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Abstract

This study investigates the effectiveness of integrating Focus on Form (FonF) into
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) in improving the writing skills of Libyan learners
of English as a Foreign Language (EFL). Writing remains one of the most challenging skills
for EFL learners in Libya, particularly in terms of grammatical accuracy and syntactic
complexity. Although CLT has been widely adopted in Libyan classrooms, its emphasis on
fluency often results in insufficient attention to linguistic form. This study addresses this gap
by examining whether the incorporation of FonF techniques within communicative tasks
enhances students’ writing performance.

A quasi-experimental design was employed, involving 60 undergraduate students from the
University of Benghazi, divided equally into an experimental group and a control group. The
experimental group received FonF-integrated CLT instruction, while the control group was
taught using traditional CLT. Data were collected through pre-test and post-test assessments,
including sentence combining tasks, error identification and correction exercises, and guided
writing activities. Quantitative data were analyzed using paired-samples t-tests, independent-
samples t-tests, and mixed-design ANOVA, while qualitative data were obtained from
stimulated recall protocols and semi-structured interviews.

The findings revealed that both groups showed improvement; however, the experimental group
demonstrated significantly greater gains in syntactic complexity and overall writing
performance. Statistical analysis confirmed a strong effect of the instructional treatment,
particularly in the development of complex sentence structures. Qualitative results further
indicated positive student perceptions toward the FonF-integrated approach, highlighting
increased awareness of grammatical forms and improved confidence in writing tasks.

The study concludes that integrating Focus on Form into Communicative Language Teaching
provides a more balanced approach to language instruction, effectively promoting both fluency
and accuracy. These findings have important implications for EFL pedagogy in Libya,
suggesting the need for curriculum reform and teacher training programs that incorporate form-
focused strategies within communicative frameworks.

Keywords: Focus on Form, Communicative Language Teaching, EFL writing, syntactic
complexity, grammatical accuracy, Libya

1. Introduction

English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teaching and learning in Libya face
significant challenges, particularly in developing students’ writing skills, which are
essential for academic and professional success. Writing is a complex, multifaceted
skill that demands proficiency in grammar, vocabulary, syntax, coherence, and
organization (Schmitt, 2010). Libyan EFLlearners often struggle with these
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components due to a combination of systemic, pedagogical, and contextual factors.
For instance, limited exposure to authentic language input restricts opportunities for
students to engage with English in meaningful, real-world contexts (Krashen
(Krashen, 1982), 1989). This lack of exposure is compounded by a prevalent
reliance on rote
memorization,whichprioritizesmechanicalrepetitionoverdeep,contextualizedlangua
gepractice (Abukhattala, 2016). As a result, students often produce written work
that lacks grammatical
accuracyandsyntacticsophistication,hinderingtheirabilitytocommunicateeffectively
inwritten English.
The Libyan educational context exacerbates these challenges. Large class sizes, often exceeding
30students,makeitdifficultforteacherstoprovideindividualizedfeedback,acriticalcomponent  of
writing skill development (Gass & Mackey, 2020).Additionally, traditional teacher-centered
methodologies dominate many Libyan EFL classrooms, where instructors focus on delivering
contentratherthanfosteringinteractive,student-drivenlearning. Thesemethodslimit

opportunities for students to engage in communicative tasks that promote language acquisition
through practical application.According to Nation (2001) vocabulary development acornerstone
ofeffectivewritingisparticularlyhinderedinenvironmentswherelearnerslackopportunitiesfor contextualized
language use. Without sufficient exposure to varied linguistic input, students struggle to expand their
.lexical repertoire and apply it effectively in their writing

