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Abstract

The completion mode (individual, collaborative) of the tasks and the conditions under which these modes
are performed have been reported to play an important role in language learning. The present study aimed to
investigate the effects of employing text editing tasks performed both individually and collaboratively, on
the achievement of English grammar under explicit and implicit learning conditions. Eighty-four English
learners participated in this study. Some text editing tasks were developed regarding the target grammatical
structures and presented to the participants under the explicit and implicit learning conditions. Their gram-
mar achievement was operationalized through a multiple-choice recognition test. The results indicated that
there was no significant difference between the effect of implicit and explicit conditions when editing tasks
were performed individually, but collaborative completion of this task resulted in a significantly higher
grammar achievement under explicit condition than implicit one. The comparison of the individual and col-
laborative performance of the task, under implicit and explicit conditions, revealed no significant difference
under implicit condition. Collaborative completion of the task under explicit condition, however, proved to
yield higher levels of grammar achievement when compared with the individual mode of performance.
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INTRODUCTION

Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) is an
approach, which seeks to allow students to work
somewhat at their own pace and within their own
level and area of interest to process and restruc-
ture their interlanguage. It moves away from a
prescribed developmental sequence and introduces
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learner freedom and autonomy into the learning
process. The teachers’ role is also modified to
that of helper. Ellis (2003) argues that with task-
based instruction and authentic materials, learn-
ers make far more rapid progress and are able to
use their new foreign language in real-world cir-
cumstances with a reasonable level of efficiency
after quite short courses. They are able to operate
an effective meaning system, i.e. to express what
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they want to say, even though their grammar and
lexis are often far from perfect.

Hence, many researchers have examined task
characteristics beneficial to learning. These in-
clude various types of planning, the effects of
task repetition and the task type, the interaction
between task and the grammatical structure, and
collaborative and individual performance of the
tasks (e.g. Foster & Skehan, 1999; Lynch & Mac-
lean, 2001; Oxford, 2006; Tarone, 1985).

Moreover, the conditions under which the
tasks are employed are considered to affect the
degree of learning. For instance, how implicit and
explicit learning conditions affect the acquisition
and storage of the second language (L2) data in
the mind attracted the attention of many re-
searchers in field of applied linguistic (e.g.
Dekeyser, 1998; Ellis, 2001; Robinson, 2002).
Dekeyser (1998) favors the use of explicit learn-
ing conditions, arguing that explicit instruction
may help the learners develop declarative
knowledge before it can be proceduralized. Re-
garding the identification of the learning condi-
tions, Robinson (2002) suggests that comparing
the results across different leaning conditions
with different degrees of explicitness may help
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) researchers
to determine the most optimal conditions for
learning.

There has been a controversy over implicit
and explicit learning conditions in the field of
language pedagogy (Ellis, 2005, 2008). In some
approaches, conscious and explicit presentation
of materials is considered crucial (Long & Rob-
inson, 1998; Sharwood Smith, 1981; Svalberg,
2007). In this view, successful language learning
is characterized by conscious knowledge of syn-
tactic rules or other grammatical paradigms
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). The teacher’s job is to
either promote conscious learning or provide ex-
plicit explanation on the target language, and the
learners’ task is to learn the rules and consciously
practice them through their application to new
instances or through translation. The theoretical
support for the positive role of explicit instruction
comes from Robinson (1995b) and Schmidt
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(1990, 1994a, 1995, 2001, 2010). In his noticing
hypothesis, Schmidt (1990, 1995) postulates that
awareness, at the level of noticing, is necessary
and sufficient for the conversion of input into
intake. Similarly, studies by Leow (1997, 2001),
Rosa and O’Neill (1999), and Rosa and Leow
(2004) have provided evidence for the positive
role of explicit instruction in language learning.
The results of these studies indicate that when
learners are provided with explicit instruction,
they can process the language consciously which
increases the amount of learning.

