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Research on vocabulary has confirmed that repeated practice facilitates vocabulary retention. However, while 
considerable attention has been paid to the effect of spacing schedules, relatively little attempt has been made 
to find the effect of repetition practices on learning formulaic language with different teaching methods. The 
present study aimed to examine the effects of repetition practices on learning formulaic language in two differ-
ent types of form-focused instruction. The forty-eight university students were divided into focus-on-forms and 
concordance-based instruction groups where they studied 20 phrasal verbs with repetition practices. The results 
of the study showed that there was a significant repetition effect under both instruction. Interestingly, however, 
the focus-on-forms instruction outperformed the concordance-based instruction in the initial learning stage. On 
the other hand, concordance-based instruction showed slightly better learning after each repetition practice than 
focus-on-forms instruction over time. Pedagogical implications are suggested based on the results.
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The second language learners’ knowledge of vocabu-
lary items is expected to decay over time (Schmitt, 2010). 
After initial learning of a new lexical item, another prompt 
encounter of the word is not only highly necessary but is 
a must for learners to recall the word (Pavlik Jr. & Ander-
son, 2005). However, the effort to maintain vocabulary 
knowledge is not actively made in many classroom envi-
ronments as Brahrick, Bahrick, Bahrick & Bahrick (1993) 
noted, “The life span of knowledge is an important, but 
neglected concern for educators and students” (p. 320). In 
other words, repetition practices are often overlooked as 
a trivial burden in many classes because learning new vo-
cabulary is more valued as a priority compared to review-
ing already learned vocabulary. Therefore, most learners 
eventually forget a considerable amount of vocabulary 
they learned where there is an absence of repetition prac-
tice.

Research on vocabulary has confirmed that repetition or 
retrieval practice facilitates vocabulary retention (Nakata 
& Webb, 2016). Considerable attention has been devoted 
to how to space vocabulary learning sessions to facilitate 
the retention (Bahrick, Bahrick, Bahrick, & Bahrick, 1993; 
Bahrick & Phelps, 1987; Cepeda, Coburn, Rohrer, Wix-
ted, Mozer, & Pashler, 2009; Nakata, 2016). Most of the 
studies have found that spaced repetition is more effective 
than massed repetition in vocabulary retention. While the 
previous studies have focused on the effect of spacing, 
relatively little attempt has been made to find the adequate 
number of repetition that consolidates the learned knowl-
edge. Also, most of the repetition studies have used L1-
L2 word pair repetition (Nakata, 2016), but the effect of 
different teaching methods has not been explored. Another 
critical limitation in repetition studies is that most of the 
previous studies have focused on individual word learn-
ing, neglecting multi-word units that have been widely 
recognized as an important part of language use. Thus, 
research becomes a must to ascertain whether and how 
much repetition affects formulaic language acquisition. 

All in all, the existing repetition literature leaves im-
portant gaps in the understanding of how many repetitions 
are needed to learn formulaic language and what teaching 
methods are effective for retention of the words. There-
fore, the present study investigated the effects of different 
types of form-focused instruction on learning formulaic 
language with repetition practices. The findings can pro-
vide insightful information about how to help students 
enhance long-term memory of formulaic word knowledge 
in classroom settings.

 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW

1. The Effects of Repetition Practices and 
Formulaic Language in Vocabulary Learning

Repetition practices are essential for learning vocab-
ulary items not only because one encounter of them is 
not sufficient to acquire them but because they should 
be known well for fluent access. Without a repetition 
practice, forgetting begins to occur immediately after 
the first learning (Nation, 2001). The study of Anderson 
and Jordan (1928) investigated how much vocabulary is 
retained through immediate posttest, one-week delayed 
posttest, three-week delayed posttest, and eight-week de-
layed posttest. The percentages of vocabulary that learners 
acquired were 66% for immediate posttest, 48% after one 
week, 39% after three weeks, and 37% after eight weeks 
of the initial learning. That is, learners lose what they have 
learned quickly without repetition.