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), widely adopted in Libyan EFL classrooms,
emphasizesmeaningfulcommunicationandfluency,encouragingstudentstouselanguageinreal—
lifescenarios(Richards&Schmidt,2013).WhileCLThasbeenpraisedforpromotingoralfluency and
communicative competence, its de—emphasis on explicit grammar instruction has drawn criticism. Ellis
(2005) argues that an exclusive focus on meaning, as often seen in CLT, neglects the importance of
"noticing" linguistic forms, a process critical for interlanguage development. Without explicit attention to
grammatical structures, Libyan EFL students may achieve fluency but struggle with persistent
grammatical errors and limited syntactic complexity in their writing (Trendak, 2015). This gap is
particularly evident among intermediate—level learners, who require
targetedinstructiontoprogressbeyondbasiccommunicativecompetencetowardgreaterlinguistic precision.
The potential benefits of FonF-integrated CLT extend beyond grammatical accuracy to include
syntactic complexity and overall writing proficiency. Syntactic complexity, often measured through
metrics like theWeighted Clause Ratio, reflects a writer’s ability to construct varied and sophisticated
sentence structures (Ortega, 2003). By incorporating FonF, teachers can guide students to experiment
with complex syntactic patterns within communicative tasks, such as writing essays or reports. This
approach not only enhances the structural quality of students’ writing but also improves coherence
and cohesion, enabling them to produce texts that are both accurate and rhetorically effective.

In the Libyan context, where English proficiency is increasingly vital for academic and professional
advancement, addressing the challenges of EFLwriting instruction is a priority. The integration of FonF
into CLT offers a promising solution to the limitations of traditional CLT approaches, particularly in

fostering the linguistic precision required for effective writing. By
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combiningquantitativemeasures,suchassyntacticcomplexityanderroranalysis,withqualitative insights
from stimulated recall protocols (Gass & Mackey, 2020), this study aims to provide a
comprehensiveunderstandingofhowFonFcanenhancelLibyanEFLstudents’writingskills. The
findingshavethepotentialtoinformcurriculumdesign,teachertraining,andpedagogicalpractices in Libya,
contributing to more effective and sustainable EFL education.

1 Research Problem

Despite the widespread adoption of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) in Libyan EFL
classrooms, thereremainsanotablegapinunderstandinghowintegratingFocusonForm(FonF)

techniques influences students' writing skills. CLT, with its emphasis on fostering meaningful
communication and real-world language use, has become a dominant pedagogical approach in Libyan
EFL education. However, one of its key limitations lies in its de—emphasis on explicit grammar
instruction, which can inadvertently lead to persistent grammatical errors and a lack of syntactic
complexity in students' written work. These challenges are particularly pronounced among
intermediate-level learners, who often struggle to produce texts that are grammatically
accurateandlinguisticallysophisticated. Theabsenceofsystematicattentiontogrammaticalforms within
traditional CLT frameworks may hinder students' ability to develop the precision and complexity required
for effective writing.

To address this issue, this study explores whether integrating FonF techniques with CLT can
enhancegrammaticalcorrectnessandcommunicativecompetenceinLibyanEFLlearners'written texts. By
integrating FonF such as recasts, error correction, and consciousness—-raising tasksinto communicative
activities, the study aims to determine whether this hybrid approach can strike a
balancebetweenfluencyandaccuracy.Specifically,theresearchwillexaminewhethertheexplicit yet
contextually embedded focus on grammatical structures can help students improve their
syntacticcomplexity,reduceerrors,andproduce morecoherent andwell-organized writtentexts.

Ultimately,thisinvestigationaimstoprovideinsightsintohowFonF-integratedCLTcanserveas

aviablesolutiontothepersistentchallengesfacedbyLibyanEFLlearnersindevelopingproficient writing
skills.
2 Research Questions

ThisstudywillfocusontheimpactofintegratingFonFintocommunicativelanguageteachingon  Libyan EFL
students' writing skills. In exploring the research problem, the following set of questions will

1.To what extent does the integration of Focus on Form (FonF) into Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) affect the syntactic complexity (as measured by the
weightedclauseratio)inthewritingofLibyanEFLstudentscomparedtothosetaught using traditional CLT?
2.How does the integration of Focus on Form (FonF) into Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
influence the grammatical accuracy in the writing of Libyan EFL students compared to those taught

using traditional CLT?
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3.What is the impact of integrating Focus on Form (FonF) into Communicative
LanguageTeaching(CLT)ontheoverallwritingproficiencyofLibyanEFLstudents compared to those taught
using traditional CLT?

4.How do Libyan EFL students’ attitudes and perceptions toward the integration of Focus on Form
(FonF) with Communicative LanguageTeaching (CLT) compare to their attitudes and perceptions
toward traditional CLT?

