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ABSTRACT 

 

Hyun Joo Lee 

Department of Foreign Language Education (English Major) 

Graduate School of Seoul National University 

 

  The present study explores effects of different types of input frequency 

distribution on Korean EFL middle school students’ learning of the caused-

motion construction (CMCs).  

The input types were differentiated by different proportion of prototypical 

(e.g., put) and non-prototypical verbs (e.g., laugh) in CMCs. In the skewed 

input type, the proportion of prototypical verbs was high. In the balanced input 

type, the proportion of prototypical and non-prototypical verbs was balanced. 

In the reversely-skewed input type, the proportion of non-prototypical verbs 

was high.  

The participants were either provided with one of the three different types 

of input or were not. The participants who received the treatment were divided 

into three instruction groups: skewed group (SG), balanced group (BG), and 

reversely-skewed group (RSG).  
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  All the groups participated in a pretest and a posttest session, while only the 

three instruction groups received two lessons of input-based instruction. Each 

test session administered two tasks: picture description, and English-to-

Korean translation. The former tested the students’ production of CMCs and 

its metaphorical extension, namely the resultative construction (RCs), while 

the latter examined the students’ comprehension of the constructions.  

Results of the tasks revealed that the reversely-skewed input was the most 

effective in learning of the CMCs. In addition, learning of the CMCs was 

found to have facilitative effects on learning of RCs, which was not instructed. 

These findings suggest that the shock-effect of non-prototypical input may 

facilitate EFL students to acquire constructional knowledge.   

 

Key Words: construction grammar, English argument structure constructions, 

English caused-motion construction, input frequency distribution 

 

Student Number: 2016-21796 
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Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION 

 

The present study investigates the effects of input frequency distribution 

types on the acquisition of the English caused-motion construction by Korean 

middle school students. The first section presents the purpose and research 

questions of the study. The second section outlines the organization of the 

thesis.  

 

1.1. Statement of Purpose and Research Questions 

 

In Construction Grammar (Fillmore 1985, 1988; Goldberg, 1995, 2006, 

2013), constructions are defined as correspondences of form and meaning, 

functioning as primary units for building language systems ranging from 

words to complex sentence structures. Among various levels of constructions, 

argument structure constructions (ASCs) are assumed to be a core and basic 

concept of human experiences and thus “provide the basic means of clausal 

expressions in a language” (Goldberg, 1995, p.3).  

The idea that argument structure constructions designate the scenes basic 

to human experience has been supported by findings on language acquisition 
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(Bowerman, 1973; Clark, 1978; Park, 1977; Slobin, 1985). For example, 

children’s production at an early stage of language acquisition is characterized 

by light, general-purpose verbs, and these verbs represent basic scenes, which 

are associated with argument structure constructions. Interestingly, such 

prototypical verbs are not only learned early on, but are also the most 

commonly used verbs in children’s speech crosslinguistically (Clark, 1978).  

Motivated and inspired by naturalistic linguistic data in which 

prototypical verbs typically account for the lion’s share of tokens of each 

argument structure construction (Goldberg, Casenhiser & Sethuraman, 2004; 

Ninio, 1999), the effects of verb distribution in input on language acquisition 

have been widely studied (e.g., Akhtar, 1999; Abbot-Smith, Lieven, & 

Tomasello, 2001; Matthews, Lieven, Theakston, & Tomasello, 2005; Wilson, 

2003). In particular, many studies which explored the effects of input 

frequency distribution have divided the input types into skewed frequency 

input and balanced frequency input. In skewed input, a prototypical verb 

occurs in a particular construction with a disproportionately high frequency, 

and in balanced input, a prototypical verb and non-prototypical verbs are 

provided in a particular construction with balanced frequency.   

The present study focuses on caused-motion constructions (hereafter, 
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CMCs: e.g., Fred sneezed the foam off the cappuccino.), which are a group of 

the major argument structure constructions in English. Their syntactic 

structure consists of a subject, a verb, an object and a prepositional phrase and 

the construction itself attributes to its meaning, ‘X CAUSES Y to MOVE 

Zlocation’.  

Although the CMCs designate the meaning of a basic causal event, it has 

been identified as one of the most difficult constructions for Korean learners 

of English as a foreign language (EFL) learners to learn (Lee & Kim, 2011; 

Shin, 2010). The difficulty may be ascribed to the typological difference 

between Korean and English. In particular, when describing spontaneous 

motion and caused motion, English and Korean use different constructional 

patterns (Choi & Bowerman, 1991). This difference has been known to cause 

Korean EFL learners to have recalcitrant problems in producing and 

comprehending CMCs (Choi, 2009; H. Sung, 2018).  

Despite its significance to Korean-speaking learners of English, few 

attempts have been made to identify which type of input is effective in helping 

them learn the CMCs, with Rah (2014) and S. Kim (2017) being exceptional 

ones. Rah (2014) found that picture-cued input with explicit instruction was 

effective in teaching the CMCs, and S. Kim (2017) investigated the different 
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effects of input enhancement and verb distribution on the learning of the 

CMCs. While both studies provided meaningful discussion in the role of input 

in the learning and teaching of the CMCs, their inclusion of other constructions 

such as ditransitive rendered their findings related to the CMCs difficult to 

account for.  

Therefore, the present study focuses on the CMCs, investigating the 

effects of various input frequency distributions on the learning of it by Korean 

EFL learners. While the main focus of the study is to identify how different 

input frequency distribution of specific verbs affects the production and 

comprehension of CMCs, it also attempts to explore the effects of learning 

CMCs on learning resultative constructions (hereafter, RCs), which are known 

to be closely associated with CMCs.  

 

The present study poses the following research questions: 

 

1. Which type of input frequency distribution is more effective for 

Korean EFL middle school students to learn English CMCs, the 

skewed, the balanced, or the reversely-skewed input frequency 

distribution type?  
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2. How are the production and comprehension of English CMCs 

affected when students receive each of the three types of input?  

 

3. Does the learning of English caused-motion constructions (CMCs) 

have any facilitative effects on the learning of English resultative 

constructions (RCs)? 

 

1.2. Organization of the Thesis 

 

This thesis is organized into six chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the 

purpose and research questions of the present study. Chapter 2 reviews the 

theoretical framework of construction grammar and examines the theoretical 

and experimental issues of the target construction, i.e., the caused-motion 

construction. Chapter 3 reports the results of a pilot study and describes the 

research methods of the main experiment. Chapter 4 reports the quantitative 

results of the study. Chapter 5 discusses the central themes of the study’s 

findings. Chapter 6 summarizes the major findings and concludes the study 

with several pedagogical implications, limitations and suggestions for future 

research.  
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Chapter 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter presents a review of the literature pertaining to the present 

study. The first section reviews the theoretical framework of the present study, 

focusing on construction grammar (Goldberg, 1995). The second section 

presents English argument structure constructions in construction grammar. 

The third section introduces English caused-motion construction (CMC), and 

compares it with Korean CMC. The last section briefs previous studies on 

construction-grammar-based L1 acquisition and L2 learning, including the 

effect of input frequency.  

 

2.1. Construction Grammar as a Theoretical Background 

 

2.1.1. Construction Grammar 

 

The present study is based on the core idea of Construction Grammar 

(Fillmore 1985, 1988; Goldberg, 1995, 2006, 2013). In the constructionist 

framework (e.g., Bates & MacWhinney, 1987; Ellis, 1998, 2003; Goldberg, 

1995, 2006; Langacker, 1987; Robinson & Ellis, 2008), “constructions form a 
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structured inventory of a speakers’ knowledge” (Ellis, N. C., & Ferreira–Junior, 

F., 2009, p.370).  

The most distinctive feature of the constructional approach lies in its view 

of language acquisition mechanism. Nativist approaches assume that human 

beings are born with biologically endowed innate ability to acquire language 

(i.e., LAD: language acquisition device). Through this domain-specific 

process, it is argued that all children, who are exposed to their first language, 

can master it without any efforts or difficulties. Also, they can create 

expressions that go beyond the input, since they are innately endowed with 

language-specific knowledge (Chomsky, 1981, 1988; Pinker, 1994). 

 Constructionist approaches, on the other hand, emphasize that 

languages are learned as they are constructed on the basis of the input with 

general cognitive, pragmatic, and processing constraints (Goldberg, 2006). 

The usage-based models of construction grammar contend that constructions 

gradually emerge from language speakers’ actual usage events in daily 

communication and thus, children can acquire their first language inductively 

with more general cognitive mechanisms (Diessel, 2013; Goldberg, 

Casenhiser, & Sethuraman, 2004). In other words, domain-general processes 

are believed to be involved in their first language acquisition in that they 
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generalize linguistic patterns, derived from utterances in communication for 

language acquisition.  

In construction grammar, as is quoted in the following, any type of form-

meaning pairings is considered as construction.  

 

Any linguistic pattern is recognized as a construction as long as 

some aspect of its form or function is not strictly predictable 

from its component parts or from other constructions recognized 

to exist. In addition, patterns are stored as constructions even if 

they are fully predictable as long as they occur with sufficient 

frequency. 

(Goldberg, 2006, p.5) 

 

That is, all levels of parings of form with semantic or discourse functions 

are involved, including morphemes of words, idioms, partially lexically filled 

and fully general phrasal patterns (Goldberg, 2006). 
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Table 2.1. Examples of Constructions, Varying in Size and Complexity 

Construction Example 

Morpheme pre-, -ing  

Word avocado, anaconda, and 

Complex word daredevil, shoo-in 

Complex word (partially filled) [N-s] (for regular plurals) 

Idiom (filled) going great guns, give the Devil his due 

Idiom (partially - filled)  jog <someone’s> memory 

Covariational - Conditional the more you think, the less you understand 

Ditransitive (double object) he gave her a fish taco 

Passive the armadillo was hit by a car 

(Adapted from Goldberg, 2006, p.5) 

 

In short, according to Goldberg (1995, 2006), the construction is defined 

as below.  

C is a CONSTRUCTION iff C is a pairing of form and function 

such that some aspect of the form or some aspect of the function 

is not strictly predictable from C’s component parts. 

(Goldberg, 1995:199) 

 

2.1.2. English Argument Structure Constructions 

 

Among various sizes and complexities of constructions, the basic 



 

10 

 

sentence patterns of a language involve constructions, defined as form and 

meaning correspondences that exist independently of particular verbs. 

Goldberg (1995) contends that the sentence-level constructions provide “the 

basic means of clausal expression in a language”.   

According to Bencini and Goldberg (2000), the predominant view of a 

sentence or clause since Chomsky (1965) has been verb-centered view in that 

the lexical representation of a verb projects the type and number of arguments. 

For instance, the verb give requires three arguments to form a complete 

sentence: a [subject], a [direct object] and an [indirect object]. Thus, the verb 

is considered the most important factor to contribute to the overall meaning of 

sentence.  

However, in constructionists’ multiple-sense approaches, linguists 

(Goldberg, 1995; Rappaport Hovav & Levin, 1998) pay attention to intriguing 

cases in which verbs occur in many more argument structure configurations. 

For example, the verb type can occur in at least five argument structures as 

below:  
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Table 2.2. Argument Structure Constructions with the Verb ‘Type’ 

Construction Example 

Intransitive She typed for 3 hours. 

Transitive She typed a letter. 

Resultative She typed her fingers raw. 

Caused-motion She typed 40 characters onto the page. 

Way She typed her way to a promotion.  

