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Abstract

In an attempt to contribute to the ongoing debate about how output tasks affect noticing of
linguistic forms, the present study set out to investigate the effect of pushed output tasks on
grammatical accuracy in sentence writing of Iranian EFL learners. Fifty homogenous Iranian
EFL learners were randomly assigned to two experimental and control groups. Then, every
group underwent ten different treatment sessions. The control group received writing
instruction through conventional methods, while the experimental group received instruction
through two pushed output tasks. In the case of the experimental group, in the first five
treatment sessions, four grammatical structures were presented through picture cued tasks. The
next five treatment sessions directed at other structures took place via reconstruction tasks. Two
different versions of the writing section of the Preliminary English Test (PET) were used as
pre/post-test. The results indicated that the experimental group significantly outperformed the
control group. Therefore, it might be argued that pushed output-based tasks had a positive
effect on the Iranian EFL learner’s grammatical accuracy in sentence writing. These findings
provide empirical support for the output hypothesis and have pedagogical implications for the

choice of output-oriented grammar tasks.
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1. Introduction

The advent of communicative methodologies for teaching a foreign
language in 1970 was an attempt to improve the teaching practices. However,
these fluency-based methodologies not only weakened the status of grammar
teaching but also led to negative reactions to grammar (Swain, 1988; Lyster,
1998; Spada & Lightbown, 1999). In other words, although learners have been
able to comprehend what they listen and read in communicative
methodologies, most of them fail to produce the written or oral message they
want to convey (Gass, 2003).

Accordingly, these problems led to a debate between the form-focused
approach and meaning-focused approach, as a result of which perspectives on
language teaching and learning changed dramatically. According to Long
(1991) and Long and Robinson (1998), both Focus on Forms and Focus on
Meaning instructions are valuable and should complement rather than exclude
each other. The new approach that emerged from this notion, was called the
focus on form (FonF). Long (1991, pp.45-46) proposed that focus on form “
overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as they arise incidentally
in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication”.

In this light, recent empirical studies operationalized and tested some
pedagogical means which deliberately drawn the learners’ attention to the
targeted elements during meaning-oriented communication. For example,
some studies utilized form-focused instruction (Ellis, 2001, 2008; Williams,
2005; Spada & Lightbown, 2008; Tomita, & Spada, 2013), grammar-based tasks
(Fotos, 1993; Reinders, 2009), pushed output instruction (Bigelow, Fujiwara, &
Fearnow, 1999; Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Izumi, 2002; Leeser, 2008; Song & Suh,
2008; Uggen, 2012; Basterrechea, Garcia Mayo & Leeser, 2014). Other studies

employed more implicit techniques, such as textual input enhancement
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techniques (Izumi, 2000; Lee, & Huang, 2008; Kim, 2010) recasts (Lyster, 2004;
Sheen, 2006), text reconstruction tasks (Uggen, 2012; Sitthitikul, 2017; 1998;
Pawlak, 2011; Zoghi & Hasannejad, 2015), task-based instruction and task
complexity in L2 writing (Birjandi & Malmir, 2009; Malmir & Khosravi, 2018)
and picture description tasks (Izumi & Izumi, 2004; Shehadeh, 1999, Song &
Suh, 2008).

A specific strength of all the studies was that learners whose attention is
deliberately drawn to the targeted elements via external input or task
manipulation tend to demonstrate the more accurate use of language forms
than learners who are exposed to non-manipulated input (Izumi & Bigelow,
2000). Among pedagogical means that aim to facilitate the development of the
learner’s L2 grammar, the present study focuses on the role of pushed output
via picture cued and reconstruction tasks.

The role of output in the construction of an L2 grammar is perhaps best
attributed to Swain’s (1985) seminal paper. In reviewing the ability of L2
learners whose context of learning is a French immersion program in Canada,
her observation showed that immersion learners did not gain the ability for
accurate production while they were fluent. Swain (1985, p.249) has concluded
that “immersion students did not demonstrate native-speaker productive
competence, not because their comprehensible input was limited but because
their comprehensible output was limited.

In this light, Swain (1985, p. 249) claims that “producing the target
language may be the trigger that forces the learner to pay attention to the
means of expression needed in order to successfully convey his or her own
intended meaning”. In other words, production then “may force the learner to
move from semantic processing to syntactic processing” (Swain, 1985, p. 249).