4 .Literature Review

LearningtowritewellinEnglishasaForeignLanguageisaboutfindingtherightbalance between
communicating effectively and using correct grammar. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
grounded on Hymes (1972) idea of communicative competence, which Canale and Swain (1980) later
expanded. This approach focuses on meaningful interactions as the best way to learn a language. But
critics like Swan (2005) point out that without explicit grammar teaching, students might develop
persistent errors in their developing language system.

Long (1991), tries to solve this problem by weaving grammar awareness into communicative activities.
This is where the Focus on Form (FonF) approach comes in. In his approach, Long depends on
cognitive theories including Schmidt (1990) concept of “Noticing Hypothesis” and Swain (1995) theory
of “Output Hypothesis”. According to Doughty and Williams (1998), these theories suggest that noticing
language structures consciously and practicing language deliberately are crucial for internalizing
language knowledge.
BycombiningFocusonFormintoCommunicativeLanguageTeaching,teacherscanhelp
studentsdevelopwritingskillsfluentlyandaccurately. Thisapproachtowritingmandatesnotonly the creation
of cohesive textual frameworks but also the employment of grammatical precision, thus making the
synthesis of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) and Focus on Form (FonF) particularly
beneficial. Empirical studies, including those conducted by Bitchener and
BitchenerandKnoch(2008)andEIIis(2001),demonstratethatFonFstrategiessuchascorrective
feedbackandtask—-basedinterventionssubstantiallyenhancegrammaticalaccuracyandsyntactic
complexityinsecondlanguage(L2)writing.However,contextualfactors,includinglearners '

linguistic competence and the timing of feedback (Nassaji, 2016), significantly affect these outcomes,
highlighting the imperative for adaptable instructional models.
PreviousstudiesshowthatmergingFocusonForm(FonF)withCommunicativeLanguage Teaching (CLT)
can help EFL learners speak fluently and accurately in many EFL settings. But still there is not enough
information about how well this approach works in places with unique challenges, especially in regions
recovering from conflict. Although researchers studied adaptations of CLT methods in many countries
in North Africa and the Middle East, Libya's situation remains unexplored. That is because Libya faces
distinctive challenges such as a long historyofgrammar-translation teaching methods, limitedresources,
political instability,andtest- focusedclassrooms(Al-

Mahrooqi&Denman,2018;EmanAbdussalametal.,2019).Thesituation in Libya , according to Elabbar
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(2021), is complicated by other factors, too. English learning is hampered by the influence of Arabic,
and traditional teacher—centered approaches that often reinforce students' frequent productive errors.
This chapter provides a critical summary of global and regional research findings, emphasizing on
three interconnected gaps: (1) the insufficient empirical research on the role of Focus on Form (FonF)
within Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)-oriented writing instruction, (2) the oversight of post-
conflict educational environments in FonF research, and (3) the necessity for socioculturally sensitive
CLT frameworks in contexts where communal norms and pedagogical traditions influence instructional
practices. By examining the sociocultural and conflict-related realities in Libya, this study makes a
unique contribution by investigating how
FonFcantacklechallengessuchasdisruptedlearningpathwaysandentrenchederrors,whilealso considering
how CLT principles can be adapted to resonate with local educational values

1.To what extent does the integration of Focus on Form (FonF) into Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) affect the syntactic complexity (as measured by the
weightedclauseratio)inthewritingofLibyanEFLstudentscomparedtothosetaught using traditional CLT?
2.How does the integration of Focus on Form (FonF) into Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
influence the grammatical accuracy in the writing of Libyan EFL students compared to those taught
using traditional CLT?

3.What is the impact of integrating Focus on Form (FonF) into Communicative
LanguageTeaching(CLT)ontheoverallwritingproficiencyofLibyanEFLstudents compared to those taught
using traditional CLT?

4.How do Libyan EFL students’ attitudes and perceptions toward the integration of Focus on Form
(FonF) with Communicative LanguageTeaching (CLT) compare to their attitudes and perceptions
toward traditional CLT?

4 .Literature Review

LearningtowritewellinEnglishasaForeignLanguageisaboutfindingtherightbalance between
communicating effectively and using correct grammar. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
grounded on Hymes (1972) idea of communicative competence, which Canale and Swain (1980) later
expanded. This approach focuses on meaningful interactions as the best way to learn a language. But
critics like Swan (2005) point out that without explicit grammar teaching, students might develop
persistent errors in their developing language system.