The benefits of repeated practices for long-term re-
tention are supported by the distributed practice effect 
(Bahrick & Phelps, 1987), desirable difficulty framework 
(Bjork, 1994; Nakata, 2016), and retrieval effort hypoth-
esis (Pyc & Rawson, 2009). The distributed practice 
effect suggests that the longer spacing between repeated 
vocabulary practices generate the better long-term reten-
tion than the repetition practices with shorter spacing or 
massed repetition (Bahrick & Phelps, 1987; Bahrick et al., 
1993; Cepeda et al., 2009; Nakata, 2016). In other words, 
repetition practices need to occur across days, not within 
a single day, in order to generate the long-term effect. J. 
H. Huh (2009) supported that repetition practices were 
highly effective in the delayed posttest compared to the 
immediate posttest. Dempster (1988) also reported that the 
effectiveness of spaced repetition was twice as high as that 
of massed repetitions.

The desirable difficulty framework (Bjork, 1994; Na-
kata, 2016) explains that higher task difficulty derives the 
better long-term retention than the task with lower diffi-
culty. In the same vein, the retrieval effort hypothesis (Pyc 
& Rawson, 2009) explains that more effortful and difficult 
retrievals enhance learning than less effortful retrievals. 
What those two frameworks suggest is that learners make 
more effort when they retrieve a vocabulary item after a 
longer period time which finally contributes to long-term 
retention than they meet shortly after the learning. While 
most of the retention studies have focused on the effect 
of spacing and different repetition schedules, the attempt 
to find the adequate number of repetition to enhance re-
tention has not been made. Also, the studies have been 
mainly concerned with single word items, but the benefits 
of repeated practices on multi-word items are not yet re-
searched.

Recently, the importance of formulaic language has 
been widely recognized in L2 learning and use. Formulaic 
language can be defined in many different terms such as 
chunks, collocations, fixed expressions, idioms, formu-
lae, and multi-word units (Wray, 1999). Wray adopted a 
term “formulaic sequence” which is defined as series of 
words that are stored and retrieved as a whole. According 
to Marinez and Schmitt (2012), the usage of formulaic 
sequences is extensive; they make up as much as a half of 
discourse. Also, formulaic language delivers a wide range 
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of communicative expressions. Formulaic sequences can 
be processed more quickly and fluently than non-formu-
laic language (Conklin & Schmitt, 2008), which enhances 
efficient and effective communication (Alai & Schmitt, 
2012).

The present study explores phrasal verbs as a type of 
formulaic language. The definition of phrasal verbs is de-
scribed as “an idiomatic phrase consisting of a verb and 
another element, typically either an adverb, as in break 
down, or a preposition, for example see to, or a combina-
tion of both, such as look down on” (Look down on, 2018). 
Phrasal verbs consist of multiple words, and deriving the 
meaning of them only from the meanings of each compo-
nent word is not always possible. These multi-word units 
were often demoted to an optional or a peripheral part of 
vocabulary learning (Wray, 2002) in spite of their critical 
roles in language pedagogy (Erman & Warren, 2000; Kui-
per, 1996; Kuiper & Haggo, 1984; Nattinger & DeCarrico, 
1992; Pawley & Syder, 1983).

Like individual word learning, formulaic language is 
mastered after many exposures. Wood (2002) argues that 
repetition is highly important to learn formulaic sequences 
and to enhance proficiency. Formulaic language learning 
should be investigated whether it shows similar learning 
patterns as the learning of single word vocabulary which 
is learned through repetition practices and teaching meth-
ods.

2. Form-Focused Instruction  

Form-focused instruction (FFI) can be divided into two 
types which are focus-on-form and focus-on-forms (Laufer 
& Girsai, 2008). Focus-on-form (FonF) is defined as a 
type of pedagogical approach in which learners draw their 
attention to elements of language features when perform-
ing communicative activities. On the other hand, focus-on-
forms (FonFs) is the traditional method where learners in-
tensively focus on linguistic structures which are discrete 
in a separate lesson (Laufer & Girsai, 2008). In a FonF 
instruction, a student is considered as a language user and 
the linguistic elements are tools for communication. On 
the other hand, a student is considered as a language learn-
er in a FonFs instruction and linguistic elements are the 
object to be studied.

1) Focus on Forms Instruction

Some studies have revealed the significant advantages 
of FonFs instruction in vocabulary learning. Laufer (2006) 
compared FonF and FonFs learning sessions where 158 
subjects were asked to learn English words. FonF group 
was given a text with target vocabulary items, and they 
solved comprehension questions through discussion, 
while FonFs group was given target vocabulary with their 
meanings and example sentences, and they learned the 
vocabulary as discrete items and solved form and meaning 
quizzes. The result showed that FonFs group performed 
significantly better than FonF group on the immediate 

posttest and two-week retention test. Laufer concluded 
that FonFs is an indispensable L2 vocabulary teaching 
method.

