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Despite all efforts rationalized around the significance of grammar 

instruction, it remains a contentious issue in the fields of second and foreign 

language teaching. Grammar teaching requires the design of both implicit and 

explicit approaches. One of the main features of grammar is English passive 

voice, which is, for various reasons, a difficult subpart of grammar for Iranian 

EFL learners. This quasi-experimental study was intended to comparatively 

and empirically investigate the effects and probable differences of Traditional 

Explicit Instruction (TEI), Implicit Input Enhancement (IIE), and Guided 

Discovery Method (GDM) on comprehension of passive voice among Iranian 

EFL learners. To serve the purpose, 70 students from Payam-Nour University 

of Tabriz were selected and divided into three groups including TEI (N = 23), 

IIE (N = 25), and GDM (N = 22). The participants were exposed to three 

different treatments and the pre-test and post-test were used to extract 

information on the learners’ comprehension. The results of one-way 

ANCOVA showed that all three teaching approaches had positive effects on 

the comprehension of passive voice. Meanwhile, the GDM could lead to a 

better and more efficient contribution compared to the two other instructional 

techniques. Finally, some pedagogical implications have been presented for 

EFL teachers, students, and syllabus designers. 
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1. Introduction 

A good command of grammar is considered a necessary condition for 

learners to communicate effectively and accurately in English language 

(Khalifeh et al., 2022; Mashudi et al., 2022). Despite all efforts rationalized 

around the significance of grammar instruction, it remains a contentious issue 

in the fields of second and foreign language teaching (Sik, 2014). Ellis (2002) 

assumes that considering grammar teaching in L2 pedagogy, two main questions 

should be addressed: “1) should we teach grammar at all? 2) If we should teach 

grammar, how should we teach it?” (p. 167).  

Some believe that with a certain ‘natural order’ in acquisition, teaching 

grammar is not necessary (Fakazli, 2021; Higgs & Ciffort, 1982; Krashen, 1981, 

1982; Terrell, 1981). Others argue that even though formal education does not 

affect the route of SLA, it does have effects on the rate of learning (Akhmarianti, 

2021; Zhou, 1989). Most part of the arguments about how to help EFL learners 

achieve grammatical competence centers around the dichotomy of implicit 

versus explicit grammar or deductive versus inductive (Gabriel, 2009). Some 

researchers who have a traditional view of language instruction emphasize the 

need for explicit teaching of grammar. However, those who think that students 

can learn a language without overt grammar instruction may use the implicit 

method (Sik, 2014).  

Considering the degree of explicitness or implicitness of grammar teaching 

approaches a continuum, at one end, lie implicit methods that avoid mentioning 

form, and at the other end are very explicit approaches (Cushing, 2021; 

Rodriguez, 2009). However, because of the insufficiency of the methods that 

favor either meaning or form, approaches that combined both of them arose in 

the 1990s (Nahavandi & Mukundan, 2013). The need for a new method that 

provides students with adequate opportunities to communicate authentically, as 

well as increasing the grammatical accuracy of their outputs, paved the way for 

practicing Long’s (1991) Focus on Form (FonF), as a balanced solution (Yu, 

2013).  

FonF keeps away from extremities and is a substitute for the two polarized 

notions, namely, Focus on Meaning (FonM) and Focus on FormS (Fs) 

(Hassanzadeh & Salehizadeh, 2020; Nourdad & Tim Aghayi, 2014). The 

provision of noticing opportunities as one function of FonF is important since 

noticing theories have a pivotal role in SLA teaching. Schmidt (1990, 1993), 

who put forth the ‘Noticing Hypothesis’, recommends that adult L2 learners 

cannot begin to acquire linguistic features until they become aware of them at 

the input through noticing.  

‘Input enrichment’ is achieved through input manipulation in an attempt to 

highlight some input features. Input enrichment requires designing tasks so that 

the target structures are repeated and/or become noticeable in the presented input 

(Ellis, 2003). The general form of enhancing input is to modify its form to make 
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it visually appealing through techniques such as bolding, color coding, 

highlighting, underlining, and so on (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Izumi, 2000; 

Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Namaziandost et al., 2020; Sharwood Smith, 1991; 

Williams, 1999).  

