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ABSTRACT 
 
   The current study was conducted to examine the effects of differential ordering of 

instruction (Explicit-Implicit or Implicit-Explicit) on Korean high school students’ 

learning of infinitives and gerunds. There has been a growing importance of interactional 

effects (Hayes, Broadbent, 1988; Sun, Slusarz & Terry, 2005) between explicit and 

implicit instruction after a long debate on the relative superiority of explicit or implicit 

instruction exclusively. Accordingly, this has generated a range of studies examining the 

effects of learning order in foreign language acquisition (Alanen, 1995; N. Ellis, 1993, 

2005; Robinson, 1995, 1996). However, it has resulted in inconsistent findings with 

respect to which learning mode should be applied first: some findings were in favor of 

Explicit-Implicit (E-I) order, whereas others supported Implicit-Explicit (I-E) order 

(Bruner & Potter, 1964; Danks & Gans, 1975; Mathews et al., 1989; Reber, Kassin, 

Lewis & Cantor, 1980; Wyatt & Campbell, 1951). The current study re-examined the 

effects of differential ordering by conducting receptive and productive tests on two 

different ordering groups (E-I and I-E). 

   The present study investigated whether there was a statistically significant difference 

between the two groups’ (E-I and I-E) post-test performance on receptive and productive 

tasks regarding English infinitives and gerunds. To this end, the present study generated 

three research questions. The first and second research questions examined whether 

differential ordering can produce significant differences in the scores of the receptive and 

productive post-tests. The final research question examined the learners’ affective aspects 

in terms of their emotional feelings, states, perceptions about the types and orders of 

instruction during and after the treatment. 

    This study involved 30 female students in the 11th grade at a vocational high school 

in Jeonju. The participants were randomly assigned to either an Explicit-Implicit (E-I) or 

an Implicit-Explicit (I-E) learning order. As for the E-I group, each lesson initially began 
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with an explicit grammar explanation with a number of controlled tasks assessing the 

students’ explicit knowledge about the target grammar. Subsequently, implicit story-

reading and discussions of meaning-focused questions followed. In contrast, for the I-E 

group, the order of explicit and implicit instruction was reversed, with identical contents 

and tasks covered during the lessons. 

   An independent samples t-test on the learners’ performance in the receptive tasks 

revealed that implicitly-initiated instruction was more effective. This was in line with 

Mathews et al.’s (1989) findings, showing the superiority of the I-E instruction order for 

learning a rule. The results confirmed that the optimal agenda for learning rules is to build 

a certain degree of foundation on implicit knowledge prior to encountering concrete 

models of the rule. In the current study, the I-E group’s superior results were accounted 

for by depth of processing, presence of guided learning, and low metalinguistic awareness. 

   However, no significant difference was found between the two groups’ scores on the 

productive test. This implies that there is not sufficient evidence to support that instruction 

order (E-I or I-E) improves learners’ productive performance in a second language (L2). 

However, this non-significant difference may have been due to the students’ low 

proficiency level, a higher accuracy requirement in the task, and lack of previous practice 

on language productive tasks. 

   In conclusion, this study confirms that as for low-proficiency learners of English, 

implicitly-initiated instruction (I-E) might be more conducive to promoting one’s 

receptive performance in L2 grammar learning. As for L2 productive performance, the 

effects of differential ordering has to be reexamined in future studies. 

 

Key Words: explicit, implicit, grammar instruction, orders of instruction, interactional 

effects, synergistic effects 

 

Student Number: 2015-21852 
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CHAPTER 1. 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 

This chapter introduces the current study by illustrating general discussions in the 

field, which are followed by rationales for the present study in the statement of the 

problem and the purpose of the study in Section 1.1. Subsequently, the research questions 

and the overall organization of the thesis follow in Section 1.2 and Section 1.3, 

respectively. 

 

The fundamental notions underlying the concepts of explicit and implicit learning are 

associated with differential degrees of the intentions and awareness involved (Hulstijn, 

2005; Takimoto, 2008). On the other hand, the terms – explicit and implicit instruction – 

are determined based on whether the underlying rules of the given input are provided to 

the learners. Explicit instruction involves the presentation of rules, whereas implicit 

instruction does not include such demonstration (R. Ellis, 1994; Hulstijn, 2005; Norris & 

Ortega, 2000). 