Szudarski (2012) conducted an experiment to investigate 
the effectiveness of meaning-focused and form-focused  
vocabulary instruction. Forty-three Polish EFL learn-
ers were divided into three groups: meaning-focused,  
meaning-focused followed by FonFs, and a control 
group. The target items were verb-noun collocations that 
subjects knew receptively but had difficulty in making 
production. The learning task of meaning-focused group 
involved reading comprehension passages with true or 
false questions and completing sentences where students 
focused on meaning. The meaning-focused plus FonFs 
group involved reading comprehension with true or false 
questions and completing FonFs materials which included 
cloze, definitions, and a table. The result revealed that the 
meaning-focused group did not show much improvement, 
whereas meaning-focused plus FonFs group showed sig-
nificant enhancement at both receptive and productive lev-
els. The study concluded that FonFs instruction provided 
learners with a greater impact on their collocational com-
petence, and thus teachers should adopt FonFs instruction 
for their classroom practice, especially in learning colloca-
tions.

 
2) Concordance-Based Instruction

In contrast, other studies argued for the advantages of 
FonF instruction. Concordance-based instruction is con-
sidered to be a modern and relatively new type of FonF in-
struction in vocabulary teaching (Liu & Jiang, 2009). The 
instruction associates itself with concordance lines which 
have been extracted from corpus. Concordance-based 
instruction specifically enables learners to access a large 
amount of data where the target vocabulary items are 
used in the real world. Also, the data makes it possible for 
learners to be exposed to the authentic discourse of native 
speakers and to get closer to the native-like English at 
hand. As Sinclair (2004) supported that language teaching 
based on corpus presented a new revolution, much of the 
current research in L2 teaching with regard to FonF in-
volves corpus or concordancing and confirms the effects 
on vocabulary learning (Binkai, 2012; Conrad, 2005; Jalil-
ifar, Mehrabi, & Mousavinia, 2014; Liu & Jiang, 2009; 
Römer, 2010; Schmitt, 2000).

There have been many studies that examined the bene-
fits of concordance materials. Johns (1986) explained that 
printed concordance materials offer students substantial 
advantages. The concordance materials reduce the dif-
ficulties when students are at risk of being exposed to a 
massive amount of data which is irrelevant or incompre-
hensible. Thurston and Candlin (1998) also showed the 
importance of concordancing in material development. In 
their study, students were required to look at the key word 
and surrounding words in the concordances and analo-
gized the meanings of the key words. Then, they were 
familiarized with the language patterns which surrounded 
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the key word while solving the given tasks. After that, 
they practiced the key words without the concordances. 
Finally, they created their own writing with the words 
they learned. The study showed that the type of concor-
dance materials allowed students to acquire collocations 
and grammatical structures beyond the meanings of target 
words. Boulton (2009) suggested that learners take more 
advantage of keyword in context (KWIC) concordances 
than full-sentence concordances. In the KWIC searching 
of concordances, the keyword is highlighted, and essential 
words surrounding keywords are displayed in bold which 
provide learners with a “novel visual format” (p. 23). 
Boulton explained that teaching formulaic language with 
concordance lines in printed materials is ideally recom-
mended. Jalilifar et al. (2014) explored the effects of vo-
cabulary instruction by using printout materials of concor-
dance lines on EFL learners’ performance and retention. 
The results revealed that the group with concordance in-
struction outperformed the conventional instruction group, 
and concordance lines enhanced students’ retention of 
vocabulary. Many other studies have also showed that the 
usage of concordance-based materials was advantageous 
and contributed to building the knowledge of vocabulary 
(Binkai, 2012; Schmitt, 2000).

In summary, repetition is well-known and widely 
spread in vocabulary teaching pedagogy. However, there 
are three issues to further consider in relation to repetition 
studies. First, few repetition studies dealt with formulaic 
language as target words. Numerous studies focused on 
single vocabulary items even though the importance of 
repetition studies on formulaic language was highlighted 
(Wood, 2002; Alali & Schmitt, 2012). Second, vocabulary 
teaching methods have not been applied on repetition 
practices for students to learn vocabulary items. The usage 
of teaching methods should also be emphasized since for-
mulaic language is not as easy as single vocabulary items 
to be stored in the memory to retrieve. Third, it is still in 
question how many repetitions are needed for the adequate 
learning of formulaic language.