Others, however, have leveled some strong
objections against the role of conscious processes
in language learning (McLaughlin, 1990; Tomlin
& Villa, 1994; Truscott, 1998). Truscott (1998)
argues that explicit teaching leads to the devel-
opment of metalinguistic knowledge, which is of
little use in language learning. In the same vein,
Krashen’s (1985, 1987) method of natural ap-
proach denies any positive role for explicit lan-
guage learning and teaching. In fact, his distinc-
tion between learning and acquisition follows
from the idea that acquisition results from uncon-
scious process, whereas conscious process, which
is of little value in language pedagogy, leads to
learning.

Tasks and L2 Learning

Numerous studies investigated the role of tasks in
language learning. Majority of the studies at-
tempted to address task types, learning condi-
tions, individual variables, and the type of lan-
guage component involved. For example, Fotos
and Ellis (1991) and Fotos (1993, 1994) exam-
ined the role of consciousness raising tasks on the
acquisition of grammar. Fotos and Ellis (1991)
asked the learner to cooperate with each other
and come up with rule concerning the grammati-
cal points under investigation. The results indi-
cated a positive role for consciousness raising
tasks on the acquisition of grammar.

Some researchers have particularly been in-
terested in the role of task type in language learn-
ing (e.g. Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Nassaji & Tian,
2010; Storch, 1999, Tocalli-Beller & Swain,
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2007). It is argued that when used within a peda-
gogical context, different task types may general-
ly provide different opportunities for learning
(Swain & Lapkin, 2000). Empirical investigation
supports Swain and Lapkin’s position. For exam-
ple, Nassaji and Tian (2010), comparing individ-
ual and collaborative editing and cloze tasks, re-
ported that editing tasks were more effective than
cloze tasks. Izumi and Bigelow (2000) investi-
gated text-reconstruction tasks as part of struc-
ture-based  production tasks. Their text-
reconstruction tasks required learners to read a
short written passage that had been seeded with
the target structure  (English  hypothet-
ical/counterfactual conditionals) and to underline
the parts they felt were especially important for
subsequently reconstructing the passage. In their
study, text-reconstruction tasks were successful
in eliciting attempts to use the conditional struc-
ture. Storch (1999) examined the effect of three
types of tasks including cloze, text reconstruc-
tion, and short composition on the grammatical
accuracy of the learners. The tasks were per-
formed both individually and collaboratively.
Results indicated that collaborative performance
had a positive effect on the grammatical accuracy
of the learners but varied according to the type of
the task. That is, collaboration increased accuracy
on the reconstruction and composition tasks
compared with the cloze task.

Likewise, Foster and Skehan (1996) examined
a personal information exchange task, a narrative
task and a decision-making task in terms of their
impact on accuracy, fluency, and complexity of
learners’ language performance. The participants
in their study were 32 pre-intermediate-level stu-
dents studying English as a foreign language at
the college level. Foster and Skehan found that
the personal task generated less complexity than
the narrative and decision-making tasks although
the personal task produced the greatest amount of
fluency. In light of this result, they proposed that
interactive tasks tend to be associated with great-
er accuracy, complexity, but lower fluency.
Skehan and Foster (2007) further examined the
effects of types of tasks, as well as different task

implementation conditions, on the fluency, accu-
racy and complexity of the learner language pro-
duced. The three tasks chosen for this study were
similar in type to the tasks used in Foster and
Skehan (1996). They found that the decision task
under planning conditions produced the highest
complexity scores. The results of these two stud-
ies became the basis of Skehan’s trade-off hy-
pothesis that fluency, accuracy and complexity
seem to enter into competition with one another,
given the limited attentional capacities of second
language users. However, Skehan and his col-
leagues’ observation that more interactive tasks
lead to more complex language performance did
not find support in Michel, Kuiken, and Vedder’s
(2007) study, which found that the dialogic (i.e.,
interactive) task tended to elicit shorter and struc-
turally simpler sentences than the monologic nar-
rative task. In other words, it is suggested that
interactivity may affect structural complexity
negatively.

