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3. Compréhension orale
4. Production orale
5. Compréhension écrite
6. Production écrite
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 Abstract
Aujourd’hui, en croissant de la communication internationale, la capacité de communiquer en 
langues étrangères s’est également accrue. Par conséquent, l’apprentissage d’une langue
étrangère et son utilisation ont été éloignés de l’approche traditionnelle. Les enseignants essaient 
toujours de motiver les élèves à exprimer leurs idées et leurs opinions. Dans ce but, on a testé 
diverses activités. L’apprentissage coopératif en classe de langue est un élément nécessaire 
pour améliorer la compétence de l’expression orale des apprenants.
Le jeu dramatique, en tant qu’activité complexe impliquant toutes les  compétences en 
communication orale, permet aux apprenants de mieux s’exprimer dans une langue étrangère
en utilisant le corps et la voix. Cette activité est classée comme activité récréative.
Grâce à cela, l’étudiant peut apprendre et pratiquer la langue avec plus de plaisir. Dans cet
article, nous avons essayé d’évaluer le rôle des jeux théâtraux sur la participation à des projets 
d’expression orale et nous avons étudié les aspects positifs et inefficaces de ces pratiques chez 

Key Words: Mots clés: jeu théâtral, enseignement de la langue française, expression oral, 
participation, tâche
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Weigle 2002

6  An essay at this level 
• effectively addresses the writing task.
• is well organized and well developed.
• uses clearly appropriate details to support a thesis or illustrate ideas.
• displays consistent facility in use of language.
• demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice though it may have occasional 

errors. 
5 An essay at this level

• may address some parts of the task more effectively than others.
• is generally well organized and developed.
• uses details to support a thesis or illustrate ideas.
• displays  facility in use of language.
• demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice though it may have occasional 

errors  
4 An essay at this level

• addresses the writing topic adequately but may slight parts of the task.
• is adequately organized and developed.
• uses some details to support a thesis or illustrate ideas.
• demonstrates adequate but possibly inconsistent facility with syntax and usage.
• may contain some errors that occasionally obscure meaning.

3 An essay at this level is seriously flawed by one or more of the following weaknesses:
• Inadequate organization or development
• Inappropriate or insufficient details to support or illustrate generalizations
• a noticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms
• an accumulation of errors in sentence structure and /or usage

2 An essay at this level is seriously flawed by one or more of the following weaknesses:
• Serious disorganization
• Little or no detail, or irrelevant specifics
• Serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage
• Serious problems with focus

1 An essay at this level
• may be incoherent.
• may be undeveloped.
• may contain severe and persistent writing errors.

0 A paper is rated 0 if it contains no response, merely copies the topic, is off-topic, is written in a 
foreign language, or consists of only keystroke characters.
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ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs et al., 1981
ESL Composition Profile

                        Score                         Level                                      Criteria

Co
nt

en
t

30-27

26-22

21-17

16-13

Excellent to very good: knowledgeable, substantive, thorough development of thesis, 
relevant to assigned topic

Good to average: some knowledge of subject, adequate range, limited development of 
thesis, mostly relevant to topic but lacks detail

Fair to poor: limited knowledge of subject, little substance, inadequate development of 
ideas.

Very poor: does not show knowledge of subject, non-substantive, not pertinent, or not 
enough to evaluate                                                          

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n

20-18

17-14

13-10

9-7

Excellent to very good: fluent expression, ideas clearly stated/supported, succinct, well 
organized, logical sequencing, cohesive.
 Good to average: somewhat choppy, loosely organized but main ideas stand out, limited 
support, logical but incomplete sequencing 
 Fair to poor: non-fluent, ideas confused or disconnected, lacks  logical sequencing and 
development  
 Very poor: does not communicate, no organization, or not enough to evaluate                                       

Vo
ca

bu
la

ry

20-18

17-14

13-10

9-7

 Excellent to very good: sophisticated range, effective word/idiom choice and usage, 
word form mastery, appropriate register
Good to average: adequate range, occasional errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage 
but meaning not obscured
Fair to poor: limited range, frequent errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage, meaning 
confused or obscured 
Very poor: essentially translation, little knowledge of English vocabulary, idioms, word 
form, or not enough to evaluate