The aim of the present study is to explore the effects of 
form-focused instruction applied on repetition practices, 
which is directly applicable in learning formulaic language 
in a real university classroom environment. To address this 
issue, this study employed spaced repetition practices as 
well as two different teaching methods which are FonFs 
and concordance-based instruction. The three research 
questions guiding this study are as follows:

1) Which type of teaching method is more effective
between FonFs and concordance-based instruction 
with spaced repetition practices in learning 
formulaic language for short-term effects?

2) Which type of teaching methodology is more 
effective between FonFs and concordance-based 
instruction with spaced repetition practices in 
learning formulaic language for long-term effects?

3) How many repetition practices are needed for 
the adequate learning of formulaic language in 

FonFs and concordance-based instruction? 

III. METHOD

1. Participants   

The participants were 48 university students in Seoul, 
Korea, who were enrolled in a TOEIC Speaking Class. 
The students included male and female students from 
freshman to senior students and their majors were various 
from Arts to Science. They were divided randomly into 
two groups. Each group had 24 subjects whose age was 
ranged from 20 to 28. Their TOEIC scores are between 
600 and 700 and their average score is 745, and their En-
glish proficiency level is considered to be intermediate.

2. Target Vocabulary   

Sixty phrasal verbs were extracted from collocation 
dictionary for TOEIC, TEPS, and TOEFL titled Idiom 
Master from Nexen Media in Korea. This book was cho-
sen since the main goal of the students was to improve 
their scores on those tests. That is, the target words were 
associated with the goal of the class and the students. The 
participants took a pre-test which included 60 phrasal 
verbs. Twenty of them were selected from the results of 
the pre-test that students had no knowledge of. All 20 
phrasal verbs contain the same number of words and have 
similar sequential structures to remove the variability 
which comes from various levels of difficulty of a learn-
ing item. The sequences of phrasal verbs are presented in 
verb, adverb, and preposition order, e.g., boil down to.

3. Task Materials    

Different task materials for FonFs and concor-
dance-based instruction groups were provided in each 
practice session and students were required to complete 
the tasks. Both types of tasks were given in printed materi-
als. The FonFs task materials were adopted from Alali and 
Schmitt (2012) to corresponded to the characteristics of 
the class. The materials include L1 vocabulary on the left 
side of the paper and L2 translation as a fill-in-the-blank 
form is given on the right side (see Appendix 1). As for the 
concordance-based instruction materials, the concordance 
lines are extracted from Corpus of Contemporary Amer-
ican English with KWIC search which provides better 
outcome than full sentence lines for intermediate learners 
(Boulton, 2009) and edited to remove unwanted lines. The 
design of task materials is adopted from the task materials 
of Boulton’s (2010) data-driven learning to meet the char-
acteristics of the class (see Appendix 2).

4. Procedure     

The present study involved a pretest, five learning ses-
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sions and a four-week delayed posttest. Table 1 presents 
the procedures of the study. Five learning sessions include 
one presentation of target vocabulary and four repetition 
practices. Each repetition practice was held with the aver-
age spacing of seven days to the next repetition practice. 
For example, the first repetition practice was held seven 
days after the first presentation of the target vocabulary, 
and the second repetition practice was held seven days af-
ter the first repetition class. After each learning session, an 
immediate posttest was held. A delayed-test was held four 
weeks after the last immediate-posttest.

FonFs instruction consisted of two parts. In the first 
part, students went through all phrasal verbs one by one 
with their teacher and wrote the correct answers for 15 
minutes. In the second part, students in pairs practiced 
recall of L2 translation verbally for 5 minutes. The group 
mainly focused on remembering and recalling the correct 
L1-L2 pairs. Concordance-based instruction also consists 
of two parts. In the first part, students in pairs were asked 
to translate English phrasal verbs into Korean while dis-
cussing the answers with their partners for 15 minutes. In 
the second part, students went through the correct answers 
with their teacher for 5 minutes. The group mainly fo-
cused on inferencing the meanings of L2 phrasal verbs in 
concordance lines. 