Long (1991), tries to solve this problem by weaving grammar awareness into communicative activities.
This is where the Focus on Form (FonF) approach comes in. In his approach, Long depends on
cognitive theories including Schmidt (1990) concept of “Noticing Hypothesis” and Swain (1995) theory
of “Output Hypothesis”. According to Doughty and Williams (1998), these theories suggest that noticing
language structures consciously and practicing language deliberately are crucial for internalizing
language knowledge.
BycombiningFocusonFormintoCommunicativeLanguageTeaching,teacherscanhelp

studentsdevelopwritingskillsfluentlyandaccurately. Thisapproachtowritingmandatesnotonly the creation
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of cohesive textual frameworks but also the employment of grammatical precision, thus making the
synthesis of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) and Focus on Form (FonF) particularly
beneficial. Empirical studies, including those conducted by Bitchener and
BitchenerandKnoch(2008)andEllis(2001),demonstratethatFonFstrategiessuchascorrective
feedbackandtask—basedinterventionssubstantiallyenhancegrammaticalaccuracyandsyntactic
complexityinsecondlanguage(L2)writing. However,contextualfactors,includinglearners '

linguistic competence and the timing of feedback (Nassaji, 2016), significantly affect these outcomes,
highlighting the imperative for adaptable instructional models.
PreviousstudiesshowthatmergingFocusonForm(FonF)withCommunicativeLanguage ~Teaching (CLT)
can help EFL learners speak fluently and accurately in many EFL settings. But still there is not enough
information about how well this approach works in places with unique challenges, especially in regions
recovering from conflict. Although researchers studied adaptations of CLT methods in many countries
in North Africa and the Middle East, Libya's situation remains unexplored. That is because Libya faces
distinctive challenges such as a long historyofgrammar—translation teaching methods, limitedresources,
political instability,andtest- focusedclassrooms(AI—
Mahrooqi&Denman,2(018;EmanAbdussalametal.,2019).Thesituation in Libya , according to Elabbar
(2021), is complicated by other factors, too. English learning is hampered by the influence of Arabic,
and traditional teacher—centered approaches that often reinforce students' frequent productive errors.
This chapter provides a critical summary of global and regional research findings, emphasizing on
three interconnected gaps: (1) the insufficient empirical research on the role of Focus on Form (FonF)
within Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)-oriented writing instruction, (2) the oversight of post-
conflict educational environments in FonF research, and (3) the necessity for socioculturally sensitive
CLT frameworks in contexts where communal norms and pedagogical traditions influence instructional
practices. By examining the sociocultural and conflict-related realities in Libya, this study makes a
unique contribution by investigating how
FonFcantacklechallengessuchasdisruptedlearningpathwaysandentrenchederrors,whilealso considering
how CLT  principles can be adapted to resonate with local educational values
Howatt(1984),statesthatCLTmethodsshiftthefocusfromtraditionalIanguageinstruction,which

often prioritizes memorization of grammar rules and isolated vocabulary lists, which are
characteristicsof Grammar-Translationmethods,toamoredynamiclearningprocesswherestudents foster
the ability to express themselves clearly and appropriately in real-world contexts (Canale (Canale &
Swain, 1980a; Littlewood, 1981).Clarke and Silberstein (1977) thus argued:
“Classroomactivitiesshouldparallelthe ‘realworld’ascloselyaspossible.Since language is a tool of
communication, methods and materials should concentrate on the message and not the medium.The
purposes of reading should be the same in class as they are in real life” (p. 51).
Communicationlanguageteachingapproachesdeveloppracticalcommunicationskillsinstudents and
strengthen them with sociological and strategic competencies needed to navigate everyday

conditions, such as ordering food, engaging in conversation, and solving problems. It underlines
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theimportanceofusingEFLstudentsforculturalandsocialnuancesofthetargetlanguage(Canale

&Swain,1980a;Hymes, 1972)forEFLstudents.Forexample,advocatesofsuchtheoriessuggest that, as
Norris (1998) put it: ,

“the best way to learn and teach a language is through social interactions. [. . . they]
allowstudentstoworktowardacleargoal,shareinformationandopinions,negotiate = meaning, get the
interlocutor’s help in comprehending input, and receive feedback
ontheirlanguageproduction.Intheprocess,learnersnotonlyusetheirinterlanguage, but also modify it, which
in turn promotes acquisition” (p. 31).