(Adapted from Goldberg, 1999) 

 

Also, some verbs cannot attribute the overall form and meaning of the 

sentence at all.  

 

(1) a. The truck rumbled down the street.  

   b. Pat eyebrow’d her surprise. 

   c. We will overnight you that package.  

   d. He kissed mother unconscious.  

   e. They couldn’t manage to pray the two little girls home again.  

(Adapted from Goldberg, 1999) 

 

None of the matrix verbs of the sentences in (1) can assign thematic roles 

to the other arguments. Rumble (1a) is not a verb of motion but a verb of sound 

emission. Eyebrow (1b) and overnight (1c) are not even normally used as verbs. 

Kiss (1d) is normally used in transitive construction, but it is used for 
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resultative construction. Pray (1e) is normally used as intransitive verb but 

appear in the caused-motion construction.  

Thus, constructionists (Fillmore & Kay, 1999; Goldberg, 1995; 

Jackendoff, 1997; Michaelis & Lambrecht, 1996; Rappaport Hovav & Levin, 

1998) introduced a new perspective for the argument structures, recognizing 

the argument structure patterns as linguistic units in their own right. That is, 

the argument structure patterns are attributed directly to the overall meaning 

of the sentence (Bencini & Goldberg, 2000). The main verbs, on the other hand, 

are addressed with the interaction between verb meaning and constructional 

meaning.  

Each of the basic sentence-level constructions (i.e., argument structure 

constructions) designate a humanly relevant scene. Goldberg (1995) defines 

this as Scene Encoding Hypothesis, explaining that “constructions which 

correspond to basic sentence types encode as their central senses event types 

that are basic to human experience” (Goldberg, 1995, p.39). It is argued that 

possible event types of human experience are finite such as ‘someone moves 

something’, ‘someone causes something’, or ‘something moving’, and 

languages are supposed to be related to these humanly scenes.  
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Table 2.3. English Argument Structure Constructions 

Type Abstract Form Meaning and Example 

Intransitive-motion Sub V Obl 
X moves Y 

The fly buzzed into the room  

Intransitive-resultative Sub V Xcomp 
X becomes Y 

She felt happy 

Transitive Sub V Obj 
X acts on Y 

Pat hit the wall 

Ditransitive Sub V Obj1 Obj2 
X causes Y to receive  

She faxed Bill the letter  

Caused-motion Sub V Obj Obl 
X causes Y to move Z 

Pat sneezed the foam off the table  

Resultative Sub V Obj Xcomp 
X causes Y to become Z 

She wiped the table clean  

(Adapted from Goldberg, 1995)  

 

In addition, constructions constitute an interconnected network in a 

hierarchical order by inheritance links (Goldberg, 1995). The constructions of 

low levels inherit all shared information from those of higher levels, and thus, 

the argument structure constructions can be stored in a systematic way. Figure 

2.1. shows this hierarchical network of major argument structure constructions.  
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(Adapted from Goldberg, 1995, p.109; Sung & Yang, 2016, p.92) 

Figure 2.1. Hierarchical Network of Argument Structure Constructions 

 

All constructions carry their own inherent information and are related to 

each other in a super- or sub-node fashion (Rah, 2014, p.30). In Figure 2.1., 

two types of inheritance relationships between the argument structure 

constructions are represented: instance links (II) and metaphorical extension 

links (IM). Instance links are posited “if and only if one construction is a more 

fully specified version of the other” (Goldberg, 1995, p.79). For example, the 

caused-motion construction (CMC) is an instance of the intransitive motion 

construction in that the meaning of former construction, ‘X CAUSES Y to 

MOVE Z’, contains the meaning of latter construction, ‘X MOVES Z’.  

Metaphorical extension link is posited between constructions “when the 
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constructions are found to be related by a metaphorical mapping” (Goldberg, 

1995, p.81). For instance, the resultative construction (RC) is a metaphorical 

extension of the CMC in that the semantics of CMC is mapped to the RC’s 

semantics metaphorically (Goldberg, 1995, p.81).  

 

2.1.3. Construction-Grammar-Based Language 

Acquisition  

 

2.1.3.1. Input Frequency and First Language Acquisition 

 

Usage-based models of language (Bybee, 2007; Diessell, 2004; Ellis, 

2003, 2006, 2008; Goldberg, 2006; Goldberg & Casenhiser, 2008; Langacker, 

2000, Tomasello, 2003) assume that children develop adult-like abstract 

constructions by gradually schematizing early item-based concreate 

constructions (Nakamura, 2012, p.1). At first, children learn lexically-specific 

constructions, which are combination of verbs and arguments. Later, children 

gradually produce a low scope pattern, in which high-frequency verbs and 

high-frequency lexical items are combined and finally they associate the 

surface structure of sentences with constructional meaning. 
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In this process, input frequency is assumed to be a critical and facilitative 

factor (Diessell, 2007; Ellis, 2002; Tomasello, 2003) since high-frequency 

constructions can be learned early and easily as learners generalize a 

construction from the repeated exposure to exemplars in the linguistic input. 

In the recent studies of first language acquisition, various ways of input 

frequency manipulation have been introduced as having facilitative effects on 

acquisition of constructions (Casenhiser & Goldberg, 2005; Childers & 

Tomasello, 2001; Goldberg, Casenhiser & Sethuraman, 2004; Goldberg, 

Casenhiser & White, 2007). Among various ways of frequency manipulation, 

the present study utilizes ‘skewed input frequency distribution’, which 

provides a particular item with high token frequency and other items with low 

token frequency (Casenhiser & Goldberg, 2005; Goldberg, Casenhiser & 

Sethuraman, 2004).  

Goldberg, Casenhiser and Sethuraman (2004) analyzed an enormous 

corpus data (Bates, Elizabeth, & Goodman, 1998) of mother talk and children 

speech. They discovered that one particular verb (i.e., light verb, path-breaking 

verb) accounts for the lion’s share of tokens of each argument structure 

construction, and they argued this dominance of a single verb would help 

facilitate the learning of constructional meaning. It was supported by the 
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experiment in that high token frequency of a single prototypical exemplar (i.e., 

go, put, give), which bears a striking resemblance to the meaning of 

construction (i.e., go – ‘Subj V Oblpath/loc’, put – ‘Subj V Obj Oblpath/loc’, give 

– ‘Sub V Obj1 Obj2’), facilitates the learning of constructions. Thus, they 

contended that the input itself is structured in a skewed way toward one high-

frequency prototypical exemplar as to make the generalization from lexical 

items to argument structure constructions straightforward (Goldberg et al., 

2004, p.307).  

The idea that skewedness in the input allows children to access initial 

generalization over the lexical items and facilitate their learning of argument 

structure constructions, has been supported by various studies (Casenhiser & 

Goldberg, 2005; Goldberg, 1999; Ninio, 1999). Ninio (1999) also noted that 

children use pathbreaking verbs in argument structure constructions long 

before they utilize other verbs in the construction. According to Casenhiser 

and Goldberg (2005), native English-speaking children could map between 

form and meanings of a novel ASC more efficiently if they receive skewed 

input. That is, high frequency verbs could have facilitative effects on the 

learning of constructions in L1 learning environment.   
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2.1.3.2. Construction-Grammar-Based Second Language 

Acquisition  

 

The effect of input frequency on construction learning has been studied 

predominantly in the first language acquisition. Recently, researchers and 

teachers in second and foreign language learning and teaching have paid more 

attention to construction grammar. (Chang & Maia, 2001; Ellis & Ferreira-

Junior, 2009; H. Hwang, 2013; H. M. Kim, 2012; H. W. Kim, 2013; R. Kim, 

2012; Lee & Kim, 2011; Shin, 2009; M. Sung, 2012; M. Sung, 2018; H. Sung, 

2018; Year & Gordon, 2009).  

A few studies have analyzed the effect of input frequency in the second 

and foreign language context. Ellis and Ferreira-junior (2009) investigated the 

learning effects of input frequency in the second language context. The study 

was based on analyzing the extensive corpus data and confirmed that the 

skewed input could also help second language learners to learn argument 

structure constructions.  

However, the results of Year and Gordon’s (2009) study in EFL context 

contrasted with the previous studies. In the study, secondary school students 

were taught ditransitive verbs in two different conditions: skewed frequency 
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condition and balanced frequency condition. The results showed that there was 

no statistically significant difference between the two groups and balanced 

input could be superior for long-term retention of construction learning for L2 

learners.  

McDonough and Nekrasova-Becker (2014) explored the effectiveness of 

the skewed and balanced input on double object dative construction with 78 

Thai university students. The results showed that the skewed input could foster 

the understanding of a part of constructions but hinder the productive 

extension of construction.  

In addition to the studies mentioned above, a considerable number of 

studies (e.g., McDonough & Trofimovich, 2013; Nakamura, 2012) were also 

conducted with L2 speakers of English to investigate the facilitative effect of 

skewed and balanced input in their construction learning. However, there have 

been conflicting results concerning instructional effects. That is, it has not been 

clearly proven which input type is more effective in construction learning. 

Moreover, although the effect of instruction on learning of individual argument 

structure constructions by EFL learners has been studied in a few studies (H. 

W. Kim, 2013; R. Kim, 2012; Shin, 2012; M. Sung, 2012; H. Sung, 2018), 

little focus has been on the effects of input frequency on the caused-motion 
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construction (CMC), which is the target construction of the present study.  

 

2.2. Caused-Motion Construction 

 

2.2.1. English Caused-Motion Construction 

 

Goldberg (1995) defines the English caused-motion construction (CMC) 

as following: [SUBJ [V OBJ OBL]] (where V is a nonstative verb and OBL is 

a directional phrase). The basic semantics of this construction is defined as 

follows: “The causer argument directly causes the theme argument to move 

along a path designated by the directional phrase: that is, X CAUSES Y to 

MOVE Z” (Goldberg, 1995, p.152).  

As the definition of the construction shows, the semantics of the 

constructions are not compositional in that its meaning is not derived from the 

combination of lexical items. For instance, the verb kick and hit do not have 

causative meaning as in (2). However, when they are used in the CMC, they 

have the causal interpretation as in (3).  

 

 



 

21 

 

(2) a. Joe kicked the wall. 

   b. Joe hit the table.  

 

(3) a. Joe kicked the dog into the bathroom. 

   b. Joe hit the ball across the field.  

(Adapted from Goldberg, 1995, p.153)  

 

In addition, the verbs that are normally used as an intransitive verb, can 

occur transitively when they are used in the CMC as in (4) below.  

 

(4) a. *The audience laughed the poor guy. 

   b. *Frank sneezed the napkin. 

   c. The audience laughed the poor guy off of the stage. 

   d. Frank sneezed the napkin off the table. 

   (Adapted from Goldberg, 1995, p.154) 

 

According to Goldberg and Jackendoff (2004), CMC can be divided into 

two types: verbal CMC and constructional CMC. The former one contains the 

caused-motion verb, which is semantically ‘light’ and entails caused-motion 

event within the meaning of verb itself, such as put in She put the pen into the 

bag. The latter one uses a ‘heavy verb’ as a main verb as in She sneezed the 

foam off the cappuccino. The constructional CMC can be also divided into 
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three different variations: selected CMC, unselected CMC, and unselected 

CMC with intransitive verbs.  

 

Table 2.4. Dimensions of Variations in Caused-Motion Construction 

Dimensions of Variations  

in Caused-Motion Construction 
Examples 

Verbal caused-motion construction Pat put the ball on the table. 