5. Pretest, Immediate Posttests, and Delayed 
Posttests       

The participants were asked to answer the total number 
of 40 questions, which included 20 target words and 20 
distracters. The scores for the 20 distracters were excluded 
during the scoring process. Therefore, the total score was 
20 points for each test. The pre-, immediate-, and post-
test were identical. The test included two parts where two 

different formats were used to favor both types of instruc-
tion. The first half consisted of form-recall questions and 
the second half involved meaning-recognition questions. 
The order of questions was changed on each test to reduce 
testing effects.

6. Data Analysis        

In order to answer the research questions which were 
asked to explore the spaced repetition effects on learning 
phrasal verbs, repeated measures ANOVAs were used to 
find out the different short-term effects between the two 
teaching methods. Also, an independent samples t-test 
was used to compare the means of a one month delayed 
posttest of the two instruction groups for long-term ef-
fects.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics of five immediate 
tests and one delayed test in FonFs and concordance-based 
instruction group. For the FonFs group, mean scores of 
all immediate posttests except for the fifth increased from 
the first to the fourth (M = 10.58, M = 12.17, M = 14.00, 
and M = 15.50 in order). Interestingly, the mean score 
of the last repetition dropped by 0.08 points (M = 15.42) 
from the fourth repetition. On the other hand, as for the 
concordance-based instruction group, the results showed 
continuous increase from the first to the fifth (M = 7.00, M 
= 12.42, M = 15.50, M = 16.08, and M = 16.83 in order).

The first research question intended to find the better 
teaching method between FonFs and concordance-based 
teaching methods in learning formulaic language for 

Note. IP stands for immediate posttest.

TABLE 1
Procedures of the Study

Session Procedure Group1 Group2 Test

1 Pre-test Pre-test Pre-test Pre-test

2 1st Presentation FonFs Concordance-
based IP 1

3 1st Repetition FonFs Concordance-
based IP 2

4 2nd Repetition FonFs Concordance-
based IP 3

5 3rd Repetition FonFs Concordance-
based IP 4

6 4th Repetition FonFs Concordance-
based IP 5

7 Delayed 
posttest

Delayed 
posttest

Delayed 
posttest

Delayed 
posttest

Note. Max score = 20, IP stands for immediate posttest, DP 
stands for delayed posttest.

TABLE 2
Descriptive Statistics of FonFs and Concordance-based 

Instruction

Repetition Group N M SD

IP1 FonFs 24 10.58 3.72
Concordance 24 7.00 2.43

IP2 FonFs 24 12.17 4.66
Concordance 24 12.42 3.81

IP3 FonFs 24 14.00 4.63
Concordance 24 15.50 4.12

IP4 FonFs 24 15.50 3.97
Concordance 24 16.08 4.03

IP5 FonFs 24 15.42 4.30
Concordance 24 16.83 3.58

DP FonFs 24 13.58 4.67
Concordance 24 13.42 3.30
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short-term effects. In order to examine the differences 
between two types of repeated instruction, a mixed-design 
2 (instruction: FonFs or concordance-based) x 5 (repeti-
tion: immediate posttest 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) repeated-measure 
ANOVA was performed. Table 3 shows the result of main 
effect of instruction. There were no significant differences 
between the types of instruction F(1, 46) = .000, p = 1.000, 
η2 = .000. In other words, the results indicated that the dif-
ference between FonFs and concordance-based instruction 
was not statistically significant to show short-term effects.

In contrast, Table 4 reveals that there was a statistically 
significant interaction between repetition and instruction, 
and its effect size was large (F(3.633, 167.129) = 10.439, 
p < .05, η2 = .185).

In order to examine which repetition interacted with the 
instruction, pairwise comparisons of means as post hoc 
were computed. In order to prevent Type I errors, a Bon-
ferroni correction adjusted the interval of confidence. The 
alpha level was set as significant at .05. Table 5 shows the 
results of pairwise comparisons of means. The results indi-
cated that FonFs yielded 3.538 points higher performance 
than concordance-based instruction on the first immediate 
test which was held after the initial learning stage. In other 
words, the FonFs teaching method outperformed the con-
cordance-based instruction during the initial learning time 
when learning formulaic language.