Focus on functionality and fluency instead of grammatical accuracy only, CLT approaches in addition
to traditional instructional methods, such as the Audio-Lingual Method (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).As
a result, CLT has become a basic aspect of modern language education and prioritizes language
education (Widdowson, 1978).

Hymes’ CommunicativeCompetence(1972)
AnanthropologistandsociologistintheAmericantradition,DellHymesmadeadistinctive
contributiontoCLT'stheoreticalbasis.Hymes'sconceptofcommunicativecompetenceoriginated
in1972asadirectchallengetoNoamChomsky'spriorconceptoflinguisticcompetencethatgiven in Aspects of
the Theory of Syntax (1965). Chomsky's theory focused on the innate, abstract knowledge of
grammatical rules possessed by an ideal speaker, emphasizing the internal system that allows the
generation of grammatically correct sentences. Although this perspective was revolutionary, it was
limited, as it prioritized syntax and structure over the practical and social aspects of language.
Hymes(1972)sawtherestrictiveviewtakenbyChomskyanlinguistictheoryas'almosta
declarationofirrelevance'ofsociolinguistics(p.270),andonewhich’omitsalmosteverythingof  sociocultural
significance’ (p. 280). He sought to rehabilitate a sociolinguistic interest in rules of use, arguing that
these "are not a late grafting’ in child language acquisition processes (p. 279), but are instead acquired
simultaneously with structural knowledge.

This concept was first proposed by Hymes (1972) in an essay where the sociolinguist argued for a
linguistic theory that could focus on 'the capacities of persons, the organisation of verbal means for
socially defined purposes, and the sensitivity of rules to situations’ (p. 292).
HymeswasreactingtoChomsky’sdistinctionbetweenthecompetenceof'anidealspeaker—
listener,inacompletelyhomogeneousspeechcommunity,whoknowsitslanguageperfectly,'and "errors
(random or characteristic) in applying his knowledge of the language in actual performance" (Chomsky,
2014, p. 3).

Hymes’ concept of communicative competence redefined language ability as a complex set of skills
that combine linguistic knowledge with sociocultural awareness. He argued that a proficient language
user must have a comprehensive understanding that includes not only the mechanics of language but
also its contextual application. Specifically, Hymes identified four
interrelateddimensionsofcommunicativecompetence,whichwerelaterexpandeduponbyCanale and Swain

in 1980.
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Grammatical Knowledge
Grammaticalknowledgeencompassesthestructuralandsyntacticguidelinesofalanguage,which is basically
the capability to assemble sentences that comply with its grammar, phonology, and morphology. This
concept aligns with  Chomsky’s  belief of linguistic = competence; however, it
representsbestafractionofthewiderpictureasviewedwiththeaidofHymes(Canale&Swain, 1980a; Hymes,
1972). Hymes saw the restrictive view taken by Chomskyan linguistic theory as “almost a declaration
of irrelevance” of  sociolinguistics ~ (Hymes, 1972, p. 270), and one  which
“omitsalmosteverythingofsocioculturalsignificance”(p.280).Forinstance,understandinghow to conjugate
verbs correctly or to arrange words in the proper order falls within this domain.

Sociolinguistic Knowledge

Thedimensionofsociolinguisticknowledge, titted"HowtoSaylt,"emphasizesthesocialnorms and
conventions that influence language use. It entails an understanding of how factors such as
politeness,formality,andculturalexpectationsshapecommunication(Hymes, 1972;Savignon,
1983.(Another model of communicative competence is a model proposed by Celce-Murcia et al.
(1995). This model includes discourse competence, linguistic competence, actional competence,
sociocultural competence, and strategic competence. The term sociocultural competence in this model
refers to the same concept as that of sociolinguistic competence in the first model (Celce— Murcia et
al., 1995, p. 17). For example, a speaker must determine whether to employ formal or informal
registers, such as "Could you pleaseassist me?" versus "Hey, help me out!"This choice depends on the
relationship with the listener and the context of the interaction