Traditionally, researchers in neuroscience, cognitive psychology, psycholinguistics, 

and second language acquisition (SLA) have focused more heavily on one of the most 

persistent questions, that is, the relative importance of explicit or implicit instruction 

exclusively (Sanz & Leow, 2011). Recent studies in SLA are in favor of explicit 

instruction, suggesting that a degree of explicit focus on form brings more facilitative 

effects on second language (L2) grammatical competency (Carroll & Swain, 1993; 

Doughty, 1991; Gass, 2013; Goo, Granena, Yilmaz, & Novella, 2015; Norris & Ortega, 

2000; Robinson, 1996; Spada & Tomita, 2010) due to heightened saliency of critical 

features in the grammatical forms. However, more recent studies’ focus shifted towards 

the possibility of merging different instruction types as shown in the following quotation. 
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“What is in question is…we allow for the possibility that both types of processes 

(implicit and explicit) to co-exist and interact with each other to shape learning and 

performance.” (Sun & Mathews, 2005, p. 11) 

 

There has been mounting recognition that, in fact, it is virtually implausible to find a 

situation where only one type of instruction – either explicit or implicit – is used (Lewicki, 

Czyzewska, & Hoffman, 1987; Reber, 1989; Seger, 1994; Sun, Merrill & Peterson, 2001; 

Willingham, Nissen & Bullemer, 1989). However, the issue of the interactional effects on 

instruction has been understudied to date (Sun & Mathews, 2005). Therefore, very little is 

known about the effects of differential ordering or sequence of instruction. 

The “interactional” or “synergistic” effects (Berry & Broadbent, 1988; Lewicki et al., 

1987; Sun et al., 2001) between the two different types of instruction were first explored 

by the researchers in cognitive psychology claiming that incorporating both types of 

instruction is more facilitative than implementing either of them exclusively. Some 

researchers (Danks & Gans, 1975; Mathews et al., 1989; Sun et al., 2001) have employed 

artificial rules in strings of letters, numbers, shapes and colors as their stimuli, while 

others have used artificial language or language-based rules (De Graaff, 1997; N. Ellis, 

1993; Kim, 2013; Robinson, 1996). Many of the previous studies, especially in the field 

of skill learning, have used objects rather than natural language to test the interactional 

effects of mixed instruction. 

Although the focus of the two fields – cognitive psychology and SLA – differ from 

each other, their results converge on similar findings, in that there may be positive joint 

effects between explicit and implicit learning or instruction. In spite of this evidence, 

there is little consensus on how to combine the two types of instruction to produce the 

most efficacious learning outcomes. 
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1.1. Statement of the Problem and Purpose of the Current Study 

 

Given the positive effects of incorporating both explicit and implicit instruction, it is 

still unclear how they should be combined to promote L2 grammar learning. To date, a 

few studies (Danks & Gans, 1975; Kim, 2013; Mathews et al., 1989; Reber, Kassin, 

Lewis & Cantor, 1980) have explored the timing or order effects of explicit and implicit 

instructional modes, that is, the order in which teachers should teach if they were to 

combine the two instructional modes (Danks & Gans, 1975; Kim, 2013; Mathews et al., 

1989; Reber et al, 1980).  

The studies mentioned above produced inconclusive findings. Three studies (Danks & 

Gans, 1975; Kim, 2013; Reber et al., 1980) supported the explicitly-initiated instruction 

(E-I) whereas four others (Bruner & Potter, 1964; Mathews et al., 1989; Sun, Slusarz, & 

Terry, 2005; Wyatt & Campbell, 1951) endorsed the implicitly-initiated instruction (I-E). 

The necessity and the rationale for the present study can be summarized in the 

following research gaps. Firstly, only a few studies investigated the ordering or sequential 

effects of instruction. Secondly, despite the small number of previous studies, there was 

no consensus regarding which order (E-I or I-E) is more facilitative in L2 rule learning. 

Lastly, most of the previous studies, particularly in cognitive psychology, have not 

implemented natural language to examine the interactional effects of mixed instruction. In 

particular, the researcher intends to investigate whether the use of natural language 

manifests different result patterns from those of the studies that employed artificial 

grammars. 