Implicit and Explicit Learning Conditions
Conditions under which learning takes place has
drawn considerable attention from researchers in
the area of applied linguistics. Some have fo-
cused mainly on the tasks that presented students
with the target structure implicitly and others on
the tasks that presented learners with the target
structure explicitly. For instance, Housen and
Pierrard (2006) investigated the effects of two
types of input tasks on high- intermediate and
advanced university students in Germany and
analyzed their improvement in initiating and re-
sponding to speech acts and conversational rou-
tines. After 14 weeks of education and also lis-
tening to tapes and behaving on their own lan-
guage, the result showed that both implicitly and
explicitly instructed groups had improvement,
but the explicit groups’ improvement was higher
than the implicit one.

Takimoto (2008) studied the Japanese ele-
mentary learners and how they developed prag-
matic proficiency under two types of instruction
(implicit and explicit). In explicit groups, learners
received teacher explanations and they watched

br



46 Firouzi, Khabiri.The Comparative Effect of Task Type and Learning Conditions on the...

some video clips of examples of target pragmatic
forms. The implicit group watched the same vid-
eo clips but they did not receive any explicit me-
ta-pragmatic activities. Quantitative and qualita-
tive results including role play, multiple-choice
test, and self-reports showed the advantage of
explicit instruction over implicit one just after 50
minutes.

Rosa and O’Neill (1999) did a similar study.
They investigated the implicit and explicit in-
struction to understand which one results in
greater language learning. They studied learners’
performance on learning complement and com-
plement responses. The procedure for both
groups were the same, the only difference was
that the implicit group watched some video clips
and they were guided by performing on some
guestionnaire on the target features instead of
teacher- fronted activities. After six 30 minutes
lessons, self-assessment, discourse completion,
and metalinguistic questionnaire, the results
showed that both groups developed their pragma
linguistic proficiency effectively, but only the
explicit group developed their socio pragmatic
proficiency effectively.

Takahashi (2005) investigated four input en-
hancement conditions: explicit instruction, form-
comparison, form-search, and meaning- focused
conditions. In explicit instruction, learners were
provided by some metalinguistic and teacher ex-
planations of the target forms. In form-
comparison group, learners compared their own
forms with those which provided by native
speakers of English. In form- search form condi-
tion, learners compared forms of Japanese Eng-
lish language learners with English native speak-
er forms. Also, in meaning focused group learn-
ers simply listened, read, and answered compre-
hension questions based on the input. After four
weeks of instruction, the results of discourse
completion test and self-report demonstrated that
the explicit group learned all different parts more
successfully than the other groups.

The results concerning the positive role of ex-
plicit learning, however, were not conclusive.
Fotos and Ellis (1991) studied the effect of input
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enhancement of explicit and implicit meta-
pragmatic instruction on learning L2 pragmatics
by intermediate and advance learners. The explic-
it group watched videos and 30 scenarios with
subtitle, the implicit group watched the video
without subtitle. The results after taking two lis-
tening comprehension tests and two pragmatic
multiple-choice tests showed that there was no
difference between explicit and implicit group. .

Thus, the finding of the current research study
may provide additional support for the arguments
mentioned above by shedding light on whether
collaborative and individual text editing tasks
performed under implicit versus explicit learning
conditions would help Iranian intermediate learn-
ers to master the four target forms chosen by the
researchers in a foreign context. Therefore, the
researchers posed the following research ques-
tions:

1. s there any significant difference be-
tween the effect of individual text edit-
ing task in implicit and explicit learn-
ing conditions on EFL learners’
grammar achievement?

2. Is there any significant difference be-
tween the effect of collaborative text
editing task in implicit and explicit
learning conditions on EFL learners’
grammar achievement?

3. Is there any significant difference be-
tween the effect of collaborative and
individual completion of the editing
task on EFL learners’ grammar
achievement in implicit learning con-
dition?

4. Is there any significant difference be-
tween the effect of collaborative and
individual completion of the editing
task on EFL learners’ grammar
achievement in explicit learning con-
dition?