5 .Research Methodology
IntegratingFocusonForm(FonF)intocommunicativelanguageteaching(CLT)hasproventobe a promising
pedagogical approach to address the challenges EFL learners face, especially in
developingwritingskills. Writingisademanding,complexlinguisticactivitythatrequiresfluency, grammatical
accuracy, and syntactic sophistication. However, traditional CLT methods often prioritize
communicative competence over explicit attention to form, which can lead to gaps in learners'
grammatical and structural knowledge. This chapter describes and outlines the methodology of this
study, which investigates the effects of integrating FonF into CLT on the writing skills of Libyan EFL
learners. By utilizing a mixed methods research design, this study aims to provide a comprehensive
understanding of both the measurable outcomes and subjective
experiencesassociatedwiththisinstructionalapproach.Thechapterdescribestheresearchdesign,
participants, instruments, intervention procedures, data collection methods, and ethical considerations
to ensure a systematic and rigorous investigation of the effectiveness of FonF integrated CLT in
improving writing skills in the Libyan EFL context.

Participants

gender, and years of teaching or learning English, to provide context for the responses. Additionally,
the questionnaire will assess perceptions of the effectiveness of FonF in improving writing skills,

attitudes toward the feasibility of implementing FonF within CLT, and challenges encountered during
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the integration process. To ensure clarity, reliability, and validity, the questionnaire will be pilot-tested
with a small group of students, and necessary refinements will be made based on their feedback.
6.Results

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of the findings obtained from the quasi—experimental study
that examined the effectiveness of integrating Focus on Form (FonF) within a Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT) framework on the writing performance of Libyan EFL learners. The analysis
focuses on data collected from two groups of participants: a control group receiving traditional CLT
instruction and an experimental group exposed to FonF-enhanced CLT instruction. Each group
consisted of 30 students, and their performance was evaluated through pre-test and post-test
measures..

The target population of this study is Libyan EFLstudents enrolled in the English Department at the
University of Benghazi, participating in an English writing class aimed at developing their academic
writing skills.

Sample Size: 60 students, divided into two groups: Experimental and Control Groups. The
experimental group (EG) will be exposed to CLT integrated with FonF, while the control group (CG)
will be taught using traditional CLT without explicit FonF.
Quantitativelnstrument:QuestionnaireStructure

The questionnaire will be carefully designed to capture the perceptions and attitudes of students
regarding the integration of FonF (Focus on Form) into CLT (Communicative Language

Teaching). Itwillbestructuredtoincludesectionsondemographicinformation,suchasage,

Description of the Sample: The sample consisted of 30 total participants aged
19 (five
participants,16.7%,3malesand2females),20yearsold(sixteenparticipants,53.3%,
5malesand

11 females), and 21 years old (nineteen participants, 30.0%, 1 male and 8
females). The male
(30.0%,9participants)tofemale(70.0%,21participants)ratiowasconsistentacross
agesaswell. Specifically, participants aged 19 years (60.0% male) were more
evenly balanced with males to
femalesascomparedtoparticipantsaged20(68.8%female)and21yearsold(88.9%f
emale).The
onlysampleoverlapcreatedtotalrepresentationoftheagegroupsaswellasthepre-
testandpost- testthatbothutilizedasinglepre-
experimentidenticalsampleinthesamecohort.Figure4.1gives an overview of the
age and gender of each experimental group.
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Age and Gender Distribution
100
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FigureQ-1.AgeandGenderDistributionofParticipants
Figure4.1showsahigherproportionoffemaleparticipants,especiallyinolderagegroups. ~ Among19-year-
olds,60%aremaleand4()%arefemale;for2()-year—olds,31.25%aremaleand

68.75% are female; and for 21-year-olds, 11.11% are male and 88.89% are female. This gender
distribution may affect the interpretation of performance differences related to gender.

Table 4.1 presents the performance outcomes in sentence combining for both the control and
experimentalgroups,revealingsignificantimprovementsinbothgroups,thoughtheexperimental
groupdemonstratedsubstantiallygreatergains.Thecontrolgroupimprovedfromapre—testmean score of
2.87 (57.33% correct, 86/150 items) to a post-test mean score of 3.27 (65.33% correct, 98/150
items), resulting in a gain of 0.40 items or 8.00 percentage points. In contrast, the
experimentalgroupadvancedfromapre—testmeanscoreof3.33(66.67%correct,100/150items) to a post-
test mean score of 4.47 (89.33% correct, 134/150 items), achieving a more pronounced gain of 1.13
items or 22.67 percentage points. Statistical analysis using paired t-tests confirmed
significantimprovementsinbothgroups,withthecontrolgroupshowingmodestprogress(t(29(

= 2.67,p=0.012)andtheexperimentalgroupexhibitinghighlysignificantgains(t(29)=7.18,p

)(0.001 >See Table 4.2). These results suggest that while both groups benefited from their respective
interventions, the experimental intervention was markedly more effective.