In her pushed out hypotheses (POH), Swain (1985) claims that output
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production helps learners focus on language forms, and this can make the
acquisition process easier. In this regard, Swain (1995) proposed three
potential functions that output plays in in the process of acquiring a second
language (L2): Noticing/triggering of specific aspects of the target language:
producing the target language may lead learners to notice a hole in their
interlanguage; (b) hypothesis testing: learners may receive feedback by trying
out new forms and structures; (c) conscious reflection on output upon
production: learners can explicitly hypothesize about language itself by
consciously reflecting on it.

Among the potential functions of PO, noticing function of output has
been increasingly researched by a number of applied linguists. One relevant
theory to the noticing function of Swain, noticing hypothesis proposed by
Schmidt (2001, p.26) states that “noticing requires of the learner a conscious
apprehension and awareness of input” and “while there is subliminal
perception, there is no subliminal learning”. In fact, from Schmidt’s (1994,
p-17) point of view, noticing is argued to be “the necessary and sufficient
condition for the conversion of input into intake”, and is a process by which
linguistic rules, forms, and knowledge are consciously recognized within the
input and subsequently utilized by learners to inform or reinforce their current
knowledge of the target language.

For Gass & Selinker (2001) noticing of linguistic forms and structures by
a learner can take place in three different ways and can occur over a long
period of time or in a brief “on-the-spot reassessment” of language. In terms of
in-class activities that promote the noticing of input, Gass & Selinker (1994,
p-388) introduce the notion of “input enhancement” in which a specific form
contained within the input is emphasized. The second instance of noticing

occurs during language production when a student becomes aware of
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something that they wish to say in the target language but finds that they are
unable to do so due to a lack of knowledge in their interlanguage. This type of
noticing was defined as “noticing a hole” (Doughty & Williams, 1998 cited by
Swain, 1998, p. 66).

Third type of noticing demonstrates a gap between the learner’s
interlanguage and that of the L2 and “can prompt the learners to attend to the
relevant information in the input (in order to fill the gap), which will trigger
their IL development” (Izumi, 2003, p. 171). It is also Swain’s (1998) argument
that the discovery of a ‘hole’ in a learner’s interlanguage can provide the
impetus needed for them to employ cognitive processes when comprehending
input which will ultimately result in them filling a ‘gap’ in their IL.

Following such tradition, pedagogically, a fair amount of research has
taken into account and tested student output and its noticing function,
However, ongoing debate about how PO tasks affect noticing of linguistic
forms is whether output tasks leads to the better noticing of a targeted linguistic

than tasks where production is not required.

2. Review of Literature

2.1. The Noticing Function of Output in Tasks

Recently, several researchers (Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Izumi, 2000, 2002;
Izumi & Izumi, 2004; Yoshimura, 2006; Suzuki & Itagaki, 2007; Leeser, 2008;
Song & Suh, 2008; Rezvani, 2011; Uggen, 2012; Basterrechea et al., 2014;
Birjandi & Jafarpour, 2014; Zoghi & Hasannejad, 2015; Basterrechea, 2015;
Sitthitikul, 2017) have investigated how PO (written or oral) affects noticing by
employing carefully planned tasks. For example, Izumi et al. (1999) and Izumi

and Bigelow (2000) operationalized noticing as notes taken in the input turn,
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i.e., when receiving the aural stimulus, or as underlines in a written text. In
doing so, Izumi et al. (1999) compared two groups of ESL (English as Second
Language) students concerning their learning of past hypothetical conditional
in English. The findings showed that the experimental group did not notice the
target form greater than the control group. In a follow-up study, Izumi and
Bigelow (2000) found the same findings as Izumi et al. (1999): no unique
effects of output.

In another study, Shehadeh (2001) examined the role of self-and other-
initiations play in providing opportunities for modified output. Thirty-five adult
participants performed three tasks (picture description, opinion exchange, and
decision making). The author found that picture description tasks gave more
chances for using pushed output than opinion exchange. In a similar study,
Izumi and Izumi (2004) used picture description and picture sequencing tasks
to examine the effect of oral output on the L2 learners’ acquisition of a
grammatical form. The authors found that the picture description task was the
best task to provide a situation for students to be pushed in oral output.