La
ng

ua
ge

 u
se

25-22

21-18

17-11

10-5

Excellent to very good: effective complex constructions, few errors of agreement, tense, 
number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions
Good to average: effective but simple constructions, minor problems in complex 
constructions, several errors of agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, 
pronouns, prepositions but meaning seldom obscured
Fair to poor: major problems in simple/complex constructions, frequent error of negation, 
agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or 
fragments, run-ons, deletions, meaning confused or obscured
Very poor: virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules, dominated by errors, does 
not communicate, or not enough to evaluate

M
ec

ha
ni

cs

5

4

3

2

Excellent to very good: demonstrates mastery of conventions, few errors in spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization and paragraphing
Good to average: occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing 
but meaning not obscured
Fair to poor: frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing, poor 
handwriting, meaning confused and obscured
Very poor: no mastery of conventions, dominated by errors of spelling, punctuation, 
capitalization, paragraphing, handwriting illegible, or not enough to evaluate  

Total score                            Reader                         Comments
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Prompt: persuading an audience

Write a persuasive letter to the editor of school newspaper…
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Hyland 2003

Write a factual recount of your visit to the university language center last week. Remember that the purpose of a factual recount 
is to ‘tell what happened’, so be sure to include the main things you saw and did and who you met. You can use your notes and 
photographs to help you.  

  Score Content Structure Language

4

Events explicitly stated

Clearly documents events

Evaluates their significance

Personal comment on events

Orientation gives all essential 
information

All necessary background provided

Account in chronological/other order

Reorientation ‘rounds off’ sequence

Excellent control of language
Excellent use of vocabulary

Excellent control of grammar

Appropriate tone and style

….

1

Event not stated

Not recognizable events

No or confused evaluation

No or weak personal comment

Missing or weak instruction

No background provided

Haphazard and incoherent sequencing

No reorientation or includes new 
matter

Little language control

Reader seriously distracted by 
grammar errors

Poor vocabulary and tone
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Abstract
In recent years, technology has played an important role in teaching English. Digital storytelling, 
as an example, can not only improve the use of technology in teaching English, but also extend 

the important effects of using digital storytelling on teaching English and then, present one 
example based on an old Iranian story called “Shangool, Mangool and Habbe ye Angoor”. By 
implementing this method, teaching English has used new technologies in English classes and 

procedure may make learning more interesting and help avoid the problems of the effects of 

the necessity of using digital storytelling in Iran’s English classes. Meanwhile. the results can 
help them produce a digital story on their own and take advantage of its numerous effects.
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to get involved in order to get educated. I 
prefer table groups to lecture-hall seating. 
I believe, too, that someone has made 
an investment in the learner—parents, 
managers, the organization, society, 
perhaps the learner himself. And investors 

book has been written to maximize that 
investment.”

As a teacher or a trainer, you are 
investing in the learner—if only by way of 
the time and energy you exert to improve 

book, you’ll find improvement tips that will 
make your teaching and their learning fun, 

and terms used in the book include: 
Participant Assignments, Handouts, Case 
Studies, Buzz Groups, Storyboards, 
Guided Discussions, Scripts, Role-Play/
Simulations, Panels, etc.

Email: Eshterak@roshdmag.ir
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Marlene Caroselli

culminates a lifetime of teaching—
in kindergartens, primary schools, 
middle schools, and high schools, in 
undergraduate and graduate school 
lecture halls, in corporate training rooms, 
and in auditoriums before multi-thousand 

created a very heavy “toolkit” that the 
writer is now eager to turn over to others. 

for those teachers and trainers who are 
truly lifelong learners. But the book is much 
more than tips and tools and techniques. 
It also provides information on various 
learning-situation elements—skewed 
information, perhaps, but as Soren 
Kierkegaard observed,“Education without 
bias is like love without passion.”