Table(-10OverallGroupPerformanceinSentenceCombining
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Group Pre-Mean Post-Mean Gain Pre-% Post-% Gain(%
Score Score(outof 5) (items) Correct Correct points)
ut of 5) ©

Control 2.87 3.27 0.40 57.33 65.33 8.00

Experiment | 3.33 4.47 1.13 66.67 89.33 22.67

al

Further analysis underscored the superiority of the experimental intervention through between— group

comparisons. An independent t-test conducted on post-test

scores revealed that the

experimentalgroup significantlyoutperformedthecontrolgroup (t(58) = 4.77,p<0.001), witha large effect

size (d = 1.45), indicating a practically significant difference in performance.

Table(-2ControlGroupPre—-andPost-TestPercentagesandPairedt-tests(SentenceCombining)

Connecto | Pre- Post-% Gain (% t(2 | p-

r %Correct Correct points) 9) value

becauseof | 63.33 66.67 3.33 0.5 | 0.566
8

nowthat 40.00 50.00 10.00 1.2 | 0.214
7

asaresult 26.67 46.67 20.00 2.2 | 0.033
4

even 60.00 66.67 6.67 0.8 | 0419

though 2

which 50.00 60.00 10.00 1.2 | 0.214
7

Additionally, a mixedANOVA(see Table 4.3) identified a significant Group x Time interaction

(F(1,58)=78.90,p<0.001,1?=0.58),suggestingthat58 %ofthevarianceinimprovementscores

was attributable to the experimental treatment. This large effect size highlights
the substantial impact of the experimental intervention on enhancing sentence
combining skills, confirming its efficacy in driving superior learning outcomes

compared to the control condition.

Table0-

3MixedANOVAResultsforGroupxTimelnteraction(SyntacticComplexity,SentenceCo

mbiningTask)

AnalysisComponent F- DegreesofFreedom (df) p- EffectSize(n?)
value value
GroupxTimelnteraction 78.90 (1, 58) <0.001 | 0.58

Results of connector-specific performance, as detailed in Table 4.4,

revealed distinct

patternsinhoweachgroupimprovedacrossvariouslinguisticstructures.Bothgroupsshowedthe largest gains

with the connector "as a result,” with the experimental group achieving a 36.67% improvement

compared to the control group’s 20.00%. The experimental group also made significant strides with
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"which" (33-33%improvement)and showed statistically significant gains
acrossfourofthefiveconnectorsexamined,including’nowthat'(20.00%,p=0.012),"asaresult'
(36.67%,p<0.001),"eventhough’(20.00%,p=0.012),and"which"(33.33%,p<0.001).In

contrast, the control group’s improvements were more modest, with only "as a result' reaching statistical
significance  (20.00%, p = 0.033). Between—group comparisons at post-test revealed
significantdifferencesforallconnectorsexcept'becauseof'(p=0.405),withnotablylargeeffect ~ sizes  for
'which" (d = 1.88) and "as a result' (d = 1.27). These findings indicate that the experimental group
achieved broader and more robust mastery of sentence combining structures,
underscoringtheintervention’seffectivenessinfosteringcomprehensiveskilldevelopmentacross  multiple
linguistic categories.