METHODS
Participants
Participants in this study included 84 intermedi-
ate university students in the field of English
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Translation and English Teaching at three univer-
sities: Islamic Azad University, Damavand
Branch, Islamic Azad University, Tehran South
Branch, and Islamic Azad University, Tehran
North Branch. These participants were drawn
from a subject pool of 110 learners, 26 of whom
were eliminated at different phases of the study
for different reasons. It was essential that partici-
pants be not familiar with the target structure.
Therefore, those who scored above the expected
chance score on the pretest were excluded from
the study. Participants were also homogenized
using the reading and writing sections of a pi-
loted version of Preliminary English Test
(PET) and those who scored between 70 and 95
were selected for this study. This range of
scores corresponds to Bl level (intermediate)
in the Council of Europe's Common European
Framework of Reference. The participants
were all native speakers of Persian and were
between 21 and 27 years of age. From the bio-
data, they provided during the pretest, it was
determined that they had more or less similar
L2 learning history.

Materials

Target Grammatical Structures

The present study attempted to investigate the
role of two types of tasks in the learning of Eng-
lish grammar under implicit and explicit learning
conditions. The selection of target grammatical
structures was constrained by a number of fac-
tors. Firstly, the target grammatical structures
were selected from the grammar syllabus of the
abovementioned universities intended to be
taught during the semester. Secondly, these struc-
tures are among the ones, which are usually in-
structed to the EFL learners at the intermediate
level. Thirdly, through a pilot study, it was found
that most learners had problems with these struc-
tures and demonstrated little or no familiarity
with them. Finally, it was assumed that learning
of these grammatical structures was challenging
for Iranian learners. In other words, these struc-
tures did not seem to be at the lower level of dif-
ficulty for the learners. Based on the criteria men-

tioned above, the four grammatical structures
selected for the present study were:
1. Passive voice (simple past)
The problem was discovered by the
mechanic.
2. Gerund (after prepositions)
I've always been interested in learn-
ing about different cultures.
3. Causative constructionl
usually get my neighbor to water my
plants when | am on holiday.
4. Conditional sentence type Il
If I had some money, | would lend
you a few dollars.

The first structure was simple past passive
form. This form is used when we want to empha-
size the action, what happened rather than who or
what performs the action. Simple past passive
form is constructed by adding was or were to the
past participle of the verb: The library was used/
libraries were used by children last summer.

The second one was gerund construction. A
gerund is a noun that has been formed from a
verb. Any verb can be turned into a gerund by
adding ing to the simple form of the verb. A ger-
und can be used in different way. One is after a
proposition as its object: My brother is thinking
about spending a year in Italy.

The third was a causative construction, which
expresses the idea of someone causing something
to take place. Causative constructions are similar
in meaning to passive voice. And the forth one
was conditional 11, which refers to an action in
the present time that could happen if the present
situation were different.

Treatment Tasks

To present the target grammatical structures, the
researchers used text editing tasks. In text editing
tasks, the participants are given a text containing
incorrect forms, and they are required to recog-
nize and correct them. In the present study, first
the target structures within the texts were made
ungrammatical and then given to the participants
to be corrected. Since it was planned to expose
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the participants to the target structures on two
occasions, it was necessary to include each of the
structures in two different texts. As a result, four
texts were selected and were used for editing
purposes. Prior to their use, they were examined
for their readability to make sure that they were
at same level of difficulty and were appropriate
for the intermediate level. The results (Flesch
Reading Ease) indicated that the texts were suita-
ble for the learners at the intermediate level of
proficiency.

Instruments

Multiple Choice Grammar Test

To measure the grammar achievement of the
learners, the researchers developed a multiple-
choice test on target grammatical structures. The
test consisted of 32 items, eight items for each
structure. The test was piloted and the reliability
index, along with the item difficulty and discrim-
ination indexes, was calculated. The reliability
was found to be 0.71, and the item facility index-
es ranged between 0.29 and 0.78, with discrimi-
nation indexes being between 0.31 and 0.79.

Procedure
The present study was carried out in 4 sessions,
the first session for the pretest and homogeneity
purposes, the second and third for the administra-
tion of the tasks, and the fourth for the posttest.
During the pretest phase, which took place one
week before the treatment, the participants were
given the PET and a multiple choice grammar
test. Based on the findings of the pilot study, the
participants were asked to complete the PET and
the grammar test in one and half hours and 20
minutes respectively. The grammar test deter-
mined the initial familiarity of the learners with
the structures under investigation.
The treatment took place in tow sessions, one
session a week. For the purpose of the study, par-
ticipants were divided into the following four
experimental groups:

Group 1. Collaborative text editing, ex-

plicit learning condition
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Group 2. Collaborative text editing,
implicit learning condition

Group 3. Individual text editing, explic-
it learning condition

Group 4. Individual text editing, implic-
it learning condition

Prior to the administration of the tasks in all
groups, the researchers provided them with a
brief oral introduction of the target structures.
Then they were given the tasks and asked to per-
form the tasks according to the instructions spe-
cific to each group.