A review of educational psychology, foreign language instruction, and 

second language acquisition literature (Collins et al., 1999; DeKeyser, 2003; 

Dhiorbhain, 2021; Ellis, 1995; MacWhinney, 1997; Moeller & Ketsman, 2010) 

indicates that a combination of explicit inductive grammar instruction is a 

sensible practice, which leads to positive learning results (Caprario, 2013). 

Thus, a more effective and practical approach to grammar instruction that aligns 

with popular research-based language teaching approaches and theories, called 

‘guided discovery’, is recently emerged (Alcaraz & Isabel, 2018; Darakhani & 

Rajabi, 2022; Olorode, 2016; Permatasari & Laksono, 2019; Pratiwi et al., 2021; 

Sulistiani & Agustini, 2022). 

‘Conscious induction’ (Decoo, 1996) or ‘guided-participatory approach’ 

(Adair-Hauck et al., 2005) or ‘guided discovery method’, a modified version of 

‘discovery learning approach’ (Bruner, 1961) came into light with the 

introduction of constructivism into mainstream educational practice (Ertmer & 

Newby, 2013; Sulistiani & Agustini, 2022). Unlike the traditional method of 

instruction, in this method, the students are not first provided with an explicit 

explanation of the rules, instead, initially some examples are presented as 

separate sentences or in text, then, they are directed to consciously explore the 

use of the rules and forms through a sequence of steps, these might be tasks, 

language awareness activities, pictures, key questions from the teacher, and so 

forth (Bjornsdottir, 2016). Moreover, the stage of clarification of the previously 

discovered rules differentiates the aforementioned method from purely implicit 

approaches. 

Actually, grammar instruction has been attempted using a variety of 

techniques over the course of language teaching history, each having advantages 

and disadvantages (Ciftci & Ozcan, 2021; Schurz & Coumel, 2020). As a 

personal experience, researchers of the present study have always perceived a 

sense of boredom from EFL learners for grammar courses in the Iranian 

academic context. In this regard, the most important thing for language teachers 

to do is to select a teaching method that best suits the requirements and interests 

of the language learner (Himmatova, 2023). Accordingly, the primary question 

is mostly concerned with the amount of explicitness of teaching (Sik, 2014). 

Iranian students in grammar lessons are frequently taught using conventional 

teacher-centered methodologies in which the teacher is the one who transmits 

the information. While the implicit methods with a student-centered approach 

have been praised for their success in EFL/ESL classrooms throughout the 

world, Iranian teachers are cautious to implement these methods since it might 

be sometimes difficult for learners, who are used to traditional styles, to retrieve 

the rules from the context (Khalifeh et al., 2022). 
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Some researchers feel that discovery learning, specifically once it is guided, 

is beneficial, with the rationale that when we learn things on our own, they are 

assimilated better and more efficiently than when we are taught (Harmer, 2007). 

By utilizing a guided discovery approach that includes targeted support and 

instruction, students of all skill levels can engage in higher-order thinking 

processes (Zohar & Dori, 2003). This is achieved through the active 

collaboration between students and instructors, and by utilizing a balanced 

combination of explicit and implicit strategies at various stages of its 

implementation (Marin & Halpern, 2011). All these findings call for broader 

discussions as there are few experimental studies in this area. 

Despite the abundance of empirical studies highlighting the story of implicit 

opposed to explicit instruction methods regarding grammar instruction, the 

validity of their application in L2 situations, however, is widely disputed based 

on the body of literature that already exists on these learning strategies. 

Consequentially, because of the unique characteristics of the Iranian EFL 

setting, and inspired by disputes and seemingly contradicting outcomes found 

in the literature (Namaziandost et al., 2020; Shimanskaya, 2018; Sulistiani & 

Agustini, 2022) the purpose of this study is to examine the impact of these 

seemingly opposing educational frameworks in comprehension of English 

passive voice among lower-intermediate Iranian EFL learners. This may allow 

researchers to apply appropriate procedures in teaching and using grammatical 

structures generally and passive voice structure in particular in EFL classes. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. PPP as an Example of Explicit Instruction 

Apart from its name, PPP is still considered a prevalent educational model; 

it is the abbreviation for Presentation, Practice, and Production, which is as 

follows in accordance with Byrne (1976, 1986) and Harmer (2007). Harmer 

(2007) claims that presentation is associated with linguistic features that are pre-

selected and arranged for explicit instruction. The second phase of the PPP 

method is practice. As Shehadeh (2005) states, the goal of this step is to repeat 

and apply practically the new information that the learner has acquired in the 

presentation stage. Production is related to the occasions to use a feature. It is 

delivered over free production tasks that aim at simulating real-world usages 

(written or spoken) like discussion, role-playing, and email exchange (Harmer, 

2007). 