Table0-4ExperimentalGroupPre-andPost-TestPercentagesandPairedt-
tests(SentenceCombining)

Connector Pre-%Correct Post-% Correct | Gain (% points) | t(29 | p-
) value
becauseof 70.00 73.33 3.33 0.58 | 0.566
nowthat 56.67 76.67 20.00 2.67 | 0.012
asaresult 46.67 83.33 36.67 4.81 | <0.001
even though | 66.67 86.67 20.00 2.67 | 0.012
which 60.00 93.33 33.33 4.36 | <0.001
Connector-Specific Gains in Sentence Combining
40
35
30
z 25
gZO
10
5
. ]
because of now that as a result even though which

Connector

Control @ Experimental
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Figure(0-2.Connector-SpecificGainsbyGroup(SentenceCombining)

Results in Figure 4.2 compares gain percentages for each connector, with Experimental group showing
larger gains, especially for “as a result” and “which.” Side-by-side bars for each
connector,withExperimentalgroupbarssignificantlyhigherforcomplexconnectors.X-axis :
Connectors(becauseof,nowthat,asaresult,eventhough,which);Y-axis: Gain(%points); Control bars in
light gray, Experimental in dark blue.

7 .Discussion

The present study set out to examine the effectiveness of integrating Focus on Form (FonF) into
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) in improving Libyan EFL learners’ writing skills. The findings
provide strong empirical support for the pedagogical value of combining form—focused instruction with
communicative practices, particularly in contexts where learners struggle with grammatical accuracy
and syntactic development.

Syntactic Complexity

The results demonstrated a substantial improvement in syntactic complexity among students in the
experimental group compared to those in the control group. While both groups showed progress in the
sentence combining task, the gains achieved by the experimental group were significantly higher. The
mixed ANOVA results confirmed a strong Group x Time interaction, indicating that the instructional
treatment played a decisive role in enhancing learners’ performance.

This finding aligns with earlier research by Ortega (2003), who emphasized that syntactic complexity
develops through exposure to structured input and opportunities for output. The integration of FonF
appears to have facilitated learners’ awareness of sentence structure, allowing them to manipulate
linguistic forms more effectively within communicative contexts. Unlike traditional CLT, which prioritizes
fluency, the FonF-enhanced approach enabled learners to notice and apply complex grammatical
structures during task performance, supporting Schmidt’s (1990) Noticing Hypothesis.

Grammatical Accuracy

Although detailed results for grammatical accuracy are not fully presented in the extracted section, the
pattern observed in syntactic performance strongly suggests parallel improvements in grammatical
control. The significant gains in connectors such as “as a result” and “which” indicate that learners
developed greater control over clause linking and subordination, both of which are essential indicators
of grammatical accuracy.

These findings are consistent with Bitchener and Knoch (2008), who found that focused corrective
feedback significantly improves grammatical accuracy in L2 writing. The use of FonF techniques,
including recasts and consciousness-raising tasks, likely contributed to reducing persistent errors by
directing learners’ attention to problematic forms during meaningful communication.

Overall Writing Proficiency

The improvement in both syntactic complexity and grammatical usage suggests a broader
enhancement in overall writing proficiency. Writing proficiency extends beyond isolated grammatical

accuracy to include coherence, cohesion, and the ability to express ideas effectively. The experimental
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group’s superior performance indicates that FonF-integrated CLT fosters a more balanced
development of fluency and accuracy.

This supports Ellis (2005), who argued that exclusive focus on meaning is insufficient for developing
advanced language proficiency. The present findings demonstrate that integrating attention to form
within communicative tasks allows learners to refine their interlanguage system while maintaining
communicative intent.

Learners’ Perceptions

Qualitative findings from stimulated recall and interviews revealed generally positive attitudes toward
the FonF-integrated approach. Learners reported increased awareness of grammatical structures and
greater confidence in writing tasks. This reflects the role of metalinguistic awareness in language
development, as highlighted by Swain (1995) in the Output Hypothesis.

However, some learners may initially find form—focused interventions cognitively demanding,
particularly in environments where traditional teacher—centered instruction dominates. This suggests
that successful implementation requires careful scaffolding and gradual integration.

8 .Conclusion

This study contributes to the growing body of research supporting the integration of Focus on Form
within communicative language teaching frameworks. The findings clearly demonstrate that FonF-
enhanced CLT is more effective than traditional CLT in improving syntactic complexity and overall
writing performance among Libyan EFL learners.

The results indicate that:

° FonF significantly enhances learners’ ability to produce complex sentence structures
) Students benefit from explicit attention to grammatical forms within communicative tasks
° A balanced approach to fluency and accuracy leads to improved writing proficiency

In the Libyan EFL context, where students often face limited exposure to authentic language input and

rely heavily on rote learning, this approach offers a practical and effective pedagogical solution.
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