In order to determine the main effects of repetition 
under FonFs and concordance-based teaching methods, a 
paired samples t-test was conducted. Table 6 shows that all 
improvements of repetitions excluding the fourth and fifth 
repetition pair were statistically significant for the FonFs 
instruction. The mean score of the last pair dropped even 
though the decrease was not statistically significant t(23) = 
1.147, p = .873. As for the concordance-based instruction, 
only the first t(23) = -8.117, p < .05 and the second pair 
t(23) = -5.099, p < .05 yielded a statistically significant 
mean gain. The third and fourth pair showed improve-
ments of mean scores, but the learning gains were not sta-
tistically significant. In other words, the FonFs instruction 
improved learners’ formulaic language acquisition signifi-
cantly on the first, second, and the third repetition prac-
tices, while the concordance-based instruction improved 
their formulaic language significantly on the first and the 
second repetition practices.

The second research question asked to find the better 
teaching method between FonFs and concordance-based 
teaching methods in learning formulaic language for long-
term effects. An independent t-test on one month delayed 
posttest was performed, and the results did not yield 
significant differences t(46) = .017, p = .887 as shown in 

TABLE 5
Pairwise Comparisons of Means Between Instruction

Note. Max score = 20. IP stands for Immediate posttest.

Group
Mean 

Difference 
(I-J)

SE p

IP1 FonFs Concordance 3.583 .907 .000
IP2 FonFs Concordance -.250 1.229 .840
IP3 FonFs Concordance -1.500 1.264 .241
IP4 FonFs Concordance -.583 1.155 .616
IP5 FonFs Concordance -1.417 1.143 .221TABLE 3

Results of Between-subject Effects of Instruction

Source Type III Sum 
of Squares df F p η2

Intercept 52812.500 1 703.997 .000 .939

Instruction .000 0 .000 1.000 .000

Error 3450.833 46

TABLE 4
Results of Within-subject Effects of Instruction

Source Type III Sum 
of Squares df F p η2

Repetition 1791.500 3.633 88.915 .000 .659

Repetition*
Instruction 210.333 3.633 10.439 .000 .185

Error
(Repetition) 926.833 167.129

Instruction Pair M SD t df p

FonFs IP1-IP2 -1.583 3.53 -2.200 23 .038
IP2-IP3 -1.833 1.95 -4.609 23 .000
IP3-IP4 -1.500 2.27 -3.244 23 .004
IP4-IP5 .083 2.52 .162 23 .873

Concordance IP1-IP2 -5.417 3.27 -8.117 23 .000
IP2-IP3 -3.083 2.96 -5.099 23 .000
IP3-IP4 -.583 1.74 -1.640 23 .115
IP4-IP5 -.750 2.58 -1.427 23 .167

TABLE 6
Paired Samples t-tests on the Immediate Posttests of 

Instruction

Note. IP stands for Immediate posttest.
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Table 7.

In sum, the results of both repeated-measure ANO-
VA and independent t-test for short-term and long-term 
effects indicated that both types of instruction generated 
significant improvements through repetitions. One of the 
most interesting findings was the superiority of FonFs 
instruction in the initial learning stage. The reason could 
be attributed to the simplified form of learning. That is, 
since formulaic language is relatively long for students to 
memorize all at once, the simple format in which students 
learn the formulaic language items with L1 translation is 
benefitted the learning gains in the beginning.

The research question 3 aimed to find out how many 
repetitions were adequate in order to acquire formula-
ic language. The mean percentage of each immediate 
posttest was computed, and the descriptive statistics of the 
percentage of mean score is presented in Table 8.

In the first repetition, FonFs achieved 52.9% of learn-
ing while concordance-based instruction reached only 
35%. In the second repetition, concordance-based instruc-
tion started to precede FonFs by reaching 62.1% while 
FonFs scored 60.85%. In the third repetition, concor-
dance-based instruction was way ahead of FonFs and the 
percentage did not go down until the last fifth repetition. 
Concordance-based instruction achieved 77.5% while 

FonFs instruction reached 70%. The percentage of FonFs 
in the fourth repetition reached the same as that of concor-
dance-based instruction in the third repetition. That means, 
learning formulaic language with concordance-based 
instruction needed fewer repetition practices compared 
to learning with FonFs instruction. By the fourth repeti-
tion, concordance-based instruction achieved over 80% 
of learning while FonFs instruction only reached 77.1%. 
That made 7.05% of gap between concordance-based 
instruction and FonFs instruction. It means that concor-
dance-base instruction is suggested for students to achieve 
over 80% of formulaic language with fewer repetitions.