You’ll hear the author’s educational-
beliefs coming through: “I don’t believe, for 
example, in long lectures. I’m opposed to 
death by PowerPoint. I think people have 

500 Creative 
Classroom 
Techniques 
for Teachers 
and Trainers

A) YLE Group 
1) Classroom Management for YLE
2) Storytelling with Young Children
3) Nuts and Bolts of Role Play for YLE

5) Learning Styles and Forgotten Key 
Issues 

6) Listening Strategies 

B) Teens Group
1) Songification: Exposing Young 

Learners to Natural Language 

Vocabulary

6) Motivation for Students 

Besides the pre-planned workshops, 
participants had submitted workshop 

all the 98 proposals and selected 20 
workshop titles to be presented at ICP 

lessons presented by teachers to their 
audience.

of Foreign Languages and Literatures on 
13th and 14th of August, 2020.

Book  Review
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Classroom Practice) workshop series was 

300 participants on October 24th and 25th 

boost the participants’ awareness regarding 
the latest findings in language teaching. 

Learners. Participants had this choice to 
register for either of the main categories. 

 The Third
Annual ICP

their knowledge and insights as plenary 

by Dr. Alavi, was about Assessing Young 
Learners and the second one, performed 
by Dr. Motallebzadeh, was about 21st 

After the plenary, participants attended 
the workshops. Each main category 
consisted of 6 professional workshops 

teachers. Nearly 150 participants attended 

Jafar Dorri

Aca demic 
Event
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Procedure
Step 1: I write my name in the middle 

of a circle along with some names and 
numbers about my life. Each name and 
number represents an event, someone, or 
an achievement related to me (Appendix 
1). For example, 22 is my teaching 
experience, Mohsen is the first name of 
my favorite singer, Red is my favorite color,  
Help is the name of the organization we 
have to help poor students. I have 1 child, 
and I have 2 university degrees: one in 

Psychology. Students should guess how 
these names and numbers are related to 
me.

Step 2: When their guesses are all over 
and the secrets are revealed, I invite each 
student to do the same thing. He writes 
his name in the centre of a piece of paper 
around which he writes some names and 
numbers. In groups, they should guess 
how they are related to the owner of the 
circle.  

Step 3: Finally, I ask them to share with 
the class what they learned about each 

other. For instance, student A says that 
Mohsen, his classmate, likes spaghetti. 
Morteza is a fan of Barcelona. Amin is into 
music, etc. 

An alternative to this procedure might be 
mingling. When students draw their circles, 
the teacher can invite them to stand up, 
mingle, and talk to at least 5 people whom 
they don’t know well. So instead of talking 
to their neighbor students (their elbow 
partners), they talk to the classmates 
whom they don’t know well or with whom 
they want to build a relationship. 

Conclusion 
Building rapport in general and using ice-

breakers for this purpose in particular can 
help the classroom teacher and students 
to know each other well and start building 
a friendly atmosphere. Also the students’ 
language barriers will be lowered and they 
can communicate better. 

References 
Harmer, J. (2008). How to teach English. 

, 62(3), 313-316.

Appendix

1

Help

Mohsen 22

red

2
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Quick guide 

Key Words
building rapport 

Proficiency level: all levels 
Preparation time: 15 minutes 
Activity time: 30 minutes
materials: whiteboard or projector, 

marker,handout 

Introduction
It is necessary to build a positive and 
enjoyable ambiance in the classroom, 
especially at the beginning of the new 

students can get familiar with each other 
in terms of their names, likes and dislikes, 

the teacher has with his/her students is 
called rapport (Harmer, 2008). Rapport 
can help the teacher to have a better idea 
from the classroom and consequently 
plan more precisely. Also, students want 
to know their teacher and understand who 

what I do to build an efficient rapport with 
my students.  