Constructional 

caused-motion 

construction 

Selected Bill broke the bathtub into pieces 

Unselected The professor talked us into a stupor. 

Unselected with 

intransitive verb 

The critics laughed the play off the 

stage. 

(Adapted from Goldberg & Jackendoff, 2004) 

  

2.2.2. Differences between Korean and English Caused-

Motion Construction  

 

Spatial meanings and motion are fundamental to human cognition and the 

linguistic system for encoding them shows the core structuring principles of 

each language (Choi & Bowerman, 1991). Talmy (1985) proposed the four 

basic components for a motion event: Motion (presence of motion), Figure 

(the moving object), Ground (the reference-point object with respect to which 
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the Figure moves), and Path (the course followed by the Figure with respect 

to Ground.  

Among these components, path is the most crucial element since it 

constitutes the core schema of a motion event, encoding the spatial relation 

between the figure and ground (Talmy, 1991). According to Talmy (1985), all 

languages differ in how they combine motion and path information into words, 

which is fundamental typological difference among languages. Languages that 

characteristically express path in particles or affixes are called satellite-framed 

languages, whereas those that characteristically express it in the main verb are 

called verb-framed languages (Talmy, 1985, 1991).  

In English, which is one of satellite-framed languages, motion is 

conflated with manner or cause information, whereas path is expressed 

separately by prepositions or particles (Talmy, 1975, 1985).  

 

(7) a. John    rolled     the ball into the room.  

              ↑                  ↑ 

        [motion+manner]          [path] 

   b. The wind  blew     the napkin off the table.  

               ↑                    ↑ 

         [motion+cause]              [path] 
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As shown in (7), English uses the same verb conflations in both transitive 

sentences expressing motions caused by an agent and intransitive sentences 

expressing spontaneous motions. Path of both types is marked in the same 

ways, using prepositions and particles (Choi & Bowerman, 1991, p.87).  

Korean, which belongs to verb-framed language type, has a mixed 

conflation. As for transitive clauses of caused-motion, motion is conflated with 

path in the main verb. However, as for intransitive clauses for spontaneous 

motion, it encodes motion, path and (optionally) manner or cause with 

separate constituents (Choi & Bowerman, 1991).  

 

 (8) a. John-i yelswey-lul selhap-an-ey tency-e       noh-ess-ta.  

                                  ↑            ↑  

                           [manner+cause][motion+path+ground]   

      (“John put keys to inside the drawer by throwing.”)  

   b. John-i pang-ey ttwui-e    tul-e       o-ass-ta. 

                    ↑      ↑           ↑ 

                 [manner]  [path]    [motion+deixis]  

      (“John came into the room, running.”) 

 

As the example sentences in (8) show, Korean uses different 

lexicalization patterns for spontaneous motion and caused-motion, and most 
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of its path markers in the two cases are distinct (Choi & Bowerman, 1991, 

p.93). On the other hand, English uses the same verb conflation patterns in 

both cases, encoding path separately with the same markers.  

Due to the different systems for lexicalizing motion events, children are 

assumed to be influenced by the semantic organization of their languages. That 

is, children learning English and Korean develop their language-specific 

patterns differently. Children learning English learn how to isolate path 

information quickly, but it takes longer time for children learning Korean to 

realize the path information (Choi & Bowerman, 1991, p.117). This could 

hinder them from learning the other type of language as a second or foreign 

language.  

Slobin (2004) and Berman & Slobin (1994) supported this idea. To be 

specific, satellite-framed languages allow for detailed description of path 

within a single clause whereas in verb-framed languages, only one path can be 

expressed in one clause at a time. In addition, satellite-framed languages have 

larger collection of manner verbs, whereas in verb-framed languages, the 

information of manner or cause is often omitted since they need separate 

constructions (Berman & Slobin, 1994).  

Choi (2009) presented some cases in which English speakers and Korean 
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speakers use distinct structures to describe the same scenes. As in (9) and (10), 

Korean speakers overwhelmingly expressed the path information in the main 

clause, describing the scenes in intransitive constructions. As for the same 

scene, English-speakers showed high uniformity in describing the scene with 

one clause.  

 

E: English speakers, K: Korean speakers 

(9) E: John jumped over the bike rack.  

   K: Chelswu-ga cacenke-tay -lul ttwui-e nem -ess -ta.  

     (“Chelswu went over the bicycle bar by jumping.”)  

 

 

(10) E: John is kicking a ball to Mary.  

    K: Chelswu-ga chwukgu kong-ul mol-ko yenghi ccok-ulo ka-ss -ta.  

      (“Chelswu went toward Yenghi by kicking soccer ball.”) 

 

 

(11) E: The fan blew the paper into the basket.  

    K: Senphwungki-ga tolaka-ni congi-ka hyucithong -ulot teleci -ess -ta.  

      (“When the fan turned on, the paper fell to the garbage can.”) 

 (Adapted from Choi, 2009) 
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2.2.3. English Resultative Construction 

 

The English resultative construction (RC) consists of ‘a subject, a verb, 

an object, and a resultative phrase (adjective phrase)’ (Goldberg, 1995). Its 

constructional meaning is ‘X CAUSES Y to BECOME Z’. In Goldberg (1991, 

1995), it is argued that the RC involves a metaphorical interpretation of the 

result phrase as a metaphorically interpretable goal. Thus, RC is argued to be 

a metaphorical extension of the CMC. 12a is the example sentence of CMC, 

and 12b is the RC.  

 

(12) a. Joe kicked the bottle into the yard.  

                   (change of location: CMC) 

    b. Joe kicked Bob black and blue.  

                (change of state: RC)  

 

M. Sung (2012) examined the effect of instruction of resultative 

construction on other major constructions, and showed that the improvement 

of RC is positively correlated with that of CMC. This supported the idea that 

both constructions are described as sharing many syntactic and semantic 

properties (Boas, 2002; Goldberg, 1995; Goldberg & Jackendoff, 2004).  
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H. M. Kim (2012) pointed out that learning of English RC, which is a 

more marked form than CMC and ditransitive construction, is conducive to 

acquire both CMC and ditransitive constructions significantly. Thus, it is 

argued that learning more marked construction can facilitate the learning of 

less marked construction.  

In brief, due to the typological differences from Korean and English CMC 

contains, using and int erpreting English CMC has been cognitively 

challenging to Korean English learners. However, CMC has not drawn serious 

attention in the previous studies. In addition, learning effect depending on 

input frequency distribution types has hardly been studied. Meanwhile, there 

have been previous attempts to research the learning effect of RC on CMC, 

the learning effect of CMC on RC, still remains unexplored. Therefore, the 

present study aims to explore what type of input frequency distribution is more 

effective on learning of CMC by Korean English learners and its learning 

effect on RC.  
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Chapter 3. METHODS 

 

This chapter contains the methods employed for the current study. The 

first section introduces the research design of the pilot study with its results 

and implications for the main study. The second section presents the details 

about the participants in the main study. The third section reviews the target 

construction and input frequency distribution types. The fourth section 

describes the procedures adopted in the main study. The fifth section presents 

the details of the test sessions and tasks, employed in the experiment. The sixth 

section describes the instruction session. Finally, the last section deals with the 

process and methods of data coding and analysis.  

 

3.1. Pilot Study 

 

Little attempt has been made to explore teaching CMC, with non-

prototypical sentences, which is the target construction of the present study. 

To have a glimpse of this exploration, the study conducted a pilot study of 

teaching CMC, with non-prototypical example sentences to the students who 

are in the same grades as those in the main study.  
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3.1.1. Instrument and Procedures 

 

A total of seven Korean middle school students from an afterschool 

English class participated in the pilot study. All of them were in their second 

year. None of them have overseas experience for more than 6 months. Among 

the three input frequency distribution types, the reversely-skewed input type, 

which is skewed input toward non-prototypical CMC, was chosen as a target. 

The students participated in three sessions: a pretest session, an instruction 

session and a posttest session.  

 

3.1.1.1. Pretest  

 

The pretest consists of three types of tasks: an acceptability judgement 

task, an English-to-Korean translation task, and sentence completion task. In 

the first section, the students were given 20 minutes for 20 task sentences and 

were asked to complete the acceptability judgement task and English-to-

Korean translation task. In particular, they were asked to rate the acceptability 

of each sentence on a five-point Likert scale and translate them in Korean. In 

the second section, the sentence completion task was provided. The students 
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were provided with 10 pairs of clauses and were asked to combine each pair 

into one clause in 10 minutes.  

In order to observe the effect of verb types and prototypicality of the 

target construction on the students’ scores, four combinations of CMC were 

prepared for test items in each task. The test items for the pilot study are 

summarized in Table 3.1.  

 

Table 3.1. Test Items for Pilot Study 

CMC 

Prototypicality Prototypical Non-Prototypical 

Verb 

Types 

Instructed put move sneeze laugh 

Uninstructed roll throw swim run  

 

3.1.1.2. Instruction  

 

 During instruction session, students were taught CMC of reversely-

skewed input type. Among total twelve sentences they learned, two sentences 

were prototypical CMC, whose main verbs are put and move, but the others 

were non-prototypical CMC, whose main verbs are laugh and sneeze. The 

instruction took 50 minutes and consisted of two steps: vocabulary and particle 

learning, and construction learning. First, the students were instructed all the 
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words and particles to be used in the lesson before learning the construction in 

order to control the variables. Second, various activities (i.e., fill-in-the-blanks, 

sentence-picture matching) provided students with learning opportunities of 

CMC.  

 

3.1.1.3. Posttest  

 

The posttest also used the same tasks and the same types of verbs as the 

pretest. In the posttest, each test item was composed of the same verbs with 

different expressions in the subject and object positions. Except for this change, 

the composition of the posttest was identical with that of the pretest.  

 

3.1.2. Results and Implications for the Main Study  

 

The data from the pretest and the posttest were compared, with due focus 

on the verb types and prototypicality of CMC. As for the acceptability 

judgement task, the students showed little meaningful changes between pretest 

and posttest. Some of them had difficulties in understanding what ‘acceptable’ 

meant. On the other hand, in the English-to-Korean translation task, the 
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students showed some improvement after the instruction. 

The pilot study suggested positive effect of reversely-skewed input, 

which mainly consisted of non-prototypical example sentences of CMC. 

Meanwhile, further modifications for the main study were also suggested with 

reference to the limitations identified in the pilot study. First, the acceptability 

judgement task seemed to be difficult for middle school students to understand. 

Second, explicit explanation may not be necessary because students were able 

to learn the target construction with the help of example sentences and brief 

description of their situational information.  

 

3.2. Participants 

 

A total of one hundred and one students from four eighth-grade classes at 

a middle school participated in the main study. The school is located in 

Nowon-gu, Seoul, Korea. Although their English language learning at public 

school started when they were in the third grade, a majority of them started to 

learn English earlier through private education. Three of them had lived in 

English-speaking countries for 6 months, 1 year, and 2 years, respectively. 

However, the pretest revealed that they also had similar degree of knowledge 
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of CMC with others who had never lived abroad.  

The students were divided into four groups according to the input 

frequency distribution type they would receive: the skewed input type group 

(SG), the balanced input type group (BG), the reversely-skewed input type 

group (RSG) and the no-treatment group (NG). The NG, control group, did 

not participate in any treatment sessions and they just took the pretest and 

posttest. 