Suzuki and Itagaki (2007) examined the type of metatalk learners
engaged in after performing writing output-oriented tasks. Results revealed
that learners’ metalinguistic reflections enabled them to internalize linguistic
competence and allowed them to engage in syntactic processing, essential in
SLA. In an ESL context, Lesser (2008) examined the effects of learners’
production during a multi-stage reconstruction task on learners’ noticing of
Spanish linguistic forms. Their findings showed that the output group reported
more noticing of words overall, but not of past tense forms.

In an English-as-a-Foreign-Language (EFL) context, Song and Suh
(2008) investigated the role of output and the relative efficacy of two different

types of output tasks in learning of the English past counterfactual conditional.
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Based on findings, no difference was found between the production and the
control group on receptive knowledge of the target structure. In a similar study,
in Rezvani’s (2011) study, participants were engaged in an output task
struggling to produce grammatical English. Based on the finding, the author
concluded that output tasks do not have any superiority over input
enhancement tasks.

A conceptual replication of Izumi and Bigelow’s research, Uggen (2012)
examined whether producing the target language impacts learners’ attention to
L2 structures in subsequent input. The author found that stimulated- recall,
which is a qualitative measure of noticing, revealed how the output was related
to noticing, although underlining, a quantitative measure, did not identify the
positive effects of output on noticing. In another study, Basterrechea et al.
(2014) investigated the role of output tasks in noticing a certain target form
upon receiving subsequent input via a multi-stage dictogloss task. Their study
revealed that PO draws learners’ attention to the formal aspects of language.

In an Iranian context, Birjandi and Mamaghani (2014) investigated the
impact of oral pushed output on the learning and retention of English perfect
tenses via picture description and translation tasks. The findings supported the
facilitative effects of oral pushed output on the learning and retention of
English perfect tenses. In a similar context, Zoghi and Hasannejad (2015)
investigated the role of output and the relative efficacy of two different kinds of
output tasks in comprehending two English target forms. According to the
findings, the reconstruction group outperformed the picture-cued writing
group in comprehension.

Basterrechea (2015) examined how learners’ written production would
affect their noticing and production of a specific language form via multi-stage

dictogloss tasks. Results indicated no significant differences between the
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experimental and the control. Finally, in the small-scale investigation,
Sitthitikul (2017) examined the potentially facilitative effects of output on the
acquisition of the English passive form in reconstruction tasks by Thai English
language learners. The results also suggested that pushed output did not have
any significant effect on learners’ grammatical acquisition.

One conclusion that may be drawn from the above studies is that
although some of these studies support the facilitative role of pushed output
tasks in the acquisition process, nevertheless, some others have produced
mixed results (Izumi, 2002; Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Izumi et al., 1999; Izumi &
Izumi, 2004; Song & Suh, 2008). Therefore, regarding the necessity of more
research on the role of pushed output tasks in L2 learning and the scarcity of
empirical studies that support or rebut the role of text picture cued and
reconstruction tasks in learning of a targeted linguistic form; specifically, this
study aims at examining the effect of PO on grammatical accuracy in sentence
writing of Iranian EFL learners through following research question:

1) Does PO in text picture cued and reconstruction tasks affect

grammatical accuracy in sentence writing of Iranian EFL learners?

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants

The participants were 50 Iranian female EFL learners whose ages ranged
from 16 to 18 in tenth grade from Fatemiye high school located in Bostan
Abad, East Azerbaijan. To make sure that these learners were truly
homogenous about their English proficiency level, a Standard English language
proficiency test, Oxford Quick pre-intermediate Placement Test (OQPT),
containing 60 multiple-choice items was given to 80 learners (see a sample of

OQPT in appendix A). Having obtained the proficiency test results as shown in
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Table 1, the researcher decided to choose those participants whose score range
fell on the mean of 18.91 plus and minus one standard deviation of 5.10. Eighty
students on the basis of their pretest performance were included in the study

and randomly assigned to the two (experimental and control) groups.

Table 3.1
The Result of Oxtford Quick pre-intermediate Placement Test
N Mean Std. Deviation Variance
Placement 80 18.91 5.102 26.030
KR-21 .76
3.2. Instruments

The instruments of the study consisted of the Oxford Quick pre-
intermediate Placement Test (OQPT), the writing section of the Preliminary
English Test (PET), and some technological instruments such as laptops and

electronic notebooks.