Morteza Bakhshaie
Affiliation: Binesh High School - District 5
Email: morteza58s88@gmail. com  

Ice BreakersIce Breakers
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Guidelines for Publishing in My Contribution
My Contribution is a recent initiative which is intended to 

be a forum for sharing lesson plans and procedures for classroom activities. 
Our assumption is that all teachers have original ideas for running their lessons 
which work for them. We welcome a contribution which reflects an original idea. 
Ideas taken from teachers’ guides can be of no help unless they are sufficiently 

to the originator to the extent that he/she would like to tell others how it works. 
You can imagine yourself telling your colleague in a very simple clear language 
how you carry out the activity in your class in a stepwise manner. As your account 
is procedural, it follows a certain structure which is different from the structure of 

carry out the teaching activities like the ones one can find in a recipe. In some 
cases, specially in the conclusion part, you might want to provide a rationale for 
the activity by referring to the literature but this needs to be kept at a minimum. 

It should be noted that a lesson plan is the blueprint of those teaching activities 
that are to be done in the classroom to teach the textbook content with the aim of 
achieving its objectives. Every teacher tries to plan the content in his/her own style 
so that he/she can teach systematically and effectively. You can see the detailed 
guidelines for writing My Contribution in in the box below.

Your “My Contribution” should include:
• A title, your name, affiliation, and email address;
• A “Quick guide” to the activity or teaching technique; 
• No more than 700 words excluding the appendixes; 
• An introduction (i.e. overview) followed by preparation and procedure steps and 

a conclusion.
It should be:

• In Microsoft Word format; 
• Double-spaced with an extra space between sections.

Coordintor: Jafar Dorri
Email: Jafar_dorri@yahoo.com

My 

Contribution
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Answers to the Funny Riddles

References
Quotable Quotes: https://www.brainyquote.com/topics/

classroom
Caricature: www. google.com
Teaching Tips: https://www.theclassroomkey.

com/2016/03/11-easy-desk-arrangements-best-class-
room-yet.html

Jokes: http://iteslj.org/c/jokes.html
Funny Riddles: https://www.everythingmom.com/

parenting/45-riddles-and-brain-teasers-for-kids
Crossword: https://linguapress.com/puzzles-inter/

xwd-f194-outdoor.htm

Answers to the Funny Riddles:
1. A teapot!

3. A candle!
4. Your age!
5. All 12 months!

FUNNY RIDDLES

2. What is at the end of a rainbow?
3. I’m tall when I’m young and I’m short when I’m 

old. What am I?
4. What goes up but never goes down?
5. How many months have 28 days?

CROSSWORDS: OUTDOOR 
CROSSWORD!

CLUES ACROSS

3. A plan of the area or the region
5. It is always useful to have some of this, when 
        you are on holiday!

8. Adjective from Wales
9. A very large stone
11. I think we’re ............  I don’t know where we are 
13. If you are cold, light a .............
15. You can go pony-trekking ......... if you are 
        not a good rider.
16. Equipment, things you need to have with you

CLUES DOWN
1. Sometimes a synonym of “torch”
2. Similar to a kayak

        Americans call it a “backpack”.
7. A place where you are protected from 
         bad weather.
8. Relative pronoun.
9. Very thick form of cord or string 
10. Place where you can get a drink (but it is not a 
pub)
12.  Opposite of “dry”. 
14.  You travel on a horse, but __    a kayak.

1 2 3 4

5 6

7

8

9 10 11

12

13 14

15 16

 Vol. 34, No. 3, Spring  2020 | | 25



3
A: Meet my new born brother.
B: Oh, he is so handsome! What’s his name?
A: I don’t know. I can’t understand a word he says!

4
A: Did you hear that a baby was fed on 

elephant’s milk and gained twenty pounds in a 
week?

A: An elephant’s!

5
- What is the longest word in the English 

language? 
- SMILES: there is a mile between the first and 

the last letters!”

and hard work - in the classroom and on the 
playing fields. But these metrics don’t help 
kids understand that great grades are not a 
pass for a great life.

Steve Blank

5
My goal in the classroom was always to 

make sure they were having so much fun 
that they didn’t realize they were learning.

Rick Riordan

Share your ideas with us: azimi.hz@gmail.com

NO COMMENT!

chart monitors the class cliques”.

JOKES
1
A guy says to his friend, “Guess 

how many coins I have in my 
pocket.” 

will you give me one of them?” 

right, I’ll give you both of them!”