 

Table 3.2. The Number of Participants in Groups  

SG BG RSG NG 

28 

Male: 16 

Female: 12 

24 

Male: 12 

Female: 12 

25 

Male: 12 

Female: 13 

24 

Male: 13 

Female: 11 

 

The participants’ prior knowledge of target constructions before the 

experimental treatment was measured by the pretest of the two tasks, picture-

description and English-to-Korean translation. The results indicated that all 

the three instructed groups were homogeneous in terms of CMC and RC as 

one-way ANOVA showed no significant difference between the three groups 

in any of the two tasks (see Table 3.3., 3.4). In other words, any changes in the 
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learners’ performance after the pretest would be attributable to the 

instructional treatments.  

 

Table 3.3. One-Way ANOVA Results of PD Task in Pretest 

  SS df MS F Sig. 

C
M

C
 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total 

5.66 2 2.83 1.825 .168 

114.85 74 1.55   

120.51 76    

R
C

 

Between Groups .029 2 .015 .24 .785 

Within Groups 4.42 74 .060   

Total 4.45 76    

*p<.05 

 

 

Table 3.4. One-Way ANOVA Results of EKT Task in Pretest 

  SS df MS F Sig. 

C
M

C
 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total 

.030 2 .01 .257 .774 

4.29 74 .05   

4.32 76    

R
C

 

Between Groups .56 2 .284 2.81 .066 

Within Groups 7.46 74 .101   

Total 8.03 76    

*p<.05 
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3.3. Target Form and Input Frequency Distribution Type 

 

In the present study, the students of the three instructed groups (SG, BG, 

RSG) were instructed prototypical-verb-type CMC and non-prototypical-

verb-type CMC. The prototypical verbs of example sentences (i.e., put, push, 

move, throw, roll, kick), which were used in the instruction were chosen from 

Goldberg (1995), Goldberg, Casenhiser, and Sethuraman (2004), and Ellis and 

Ferreira–Junior (2009). These verbs have been known as high-frequency 

exemplars of the CMCs, facilitating the learning of its constructional meaning 

(Goldberg, Casenhiser, and Sethuraman, 2004, p.289).  

The non-prototypical verbs (i.e., walk, swim, laugh, sneeze, run, jump), 

which were instructed to students, were the ones which are normally used as 

‘intransitive verbs.’ Korean-speaking EFL learners have been known to suffer 

from non-trivial difficulties in processing the CMC which contains an 

intransitive verb as its main verb (H. Sung, 2018). Table 3.5. presents the 

prototypical and non-prototypical verbs that were used in the instruction and 

used as test items. The four verbs, roll, kick, run, and jump (roll and kick of 

prototypical verbs, run and jump of non-prototypical verbs) were not 

instructed during the instruction session but provided as uninstructed test items.  
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Table 3.5. Prototypical CMC and Non-Prototypical CMC 

CMC Verbs Example Sentence Sources 

P
ro

to
ty

p
ical V

erb
s 

Put 

Push 

Move 

Throw 

Roll 

Kick 

He put the cup into the box. 

She pushed the needle into the hole. 

They moved the dog onto the roof.  

He threw the pen into the basket. 

We rolled the wheel down the hill. 

He kicked the ball over the fence.  

Goldberg 

(1995); 

Goldberg, 

Casenhiser, & 

Sethuraman 

(2004);  

Ellis, N. C., & 

Ferreira–

Junior, F. 

(2009) 

N
o
n
-P

ro
to

ty
p
ical V

erb
s 

Walk 

Swim 

Laugh 

Sneeze 

Run 

Jump 

He walked me to the car. 

She swam the children to the shore. 

They laughed the guy out of the room. 

She sneezed the foam off the cappuccino. 

We ran him off the street.  

He jumped the horse over the fence.  

Goldberg 

(1995); Levin, 

B., & Hovav, 

M. R. (1992); 

Boas (2010);  

Folli, R., & 

Harley, H. 

(2005, 2006) 

 

These verbs enabled the researcher to explore the effect of input 

frequency distribution types on the construction learning. The students of the 

three instructed groups (SG, BG, RSG) were provided with prototypical and 

non-prototypical example sentences of CMC with different proportions of 
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example sentences. The number of verbs provided in example sentences of 

two lessons is shown in Table 3.6. and Table 3.7.  

 

Table 3.6. Input Frequency Distribution Types in the First Lesson 

1st Lesson 

Groups 

Prototypical CMC  Non-Prototypical CMC 
Total 

Put Throw Laugh Sneeze 

SG 5 5 1 1 12 

BG 3 3 3 3 12 

RSG 1 1 5 5 12 

 

Table 3.7. Input Frequency Distribution Types in the Second Lesson 

2nd Lesson 

Groups 

Prototypical CMC  Non-Prototypical CMC 
Total 

Push Move Swim Walk 

SG 5 5 1 1 12 

BG 3 3 3 3 12 

RSG 1 1 5 5 12 

 

In each lesson, the students of SG were instructed 10 sentences of 

prototypical CMC and 2 sentences of non-prototypical CMC. The students of 

RSG were instructed 10 sentences of non-prototypical CMC and 2 sentences 

of prototypical CMC. The students of BG were instructed 5 sentences of 

prototypical CMCs and 5 sentences of non-prototypical CMCs.  
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3.4. Procedure  

 

The main experiment consists of three sessions: a pretest session, an 

instruction session, and a posttest session. In the pretest and posttest session, 

two types of tasks were used: a picture description task as a production task 

and an English-to-Korean translation task as a comprehension task. Each test 

session took 30 minutes on average. In the instruction session, the students of 

the instructed three groups received two lessons and each lesson lasted for 

approximately 30 minutes. The students of NG only participated in the pretest 

and posttest session. In total, the whole experiment was conducted over two 

weeks through three or four English lessons every week. 

 

Table 3.8. Experimental Procedure 

Procedure SG BG RSG NG 

1. Pretest All participated 

2. Instruction 

1st Lesson 

2nd Lesson 

Skewed 

Input 

Balanced 

Input 

Reversely-

Skewed 

Input 

No treatment  

3. Posttest All participated 
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3.5. Test  

 

The present study conducted two test sessions: pretest before the 

instruction and posttest after the instruction. Both tests used the same tasks and 

the same types of verbs with different nominals in the subject and object 

position. Except for this change, the composition of pretest and posttest was 

identical.  

Each test consisted of two tasks: a picture description task as a production 

test and an English-to-Korean translation task as a comprehension test. The 

ability to produce CMC to describe the caused-motion events or scenes was 

measured by a picture description task, while the ability to understand the 

meaning of English CMC sentences, was assessed by English-to-Korean 

translation task. 

In order to prevent students from guessing the purpose of each task and 

producing answers based on the stimuli from a preceding task, the production 

task was conducted first and the comprehension task followed. In addition, to 

control variables, the meaning of words and particles, used in the test and 

instruction, were taught to all the participants at the beginning of each session. 

In both tasks, the main verbs of CMC and RC test items were identical: 
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eight verbs for CMC and two verbs for RC. Among eight verbs of CMC, four 

of them are prototypical verbs and the other four are non-prototypical verbs. 

In addition, they were divided into two types of verbs as instructed verbs and 

uninstructed verbs. The main verbs of CMC used in the test are shown in Table 

3.9. The two verbs used as a main verb in RC are rub and paint.  

 

Table 3.9. Main Verbs for the Test 

CMC 

Prototypicality Prototypical Non-Prototypical 

Verb 

Types 

Instructed put move sneeze laugh 

Uninstructed roll kick jump run  

RC rub, paint 

 

3.5.1. Picture Description Task  

  

In the picture description task (hereafter, PD task), the students were 

asked to produce one English sentence to describe a scene of pictures or 

animated GIF (see Appendix 3.1. to 3.3.). This task has been found to be useful 

when examining L2 learners’ production of argument structure constructions 

(H. M. Kim, 2012; H. W. Kim, 2013; R. Kim, 2012; Rah, 2014; M. Sung, 2012; 

M. Sung, 2018).  
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In total, 16 scenes were shown to the students: eight of them described 

the situations of caused-motion events, other two were about RC situations, 

and the rest of six were distracters. In each item, the students were given 30 

seconds to watch an animated picture and describe it in an English sentence. 

Each picture included a grammatical subject and participants involved in an 

activity (i.e., arguments). The learners were told that they must include the 

given participants and words in their answers when composing. Thus, any 

answer which omitted those required elements was considered incorrect. All 

pictures used in the pretest were replaced by new ones for the posttest and the 

pictures were randomly arranged for the test. The motion described in the 

pictures was expressed by a red arrow as used in other studies (H. M. Kim 

2012; Rah, 2014; M. Sung, 2012).  
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➔ Fred walked his dog into the water.  

Figure 3.1. Example of PD Task 

 

3.5.2. English-to-Korean Translation Task  

 

In the English-to-Korean translation task (hereafter, EKT task), the 

students were given 16 English sentences and were asked to write the meaning 

of each sentence in Korean (see Appendix 4.1., 4.2.). This task has been used 

when assessing L2 learners’ comprehension of the target language (S. Kim, 

2017; Rah, 2014; H. Sung, 2018; M. Sung, 2012). As in the PD task, eight of 

them were CMC sentences, other two were RC sentences, and the rest of them 

were distracters. The students were given 15 minutes to complete the task.  
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Figure 3.2. Example of EKT Task 

 

3.6. Instruction  

 

After the pretest session, the three groups of SG, BG, and RSG but not 

NG, received two lessons of CMC. All the lessons were not different from 

each other in procedure and amount of instruction. Each lesson lasted for 30 

minutes. Before starting the lesson, the students were given the list of all the 

vocabulary, which were used in the teaching materials. In order for them to 

focus on the construction itself, all the vocabulary used in the instruction and 

the test was provided in advance.  

In each lesson, the students were shown 12 caused-motion situations 
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through animated GIF or short video clips. After watching the scenes or 

pictures, the CMC sentences about the scene appeared on the screen. For 

instance, after the students watched the scene in which a man put some dishes 

onto a table, the sentence ‘Ho-dong put the dishes onto the table’ was shown 

(see Appendix 1.1. to 1.3.). The participants were given handouts and asked to 

carry out learning activities. The learning activities were to ask the students to 

write down the target sentences (see Appendix 2.1. to 2.3.). No explicit 

explanation was provided for students such as syntactic structure or semantic 

meaning  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

46 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3. Example of Instruction (MS PowerPoint) 
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Figure 3.4. Example of Instruction (Hand-Out) 

 

3.7. Data Coding and Analysis  

 

In both PD task and EKT task, the students wrote English and Korean 

sentences. A set of 8 English CMC and 2 English RC sentences were prepared 

for PD task and a set of 8 Korean CMC- and 2 RC-corresponding sentences 

were prepared for EKT task. For the assessment, two raters, a middle school 

English teacher and a high school English teacher, rated the students’ answers.  

As for the PD task, students’ answers were considered correct if they used 

the target constructions or did not omit any information. For instance, about 

the picture in Figure 3.5., if a student wrote ‘Fred walked his dog and he 

jumped into the water’ (see Figure 3.5.), it was considered incorrect as it is not 
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written in ‘one English sentence’. If a student wrote ‘Fred made the dog go 

into the water’, it was also considered incorrect since it dropped the 

information about manner of the motion (i.e., run, jump).  

As for the EKT task, the students’ answers were assessed with regard to 

the central meaning of each target construction. For example, when the answer 

showed the central meaning of the sentence, William rolled the pencil onto the 

paper, that is ‘William caused the pencil to move onto the paper by rolling it’, 

it was considered correct. One point was given to each correct answer.  

