delayed post test
9 weeks after the treatment. For statistical anlayses of all the quantitative data, a one—way ANOVA,
paired samples T—test, and repeated measures ANOVA were performed. The results indicated that both
deductive and inductive FFI affected learners’ grammatical achievement and their achievement was
sustained over time. Deductive FFI was more effective than inductive FFI, whereas the IG students more
positively changed their attitudes and perceptions to the grammar instruction. These findings of the
study imply that FFI should be valued in an Korean EFL classroom, which would contribute to further
longitudinal research for its sustainability.
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Table 1. Experimental Procedures
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Table 2. One—way ANOVA Results of Pretest

SS DF MS F

78.16 2 39.08

2117.40 81 26.14
2195.56 83

S

Between Groups
Within Groups 1.495 .230

Total

* p<.05
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Table 3. Paired SamplOes 7—Test for Pretest & Posttest

Scores

Group Test N M SD DF t D
Pre— 11.69 6.21

DG 29 28 —13.148 .000*
Post— 27.28 3.55
Pre— 11.39 3.17

1G 28 27 —6.065 .000%
Post— 20.00 7.21
Pre— 13.59 5.44

CG 27 26 —.296 770
Post— 13.81 4.05

* p<.05
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Table 4. Paired Samples t—Test for Pretest & Delayed
Posttest Scores

Group Test N M SD DF t D
Pre— 11.69 6.21

DG 29 28 —9.940  .000%
Delayed 22.45 3.31
Pre— 11.39  3.17

1G 28 27 —4.866  .000%
Delayed 16.21 5.02
Pre— 13.59  5.44

CG 27 26 4.522 ..000*
Delayed 10.67  3.63

* p<.05
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Table 5. Paired Samples ¢—Test for Posttest & Delayed
Posttest Scores

Group Test N M SD DF t D
Post— 27.28  3.55
DG 29 28 13.747  .000%
Delayed 22.45 3.31
Post— 20.00 7.21
1G 28 27 5.943 .000*
Delayed 16.21  5.02
Post— 13.81  4.05
CG 27 26 5.303 ..000%
Delayed 10.67  3.63
* p<.05
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Table 6. One—way ANOVA Results of Posttest

SS DF MS F P
Between Groups — 2545.09 2 1272.54
Within Groups 2181.87 81 26.94  47.242 .000%
Total 4726.95 83
* p<.05
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(F=47.242, df=2, p=.000).

Table 7. Post Hoc Scheffe Results of Posttest

Group  Mean Dif. S. Err. of 95% Confidence Interval

1 1 (=D Means ?  Tlower B. Upper B.
DG IG  7.28 138 .000x  3.85 10.70
DG CG  13.46¢ 139 .000%  10.00 16.92
G CG 619 140 .000x  2.69 9.68
* p<.05
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Table 8. One—way ANOVA Results of Delayed Posttest

SS DF MS F D
Between Groups  1946.53 2 973.27
Within Groups 1329.89 81 16.42  59.279 .000*
Total 3276.42 83
* p<.05
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Table 9. Post Hoc Scheffe Results of Delayed Posttest

95% Confidence Interval

Grow  Mean Dif. S. Err. of

I J a-n Means Lower B.  Upper B.
DG 1G 6.23% 1.07 .000* 3.56 8.91
DG CG  11.78x 1.08 .000* 9.08 14.48
1G CG 5.55% 1.09 .000* 2.82 8.27
* p<.05
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Table 10. Repeated Measures ANOVA at Different
Times and Groups

Source SS Df MS F D
Within Subject Effects
Time 2780.77 1.30 2136.03 118.51 .000%*

Time x Groups 1990.31  2.60 764.42 42.411 .000%*

Error(Time) 1900.64 105.45 18.02

Between Subject Effects

Groups 2579.46 2 1289.73 28.019 .000%
Error 3728.52 81  46.03

* p<.05
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Table 11. One—way ANOVA Results for Attitudes and

Perceptions
Variables Que. G N M SD F D
DG 29 1.94 .37
Pre— 1G 28 1.85 .38 1.509 227
CG 27 1.78 .32
Attitudes
DG 29 3.38 A48
Post— IG 28 3.68 61  88.348  .000%

CG 27 1.94 45

DG 29 214 .33
Pre— IG 28 2.19 .32 .367 .694
cG 27 221 .27
DG 29 4.01 46
Post— IG 28 4.20 .39
cG 27 232 .28

Perceptions

197.505 .000%

* p<.05

Table 12. Post Hoc Scheffe Results of Postquestionnaire
for Attitudes

I J

Group 95% Confidence Interval

Mean Dif. S. Err. of
I-n Means

Lower B.  Upper B.

DG IG —-.30 14 .098 —.64 .04

DG CG 1.43% 14 .000+* 1.09 1.78

IG CG 1.73 .14 .000+* 1.39 2.08

* p<.05
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Table 13. Post Hoc Scheffe Results of Postquestionnaire
for Perceptions

Group  Mean Dif. S. Err. of

95% Confidence Interval

1 J (=D Means Lower B.  Upper B.
DG IG  —.19 10 198 — .44 07
DG CG  1.70 10 .000% 1.44 1.95
IG CG  1.88 10 .000% 1.62 2.14
#* p<.05
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