 

1.2. Research Questions 

 

The purpose of the current study is to examine the effects of sequential instruction on 

Korean students’ learning of English infinitives and gerunds. In this study, their learning 
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outcomes were measured in two aspects: receptive and productive performance. This 

methodological design was inspired by Flynn’s (1986) point that receptive tasks, which 

typically involve recognition of patterns, are less demanding than productive tasks. If the 

testing design only consists of more challenging productive tasks, small changes in the 

learners of low proficiency might not easily be shown at the surface level. Therefore, the 

research questions of the current study are as follows: 

 

1. How does the different ordering of explicit-implicit instruction affect    

       Korean high school students’ receptive performance on English infinitives and      

       gerunds? 

 

2. How does the different ordering of explicit-implicit instruction affect  

       Korean high school students’ productive performance on English infinitives and      

       gerunds? 

 

3. What are the learners’ general perceptions about each type of instruction and 

different orders of instruction (E-I or I-E)? 

 

  In investigating the first question, the effects of differential ordering (I-E vs. E-I) on 

performance in receptive tasks between the two treatment groups were examined. Second, 

the effects of differential ordering on performance in productive tasks between the two 

treatment groups were investigated. Finally, the third research question led us examine the 

learners’ affective aspects such as their emotional feelings, states, perceptions and 

attitudes. It is essential to take into account learners’ perceptions in SLA studies as 

pointed out by a great number of researchers (Fox, 1993; Green, 1993; Horwitz, 1990; 

Kern 1995; Mantle-Bromley, 1995; McCargar, 1993; Oxford, 1989; Wenden, 1986). It 

was also noted that learners’ perceptions play a vital role in learning grammar as their 
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“belief systems can greatly affect the effectiveness of grammar instruction” in terms of 

“motivation and learning strategies” (Schulz, 2001, p. 245). Accordingly, exploring the 

learner variables was crucial in this current study. In the present study, the target 

grammatical features (i.e., infinitives and gerunds) were chosen based on the predicted 

difficulty among Korean high school students (Cho, 1983) and findings on English 

textbook analyses (Jeon, 2014; Jung, 2008). 

 

1.3. Organization of the Thesis  

 

This thesis consists of five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the general field of research, 

rationales, and the need for the present study. Chapter 2 provides the theoretical and 

empirical background of the current research. Chapter 3 describes the methodology of 

collecting and analyzing the data. Chapter 4 presents quantitative and qualitative results as 

well as discussions of the findings. Chapter 5 summarizes the major findings and 

discusses their implications, the limitations of the study, and suggestions for future 

research. 
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CHAPTER 2. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
 

This chapter presents the theoretical and empirical backgrounds of previous studies on 

explicit and implicit instruction and their ordering effects. The notions of implicit and 

explicit instruction are explained in Section 2.1. In Section 2.2, discussions of possible 

synergistic effects between the two types of instruction are presented. Section 2.3 

discusses the effects of sequencing instruction (E-I or I-E). 

 

2.1 Notions of Explicit and Implicit Instruction 

 

The notions underlying the concepts of explicit learning and implicit learning are 

associated with differential degrees of intentions and awareness (Hulstijn, 2005; Takimoto, 

2008). Explicit learning refers to a learning process where the learner is aware of the 

pedagogical environment and has the conscious intention to identify the patterns and rules 

(Hulstijn, 2005; Reber et al., 1999; Schmidt, 1990). On the other hand, implicit learning is 

defined as an unconscious learning process without such intention to search for regular 

patterns (Hulstijn, 2005; Rebet et al., 1999; Schmidt, 1990; Takimoto, 2008). 

Explicit instruction and implicit instruction are termed in a slightly different manner. 

What determines the two terms depends on whether the underlying rules of the given 

input are provided to the learners – explicit instruction includes the presentation of rules, 

while implicit instruction does not contain such a demonstration (R. Ellis, 1994; Hulstijn, 

2005; Norris & Ortega, 2000). 