In Group 1 (collaborative text editing, explic-
it), learners were given a text in which the target
grammar structures were grammatically wrong.
They were instructed to correct the grammatical
errors in the text collaboratively. In order to make
the learning condition explicit, following Dekey-
ser (2003), learners were asked to attend to the
target structures and also were provided with an
example for each. Similar procedure was fol-
lowed in Group 2 (collaborative text editing, im-
plicit) with the exception that the learning condi-
tion was implicit. Instead of drawing the learners’
attention to the target structures and giving them
examples, they were just provided with directions
on how to perform the tasks.

In Group 3 (Individual text editing, explicit),
learners were given a text with ungrammatical
structures, and they were instructed to correct
them individually. Explicitness of learning condi-
tion was created in the same way as Group 1.
Similar procedure was followed in Group 4 (In-
dividual text editing, implicit) with the exception
that the learning condition was implicit.

In line with the objectives of the study, learn-
ers’ grammar achievement was also measured
after the treatment. The posttest was administered
in a separate session after the termination of the
treatment. It was the same as the pretest, but the
items were randomly reordered in order to mini-
mize the practice effect.
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RESULTS

Answering Research Question 1

The purpose of the first research question was to
examine whether doing an editing task individu-
ally under implicit and explicit learning condi-
tions affected the learning of target structures in a
different ways.

Prior to the use of ANCOVA, the data sets
were examined for normality and homogeneity of
variances. The results of Shapiro-Wilk tests indi-
cated that data in some sets moderately violated
the assumption of normality. However, since
ANCOVA is robust to violations of normality

Table 1

(Steinberg, 2010), it was assumed to be appropri-
ate to use ANCOVA, rather than a non-
parametric test, to analyze the data.

A one-way ANCOVA, along with adjusted
descriptive statistics was used to investigate the
first research question. The high mean score for
individual editing task in the explicit condition
(M = 21.14), represented in Table 1, suggests
that, this learning condition was more effective
than the implicit condition in promoting learners'
acquisition of the grammatical structures under
investigation.

Estimated Marginal Means for Individual Editing in Implicit and Explicit Conditions

95% Confidence Interval

Group5 Mean Std. Error

up Lower Bound Upper Bound
Implicit 18.266% .876 16.496 20.036
Explicit 21.143° 876 19.373 22913

The ANCOVA results (F, 41y = 4.963, p =
0.031), however, revealed that the difference be-
tween the mean scores was not statistically sig-
nificant when the Bonferroin-corrected signify-

cance level is taken into account. Doing the edit-
ing tasks individually under implicit and explicit
learning conditions did not differentially affect
learners' grammar achievement.

Table 2
ANCOVA Results for the Posttest Mean Scores of Implicit and Explicit Conditions
Type 11 Sum . Partial

Source ()3/? Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Eta Squared
Corrected Model 171.769° 2 85.884 5.559 .007 213
Intercept 2274.682 1 2274.682 147.242 .000 782
Pre 29.928 1 29.928 1.937 171 .045
Group5 76.666 1 76.666 4.963 .031 .108
Error 633.390 41 15.449
Total 17889.000 44
Corrected Total 805.159 43

Answering Research Question 2
The second research question examined the ef-
fectiveness of collaborative performance of the
editing tasks under implicit and explicit learning
conditions.

A comparison was made between the posttest

scores of collaborative editing tasks completed
under implicit and explicit learning conditions.
Reading the mean column in Table 3 indicated
that the mean score for the explicit condition
(Mean = 25.08) was higher than the mean for the
implicit condition (Mean = 21.00).