2
A: What do you call a deer with no eyes? 
B: No idea. (No Eye Deer.)
A: What do you call a dead deer with no 

eyes? 
B: Still no idea!
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9. Rows

Pros – Everyone faces the front.
Cons

10. Circles
Pros – Great for discussions and sharing
Cons – Some students do not face the 

front, difficult to get to all students.

11. Around the Edges

Pros – Leaves space in the middle for 
activities, easy to share materials

Cons – Some students do not face the front.

QUOTABLE QUOTES
1
It’s the teacher that makes the difference, 

not the classroom.
Michael Morpurgo
2
A student of life considers the world a 

classroom.
Harvey Mackay

3

and some of that will drift from the 
classroom to the home and who knows, the 
children will be educating the parents.

Roger Moore
4
Schools reward their students for a 

combination of intelligence, perseverance, 

 Vol. 34, No. 3, Spring  2020 | | 23



5. The Butterfly
Pros – Everyone faces toward the front, 

it’s easy to get near all students.
Cons 

share materials

6. The Hybrid
Pros – Everyone faces toward the front, 

easy to get to all students.
Cons

arrangement is pretty good.

7. Pairs

Pros – Easy to separate students that 
don’t work well together, everyone faces the 
front

Cons

8. One by One
Pros – Discourages talking, everyone 

faces the front, great for testing
Cons

for group work
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1. The Double Horseshoe
Pros – All students are facing toward the 

front.
Cons – It’s hard to get to the students in 

the back row.

2. Three Columns

Pros – Saves space in your classroom, 
sharing materials is easy

Cons – Some students have to turn to 
face the front.

3. Small Groups

Pros – Saves space in your classroom, 
sharing materials is easy

Cons – Some students have their backs 
to the front.

4. Modified Horseshoe

Pros – Everyone faces toward the front, a 
little easier to get to all the kids than with the 
traditional horseshoe

Cons
share materials
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Hadi Azimi 

Email: azimi.hz@gmail.com
Zahra Kobadi Kerman

Email: zahra.kobadi@yahoo.com

PREFACE

!Hi friends
Are you one of those teachers who favor 

traditional methods and disciplines or those 
who are in for reforms and changes? If you 
are among the latter, well, we are alike! 
And it’s not a show off! Novel means of 
doing things, in our case teaching, might 
be difficult to start with, but when you know 
what you are doing, they are usually more 

arrangement in the class. One class I 
vividly remember from my BA classes is 
the one in which we sat around or grouped 
up to discuss and share ideas. See!? A 
simple re-arrangement of the seats made 

a difference: even some of my passive 
classmates started to take part in the 
discussions! Have you ever tried to change 
seat arrangement? Was it a successful 
experience? How? Let us know then!

 (azimi.hz@gmail.com)

TEACHING TIPS: 
  

issue, we are only going to present you 
with the most famous and popular desk 
arrangements along with their advantages 
and possible disadvantages so that you 
can choose one or more based on your day, 
your task, and the class facilities.

English 
through Fun

Re-structure the 
Class Structure!
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argumentative task and their abilities to 
write argumentative texts did not increase 
with their age groups. 

Conclusions and Implications
A general conclusion drawn based 

on the findings is that the current study 
presents empirical evidence regarding 
the diverse aspects of argumentative 
writing skill in graduate university level 
studies in an EFL context. First, this study 
revealed that the two variables under 
research, namely age and gender do 
not have any significant effect on the use 

in written discourse of Iranian graduate 

contribution of the current study in terms 
of external factors including gender 
variations and age groups in L2 writing 
in general and argumentative writing in 
particular is that Iranian EFL graduate 

adapted elements is not directly attributed 
to gender distinctions and age variations, 
and their performances on the written 
argumentation were independent of these 
external factors of differences in habitual 
thinking patterns and reasoning. 
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 He maintains that gender-equality 
should be exercised more in the learners’ 
writing performance. Another likely reason 
might be the notion of cultural matters 
(Cohen, 2011) of gender differentiations 
rather that biological sex which shed light 
on “neurological and hormonal differences 
in the brains of males and females” 

finding in terms of the gender variations 
in L2 writing in general and argumentative 
writing in particular indicates that Iranian 
EFL graduate learners’ tendency to 

is not directly attributed to gender 
distinctions and their performances on the 

written argumentation were independent 
of gender differences in critical thinking 
patterns and reasoning. 