Concerning the relative effectiveness of explicit and implicit instruction, recent SLA 

studies are in favor of explicit instruction, suggesting that a degree of focus on form 

brings facilitative learning effects on second language (L2) grammatical competency 

(Goo et al., 2015; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Spada & Tomita, 2010). This stance is in line 
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with Reber et al.’s (1980) view which states “the explicit presentation of the grammar 

enabled subjects to focus on the important aspects of the exemplars” (p. 500). Therefore, 

there is a general consensus that adopting an approach that provides a certain amount of 

focus on form during the course of the lesson yields better learning gains in second or 

foreign language learning (Adair-Hauk & Donato, 2002; Aski, 2005; Doughty & 

Williams, 1998; Fotos, 1993; Herron & Tomasello, 1992; Long, 1991; Norris & Ortega, 

2000; Robinson, 1996; Scott, 1989, 1990, VanPatten, 1993; Vogel & Engelhard, 2011). 

Given that there is a clearly documented advantage in teaching explicitly, there has 

also been mounting recognition that it is virtually implausible to find a situation where 

only one type of learning – either explicit or implicit – is used (Lewicki, et al., 1987; 

Reber, 1989; Seger, 1994; Sun et al., 2001; Willingham et al., 1989). Although the issue 

of interactional effects has been understudied to date, discussions of the extant research 

will follow in Section 2.2. 
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2.2 Support for Synergistic Effects between Explicit and Implicit 

Instruction 

 

A growing number of studies have claimed that the combination of the two learning 

modes or instructions can be the most efficacious in learning a new rule or system (Reber 

et al., 1980). The research field that first introduced the synergistic effects between the 

learning modes was cognitive psychology (Berry & Broadbent, 1988; De Graaff, 1997; 

Mathews et al., 1989; Reber et al., 1980; Sun & Mathews 2005). These ideas were also 

subsequently applied to the field of SLA (Alanen, 1995; N. Ellis, 1993, 2005; Robinson, 

1995, 1996). 

Initially, the field of cognitive psychology showed findings that endorsed the positive 

effects of incorporating the two types of instruction. The studies on this issue typically 

used artificial grammars to see the effects of the interaction between the two types of 

instruction. Reber et al.’s (1980) study used artificial grammars in the form of strings of 

letters for the learners to learn. The adult learners were allocated to different treatment 

groups – one under the explicit group, another under the implicit and a third under the 

combined instruction group (E+I). The learners in the combined group (incorporating 

both explicit and implicit instruction) outperformed the other comparison groups that only 

received either implicit or explicit instruction in a well-formedness test.  

Mathews et al. (1989) also verified the facilitative interactions between the two 

instructions in his experiment by successfully exhibiting that all the mixed groups (match-

edit, edit-match and alternate) incorporating the two types of instructions had fewer 

violations in the multiple choice question (MCQ) trials compared to the other groups that 

received only explicit or implicit instruction. The basis for claiming the synergistic effects 

was the advantage of the harmonious integration of the two learning modes. The activated 

explicit knowledge from the explicit instruction helped ease the process of encoding the 

natural exemplars and integrate it into the existing knowledge system at a later stage 
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(Mathews et al., 1989). In other words, initial explicit learning helped the learners 

interpret the meaning of new naturalistic input later (Mathews et al., 1989). Consequently, 

the two modes of learning or instructions interact positively. 

In a similar vein, studies of skill learning within cognitive psychology showed 

growing recognition of the importance for the positive joint effect of different types of 

instruction (Berry & Broadbent, 1988; Lewicki et al., 1987; Reber 1989; Seger, 1994; Sun 

& Mathews, 2005; Sun, Merrill, & Peterson, 1998; Sun et al., 2005). Sun et al. (1998) 

conducted a computational analysis using CLARION, a computational cognitive 

architecture, measuring the amount of interaction of implicit and explicit learning 

processes. Synergistic effects were found to exist. This finding was endorsed by Berry 

and Broadbent’s (1988) study. The participants were given a task to observe an operating 

system of input and output. Subsequently, they were required to identify the relationship 

between the input and output based on their observation. This particular task was called a 

dynamic control task (DC). As a result, the computational model CLARION confirmed 

the existence of interactional effects between the explicit and implicit processes in the DC 

task. This suggests that integration of explicit and implicit learning has more beneficial 

effects than solely providing explicit or implicit instruction. Sun et al., (2005) also 

claimed that incorporation of both processes was more advantageous in predicting a 

particular digit in strings of numbers and identifying relationships between input and 

output. 

The effects of the positive interface (N. Ellis, 2005) between the two types of 

instruction was subsequently corroborated and replicated by the findings in studies of 

applied linguistics (Alanen, 1995; Doughty & Williams, 1998; N. Ellis, 1993, 2005; R. 