50 Firouzi, Khabiri.The Comparative Effect of Task Type and Learning Conditions on the...

Table 3

Estimated Marginal Means for Collaborative Editing in Implicit and Explicit Conditions

95% Confidence Interval

Gorup6 Mean Std. Error

Lower Bound Upper Bound
Implicit 21.007% 784 19.424 22.590
Explicit 25.087% .825 23.421 26.753

Any significant difference was statistically
examined through a one-way ANCOVA. As be-
low Table 4 shows, the difference is statistically
significant (F, 41y= 11.494, p = 0.002). This indi-
cates that if editing tasks are performed collabo-
ratively under explicit learning conditions,

learners' gains will be higher than when they col-
laboratively perform this task under implicit con-
dition. The effect size, however, was small, sug-
gesting that only a small part (about 20 percent)
of the difference was accounted for by the learn-
ing condition.

Table 4
ANCOVA Results for the Posttest Mean Scores of Implicit and Explicit Conditions
Type 111 Sum ] Partial Eta
Source df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares Squared
Corrected Model 236.341° 2 118.171 9.434 .000 315
Intercept 3453.512 1 3453.512 275.706 .000 871
Pre 9.012 1 9.012 719 401 .017
Group6 143.969 1 143.969 11.494 .002 219
Error 513.568 41 12.526
Total 23934.000 44
Corrected Total 749.909 43

Answering Research Question 3

The third research question was concerned with
comparing the effect of collaborative and indi-
vidual performance of the editing task on the
learning of the target structures under implicit
learning condition.

One-way ANCOVA was used along with adjusted

Table 5

descriptive statistics. The higher mean score for
the collaborative completion (M = 20.77) of the
editing task under implicit learning condition, as
presented in Table 5, suggests that collaborative
completion was more effective than individual
completion (M =17.91).

Estimated Marginal Means for Collaborative and Individual Editing Tasks in Implicit Condition

95% Confidence Interval

Group9 Mean Std. Error Lower
Upper Bound
Bound
Collaborative 20.778a 767 19.230 22.325
Individual 17.914a 784 16.332 19.496
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Table 6
ANCOVA Results for the Posttest Mean Scores of Collaborative and Individual Editing Tasks in Implicit Condition
Type 111 Sum . Partial Eta

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Squared

Corrected Model 94.769a 2 47.384 3.505 .039 .143

Intercept 3470.169 1 3470.169 256.683 .000 .859

Implicit Editing Pre 1.922 1 1.922 142 .708 .003

Group9 92.170 1 92.170 6.818 .012 140

Error 567.809 42 13.519

Total 17560.000 45

Corrected Total 662.578 44

However, as the results presented in Table 6
indicate, the collaborative completion of the edit-
ing task did not prove to have a significantly
more effect on the learners’ grammar achieve-
ment under implicit learning conditions than the
individual performance (Fu, 4) = 6.818, p =
0.012). Both collaborative and individual com-
pletion of the editing tasks under implicit condi-
tion had almost similar impact on the acquisition
of the target structures.

Answering Research Question 4
The fourth research question examined the effect

Table 7

of collaborative and individual performance of
editing tasks on learner's grammar achievement
under explicit learning condition.

A one-way ANCOVA along with adjusted de-
scriptive statistics was employed to investigate
this research question. Descriptive statistics, pre-
sented in Table 7, demonstrates that the partici-
pants who performed the editing task under ex-
plicit condition collaboratively obtained a higher
mean (M = 25.19) on the posttest than those who
completed the same task under the same condi-
tion individually (M = 21.63).