significant differences in the frequency 

perceived to be used between EFL 
graduate of age groups, which is in 
contrast with the finding by DeBernardi 
and Antolini (1996) who argued that 
as age increased, learners could 
support claim adequately and develop 
counterargument reasonably. It might 
be concluded that Iranian EFL graduate 
learners’ tendency to use the adapted 

A general conclusion drawn 
based on the findings is that 
the current study presents 
empirical evidence regarding 
the diverse aspects of 
argumentative writing skill 
in graduate university level 
studies in an EFL context
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Discussion 

evidence regarding the diverse aspects 
of argumentative writing skill in graduate 
university level studies in an EFL context. 
First, the results demonstrated no 
significant differences in the frequency 

perceived to be used between EFL 

is in contrast with the earlier research in 
the literature, which asserted the existence 
of differences between males and 
females in terms of written argumentation 
(Bermudez & Prater, 1994; Kanaris, 
1999; Meinhof 1997; Punter & Burchell, 
1996). Nonetheless, it supports the recent 
research in the literature in the sense 
that no significant differences between 
males and females in terms of written 
argumentation have been reported (Atai 
& Nasseri, 2010; Jeong and Davidson-
Shivers, 2006). It might be inferred 
from the above-mentioned patterns of 
gender differentiation in gender-based 
argumentative writings studies that 
there has been a trend to probe the 
argumentative writing and gender variation 
(see Atai & Nasseri, 2010) and the studies 
showed that these variations and recent 
ones identify no differences between the 
argumentative male and female writers.

Gender distinctions might be affected by 
factors such as inequality of assessment 
(Earl-Novel, 2001), and social, cultural, 
and educational issues (Schick, 1992). For 
example, Earl-Novel (2001) asserts that 
the main impetus for this differentiation 
between males and females in the writing 
task is inequality of writing assessment.

Table 6.

Effect Value Label Value F Sig.
Partial Eta 
Squared

Gender Wilks’ Lambda .934 1.652 .137 .066

Age
Age * Gender

Wilks’ Lambda
Wilks’ Lambda

.933

.952
1.689
1.173

.128

.324
.067
.048

The current study presents 
empirical evidence regarding 
the diverse aspects of 
argumentative writing skill 
in graduate university level 
studies in an EFL context
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argument claims in their argumentative 
essays. Also, males of 28-43 years used 
this element most frequently in their 
argumentative essays, while males of 
22-27 years used the smallets number of 
counter-argument claims.

value for Gender is .93 with a significance 
value of .128 which is more than .05, 
revealing that gender did not have any 
statistically significant main effect on the 

in participants’ argumentative writing 
performance. Also, the Wilk’s Lambda 

value for age groups is .933 with a 
significance value of .128 which is more 
than .05, revealing that age did not have 
any statistically significant main effect 

elements in participants’ argumentative 
writing performance. Likewise, the results 
of the two-way MANOVA show that there 
are no statistically significant differences 
between the interaction of age and gender 
of the participants, and the elements 
used in their argumentative essays did 
not reveal any significant main effect (see 
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the counter argument claim, there are no 
statistically significant differences in the 
analysis of the interaction of Gender*Age 

of all the means of males and females in 
the two age groups showed that females 
of 22-27 years employed the highest 

Table 4. 

Independent 
Variable

Dependent 
Variables

F Sig. Partial Eta Squared

Age* Gender

Claim .365 .547 .002

Data 1.509 .221 .010

CA claim 4.679    .039* .031

CA data .106 .745 .001

Reclaim .405 .525 .003

Redata .219 .641 .001

CA claim= counterargument claim; CA data= counterargument data; Reclaim= 
rebuttal claim; Redata= rebuttal data

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 5. Means for the counter-argument claim across age and gender

Dependent Variable Gender Age Mean SD

CA claim

Female

22-27 years old

28-43 years old

.51 .534

.35 .485

Male

22-27 years old

28-43 years old

.46 .505

.71 .588

CA claim= counterargument claim 

number of counter-argument claim in 
their argumentative writings among both 
females and males, and females of 28-43 
years used the least number of counter-
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argumentation in the participants’ writings.

six categories of argument structure in the 
learners’ argumentative writing. 