For quantitative analysis of the data, statistical analysis was conducted 

using SPSS 18.0. (Table 3.10.). Descriptive statistics were first calculated to 

report general patterns across different groups, different tasks and different test 

sessions. In addition, one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the mean 

scores of the two tasks in the pretest and posttest among groups. In addition, 

Pearson correlation coefficient was employed in order to examine the relation 

between learning of CMC and learning of RC.  
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Table 3.10. Statistical Procedures and Purposes  

Type of 

Statistics 

Independent 

Variables 

Dependent 

Variables 
Purpose 

Descriptive 

statistics 
- 

PD task 

EKT task 

To compare mean values 

between the pretest and 

posttest 

(by verb types and by 

prototypicality) 

Paired 

sample t-test 
Test session 

PD task 

EKT task 

To compare mean values 

between pretest and posttest 

(by verb types and by 

prototypicality) 

One-way 

ANOVA 
Groups 

PD task 

EKT task 

To compare mean values 

among groups 

(by verb types and by 

prototypicality) 

Post-hoc test Groups 
PD task 

EKT task 

To compare mean values 

among groups 

(by verb types and by 

prototypicality) 

Pearson 

correlation 

coefficient 

 
PD task 

EKT task 

To examine relation between 

CMC and RC  
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Chapter 4. RESULTS 

  

This chapter presents the statistical results of the two tasks in the main 

study. The first section reports students’ learning of the CMC with special 

reference to input frequency distribution type. The second section discusses 

students’ learning of the RC, compared to the learning of CMC.  

 

4.1. Learning of CMC 

 

The section presents the data of the two tasks (PD, EKT), and shows the 

effects of input frequency distribution type on students’ production and 

comprehension of the CMC.  

 

4.1.1. PD Task 

 

First, the students took PD task, which contained eight CMC test items. 

The students’ mean scores in the pretest and posttest were analyzed. Table 4.1. 

summarizes the mean scores and standard deviations of each group in the 

pretest and posttest of the PD task.  
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Table 4.1. Means and Standard Deviations of PD Task 

Group 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 2.25 1.390 2.63 1.610 24 

SG 1.07 1.184 3.21 3.047 28 

BG 1.46 1.215 3.29 2.941 24 

RSG 1.72 1.339 5.20 2.753 25 

 

Figure 4.1. also shows the mean scores of the four groups in the pretest 

and posttest. 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Means of PD Task in Pretest and Posttest 
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The three instructed groups (SG, BG, RSG) showed greater 

improvements in the posttest PD task than the NG. Especially, the RSG 

showed the greatest change among the four groups. In other words, the 

students, who had learned CMC with the input skewed towards non-

prototypical CMC showed the greatest improvement in production of CMCs.  

As the difference between the NG and the other groups was so clear, the 

statistical significance of differences among the groups were compared within 

the three instructed groups. The one-way ANOVA calculation for the three 

instructed groups strongly supported the results (Table 4.2.). Compared to the 

pretest results, in the posttest, the three groups’ performances differed 

significantly.  

  

Table 4.2. One-Way ANOVA Results of PD Task in Posttest 

 SS df MS F Sig. 

Between Groups 64.27 2 32.13 3.765 .028* 

Within Groups 631.67 74 8.53   

Total 695.94 76    

*p<.05 

 

The post-hoc analysis of Turkey HSD identified a significant mean 

difference between the SG and the RSG (see Table 4.3.). 
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Table 4.3. Post-hoc Analysis of PD Task in Posttest 

 (I) Group (J) Group 
Mean 

Differences 
Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

SG BG -.07 .995 

 RSG -1.99 .041* 

BG RSG -1.91 .064 

Scheffe 

SG BG -.07 .995 

 RSG -1.99 .053 

BG RSG -1.91 .080 

*p<0.5 

 

4.1.1.1. Results of PD Task by Verb Types 

 

Two types of verbs were used for the eight CMC items of the PD task: 

the instructed verbs (i.e., put, push, laugh, and swim) and the uninstructed 

verbs (i.e., kick, roll, run, and jump). According to the verb types, students’ 

mean scores and standard deviations in pretest and posttest of the PD task were 

examined (Table 4.4.).  
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Table 4.4. Means and Standard Deviations of PD Task by Verb Types 

Group Verb Types 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 
Instructed 1.42 .881 1.54 .932 

24 
Uninstructed .83 .816 1.08 .881 

SG 
Instructed .64 .678 1.71 1.560 

28 
Uninstructed .43 .690 1.50 1.600 

BG 
Instructed .83 .761 1.71 1.546 

24 
Uninstructed .63 .711 1.58 1.501 

RSG 
Instructed 1.00 .913 2.60 1.414 

25 
Uninstructed .72 .737 2.60 1.500 

 

Overall, after the instruction session, the three instructed groups (SG, BG, 

RSG) all showed more increases in production scores of the instructed CMC, 

than the NG. Moreover, the instruction appeared to enhance production of the 

uninstructed CMCs. The mean scores of the three instruction groups increased 

more than that of the NG. In order to figure out the most greatly improved 

group, each group’s mean differences were contrasted (Fig. 4.2.).  
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Figure 4.2. Mean Differences of PD Task between Pretest and Posttest by 

Verb Types 

 

As seen in Fig 4.2., the RSG is the most greatly improved group in 

producing both instructed and uninstructed verb types. In order to examine 

whether the statistical significance of the differences existed among the three 

instructed groups, one-way ANOVA was conducted (Table 4.5.).  
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Table 4.5. One-Way ANOVA Results of PD Task in Posttest by Verb Types 

  SS df MS F Sig. 

Instructed 

Verb 

Between Groups 13.32 2 6.66 2.923 .060 

Within Groups 168.67 74 2.27   

Total 182.00 76    

Uninstructed 

Verb 

Between Groups 19.11 2 9.55 4.045 .022* 

Within Groups 174.83 74 2.36   

Total 193.94 76    

*p<.05 

 

As shown in Table 4.5., after the instruction session, the three instructed 

groups showed significant difference as for the uninstructed-verb-type CMC. 

The post-hoc analyses (Table 4.6.) identified a significant difference between 

the SG and the RSG. 
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Table 4.6. Post-hoc Analysis of PD Task in Posttest by Verb Types 

  (I) Group (J) Group 
Mean 

Differences 
Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

Instructed 

Verb 

SG BG .01 1.000 

 RSG -.89 .090 

BG RSG -.90 .104 

Uninstructed 

Verb 

SG BG -.083 .979 

 RSG -1.10 .030* 

BG RSG -1.02 .060 

Scheffe 

Instructed 

Verb 

SG BG .01 1.000 

 RSG -.89 .110 

BG RSG -.90 .125 

Uninstructed 

Verb 

SG BG -.083 .981 

 RSG -1.10 .039* 

BG RSG -1.02 .075 

*p<.05 

 

4.1.1.2. Results of PD Task by Prototypicality  

 

To examine the participants’ production ability of both prototypical-verb-
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type CMC and non-prototypical-verb-type CMC, the mean scores and standard 

deviations of each group’s performance in PD task was assessed with due focus 

on prototypicality (Table 4.7.).  

 

Table 4.7. Means and Standard Deviations of PD Task by Prototypicality 

Group Prototypicality 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 
Prototypical 2.13 1.261 2.38 1.408 

24 
Non-prototypical .13 .448 .25 .608 

SG 
Prototypical 1.04 1.138 1.82 1.634 

28 
Non-prototypical .04 .189 1.39 1.618 

BG 
Prototypical 1.46 1.215 1.92 1.640 

24 
Non-prototypical .00 .000 1.38 1.469 

RSG 
Prototypical 1.72 1.339 2.72 1.400 

25 
Non-prototypical .00 .000 2.48 1.573 

 

Overall, in the posttest, the three instructed groups (SG, BG, RSG) all 

showed more increases in the mean scores of the non-prototypical CMC, than 

the NG. Since the prototypical CMC is literally prototypical, the average 

scores of the participants were high even in the pretest. However, as for the 

non-prototypical CMC, few students could produce the correct sentences in 
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the pretest. In order to compare the differences in mean changes among groups, 

bar graphs were presented in Fig. 4.3.  

 

 

Figure 4.3. Mean Differences of PD Task between Pretest and Posttest by 

Prototypicality 

 

The RSG showed the greatest mean changes in both prototypical CMC 

and non-prototypical CMC after the instruction session. The mean scores in 

the posttest among the three instructed groups were examined by one-way 

ANOVA in order to verify the significance (Table 4.8.).  
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Table 4.8. One-Way ANOVA Results of PD Task in Posttest by 

Prototypicality  

  SS df MS F Sig. 

Prototypical 

Verb 

Between Groups 12.44 2 6.22 2.545 .085 

Within Groups 180.98 74 2.44   

Total 193.42 76    

Non-

Prototypical 

Verb 

Between Groups 20.26 2 10.13 4.246 .018* 

Within Groups 176.54 74 2.38   

Total 196.80 76    

*p<.05 

 

As can be seen in Table 4.8., the three instructed groups showed 

significant differences in the posttest as for the non-prototypical CMC. The 

post-hoc analyses (Table 4.9.) indicate that this difference came from both 

gaps between SG and RSG, and BG and RSG. That is, the RSG showed the 

most significant changes between pretest and posttest, compared to the SG and 

the BG.  
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Table 4.9. Post-hoc Analysis of PD Task in Posttest by Prototypicality 

  (I) Group (J) Group 
Mean 

Differences 
Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG -.09 .974 

 RSG -.89 .099 

BG RSG -.80 .177 

Non-

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG .017 .999 

 RSG -1.08 .033* 

BG RSG -1.10 .038* 

Scheffe 

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG -.09 .976 

 RSG -.89 .120 

BG RSG -.80 .206 

Non-

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG .017 .999 

 RSG -1.08 .044* 

BG RSG -1.10 .049* 

*p<.05 
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4.1.2. EKT Task 

 

After the PD task, the participants also took the EKT task. Since it is a 

translation test, the students’ overall scores were higher even in the pretest than 

those in the PD task, and each group’s mean differences in the test were 

smaller than those in the PD task. Table 4.10. shows the mean scores and 

standard deviations of all groups.  

 

Table 4.10. Means and Standard Deviations of EKT Task 

Group 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 4.25 1.893 4.29 2.349 24 

SG 3.50 2.099 4.39 2.330 28 

BG 3.66 1.551 4.08 2.124 24 

RSG 3.88 2.047 5.64 2.157 25 

 

Compared to the means scores in the pretest, those of all groups increased 

in the posttest. Among the three instructed groups (SG, BG, RSG), the RSG 

showed the greatest improvement and greatest mean scores in the EKT task 

after the instruction sessions (Fig 4.4.).  
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Figure 4.4. Means of EKT Task in Pretest and Posttest 

 

In the pretest results, one-way ANOVA compared the three instructed 

groups, and showed no significant differences among groups (see Table 3.4.). 

In order to find out if there were any changes in the posttest, one-way ANOVA 

was conducted (Table 4.11.).  

 

Table 4.11. One-Way ANOVA Results of EKT Task in Posttest 

 SS df MS F Sig. 

Between Groups .52 2 .265 3.458 .037* 

Within Groups 5.66 74 .076   

Total 6.19 76    

*p<.05 
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Table 4.11. indicates that in the posttest, there was meaningful difference 

among the three instructed groups. In order to confirm where this gap came 

from, post-hoc analyses were calculated (Table 4.12.)  