During the 1990s, PPP was presumed as an outdated approach and became 

substantially old-fashioned (Anderson, 2016). First of all, PPP was blamed for 

being a synthetically-sequenced, isolated approach that focuses on form; the 

proponents of this view claimed that PPP does not reflect how languages are 

acquired (Ellis, 1993; Lewis, 1993; Skehan, 1998; Willis, 1994). Likewise, 

some (Lewis, 1996; Scrivener, 1996) contended that PPP concentrates on 
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teaching at the expense of learning, making it discordant with learner-oriented 

approaches to instruction. 

2.2. Textual Input Enhancement 

Some researchers (Shimanskaya, 2018; VanPatten & Benati, 2015; 

VanPatten & Williams, 2007) have stressed the importance of language input in 

the development of L2 competence. According to Ellis (1994, 2008), theories of 

SLA assign varying degrees of importance to the role that input plays in 

language learning but they all admit the necessity of language input. The idea of 

input enhancement is based on directing students’ attention to the intended form, 

while, focusing on meaning (Sharwood Smith, 1993). 

Contrary to traditional grammar instruction, in which the learner’s output is 

manipulated to bring about modifications in their developing system, the goal 

of textual input enhancement is to change how students understand and process 

the input. Text enhancement involves highlighting specific input features that 

might otherwise be overlooked, using typographical manipulations (Nahavandi 

& Mukundan, 2013). Considering FonF literature, input that is typographically 

enhanced using a variety of enhancement tools like boldfacing, capitalization, 

color-coding, italicizing, underlining, and the use of diverse font types and sizes, 

captures further attention of the students (Doughty & Wiliams, 1998; Wong, 

2005). 

2.3. Guided Discovery Learning 

Guided discovery learning has drawn the attention of researchers in the field 

of language education since the middle of the 1990s (Ausubel et al., 1968; 

Decoo, 1996; Hermann, 1969; Lefrancois, 1997; Wittrock, 1966) and has 

remained the subject of recent studies (Clark et al., 2012; de Jong & Lazonder, 

2014; Janssen et al., 2014; Kinniburgh, 2022; Kuklthau et al., 2007; Mayer, 

2004; Sulistiani & Agustini, 2022) indicating its importance. Different opinions 

have been expressed about the Guided Discovery Method (GDM). Discovery 

learning, which is a subset of the inductive method of language acquisition, is 

also recognized as the constructivist instructional design (Ertmer & Newby, 

2013; Kirschner et al., 2006; Spiro & DeSchryver, 2009; Kinniburgh, 2022). 

This type of learning is actually based on the idea that learners must make 

(construct) knowledge. Thus, constructivist models are essentially discovery-

oriented (Lefrancois, 1997). Hermann (1969) and others (Ausubel et al., 1968; 

Lehrer, 1986) claimed that educational psychologists have reached an 

agreement that there is nothing known as pure discovery learning. 

Directions provided throughout practice, or in the rule discovery phase of 

inductive learning, are called guided discovery (Wittrock, 1966). Guided inquiry 

is a blend of didactic instruction with more student-centered and task-based 

methods. Didactic means that the learning task is in the control of the 

schoolteacher who is a guide at every stage of the lesson (Nierenberg, 1998). 

Furthermore, guided discovery is mostly considered an encouraging model 
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appreciated by students; this approach gives students the opportunity to make 

imaginative and suitable decisions according to the purpose of exploration 

(Westwood, 2008). 

Various studies have tried to investigate the effectiveness of implicit versus 

explicit grammar teaching on the linguistic accuracy of language learners in 

different contexts (DeKeyser, 2003; Erlam, 2003; Lee, 2007; Norris & Ortega, 

2001). For example, DeKeyser (2003) evaluated investigations that focused on 

the explicit/implicit second language opposition, either in a classroom context 

or in a laboratory. Results were significantly supportive of explicit learning. 