Moreover, different texts 
including persuasive play a 
significant role in “shaping 
and maintaining gender” 
(Verbiest, 1995; 825)

Table 2. argumentation
Independent 
Variable

Dependent 
Variables

F Sig. Partial Eta Squared

Gender

Claim .506 .478 .003

Data .288 .592 .002

CA claim .776 .380 .005

CA data 3.879 .051 .026

Reclaim 3.528 .062 .023

Redata .049 .825 .00

CA claim= counterargument claim; CA data= counterargument data; Reclaim= 
rebuttal claim; Redata= rebuttal data

Table 3. 
Independent 
Variable

Dependent 
Variables

F Sig. Partial Eta Squared

Age

Claim .144 .704 .001

Data 2.591 .110 .017

CA claim .020 .889 .00

CA data .989 .322 .007

Reclaim 1.249 .265 .008

Redata .099 .753 .001
CA claim= counterargument claim; CA data= counterargument data; Reclaim= 
rebuttal claim; Redata= rebuttal data

statistically significant differences between 
the age of participants and the type 

results of the interactions of gender and 
age for the counterargument claims are 
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Iran does not pose a serious threat to the 
United States’ was finally selected as the 
topic of the argumentative writing task. 

argumentative paper on the selected 
topic of no fewer than 300 words at home 
and return it within one week. All the 
argumentative writing essays, then, were 
graded holistically according to a 5-scale 
scoring rubric proposed by McCann (1989) 

examine analytically argumentative writing 
essays, Qin and Karabacak’s (2010) 
argument structure, which is based on 

was adopted as the main source for 
analyzing the structure of argumentative 
essays. 

     
Results

descriptive profile of all elements of the 

are used more frequently than the other 

of claims used per each argumentative 
essay among males and females is 1.26 

number of pieces of data presented 
among males and females is 2.34 and 
2.25, respectively. However, the average 
numbers of counterargument claims, 
counterargument data, rebuttal claims, and 
rebuttal data among males are .53, .09, 

these secondary elements for females are 

results show that males and females tend 
to use data and claim most frequently (the 

elements by the Iranian male and female 
graduate learners is: counterargument 
claim> rebuttal claim > counterargument 
data> rebuttal data.

Furthermore, the multivariate analysis 
of variance (MANOVA) was performed 
to investigate gender differences in 

model of argument were considered as 
the dependent variables and gender as 
the independent variable. Preliminary 
assumption testing was conducted to 
check for linearity, normality, univariate 
and multivariate outliers, homogeneity 
of variance-covariance matrices, and 
multicollinearity, with no serious violations 

statistically significant difference between 
EFL graduate males and females and 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the use of 

Toulmin
Elements

        Male
Mean         SD

      Female
Mean        SD

Claim
Data
CA claim
CA data
Reclaim
Redata

1.26         .58
 2.34         1.1
.53           .54
.09           .28
.43           .50
.09           .28

1.33       .56
 2.25       1.02
 .46         .52
 .21          .41
 .28          .45
.08           .27

Note: CA claim= counterargument claim; CA data= 
counterargument data; Reclaim= rebuttal claim; 
Redata= rebuttal dat
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reveals, there exists a very few studies 
examining the structures of English 
argumentative papers written by male and 
female Iranian EFL graduate learners. 
More specifically, the following research 
questions guided this study:

1. Is there any statistically significant 
difference between Iranian male and 
female graduate EFL learners in their use 

2. Is there any statistically significant 
difference in terms of type and frequency 

gradate EFL learners of different age 
groups?

Method

male and female Iranian EFL learners 
studying English at the graduate level with 

passed the ‘Advanced Writing course’ of 
the graduate program of the universities 

asked to write an argumentative essay on 
‘Iran poses 

a serious threat to the United States vs. 