 

Table 4.12. Post-hoc Analysis of EKT Task in Posttest 

 (I) Group (J) Group 
Mean 

Differences 
Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

SG BG .04 .870 

 RSG -.16 .108 

BG RSG -.19 .042* 

Scheffe 

SG BG .04 .881 

 RSG -.16 .130 

BG RSG -.19 .054 

*p<0.5 

 

The results showed that the difference between the BG and the RSG 

caused the significant difference among the three instructed groups after the 

instruction session. In other words, the RSG showed meaningful changes 

compared to the BG, in the EKT task.   
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4.1.2.1. Results of EKT task by Verb Types 

 

To explore the effect of the input frequency distribution types on the EKT 

mean scores, the means of each group were analyzed with due focus on the 

instructed-verb-type CMC (i.e., put, push, laugh, swim) and uninstructed-

verb-type CMC (i.e., kick, roll, run, jump). The Students’ mean scores and 

standard deviations are presented in Table 4.13.  

 

Table 4.13. Means and Standard Deviations of EKT Task by Verb Types 

Group Verb Types 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 
Instructed 2.00 1.063 2.20 1.318 

24 
Uninstructed 2.25 1.073 2.08 1.176 

SG 
Instructed 1.83 1.039 2.37 1.310 

28 
Uninstructed 1.98 1.067 2.22 1.190 

BG 
Instructed 1.79 .832 2.04 1.301 

24 
Uninstructed 1.85 1.112 2.07 1.184 

RSG 
Instructed 1.92 1.115 2.92 1.115 

25 
Uninstructed 1.96 1.171 2.72 1.242 

 

Although the mean differences among the three instructed groups were 

small, they showed some improvement. The differences could be more 
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noticeable in bar graphs (Fig. 4.5.).  

 

 

Figure 4.5. Mean Differences of EKT Task between Pretest and Posttest 

by Verb Types 

 

 The three instructed groups showed some increases in the scores of 

translating the uninstructed CMC, but the NG did not. As for the instructed 

CMC, the SG and the RSG showed some improvement. In order to compare 

the mean scores in the posttest among the instructed three groups, one-way 

ANOVA was conducted (Table 4.14.) but no meaningful difference among 

groups could be verified.  
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Table 4.14. One-Way ANOVA Results of EKT Task in Posttest by Verb 

Types 

  SS df MS F Sig. 

Instructed 

Verb 

Between Groups 9.95 2 4.97 3.045 .054 

Within Groups 120.90 74 1.63   

Total 130.85 76    

Uninstructed 

Verb 

Between Groups 7.41 2 3.70 2.694 .074 

Within Groups 101.85 74 1.37   

Total 109.27 76    

*p<.05 

 

A paired T-test was conducted additionally in order to confirm the 

differences between pretest and posttest in each group’s mean scores (Table 

4.15.).   
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Table 4.15. Paired Sample T-Tests of Mean Differences in EKT Task by 

Verb Types 

**p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

Although no meaningful difference was shown among the three 

instructed groups, the results of paired t-test confirmed that the SG and the 

RSG showed significant changes between pretest and posttest. To be specific, 

the participants of the RSG showed significant differences in translating both 

instructed and uninstructed CMCs. Also, the SG showed significant 

improvement in the instructed CMC, but not in the uninstructed CMCs.  

 

 

Group Verb Types 
Mean 

Differences 
T df Sig. (2-tailed) 

NG 
Instructed -.20833 1.225 23 .223 

Uninstructed .16667 .778 23 .445 

SG 
Instructed -.67857 -3.022 27 .005** 

Uninstructed -.21429 -.923 27 .364 

BG 
Instructed -.25000 -1.000 23 .328 

Uninstructed -.16667 -.659 23 .517 

RSG 
Instructed -1.00000 -4.330 24 .000*** 

Uninstructed -.76000 -3.262 24 .003** 



 

69 

 

4.1.2.2. Results of EKT task by Prototypicality  

 

To examine the participants’ comprehension of prototypical CMC and 

non-prototypical CMC, the mean scores of each group were analyzed with due 

focus on prototypicality. The EKT task consisted of four prototypical-verb-

type CMC and four non-prototypical-verb-type CMC. The mean scores and 

standard deviations are presented in Table 4.16.  

 

Table 4.16. Means and Standard Deviations of EKT Task by 

Prototypicality 

Group Prototypicality 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 
Prototypical 3.16 1.090 2.87 1.329 

24 
Non-prototypical 1.08 1.176 1.41 1.248 

SG 
Prototypical 2.93 1.266 2.92 1.172 

28 
Non-prototypical .88 1.022 1.68 1.434 

BG 
Prototypical 3.00 1.179 2.95 1.160 

24 
Non-prototypical .66 .76139 1.12 1.191 

RSG 
Prototypical 2.88 1.268 2.96 .978 

25 
Non-prototypical 1.00 1.190 2.68 1.375 

 

The three instructed groups show some improvement in translating the 
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non-prototypical CMC test items in the posttest, which were hard for them to 

comprehend correctly before the instruction session. Fig. 4.6. shows the mean 

differences among groups with bar graphs.  

 

 

Figure 4.6. Mean Differences of EKT Task between Pretest and Posttest 

by Prototypicality 

 

The participants’ mean scores in EKT task of prototypical CMC were 

high even in the pretest, and no meaningful change in the mean scores could 

be observed after the instruction. The students’ scores in EKT task of non-
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and posttest. Especially, the RSG showed the greatest improvement and 

greatest mean scores. In order to verify the statistical significance of the mean 

scores of the posttest among the three instructed groups, one-way ANOVA was 

calculated (Table 4.17.).  

  

Table 4.17. One-Way ANOVA Results of EKT Task in Posttest by 

Prototypicality 

  SS df MS F Sig. 

Prototypical 

Verb 

Between Groups .07 2 .03 .030 .970 

Within Groups 96.59 74 1.30   

Total 96.67 76    

Non-

Prototypical 

Verb 

Between Groups 32.72 2 16.36 8.965 .000*** 

Within Groups 135.06 74 1.82   

Total 167.79 76    

*p<.05, **P<.01, ***p<.001 

 

According to the results of the one-way ANOVA, as for the non-

prototypical-verb-type CMC, the between-group differences in the posttest 

was statistically significant among the three instructed groups. The post-hoc 

test revealed that a significant difference in the posttest existed between the 

BG and the RSG and between the SG and RSG (Table 4.18.).  
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Table 4.18. Post-hoc Analysis of EKT Task in Posttest by Prototypicality 

  (I) Group (J) Group 
Mean 

Differences 
Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG -.06 .977 

 RSG -.06 .975 

BG RSG -.00 1.000 

Non-

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG .37 .581 

 RSG -1.18 .009** 

BG RSG -1.55 .000*** 

Scheffe 

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG -.06 .979 

 RSG -.06 .977 

BG RSG -.00 1.000 

Non-

Prototypical 

Verb 

SG BG .37 .610 

 RSG -1.18 .009** 

BG RSG -1.55 .001** 

*p<.05, **P<.01, ***p<.001 
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4.1.3. CMC Production and Comprehension   

 

4.1.3.1. Input Types and CMC Production 

 

In addition to the quantitative results, there were noticeable qualitative 

changes the participants showed after the instruction session. First, as for 

production of CMC, the most remarkable change the participants showed was 

the proportion of using causative verbs and manner verbs. In the PD task of 

the pretest, most of the students used causative verbs (i.e., have, make, or let) 

to describe the caused-motion events. This is largely congruent with the 

previous studies, claiming that Korean English learners’ overreliance on 

causative verbs for causative uses (Kim, 2015; Kim, 2002; Lee, 2013; Nam, 

2011).  

However, in the same task of the posttest, the students of the instructed 

three groups substituted the causative verbs with manner verbs. This would be 

meaningful change in that the students whose first language belongs to a verb-

framed language began to notice the gap and adopt the verb uses as satellite-

framed language users do. Especially, this change of verb uses was noticeable 

in the production of non-prototypical CMC. Figure 4.7. and 4.8. show the 
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proportion of verb types in the production of non-prototypical CMCs in the 

PD task of pretest and posttest.  

 

 

Figure 4.7. Main Verb Uses of Non-Prototypical CMC in PD Task of 

Pretest 

  

 

Figure 4.8. Main Verb Uses of Non-Prototypical CMC in PD Task of 

Posttest 
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4.1.3.2. Input Types and CMC Comprehension  

  

As for comprehension of CMC, the most salient feature is that the 

participants who mistranslated a prepositional phrase as a locative 

prepositional phrase, began to recognize it as a resultative phrase after the 

instruction. For instance, in the EKT task of the pretest, a lot of students 

translated the sentence “Wilson rolled the pencil onto the paper” into Korean 

as “Wilson rolled the pencil that is on the paper”. However, in the same task 

of the posttest, the proportion of misinterpretation became reduced remarkably 

in all instructed three groups, except for NG.  

 

 

Figure 4.9. Misinterpretation of Resultative Phrase as Locative One in 

EKT Task 
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Figure 4.9. shows changes in the misinterpretation of resultative phrase 

as locative one. As shown in the graph, the three instructed groups showed 

more reduction of the misinterpreted answers in the posttest, compared to the 

NG. Especially, among the three instructed groups, the RSG showed the 

greatest reduction after the instruction session.  

 

4.2. Learning of RC  

 

In addition to CMC learning, the present study also explores the 

possibility of facilitative learning effect of CMC on learning RC, which has 

been known to be metaphorical extension of CMC (Goldberg, 1995). In both 

tasks of PD and EKT, two test items of RC, each of which has paint, and rub 

as its main verb, were used, to which the participants were not exposed during 

the experiment. In order to verify the correlation between CMC and RC 

learning, the mean scores in both PD and EKT tasks were compared. Since the 

number of test items for RC is two, and that for CMC is eight, normalization 

of the scores between CMC and RC was needed.  
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4.2.1. PD Task  

 

First, the students’ mean scores and standard deviations of CMC and RC 

in PD task were analyzed (Table. 4.19.).   

 

Table 4.19. Normalized Means and Standard Deviations of CMC and RC 

in PD Task 

Group Construction 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 
CMC .28 .173 .32 .201 

24 
RC .27 .329 .35 .375 

SG 
CMC .26 .296 .80 .761 

28 
RC .17 .243 .44 .437 

BG 
CMC .36 .303 .82 .735 

24 
RC .20 .251 .37 .397 

RSG 
CMC .43 .334 1.30 .688 

25 
RC .16 .238 .54 .476 

 

Fig 4.10. and Fig 4.11. compare the normalized mean scores of the NG’s 

and the three instructed groups’ (hereafter, IG) producing CMC and RC in both 

pretest and posttest of the PD task.  
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Figure 4.10. NG’s Normalized Mean Scores of CMC and RC in PD Task  

 

 

Figure 4.11. IGs’ Normalized Mean Scores of CMC and RC in PD Task 

 

In order to confirm the statistical significance of the three instructed 
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groups’ mean differences, paired T-test was conducted (Table 4.20).  

 

Table 4.20. Paired Sample T-Tests of Mean Differences of RC in PD Task 

Group 
Mean 

Differences 
T df Sig. (2-tailed) 

SG .17 3.75 23 .001** 

BG .27 2.00 27 .057 

RSG .38 3.21 24 .003** 

**p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

The SG and the RSG showed meaningful improvement in RC after 

learning CMC. In line with this finding, Pearson correlation coefficients were 

computed to examine the relation between IGs’ scores of CMC and RC in the 

PD task.  
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Table 4.21. Pearson Correlations between CMC and RC in PD Task 

  CMC RC 

CMC 

Pearson 

Correlation 
1 .699** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 77 77 

**p<.01 

 

As shown in Table 4.21. the three instructed groups’ mean score increases 

of the CMC formed a statistically positive correlation with that of the RC in 

the PD task.  