Similarly, Erlam (2003) compared inductive instruction, through FonF without 

explicit grammar teaching, to deductive instruction, which entailed rule 

presentation and metalinguistic information; learners in the deductive group 

experienced consistent improvements in learning presented grammar forms, 

contrasting the ones in the inductive group.  

In the Iranian context, some scholars (Bakhshandeh & Jafari, 2018; 

Darakhani & Rajabi, 2022; Gholami & Talebi, 2012; Hasanvand & 

Mohammadian, 2022; Yazdani & Sadeghi, 2022) examined the instructional 

methods that focused on the role of explicit, implicit and discovery learning 

methods on improving EFL learners’ grammar knowledge. One that may be 

more relevant to this study is Bakhshandeh and Jafari (2018). They investigated 

the effects of explicit instruction and input enhancement on improving Iranian 

EFL learners’ simple past and simple present passive voice knowledge. Results 

indicated the superiority of explicit instruction in improving passive voice 

explicit knowledge. 

In addition, in a recent study, Hasanvand and Mohammadian (2022) 

attempted to determine the impact of the guided discovery approach on adult 

and teenage learners’ syntactic structures knowledge development. The results 

of the study showed that both groups improved but adults significantly 

outperformed teenagers. 

The aforementioned studies are significant as they paved the way for 

subsequent research contrasting guided discovery learning with implicit and 

explicit language instruction techniques. The current study, however, differs 

from earlier ones in that, it concentrated on teaching English passive voice as a 

demanding grammatical structure to Iranian lower-intermediate EFL learners 

utilizing a variety of teaching methodologies. The reason why the passive voice 

was examined in this study goes back to the literature indicating that the passive 

voice structure is under discussion in Persian grammar, and the field’s 

academics are at odds over its presence in this language (Bateni, 2010; 

Dabirmoghadam, 2011; Hadian et al., 2013; Khayampoor, 2010). Consequently, 

where the first noun or pronoun must be processed as the patient in the English 

passive voice, EFL students would have trouble processing it effectively (Qin, 

2008). Furthermore, this structure does not often appear in the input given to 

EFL students in a classroom setting, making it difficult to notice and learn. 
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Moreover, acquiring the precise form of verb tenses and converting these tenses 

into passive voice is considered drudgery for EFL learners (Nourdad & Tim 

Aghayi, 2014). 

Meanwhile, few studies exist to date on modern approaches to EFL 

grammar instruction like input enhancement or guided discovery method 

opposed to traditional explicit instruction in Iran, and to the best of the authors’ 

knowledge, the cumulative influence of these strategies on Iranian language 

learners’ grammatical proficiency has not been the subject of any study. As a 

new scientific effort, therefore, the present study was intended to comparatively 

and empirically investigate the effects and probable differences of various 

instructional approaches on comprehension of the passive voice among Iranian 

EFL learners. In order to achieve the goal of this study, the following research 

questions were formulated:  

1. Do the three instructional techniques of traditional explicit instruction, 

implicit input enhancement, and guided discovery method have any significant 

effect on Iranian EFL learners’ comprehension of passive voice? 

2. Is there a significant difference among the groups receiving traditional 

explicit instruction, implicit input enhancement, and guided discovery method 

on comprehension of English passive voice?  

3. Method 

3.1. Participants 

To accomplish the objectives of this study, three intact classes including 

both female and male students attending the General English Course, in the 

academic year 2021-2022, at Payam-Nour University of Iran, Tabriz branch, 

participated in this study. The main purpose of this course was to improve 

students’ communicative competence along with a concern for the sub-skills of 

grammar and essential vocabulary. They were sharing the same language 

background; all of them had just studied English for 6 to 7 years in junior and 

senior high schools and they had almost no chance to use English for 

communicative purposes outside of school or university classes. The 

participants were adults in the age range of 19-28. They were bilingual EFL 

learners; native speakers of Azeri whose second language was Persian. Based 

on the results of the English proficiency test, they were identified as lower-

intermediate EFL learners. Since it was virtually impossible to disrupt the 

university schedules, three classes were randomly divided into three 

experimental groups. 