3.3. Materials

Text reconstruction: it is similar to a dictogloss (Wajnryb, 1990) and
Rutherford’s (1987) prepositional cluster. It involves several stages of
production and revision, including an initial individual listening task, a pair or
group reconstruction of the text from the learners’ shared resources, and
teacher feedback on their co-constructed work (Shin et al., 2016).

Picture-cued tasks: they are one of the ways to assess students’ writing
ability that use the picture as a medium. These tasks separate reading and
writing connections and proposing a nonverbal means as a substitute to

stimulate written responses (Brown, 2004).



74 Iranian Journal of Applied Language Studies, Vol 12, No 1, 2020, pp. 65-88

3.4. Procedures

The experiment followed a pretest- treatment-posttest design. At first,
one week prior to the first treatment session, all the participants took the pre-
test (PET test) which consisted of 20 sentence writing items designed to assess
the learners’ prior knowledge of writing (see a sample of pre-test PET in
appendix B). The performance of each participant on the pretest was analyzed
and scored based on the definite answers of the standard answer sheet of the
original PET test. Then, every group underwent ten different treatment
sessions as follows.

As for the students in the experimental group, they were exposed to
pushed out-put tasks: picture cued and text reconstruction. In doing so, during
the first five sessions, the teacher focused on the use of four different structures
(simple past, conditional sentences, comparative adjective, and as... as) via
picture cued tasks. In every session, she talked about something which was
related to the topic and engaged the students’ mind to the topic then she
showed some related pictures to the topic on the screen. Then, the learners
were asked to do some pushed output-tasks and writing activities relating to the
above-mentioned structures. The teacher checked their responses and
corrected their errors emphasizing that the students have to be more aware of
the errors and helped students to correct their mistakes. For example, in the
fourth session, the teacher talked about her childhood and students listened
carefully to the form of verbs that the teacher used when she was talking about
past time. Then she gave them a text about Jasmine’s vacation and asked them
to circle the simple past verbs. Next, she showed them a picture of Felipe’s last
summer and told them that Felipe went on vacation then asked them to look at

the picture and complete Felipe’s diary. They wrote their sentences in their
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books and whiteboard then the teacher corrected their mistakes and tried to
learn and memorize the past form of some irregular verbs.

In the second five sessions, the teacher continued by using through text
reconstruction task to teach four other structures (adjective clauses, direct
speech, simple past passive, and infinitives). In doing so, every session the
teacher read some short texts aloud while students just listened. Then, the
students found keywords and new grammatical forms. Next, the students
listened to the text for the third time and took notes and after that, they
discussed their notes with a partner and worked together to reconstruct the
text. And finally, the students got the original text and discussed differences or
similarities between the original and their texts. For example, in the sixth
session, following this procedure, the teacher used below bold text to teach
direct speech.

“You'll never guess what I've just seen!” said Sam, excitedly.

“What's that?” asked Louise.

“Our teacher has a broomstick and a black pointy hat in the back of her car.
Maybe she’s a witch™!

Students in the control group received writing instruction through
conventional methods. In doing so, the teacher presented the formula of
structures and the participants repeated and did some drills to memorize to use
them in sentences. Finally, another version of the writing section of PET as
post-test followed the last teaching session a week later (see a sample of post-
test PET in appendix C). It should be noted that, based on the results of
Pearson correlation as shown in Table 2, there was a significant agreement
between the two raters who rated the participants’ performance on the pretest

and posttest of writing. The data collected in this study were analyzed through
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an independent-samples t-test which assumes normality of the data and

homogeneity of variances of the groups.

Table 3.2
Inter-Rater Reliability Indices of Pretest and Posttest
PreR2 PostR2
Pearson Correlation 687"
PreR1 Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 50
Pearson Correlation 734"
PostR1  Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 50
4. Results

In this section, at first, the results of the experimental and control groups’
mean on the pre-test of grammatical accuracy in writing were presented. Then,
the experimental and control groups’” mean on the post-test of grammatical

accuracy in writing were provided accompanying their contingency tables.

4.1. Pre-test of the Study

In order to ensure that the participants represented the same
population, an independent t-test was run to compare the experimental and
control groups’ means on the pretest of grammatical accuracy. Table 3 shows
the descriptive statistics of the experimental and control groups’ scores on the
Pre-test. As the table indicates the mean scores for the two groups are

statistically very close (11.80=11.48).