 

4.2.2. EKT Task  

 

The students’ mean scores and standard deviations of CMC and RC in 

EKT task were examined (Table. 4.22.). Since it is a comprehension task, the 

overall score was much higher than that of PD tasks even in the pretest. Thus, 

only little change was observed.  
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Table 4.22. Normalized Means and Standard Deviations of CMC and RC 

in EKT Task 

Group Construction 
Pretest Posttest 

N 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NG 
CMC .53 .236 .53 .293 

24 
RC .62 .368 .68 .355 

SG 
CMC .43 .262 .54 .291 

28 
RC .53 .358 .67 .413 

BG 
CMC .45 .193 .51 .265 

24 
RC .50 .255 .66 .380 

RSG 
CMC .48 .255 .70 .269 

25 
RC .70 .322 .76 .357 

 

 

The normalized mean scores of IGs increased not only in translating 

CMC but also in RC. Figure 4.12. and 4.13. were prepared for clear 

comparison of the changes in the pretest and posttest of the EKT task.  
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Figure 4.12. NG’s Normalized Mean Scores of CMC and RC in EKT Task 

 

 

 

Figure 4.13. IGs’ Normalized Mean Scores of CMC and RC in EKT Task  

 

Although all groups, even the NG, scored high in both pretest and posttest, 

remarkable mean differences could be only seen in the IGs. Paired t-test 
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confirmed the statistical significance of the mean differences each instructed 

group showed as in the following Table 4.23.  

 

Table 4.23. Paired Sample T-Tests of Mean Differences of RC in EKT Task 

Group 
Mean 

Differences 
T df Sig. (2-tailed) 

SG .14 1.492 27 .147 

BG .16 2.145 23 .043* 

RSG .06 .768 24 .450 

**p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

The three instructed groups’ mean score differences between pretest and 

posttest were statistically significant in RC. Pearson correlation coefficients 

were also employed to examine the relation between the three instructed 

groups’ scores of CMC and RC in the EKT task. 
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Table 4.24. Pearson Correlations between CMC and RC in EKT Task 

  CMC RC 

CMC 

Pearson Correlation 1 .432** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 77 77 

**p<.01 

 

Table 4.24. shows that the IGs’ mean score increases of the CMC formed 

a statistically positive correlation with that of the RC in the EKT task.  
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Chapter 5. DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter focuses on the research questions and presents the major 

findings of the study. The first section discusses the effects of input frequency 

distribution types on the learning of CMCs. The second section discusses the 

effects of CMC learning on the learning of RCs.  

 

5.1. Effects of Input Types on Learning CMCs 

 

The first research question of the present study was which type of input 

frequency distribution is more effective for the Korean EFL middle school 

students to learn the CMC. To address this research question, the quantitative 

results of the two tasks (i.e., PD and EKT) were analyzed, with due focus on 

the production and comprehension of CMCs.  

In the PD task, the students of RSG showed the greatest improvement 

(i.e., mean increase) in the production of the CMCs after the instruction 

session. Regarding the verb types of the CMCs, the RSG showed a 

significantly greater increase in uninstructed-verb-type CMCs in comparison 

to the SG. As for the prototypicality of CMCs, the mean increase of the RSG 
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was significantly greater for the non-prototypical CMCs than that of the SG or 

the BG.  

In the EKT task, all the instructed groups’ mean increases between the 

pretest and posttest were smaller than those in the PD task, with the RSG 

students showing the greatest mean increase after the instruction. As for the 

verb type, the results of one-way ANOVA showed no meaningful differences 

among the three instructed groups. However, paired t-test confirmed that the 

RSG showed meaningful improvements in both instructed and uninstructed 

verb types between pretest and posttest, while the SG did so only in the 

instructed verb type. As for the prototypicality, the RSG showed a significantly 

greater increase for the non-prototypical-verb-type CMCs than the SG and the 

BG. That is, the reversely-skewed input appeared to be the most effective type 

of input.  

In previous studies, which investigated the effect of input frequency 

distribution types on the learning of argument structure constructions in L2 

learning environments, however, balanced input type has been found to be 

more effective than others or no significant differences have been found 

between skewed and balanced input types (Year & Gordon; 2009, Kim, 2012; 

Kim, 2017). Year and Gordon (2009) suggested that the balanced set of verbs 
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have more facilitative effects on construction learning in the context of 

Korean-speaking learners’ second language acquisition of English. In addition, 

H.M. Kim (2012) also suggested the balanced input type shows the most 

facilitative effect on construction learning among skewed, balanced and 

reversely-skewed input types. Meanwhile, S. Kim (2017) argued that no 

statistically significant differences could be found between skewed input and 

balanced input types. In the following, we focus on the incongruent finding of 

the present study that reversely-skewed input is more effective than skewed or 

balanced input.  

It should be first noted that the definition of ‘non-prototypical’ verbs was 

different from those in other studies (H. M. Kim, 2012; S. Kim, 2017; Year & 

Gordon, 2009) and this difference might have contributed to different results 

from the previous studies. In the previous studies, only the most prototypical 

verb for each argument structure construction (i.e., give for ditransitive 

construction, make for resultative construction) was provided with specific 

definition, with the other types of verbs in input defined unclearly, often 

described as ‘less prototypical than the prototypical verb’ (H. M. Kim, 2012, 

p. 30). However, in the present study, the verbs, which are normally used as 

intransitive verbs, were defined as ‘non-prototypical verbs.’ As the non-
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prototypical CMC contains both an intransitive verb and an object, which do 

not normally come together, the reversely-skewed input with provided many 

examples of non-prototypical CMCs would give the students the so-called 

shock effect, leading them to notice the gap more easily. Although the SG and 

the BG students were also provided with non-prototypical CMCs, the low 

proportions of the non-prototypical CMCs and the higher proportions of the 

prototypical CMCs may have reduced the shock effect.   

Second, the participants who received the reversely-skewed input 

appeared to be able to concentrate more on the construction itself. For instance, 

in “The audience laughed the singer off the stage”, a verb of non-verbal 

communication laugh gained a motion entailment that is atypical given its 

inherent lexical semantics (J. Hwang, 2014). In order to comprehend this input, 

at first, the participants would try to interpret each vocabulary item. However, 

the main verb (i.e., laugh) of the sentence itself does not involve the meaning 

of ‘motion’ and no clue for the meaning of ‘causation’ could be found except 

for the constructional meaning (“X CASUES Y to MOVE Z”). Thus, they 

extended their focus from each word to the construction itself, which would 

help the students in the RSG learn the constructional knowledge of the CMC 

most effectively during the instruction session, and get higher scores in both 
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tasks of the posttest.  

  

5.2. Effects of Learning CMCs on Learning of RCs  

 

 During the pretest and posttest sessions, the participants were asked to 

produce and translate the RC as well, which was not instructed but closely 

related to the target construction, i.e., CMCs. Although the students received 

no instruction on RCs, they could produce and comprehend more instances of 

RCs in the posttest after they were instructed on the CMCs. That is, the 

students’ mean scores of both the CMC and the RC test items increased in the 

posttest.  

In the PD task, two scenes depicting RCs (‘X CAUSES Y to BECOME 

Z’) were shown to the students (e.g., Ben painted the paper yellow) and they 

were asked to express each scene in one English sentence. In the pretest, most 

of the students inserted incorrect prepositions (e.g., Ben painted the paper 

by/to/with yellow) or dropped the adjective of the resultative phrase (e.g., Ben 

painted the paper.) In the posttest, however, the scores of the IGs (SG, BG, 

RSG) were greatly improved compared to that of NG, even though they had 

never been taught RCs. The mean differences of the IGs were proven to be 
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statistically significant, as well.  

Moreover, in the EKT task, two sentences of RCs were given to students 

for translation (e.g., Frank rubbed his face red.). Since it was a comprehension 

task, most of the students could translate the sentence correctly, by way of their 

common sense (‘Rubbing one’s face could make his/her face red.’) even 

without constructional knowledge of RCs. Some students made errors though, 

such as interpreting the adjective as a modifier (e.g., “Frank rubbed his red 

face.”) in the pretest. In the posttest, however, this type of error was reduced 

in the IGs.   

Although the participants were not taught RCs during the instruction 

session, the constructional knowledge of CMCs that they acquired seemed to 

lead them to extend their constructional knowledge to RCs. This finding seems 

to be in harmony with the constructional view that the RC is a metaphorical 

extension of the CMC (Goldberg, 1995; Goldberg & Jackendoff, 2004; M.S. 

Pena, 2009; Hampe, B., 2011).  

In constructionist approach, both object-related prepositional phrases of 

the CMC and object-related adjective phrases of the RC are subsumed under 

the notion of resultative phrase since both denote changes-of-location or 

changes-of-state, which are caused by the subject and undergone by the object 
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(Goldberg & Jackendoff, 2004; Hampe, B., 2011).  

In addition, prepositional phrases can either designate a literal goal of 

CMCs, as in 13a, or a metaphorical one, as in 13b, which serves a similar role 

with the adjectival resultative phrase, as in 13c, and render a caused-motion 

verb put to take on resultative meanings. This structural and semantic 

continuum seems to provide supportive evidence to the postulation of a 

metaphorical inheritance link between the CMC and the RC (Goldberg, 1995).  

 

13. a. The warm air pushes other air [out of the way].  

   b. It’s just a question of putting them [in order].  

   c. He puts this [right] and I sort of stand by.  

(Hampe, B., 2011, p.186)  

 

During the instruction session, the participants might have noticed the 

way of expressing ‘causation’ without the use of causative verbs, using manner 

verbs as a main verb. For instance, those who produced the sentence ‘He made 

his hands warm’ or ‘He made his hands warm by rubbing his hands’ in the PD 

task during the pretest used manner verbs in RC sentences such as ‘He rubbed 

his hands warm’ in the same task of the posttest.  

Moreover, the instructed students seemed to understand that the CMC 
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contains two subevents, the ‘causing event’ in which the agent causes 

something, and the ‘caused event’ in which the theme is caused to move 

(Goldberg, 1995), and applied this structure to the RC. To be specific, many 

students expressed the two events in two separate clauses in the pretest such 

as ‘He rubbed his hands and it became warm’ or ‘He rubbed his hands so his 

hands are warm’, but they combined the two events into one sentence in the 

same task of the posttest.  

In addition, the participants may have generalized the constructional 

knowledge of the CMC, in which a subject denotes the effector, an object 

specifies the effectee, and the final phrase designates the resultative state of 

the effectee (Goldberg, 1995). This could be seen in their responses in the EKT 

task. For example, some students translated the sentence ‘Frank rubbed his 

face red’ as ‘Frank rubbed his face with red color’ or ‘Frank rubbed his red 

face’ in the pretest. However, they translated them correctly in the posttest.  
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Chapter 6. CONCLUSION 

 

This chapter draws the conclusion of the present study. The first section 

summarizes the major findings and presents pedagogical implications. In the 

second section, the limitations of the current study and suggestions for future 

research are provided.    