To establish the participants’ homogeneity, Key English Test (KET) was 

administered to measure the general language proficiency of the original pool 

of participants before the start of the study. The standard deviation and mean of 

the participants’ scores on the KET were used as the criteria for selecting the 

subjects of the study. The test was administered to at least 99 students; the ones 
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whose scores fell between one standard deviation above and below the mean 

were chosen, and the outliers were excluded from further analyses. Finally, 70 

students were selected and they were randomly assigned to three groups of 

GDM (N = 22; 4 males and 18 females; mean of age= 24 years old), IIE (N = 

25; 11 males and 14 females; mean of age= 27 years old) and TEI (N= 23; 7 

males and 16 females; mean of age= 28 years old) respectively. 

3.2. Instruments 

3.2.1. KET 

The researchers employed KET to choose a virtually homogeneous sample. 

The KET exam is a basic level Cambridge English qualification that assesses all 

four English language skills. Due to practical constraints, the proficiency test’s 

speaking component was not given. 

3.2.2. Pre-test and Post-test 

The effectiveness of the instructional treatments was evaluated by 

comparison of the students’ pretest-posttest performance on various tasks. After 

choosing the participants, their prior knowledge of the passive voice was 

assessed via a validated teacher-made pretest, consisting of a variety of 

assessment tasks, utilized to offer a clear understanding of the learners’ 

comprehension knowledge of target structure, that is, passive voice. The 

participants’ comprehension of the English passive voice was tested with a 

recognition test including multiple choice and close test formats comprising 45 

items altogether. Upon the completion of the treatment, a posttest was given to 

discern whether there was a divergence in the students’ comprehension of the 

target structure among the three instructional groups after 12 weeks of 

experimental teaching. The format and degree of difficulty of the posttest were 

identical to those of the pretest. The items were revised, however, to prevent 

information contamination as a result of the practice effect from the pretest to 

the posttest. This means that the vocabulary and context were modified, but the 

structural elements remained the same. The tests were checked for content 

validity by three English teachers to ensure that they are appropriate. To 

eliminate the researcher’s potential bias and confirm the objectivity of the 

results, the reliability of the pretest and posttests were checked through 

Cronbach’s Alpha. 

3.3. Procedure 

At the beginning of the study, (KET) was given to 99 male and female EFL 

learners enrolled in general English course to choose a virtually homogenous 

sample. Three intact classes were later randomly divided into three experimental 

groups. Then, the pretest constructed and validated for the purpose of this 

research was administered to all groups to ensure that their grammatical 

knowledge of the target structure did not differ statistically significantly from 

one another. After that, the treatment sessions were started. 
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The entire research process was conducted during a 16-session semester, 

each of which lasted approximately 90 minutes. Each training session started 

with normal instruction of the main textbook which was the same for all the 

experimental groups. This typical training lasted about 45 minutes. The second 

half of the class was for the treatment part in which the experimental groups 

were instructed. The first and last two sessions were devoted to the 

implementation of the relevant tests. Throughout the 12 treatment sessions, the 

intended grammatical structures were taught to experimental groups.  

TEI was implemented according to the (PPP) model of teaching grammar. 

This three-steps instructional program was performed with the participation of 

the teacher and students. In the first phase, the TEI group received a grammar 

explanation of a formula that illustrated the form of the structure and was 

provided with some explicit information on why and how to use passive voice 

in context. Because lack of understanding of its purpose and proper application 

is the primary issue with passive construction. Then, in order to focus on the 

aimed structure, some examples of the rule were given to clarify the structure. 

Next, at the practice part of the model learners were faced with different kinds 

of drills and exercises such as gap fill, substitution, sentence transformations, 

reordering sentences, or matching a picture to a sentence. At this stage, learners 

were actively controlled so that the new structure of passive voice was totally 

practiced. In the final stage, learners had the opportunity to communicate and 

generate their ideas while discussing a topic. 

In the IIE group, grammar was taught implicitly using input enhancement 

techniques. At this point, the exercises were designed to draw students’ attention 

to the target grammar features by boldfacing, underlining, and using a slightly 

larger font. There was no direct explanation by the teacher.  