Estimated Marginal Means for Collaborative and Individual Editing Tasks in Explicit Condition

95% Confidence Interval

Groupl0 Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
Collaborative 25.193a .828 23.519 26.866
Individual 21.634a .809 19.999 23.269
Table 8
ANCOVA Results for the Posttest Mean Scores of Collaborative and Individual Editing Tasks in Explicit Condition
Type 11l Sum . Partial Eta
Source Z]E) Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 203.287a 2 101.644 7.123 .002 .263
Intercept 2400.230 1 2400.230 168.213 .000 .808
Explicit Editing Pre 45.407 1 45.407 3.182 .082 .074
Groupl10 133.702 1 133.702 9.370 .004 190
Error 570.759 40 14.269
Total 24263.000 43
Corrected Total 774.047 42

According to the Table 8 above, results from
the ANCOV analysis (F, 40y = 9.370, p = 0.004),
revealed that the difference between the two

mean scores was statistically significant. Under
explicit condition, collaborative performance was
significantly more effective than individual per-
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formance in promoting learners' achievement of
the structures under investigation. However, there
was a small effect size (Partial Eta Squared
=0.190), suggesting that only about 20 percent of
the difference was attributable to the learning
condition.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

It is evident, from the findings that collaborative
performance of editing task could result in better
grammar achievement when implemented under
explicit learning condition. This substantiates the
effect of explicit learning condition.

However, the findings related to the first re-
search question proved that individual perfor-
mance of editing task have equal effect on learn-
ers’ grammar achievement under explicit and
implicit learning conditions. This means that
when learners perform editing task individually,
learning condition is not a determining factor in
improving their grammar achievement. This
might be because in editing tasks, learners should
only find the ungrammatical structures and do not
have to produce them and as a result, they can do
so equally well under both learning conditions.

The findings suggested that the explicit learn-
ing condition was more effective for editing tasks
in case they are performed collaboratively. This
is compatible with the results of the studies con-
ducted by Rosa and Leow (2004), Bitchener and
Knoch (2009), Brender (2002), and Akakura
(2012). Rosa and Leow (2004) found that there
was a positive relationship between the explicit-
ness of the learning condition, the level of aware-
ness, and the amount of learning. Learners under
more explicit conditions reported higher levels of
awareness and higher amounts of learning in
comparison to those under less explicit condi-
tions.

Likewise, Bitchener and Knoch (2009) exam-
ined the effect of explicit instruction on the recall
and retention of the articles given as written
feedback on picture description tasks. Under the
explicit learning condition, the learners addition-
ally received 30 minutes of rule explanation. The
explicit learning group significantly outper-
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formed the other group on all posttests. Similarly,
Brender's (2002) study indicated that explicit in-
struction led to improvement in cloze test scores
and fewer errors in the essay task. Akakura's
(2012) study examined the effectiveness of ex-
plicit instruction on second language learners’
implicit and explicit knowledge of English. Ex-
plicit instruction on the generic and non-generic
use of English articles was delivered by on-line
activities. On measures of both explicit and im-
plicit knowledge, significant effects were found
for explicit instruction in relation with both ge-
neric and non-generic articles in the immediate
posttest.

The results, however, partially contradicted
those found by Tashima (2004, as cited in
Akakura, 2012). Tashima compared the effect of
explicit and implicit learning on the learning of
English articles. The explicit group received three
tutoring sessions on grammar explanation and
exercises. No statistically significant gains were
found after explicit instruction in choosing be-
tween definite and indefinite articles. Learners’
L1 and the number of tutoring sessions might
have been factors influencing the results of this
study, making it different from the other studies
mentioned above.

The results concerning the third research
question indicated that collaborative and individ-
ual completion of editing tasks did not lead to
significant differences in achievement under im-
plicit condition. This finding suggests that explic-
itness of the learning condition acts as a mediat-
ing factor in relation to the effect of collaborative
and individual performance of some task types
like text editing. This may result from the fact
that in editing tasks, learners' attention is drawn
to the correction of the ungrammatical structures
rather than the reconstruction of the whole utter-
ance that contains the target form. Under the cir-
cumstances that explicit rules are presented to the
learners, they can discuss and negotiate them in
their groups to find out which rule is violated and
thus how each ungrammatical structure can be
corrected and edited. As a result, working collab-
oratively gives those more opportunities to use
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the grammatical rules and structures more explic-
itly and hence learn them more efficiently. How-
ever, in the absence of such an explicit instruc-
tion, leaners cannot discuss rules or structures
when collaboratively working in groups as they
have not been motivated to focus on them; and
thus, under implicit condition, individual and col-
laborative completion of the editing task do not
yield different results in terms of grammar
achievement.
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