Atai & Nasseri, 2010). For example, 
in the context of argumentation in an 
on-line debate, Jeong and Davidson-
Shivers (2006) revealed no differences in 
number of critiques posted in response 

used fewer rebuttals to the critiques of 
other females than males, while males 
used more rebuttals to the critiques of 
females than female participants. Atai and 
Nasseri (2010), in a gender-based study 
of informal fallacies of argumentation, 
indicated that gender does not have any 
significant effect on the use of informal 
fallacies of argumentation in written 
discourse of Iranian advanced EFL 
learners. 

Nonetheless, the above-mentioned 
studies have been mainly concerned with 
general argumentative writings rather than 
with the onen grounded in the work of 

Nonetheless, the above-
mentioned studies have 
been mainly concerned 
with general argumentative 
writings rather than with the 
onen grounded in the work of 
Toulmin model
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Introduction
Matusov and Soslau (2010) argue that 

a structural approach to argumentative 
writing can be influenced by external 
factors including gender. Moreover, 
different texts including persuasive 
argumentation play a significant role 
in “shaping and maintaining gender” 
(Verbiest, 1995; 825). Gender differences 
have culturally situated in argumentative 
writing studies, with females usually 
reporting more engagement in 
argumentative writings than males 
(Bordelon, 2005; Schick, 1992). 

Earlier research of gender impacts 
upon argumentative writings found the 
significant differences between males 
and females in relation to argumentative 
writing (Bermudez & Prater, 1994; Kanaris, 
1999; Punter & Burchell, 1996). For 
example, Bermudez and Prater (1994), 
in their attempt to examine learners’ 
argumentative writing, showed that female 
writers used more elaboration and clarity 
in terms of expressed opinions than males. 
Likewise, Punter and Burchell (1996) 

revealed that females obtained higher 
scores when the writing was imaginative, 
reflective, and emphatic; males got higher 
scores in argumentative and factual 
writing. Meinhof (1997) further showed 
that females’ writings were self-reflexive 
and evaluative, while males’ texts were 
egocentric.

     However, recent studies illuminate 
few or no differences between the writings 
of different genders in different cultures, 
particularly argumentative writers (e.g. 

MANOVA

      

Earlier research of gender 
impacts upon argumentative 
writings found the significant 
differences between males 
and females in relation 
to argumentative writing 
(Bermudez & Prater, 1994; 
Kanaris, 1999; Punter & 
Burchell, 1996)
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Abstract

(1958, 2003) model of argument structure. As such, the corpus of argumentative essays 
written by 250 Iranian male and female graduate English language learners was collected. 

categories of argumentative structure were examined in the learners’ argumentative writing 

there are no statistically significant differences between the age and gender of participants and 

Key Words: Argumentative writing, Iranian EFL learners, gender, age
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interaction effect between approach 
and cognitive style is not statistically 
significant, F (1, 54) =0.41, p = .52. 

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

Concluding Remarks
Concerning the effectiveness of FOF and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

limited size of the sample, the limited 
amount of instruction and limited means of 
assessment. 
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accounted for by the independent variable 
is also a strong one i.e., >.10 (Dornyei, 
2007).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

is the variance in the dependent variable 

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

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

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

Approach Style Mean Std. Deviation N

experimental/FOF

FD 13.00 4.301 17

FI 16.18 2.857 11

Total 14.25 4.061 28

control/MF

FD 11.08 3.450 12

FI 12.94 4.051 18

Total 12.20 3.872 30

Total

FD 12.21 4.021 29

FI 14.17 3.929 29

Total 13.19 4.063 58

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

Dependent Variable:   Total score  

Source
Type III Sum 
of Squares

df
Mean 

Square
F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared

Approach 92.038 1 92.038 6.311 .015* .105

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

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

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

study included two main parts which were 

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

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

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

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

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

Data Analysis

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

Results and discussion

statistics for different groups in the study 

way ANOVA.

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

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



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

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

The Study

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

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

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

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

to fill this gap and answer the following two 
questions:

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

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

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

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

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

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



Introduction

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

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

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

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

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

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