GDM was first operationalized through a brief context-setting activity from 

which the teacher extracted the relevant example sentences. A short reading text 

of appropriate level with plenty of instances of the intended form served as the 

context-setting activity. The text was accompanied by some basic 

comprehension questions. Next, a grammar worksheet (adapted from Caprario, 

2013) was distributed in order to help the students acquire the grammatical 

structure through guided exploration of the form and meaning. The handout 

containing a set of consciousness-raising activities was divided into three parts: 

part A focused on the form, part B on the communicative meaning of the 

grammatical feature, and part C consolidated the preceding parts into a formula 

and definition. 

When students fully comprehended the text, the instructor shifted to a 

linguistic focus by writing the samples of passive voice, taken out of the 

previously studied reading text, on the board. After that, the students were 

required to write the sample sentences on the section provided in the worksheet. 

Next, students started completing section A. They were given a time limit, and 

they were aware that they would have the chance to review their peers’ 
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responses later. They were reminded to stop after completing part A (STOP 

HERE point). Once the majority of students had resolved the task, they were 

asked to share their answers in a small group or with a partner. They had to 

debate the reasoning behind their decisions and work together to find solutions 

if they had different responses or were unsure of the answers. But if they 

continued to disagree, they did not have to come to a consensus. At this phase, 

the attention of the entire class was drawn and the answers to part A were 

elicited. This process was compatible with the Think Pair Share model of 

Caprario (2013) in which students initially came up with a solution on their own, 

then they shared and discussed their findings in a small group or with a partner, 

and at last the correct forms were checked in as an entire class. This model had 

the privilege of motivating factual communication among learners and allowing 

them to help each other in critical thinking and problem-solving along with form 

noticing and lexical choices via their conversations (Caprario, 2013). 

Upon finishing part A, the class was prepared to go to part B and went 

through the process once more. Similarly, before moving on to the next part, 

students had to stop at the end of this part to ensure all persons understood and 

had responded correctly. When the correct answers to section B were 

determined, the students went on to part C. At the time that they were engaged 

in working out the responses to part C, it was necessary for the teacher to 

highlight the connection between form and meaning. At this stage, learners’ 

knowledge of the target structure’s form and meaning was heightened which 

could help them recognize it in the future. Finally, after finishing the treatment, 

all of the participants took the posttest which served to appraise their progress 

in comprehension of passive voice in the experimental groups. 

 

4. Results and Discussion 

4.1. Results 

To conduct this study, a quasi-experimental design comprising a pretest, 

three distinct treatments for the experimental groups, and a posttest was adopted. 

When the random assignment of participants is neither feasible nor ethical in 

educational research, quasi-experimental research allows researchers to perform 

comparative studies in their natural setting (Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Cook & 

Campbell, 1979; Dornyei, 2007). To answer the research question, which 

regarded the effectiveness of three instructional techniques, participants’ scores 

were submitted to ANCOVA with a p-value of .05. In addition, to address the 

second research question, post hoc analyses were run to explore the results in 

more depth. All analyses were conducted using SPSS 26. 

In this section, the effectiveness of the three methods of TEI, IIE, and 

GDM in improving the comprehension knowledge of passive voice by Iranian 

EFL learners is investigated. The descriptive statistics of the results of this study 

for the pretest and the posttest are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics in Pretest and Posttest for the Three Groups 

 N Min Max Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Variance 

GDM_pretest 22 7.00 22.00 13.22 3.67 13.517 

GDM_posttest 22 17.0 36.00 26.77 6.06 36.755 

IIE_pretest 25 7.00 24.00 14.60 3.71 13.833 

IIE_posttest 25 13.0 33.00 22.32 5.77 33.310 

TEI_pretest 23 8.00 21.00 14.13 3.37 11.391 

TEI_posttest 23 10.0 31.00 17.56 5.51 30.439 

 