Anbarshahi, Sharafati /Is the Pushed Output-Based Instruction Effective... 77

Table 4.1
Descriptive Statistics of the Experimental and Control Groups’ Scores on the Pre- Test
Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Experimental 25 11.80 1514 303
Pretest of writing
Control 25 11.48 1.759 352

Moreover, the results of the independent-samples t-test, as displayed in
Table 4, (£(48) = .689, p=.794) also indicated that there was not any significant
difference between the two groups’ means on the pretest of writing. Thus, it can
be claimed that the experimental and control groups were homogenous in

terms of their grammatical accuracy in sentence writing prior to the main study.

Table 4.2

Independent-Samples t-test; Pre-test of Writing by Groups

Levene’s Test for

Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
95% Confidence
. Sig. (2-  Mean Std. Error  Interval of the
F Sig. T .
tailed) Difference Difference Difference
Lower  Upper
Equal
variances 562 457 689 48 494 320 464 -.613 1.253
assumed
Equal
variances not .689 46.959  .494 .320 464 -.614 1.254

assumed




78 Iranian Journal of Applied Language Studies, Vol 12, No 1, 2020, pp. 65-88

4.2. Post-test of the Study

To investigate the effect of PO on grammatical accuracy in sentence
writing of Iranian EFL learners an independent t-test was run. The t-test was
intended to compare the experimental and control groups’ means on the post-
test of grammatical accuracy in writing to indicate the effectiveness of the
treatment. The descriptive statistics, along with the results of the t-test are
presented in Tables 5 and 6, respectively. As displayed in Table 5, the
experimental group (M=16.40) had a higher mean than the control group
(M =12.88) on the post-test of writing.

Table 4.3.

Descriptive Statistics of the Experimental and Control Groups’ Scores on the Post-test
Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Experimental 25 16.40 2.566 513

Posttest of writing
Control 25 12.88 1.827 365

Moreover, the results of the independent-samples t-test, as displayed in
Table 6, (¢ (48) =5.58, p=.000) also indicated that the experimental group
significantly outperformed the control group on the posttest of grammatical
accuracy in sentence writing. Thus, it might be argued that pushed output-
based instruction has a positive effect on grammatical accuracy in sentence

writing of Iranian EFL learners.
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Table 4.4
Independent-Samples t-test; Post-test of Writing by Groups

Levene’s Test for

Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
95% Confidence
F Sig. Sig. (2-  Mean Std. Error Interval of the
tailed) Difference Difference Difference

Lower  Upper

Equal

variances 3811 .057 5.587 48  .000 3.520 .630 2.253 4.787
assumed

Equal

variances not 5.58743.364 .000 3.520 .630 2.250 4.790

assumed

5. Discussion

This study aimed to investigate whether the PO in text picture cued and
reconstruction tasks affect grammatical accuracy in sentence writing of Iranian
EFL learners. It was found that pushed output-based instruction had a positive
effect on the Iranian EFL learner’s grammatical accuracy in sentence writing
skill. This was proved through the results of the independent sample t-test
which indicated that the experimental group significantly outperformed the
control group on the posttest of grammatical accuracy in sentence writing.
Overall, the findings of the study lend support to Swain’s (1995) Output
Hypothesis: our results indicate that the pushed output-based instruction
promotes writing and improves grammar accuracy.

One plausible explanation for the results of the present study may be
found in the kinds of tasks implemented in this study. It has been believed that

establishing form-meaning connections in developing L2 learners’ IL
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competence is crucial in SLA research (e.g., Doughty & Williams, 1998;
VanPatten, 1996, 2002). The output tasks manipulated in this study (pictured
cued and reconstruction tasks) were intended to promote this form-meaning
mapping process (Izumi, 2004). Nobuyoshi and Ellis (1993, p. 203) argue that
tasks “contribute to accuracy (i.e. linguistic competence) by enabling learners
to discover new linguistic forms during the course of communicating, and also
by increasing their control over already-acquired forms”. In the same vein,
Swain (1995) also argues that tasks that encourage reflection on language and
are oriented to getting meaning across can help us to investigate how learners’
explicit hypothesizing contributes to language development. In similar logic,
Campillo (2006) states that these kinds of tasks will provide a context for
learners to use preselected target forms which will be used during the tasks
many times. Thus, it might be argued that the result of this study gives support
to the view that “not all circumstances of production may provide language
learners with ideal grounds in which to encourage syntacticization and
sensitization to language forms” (Izumi, 2003, p.22).