 

6.1. Major Findings and Pedagogical Implications 

 

The present study explored the effects of input frequency distribution 

types on Korean EFL middle school students’ learning of the CMC and its 

effect on learning the RC. The first major finding of the present study is that 

the reversely-skewed input type, in which a high proportion of non-

prototypical CMCs and a low proportion of prototypical CMCs are provided, 

was the most effective in learning the CMC in comparison to the other types 

of input, such as skewed and balanced input types. As for production and 

comprehension of the CMC, the participants who received the reversely-

skewed type of input showed the greatest improvement in all types of CMCs 

after the instruction session, resulting in notable mean increases.  
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The second major finding is that the instructed students showed 

noticeable changes both in verb uses and in translation of the prepositional 

phrase of the CMC. In the PD task of the pretest, a majority of the students 

used causative verbs (i.e., make, have, let) as a main verb. However, in the 

same task of the posttest, a number of students used manner verbs, as native 

English-speakers do. Moreover, in the EKT task of pretest, a number of 

students mistranslated the prepositional phrase of the CMC as a locative 

prepositional phrase. However, after the instruction, in the same task of the 

posttest, more than half of the students of the instructed groups translated it 

correctly. Among the groups, the RSG showed the most noticeable changes 

both in verb use and in translating prepositional phrases.  

The last major finding is that learning of the CMC has a facilitative effect 

on learning the RC, which is in a relation of metaphorical extension with the 

CMC. In particular, the production and comprehension of the RC were 

improved after the instruction session of the CMC. After the instruction, the 

students seemed to notice the way of expressing ‘causation’ using the 

construction. They learned to compose a causing event and a caused event in 

one clause, and this helped them to comprehend and produce the RC. 

The findings of the present study suggest meaningful pedagogical 
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implications for English education in Korea and teaching and learning 

constructions in EFL settings. The first pedagogical implication is that in order 

to help Korean EFL learners develop their constructional knowledge, not only 

prototypical, but also non-prototypical example sentences could be used. In 

particular, students were able to notice their lack of constructional knowledge 

more easily when they were provided with non-prototypical sentences. Thus, 

the so-called shock-effect could be considered as a possible instructional 

method of input-driven teaching of constructions.  

The second pedagogical implication is that the notion of ‘causation’ 

should be taught not only through causative verbs but also through the 

construction itself. As Sung (2018) reported, native English speakers notably 

prefer to use manner verbs, rejecting the use of causative verbs when they were 

asked to judge the sentences that described caused-motion events. Korean 

English learners have been provided with verb-centered instruction, but have 

had fewer opportunities to learn these constructions. In order to express 

caused-motion events, they can only utilize the causative verbs with the ‘by V-

ing’ phrase, which sounds awkward to English-speakers. For these learners, 

construction-centered instruction could provide facilitative effects in 

producing sentence-level utterances.  
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The last pedagogical implication is that teaching one construction can 

have an extended learning effect on another construction. In particular, those 

who learned the CMCs could produce and comprehend the RCs more correctly, 

which was not instructed to them. This empirical result supports the important 

notion of construction grammar that constructions are syntactically and 

semantically associated with one another in inheritance links (Goldberg, 1995).  

 

6.2. Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 

 

The present study has several limitations. First, the present study paid 

special attention to writing performance, rather than speaking performance, 

due to practical constraints. Thus, future studies on speaking performance are 

needed to support the results of the current study. Second, the number of 

students of each group was not large enough to generalize the results of the 

present study. The fact that some results of the EKT task did not show 

statistical significance might be due to the limited number of participants. 

Future studies thus need to be carried out with a larger number of students. In 

addition, the level of some test items was not difficult enough to evaluate 

students’ learning of the CMC and the RC. In particular, some prototypical-
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verb-type-CMCs were literally ‘prototypical’, so the participants’ scores were 

high, even in the pretest. Further studies should adjust the degree of the 

difficulty in the tasks. Lastly, due to regular class scheduling, the current study 

was unable to administer a delayed posttest to see if the instruction has any 

effect on retention. A delayed posttest in future studies could provide more 

information about retention, as well.  
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Appendix 1.1. Skewed Input Type (MS PowerPoint Slides)  
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Appendix 1.2. Balanced Input Type (MS PowerPoint Slides)  
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Appendix 1.3. Reversely-Skewed Input Type (MS PowerPoint Slides)  
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Appendix 2.1. Skewed Input Type (Hand-Out) 

 

 

★ Caused-motion Construction (1) ★ 

 

⚫ 다음 장면을 자유롭게 묘사해봅시다. (*화면 참조) 

A. A thief                                                                    . 

B. People                                                                    . 

C. Chae-Hee                                                                    . 

D. Jun-Seo                                                                    .  

 

⚫ 다음 글을 읽고 괄호 안에 주어진 단어를 사용하여 밑줄 친 문장을 완성하세요. 

E. Won-Hee wanted to be an actor but he was not good at acting, yet. One day, he got a 

chance to have an audition in a studio. When he read out the script seriously, the director 

(laughed / out). He felt ashamed so as soon as he got out, he gave up his dream. 

➔ 

 

F. Seo-Yeon got a cold. She sneezed and sneezed again. She felt cold so she went into a café 

in order to drink a cup of hot coffee. When she received her cappuccino, she (the foam / 

sneezed). She had to wiped the floor before leaving. 

➔ 

 

⚫ 다음 장면을 묘사하는 문장을 완성해보세요.  

G. The boy ddddd         태현 ddd    ddd dddd  dd the living room.  

H. Chan-Woo ddd    dd   d the ddd    d dd   ddd   d  dd the birdcage. 

I. 휘성 ddd    dd   d 태우 ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd d       dd   d  dd 

J. Ju-Ho ddd   d  dd the ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd baby’s head.  

K. The audience dddd          ddddd     dd      ddd dd  ddd  ddd dd d       

ddd 

L. Min-Seong ddd       dddd   dd      ddd dd  ddd  dd dd d  dddd d       
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Appendix 2.2. Balanced Input Type (Hand-Out) 

 

 

★ Caused-motion Construction (1) ★ 

 

⚫ 다음 장면을 자유롭게 묘사해봅시다. (*화면 참조) 

A. A thief                                                                    . 

B. People                                                                    . 

C. In-Yeong                                                                    . 

D. Seong-Jin                                                                    .  

 

⚫ 다음 글을 읽고 괄호 안에 주어진 단어를 사용하여 밑줄 친 문장을 완성하세요. 

E. Do you know what “Busking” means? It means ‘street performance’. Performers may do 

dancing, singing or magic in public places. The rewards are generally in the form of money. [A 

passer-by / box] for high-quality busking.   

➔ 

 

F. Let me tell you how to make a baked breakfast cup. First, [the bread/ the muffin tray]. 

Then, the bacon and an egg are put in the bread cup you’ve just made. Bake in the oven for 20 

minutes! 

➔ 

 

⚫ 다음 장면을 묘사하는 문장을 완성해보세요.  

G. Ji-Hoon ddddd         the paper hat ddd    ddd his head.  

H. Nam-Kyu ddd    dd   d the cork ddd   d  dd the bottle. 

I. 호동 ddd    dd   d the pork cutlet ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd d          dd 

J. He ddd   d  dd the coin ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd 

K. They dddd       dd   ddd dd    ddd dd  ddd  ddd    dd d      ddd d      

ddd 

L. Seung-Hwan ddd       dddd   dd         d d  ddd  dd   dd d         dddd 
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Appendix 2.3. Reversely-Skewed Input Type (Hand-Out) 

 

 

★ Caused-motion Construction (1) ★ 

 

⚫ 다음 장면을 자유롭게 묘사해봅시다. (*화면 참조) 

A. A thief                                                                    . 

B. People                                                                    . 

C. Min-Ju                                                                    . 

D. Yu-Min                                                                    .  

 

⚫ 다음 글을 읽고 괄호 안에 주어진 단어를 사용하여 밑줄 친 문장을 완성하세요. 

E. Let me tell you how to make a baked breakfast cup. First, [the bread/ the muffin tray]. 

Then, the bacon and an egg are put in the bread cup you’ve just made. Bake in the oven for 20 

minutes!  

➔ 

 

F. Min-Yeong wanted to be an actor but he was not good at acting, yet. One day, he got a 

chance to have an audition in a studio. When he read out the script seriously, the director 

[laughed / out]. He felt ashamed so as soon as he got out, he gave up his dream. 

➔ 

 

⚫ 다음 장면을 묘사하는 문장을 완성해보세요.  

G. Ji-Hoon ddddd         the paper hat ddd    ddd his head.  

H. Yoon-Seok ddd    dd   d the cork ddd   d  dd the bottle. 

I. 호동 ddd    dd   d the pork cutlet ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd d          dd 

J. Jeong-Bin ddd   d  dd the feather ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd ddd   d  dd 

K. The boy dddd       dd   ddd dd    ddd dd  ddd  ddd    dd d              

ddd 

L. Jun-Hyung ddd       dddd   dd     d dd  ddd  dd   dd d   dddd d       dddd 
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Appendix 3.1. Pretest (Test Paper)  
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Appendix 3.2. Posttest (Test Paper)  
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Appendix 3.3. Picture Slides Samples   
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Appendix 4.1. Pretest (Test Paper)  
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Appendix 4.2. Posttest (Test Paper)  
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국 문 초 록 

 

본 연구는 입력빈도분포의 유형이 한국 중학교 영어학습자들의 

영어사역이동구문(English caused-motion construction)의 학습

에 미치는 영향을 살펴보았다. 

입력빈도분포는 전형적인 동사와 비전형적인 동사가 포함된 비

율에 의해 세 가지 유형으로 나뉘었다. 첫 번째 입력 분포 유형은 

편향 입력 분포로 전형적인 동사의 비율이 높다. 두 번째 입력 분

포 유형은 역편향 입력 분포로 비전형적인 동사의 비율이 높다. 마

지막으로 균형 입력 분포는 전형적인 동사들과 비전형적인 동사들

이 동일한 횟수로 제공되었다.  

참여자들은 세 개의 교수집단과 한 개의 통제집단으로 나뉘었으

며, 세 가지 유형의 입력빈도분포를 각 교수 집단 별로 시행하였다. 

세 개의 교수집단은 총 2차시의 수업에 참여하였으며, 모든 집단은 

사전 및 사후검사에 참여하였다. 사전 및 사후검사에는 두 가지 과

업을 실시하였다: 그림 묘사 과업, 문장 해석 과업.  첫 과업은 학

생들의 구문 사용을 검사하였고, 두번째 과업은 학생들의 구문 이

해를 평가하였다.  

실험 결과, 영어사역이동구문의 학습과 관련하여 유의미한 현
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상들이 발견되었다. 첫째, 세 개의 교수집단 중 역편향 입력을 제

공받은 집단의 사역이동구문의 사용 및 해석이 사후실험의 모든 과

업과 모든 유형의 사역이동구문에서 증가하였다. 둘째, 사역이동구

문을 학습한 교수집단은 교수 받지 않은 영어결과구문(English 

resultative construction)의 사용과 해석에서도 유의미한 향상을 

보였다. 이상의 발견에 근거하여, 본 논문은 한국인 중등 영어 학

습자들에게 비전형적인 언어의 입력이 일종의 충격 효과를 주어 영

어논항구조구문(English argument structure constructions)의 학

습에 효과적일 수 있다는 가능성을 시사하였다.  

 

주요어:  구문문법, 영어논항구조구문, 영어사역이동구문, 

입력빈도분포 

 

학  번:  2016-21796 
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