V. CONCLUSION

This study was designed to reveal the optimal number 
of repetition practices for learning formulaic language and 
to give pedagogical suggestions on what teaching methods 
can be beneficial in learning formulaic language in the real 
classroom environment.

The results showed that both FonFs and concor-
dance-based instruction had significant effects when 
learning formulaic language with no statistically signifi-
cant difference. The result is consistent with the study of 
Laufer and Girsai (2008), which indicated that both FonF 
and FonFs instruction were effective in vocabulary teach-
ing. However, when the instruction was combined with 
repetition practices, a different effect emerged depending 
on the instruction. FonFs instruction outperformed concor-
dance-based instruction during the initial learning stage. 
It seemed that FonFs instruction helped students to famil-
iarize themselves with the formulaic language items better 
than the concordance-based instruction in the beginning. 
Therefore, form-meaning link in FonFs is suggested in the 
initial stage of vocabulary learning. Even though mem-
orization practices of vocabulary are often considered a 
tedious task, they can be beneficial to learning, especially 
when combined with repetition schedules. 

On the other hand, the repeated practices showed a 
different picture over time. Concordance-based instruction 
showed slightly better learning after each repetition prac-
tice than FonFs instruction. Even though the difference 
between the methods during the repetition sessions was 
not significant, it is still meaningful because the learning 
kept growing with concordance-based instruction while 
the learning was not consistently growing with FonFs in-
struction. 

The findings of the study suggest that repetition classes 
should be planned in the real classroom environment when 
learning formulaic language, since this study has shown 
that a single learning class was not effective enough for 
students to remember most of formulaic language. The 
results showed that a minimum of 2 repetition classes are 
needed in order to achieve at least 50 percent of formulaic 
language under concordance-based repeated instruction, 
and 4 repetition classes were needed in order to achieve at 

Instruction M SD t p

FoFs 13.58 4.67 .143 .887
Concordance 13.42 3.30

TABLE 7
Independent t-tests on One Month Delayed Posttest 

Between Instruction

Note. Max mean score = 20, IP stands for Immediate posttest.

TABLE 8
Descriptive Statistics of FonFs and Concordance-based 

Instruction

Test Group N Mean percentage (%)

IP1 FonFs 24 52.90
Concordance 24 35.00

IP2 FonFs 24 60.85
Concordance 24 62.10

IP3 FonFs 24 70.00
Concordance 24 77.50

IP4 FonFs 24 77.50
Concordance 24 80.40

IP5 FonFs 24 77.10
Concordance 24 84.15
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least 75 percent of formulaic language for both instruction. 
In order to achieve over 80% of learning, four repetitions 
were needed for concordance-based instruction, while 
even five repetitions could not reach that level with FonFs 
instruction. Both teaching methods could not reach 85% 
on even the last repetition practice. Therefore, the present 
study suggests that FonFs instruction is useful when the 
repetition practices are held less than three times since 
that type of instruction enhances learning especially in the 
initial stage. On the other hand, focus-on-form is highly 
recommended when the repetition practices are held more 
than three times, and the students are required to achieve 
more than 80% of learning target vocabulary.

This study provides an important insight into the un-
derstanding of formulaic language learning with repe-
tition practices, yet the study has limitations. The study 
employed four repetitions after the first presentation of 
target words. The number of exposures is greater than the 
previous studies, but still more number of repetitions is 
required to find the higher percentage achievement of stu-
dents’ vocabulary learning. Also, more target vocabulary 
can be added in order to examine the significant difference 
between FonFs and concordance-based instruction. The 
task difficulty can be raised by increasing the number of 
target vocabulary, which might lead to the distinction be-
tween the two teaching methods. Lastly, future research 
can investigate individual word learning with the teach-
ing methods and repetition practices in order to find out 
whether the results are consistent with formulaic language 
learning.
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APPENDIX 1
Learning Materials for Focus-on-Forms Group

APPENDIX 2
Learning Materials for Concordance-based Group

A.  How would you translate following Korean phrasal verbs into English?

1. 요약하다       b                             
2. 병에 걸리다       c                            
3. 정면으로 맞서다       f                            

B.	 Let’s check the correct answers for question A.
C.	 Look at question A again and practice form-recall with your partner. 