In terms of reconstruction tasks, the findings in this study support the
effectiveness of these tasks in drawing attention to language form. In this light,
Thornbury (1997, p.334) truly argues that” by the manipulation of task design
or the choice of text, reconstruction tasks can be harnessed to the needs of an
essentially grammar-driven programme”. Following a similar logic, Mayo
(2013) states that text-reconstruction tasks require learners to insert the
necessary function words or change word forms in order to increase
grammatical accuracy. In addition, Kowal and Swain (1994) suggested the use
of text reconstruction tasks as advantageous considering grammatical accuracy
within a communicative context. The results of the present study have been in
line with the study of Storch, (1998), Pawlak (2011), Esmaieelzade (2014), and
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Zoghi and Hasannejad (2015). For example, Storch (1998) has shown that a
text reconstruction task makes learners attend to a range of grammatical issues
and resort to a number of knowledge sources while they are attempting to
reach grammatical when performing such tasks. Pawlak (2011, p.33) also
suggests that “by providing learners with opportunities to engage in
interactions about the formal aspects of language they have to use to
reconstruct, reformulate or create a piece of writing, they trigger noticing,
hypothesis testing and metatalk”.

However, the result of this study contradicts with those studies indicating
no significant differences between the learners who received subsequent input
upon production and those who acted as a control group. (Izumi et al., 1999;
Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Leeser, 2008; Song & Suh, 2008; Uggen, 2012;
Sitthitikul, 2017). It is interesting to note that, the negative results in some of
these studies may be attributable to the way in which noticing was
operationalized. For example, Uggen (2012) has pointed at the difficulty in
operationalizing noticing. Moreover, in some other studies, the researchers
acknowledge design problems. For instance, in the studies by Izumi and
Bigelow (2000) and Song and Suh (2008), the learners’ attention was drawn and
consequently biased due to the fact that they “foreknowledged the tasks”. Their
findings evoke the findings of a study by Yoshimura (2006), in which
foreknowledge of distinct output tasks resulted in differences in learners’
reading behavior and noticing of a form.

In terms of picture cued tasks, the findings in this study also support the
effectiveness of these tasks on learning an .2 grammatical form. In this regard,
Song and Suh (2008) argue that manipulating these tasks in the classroom
would make learners notice, take in, acquire, and/or produce a syntactic form

in a meaningful context. For Fortune (2005), the employment of contextualized
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pedagogic tasks such as dictogloss or picture description is more likely to be
necessary for the co-construction of knowledge about linguistic forms. These
findings are consistent with the general trends observed in the study of
Shahadeh (2001), Izumi and Izumi, (2004), Birjandi and Mamaghani (2014),
and Zoghi and Hasannejad (2015). According to Shahadeh (2001), picture
description tasks gave more chances for using pushed output than opinion
exchange. However, these findings contradict with previous studies reporting
that the output conditions did not result in greater noticing in linguistic forms

via picture cued tasks (Song & Suh, 2008).

6. Conclusion

It can be concluded that the result of this study provided theoretical and
pedagogical implications. From a theoretical point of view, this study presented
pushed output-based instruction as one of the creative techniques for
improving Iranian EFL learners’ grammatical accuracy in sentence writing.
From the pedagogical aspect, this study suggests an alternative presentation to
account for the learning of a chosen linguistic item. In fact, foreign language
courses might profit from including lessons with a FonF focus. As an
alternative to conventional methods in which the structures students need to
learn are predicted and prepared, syllabi could be amended to include lessons
in which grammar is taught in response to learner output. By doing this, not
only might processing of language occur, but also motivation could be
heightened since instruction would be tailored to suit the specific group of
students. Besides, the findings of this study suggest that asking students to
reconstruct texts that are flooded with the targeted form appears and using

visual media in the teaching-learning process to be highly effective for
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encouraging pushed output. Additionally, it is recommended that L2
curriculum designers and material developers make changes in the way of
constructing curricula, syllabi, and English textbooks based on a vast
presentation of input. Pushed output (tasks) should be included in them so as
to provide students more opportunities to produce L2 output in the ESL and

EFL classroom.
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