The results presented in Table 1 show that the mean of the scores in TEI, 

IIE, and GDM increased after the treatment. However, further statistical tests 

were needed to prove the improvement of passive voice comprehension in the 

posttest. The initial ANCOVA assumptions (that is, normality of residuals, 

homogeneity of variances, linearity, and homogeneity of regression slopes) 

were tested before doing the main analysis, and the findings were determined to 

be satisfactory (see Appendix). The results of one-way ANCOVA for 

comparing the pretest and the posttest scores of the GDM, IIE, and TEI groups 

in order to verify the efficiency of the TEI, IIE, and GDM in improving Iranian 

EFL learners’ knowledge of passive voice are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

The Results of One-way ANCOVA for GDM, IIE, and TEI Groups 

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Observed 

Powerb 

Corrected 

Model 

1694.12a 3 564.70 24.828 .000 1.000 

Intercept 359.95 1 359.95 15.826 .000 .975 

Prec 739.81 1 739.81 32.527 .000 1.000 

Groups 1125.72 2 562.86 24.747 .000 1.000 

Error 1501.14 66 22.745 
   

Total 37561.00 70 
    

Corrected 

Total 

3195.27 69 
    

* Prec=Pretest-comprehension 

By Table 2, it is clear that the p values related to the three groups are less 

than 0.05; hence, all three groups have significantly affected the participants’ 

knowledge of passive voice at a 95% confidence level. The Tukey posthoc test 

was used to identify which group or groups performed best in the post-test 

(Table 3). 

Table 3 

Tukey Posthoc Test Results for the Posttest 

(I) 

Groups 

(J) 

Groups 

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1.00 
2.00 4.45273* 1.69062 .028 .4005 8.5050 

3.00 9.20751* 1.72469 .000 5.0736 13.3414 

2.00 
1.00 -4.45273* 1.69062 .028 -8.5050 -.4005 

3.00 4.75478* 1.67096 .016 .7497 8.7599 

3.00 
1.00 -9.20751* 1.72469 .000 -13.3414 -5.0736 

2.00 -4.75478* 1.67096 .016 -8.7599 -.7497 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Tukey posthoc test in Table 3 shows that the performance of the participants 

in the GDM group significantly differs from TEI and IIE groups (p < 0.05). 

Because of the fact that the means of the scores in GDM is higher than the means 

of the scores in TEI and IIE (Table 1), GDM is more effective than the other 

groups in improving the comprehension knowledge of the passive voice. 

Moreover, there are differences between the IIE and TEI groups (Table 3) and 

the means of the scores in the IIE group are higher than the TEI group (Table 

1). This shows that the participants in the IIE group outperformed those in the 

TEI group. 

 

4.2. Discussion 

This study was intended to investigate the effectiveness and possible 

differences between the three instructional methods of TEI, GDM, and IIE in 

the comprehension of English passive voice among Iranian EFL learners. The 

results of data analysis, in which a one-way ANCOVA was conducted, showed 

that there were significant differences among the participants receiving various 

instructional methods in terms of comprehension of passive voice. The findings 

showed that while all three teaching approaches had positive effects on the 

comprehension of passive voice; the GDM was superior to the two other 

instructional techniques in terms of its efficiency in improving students’ 

comprehension knowledge of passive voice.  

The success of GDM instruction can be attributed to its unique nature. On 

one hand, traditional approaches to language teaching in the EFL context of Iran 

mainly focus on grammatical structures and entail students to have precision in 

linguistic points rather than communication and fluency. On the other hand, 

since students in the implicit group were never given the chance to be exposed 

to explicit explanations of the grammatical rules, they might have had trouble 

acquiring the right tenses and forms. Juxtaposing these two conflicting views, 

GDM instruction appears to successfully bridge the gap between the two poles. 

It seems to be the most appropriate and successful educational technique in Iran 

to deal with the mismatch between extremely explicit or implicit methods of 

language teaching by intending to cause both accuracy and fluency. The findings 

of this part of the present study were in line with those of (Alcaraz & Isabel, 

2018; Alfieri et al., 2011; Darakhani & Rajabi, 2022; El-Kahlout, 2010; 

Erfanrad et al., 2020; Hasanvand & Mohammadian, 2022; Kalanzadeh et al., 

2018; Olorode, 2016; Permatasari & Laksono, 2019; Pratiwi et al., 2021; 

Simamora et al., 2019; Yazdani & Sadeghi, 2022). In addition, the study 

provided similar results to those obtained by Bakhshandeh and Jafari (2018) by 

indicating that various instructional techniques may result in distinct outcomes.  

The possible reason why textual enhancement can facilitate students’ 

comprehension of the target feature deserves additional clarification, too. This 

can be explained according to the noticing hypothesis. Based on the noticing 
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hypothesis (Schmidt, 1994), seeing L2 highlights in the spoken or written input 

to which L2 students are exposed is regarded as an essential condition for 

turning an input into the intake, which is required for learning to occur. Although 

this result supports the hypothesis, it is in contradiction to a number of research 

that did not find such facilitative effects (Izumi, 2002; Jourdenais, 1998; Leow, 

1997, 2001; Leow et al., 2003; Overstreet, 1998, 2002; Wong, 2003). Moreover, 

the findings about the positive effect of TEI on students’ comprehension of 

passive voice support the arguments concerning the significance of 

metalinguistic awareness in language learning. This part of the findings was in 

accordance with studies such as (Andrews, 2007; Lynch, 2005; Nazari, 2013). 

The fact that IIE outperformed TEI in improving the comprehension 

knowledge of the passive voice is compatible with the findings of Williams and 

Evans (1998) and also Lee’s (2007) studies. The results in Williams and Evan’s 

(1998) research showed that the group exposed to the input enrichment 

techniques displayed more accurate use of the passive than did the control group. 

Besides, Lee’s (2007) study findings showed that the textual enhancement 

technique, while improving the learning of passive form, had negative effects 

on participants’ reading comprehension. Moreover, according to Rashtchi and 

Etebari’s (2018) research, both input enhancement and input flooding 

significantly affected passive voice grammar knowledge. The results of this 

research also support the FonF literature (De Santis, 2008; Doughty & Williams, 

1998; Oveidi et al., 2022; Robinson, 2001; Skehan, 2003; Spada, 1997; Swain, 

1985). 

5. Conclusion and Implications 

The aim of this study was to compare the effect of different instructional 

approaches on the comprehension of English passive voice among Iranian EFL 

learners to see whether they had positive effects on enhancing learners’ 

comprehension of passive voice and if so, which one was more efficient. 

Although the study was carried out with a number of limitations and 

delimitations in the research methodology, sample size, and data collection 

instruments employed, its findings offer a number of conclusions. All three 

methods employed, that is, TEI, IIE, and GDM were known as useful techniques 

for creating a valuable context for practicing comprehension of passive voice.  

As with all studies, this research also had some implications which helped 

the researcher to eagerly conduct it. Primarily, teachers can decide on which 

technique could be more effective for the learners and suit their needs and 

preferences. Teachers will know that they are in control of the classroom to a 

very limited degree and what cares most is the selection of appropriate 

instructional techniques. The main point is that teachers can intentionally choose 

different teaching techniques to help learners boost their comprehension of 

passive voice. Syllabus designers and material developers can make use of the 

findings of this study to design proper syllabi for language users. They are 

invited to speculate on the teaching techniques that are designed for grammar 
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purposes. Different teaching techniques should be incorporated at the level of 

material development to guide language teachers and learners to an effective 

comprehension of passive voice in the language-learning context. 

To conclude, in spite of the above limitations, the present study joins an 

expanding body of research that examines the impact of diverse teaching 

methods on grammar instruction. The findings, though tentative, might broaden 

the scope of research on grammar teaching and open up numerous lines of 

inquiry for future research. 
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Appendix 

Results Related to Assumption Testing 

Table A1 

Klomogorov-Smirnov Test for the Normality of Data in the Pretest and the Posttest 

 Statistic df Sig. 

GDM_pretest 

GDM_posttest 

IIE_pretest 

.137 

.097 

.158 

22 

22 

22 

.200* 

.200* 

.163 

IIE_posttest .134 22 .200* 

TEI_pretest .174 22 .080 

TEI_posttest .163 22 .132 

 

Table A2 

Levene’s Test for Homogeneity of Variances in the Pretest and Posttest 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

pre .258 2 67 .774 

post .275 2 67 .760 
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Figure A1 

The Line Graph Displaying the Linear Relationship Between the Pretest and 
Posttest Comprehension Scores in Three Groups 

 

* prec=pretest-comprehension, postc=posttest-comprehension 

 

 