Ellis, 1994, 2001; Kim, 2013; Long, 1991; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Robinson, 1995, 1996; 

Spada, 1997). De Graaff (1997) examined if the incorporation of explicit and implicit 

learning could facilitate morphological and syntactic rule learning in Esperanto, which is 

the most widely used constructed (artificial) language in the world. Under the two 
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learning conditions – explicit instruction combined with meaning-focused activities (E+I) 

and exclusively meaning-focused activities (I), the combined condition (E+I) 

outperformed solely implicit instruction (I) in grammaticality judgment tasks (GJTs), gap 

fillings and vocabulary translation tasks. 

In addition, N. Ellis (1993) demonstrated that the treatment group that received both 

types of instruction surpassed all other groups in predicting morphological rules in a soft 

mutation of Welsh. Among the three learning conditions (N. Ellis, 1993) – ‘random’ 

(implicit), ‘rule’ (explicit) and ‘rule and instances’ (explicit + implicit) – the ‘rule and 

instances’ group performed best in predicting the grammaticality of sentences they had 

never been exposed to. In a closer look, this group was more capable of stating the rules, 

explicitly demonstrating that they successfully extracted the underlying rules in the 

stimuli and applied them into the new stimuli. The rule group (explicit) showed that they 

were able to verbalize the rules while they failed to apply them in the new contexts. 

Learners in the random (implicit) condition were the slowest in judging the 

grammaticality of the novel sentences. Similarly, other studies that implemented GJTs to 

assess the participants’ learning (Kim, 2013; Robinson, 1996) additionally substantiated 

the interactional effects by demonstrating that the group that received both types of 

instruction achieved the largest learning gains.  

A number of researchers (Hayes & Broadbent, 1988; Lewicki, 1986; Reber, 1976) 

argued against the positive interactive effects between the two types of knowledge and 

learning. They claimed that the two types of knowledge are distinctive from and 

inaccessible to each other. In Reber et al.’s (1976) study, the participants performed well 

in a well-formedness task with strings of letters, however, they later failed to articulate the 

rules. This partly demonstrates that the two types of knowledge are not readily 

interchangeable or interactive. Similarly, Lewicki’s (1986) participants who successfully 

used the implicit rules in a matching task were unable to verbalize the rules explicitly. 

Hayes & Broadbent (1988) supported a similar view that reportable (explicit) and un-
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reportable (implicit) knowledge qualitatively involve different learning systems. 

Reber et al., (1980) further elaborated on the potential risk of interference, not 

interaction, which could be caused by incorporating both processes concurrently. 

Specifically, initiating a lesson with a demonstration of a rule can be detrimental to 

learners, as it could hinder voluntary self-discovery learning processes. On the contrary, 

presenting a rule at the end might be also disadvantageous as it might cause disorientation 

in learning if the elicited rules do not agree with the actual rules. 

Overall, based on the documentation of positive interactional effects between the two 

learning modes, it is generally agreed that the synergistic effects may occur. In contrast, 

what is not in agreement is the issue of when and how to introduce grammatical rules 

(Vogel & Engelhard, 2011). Whether it is more appropriate to demonstrate the explicit 

grammar rules before or after the exposure of naturalistic input is discussed in Section 2.3. 
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2.3 Sequence of Instruction: Explicit-Implicit (E-I) or Implicit-Explicit 

(I-E) Ordering 

 

There are a few studies which investigated the sequential effects of incorporating 

explicit and implicit instruction together. Both orders (explicitly-initiated or implicitly-

initiated) could be beneficial in their own right as justified by the following representative 

studies (Mathews et al., 1989; Reber et al., 1980). 

The explicitly-initiated (E-I) order was claimed to have more facilitative effects than 

the implicitly-initiated (I-E) order, based on the understanding that presenting the 

structural rules before observing examples could increase learning gains by guiding the 

learners’ attention to the salient aspects of the input (Danks & Gans, 1975; Kim, 2013; 

Reber et al., 1980). Reber et al.’s (1980) study demonstrated that the optimum learning 

mode is to start with explicit learning. The learners in the E-I condition – explicit 

followed by implicit – showed the most superior performance in GJTs, followed by the 

implicit-explicit-implicit (I-E-I), the implicit-explicit (I-E) conditions. The conditions of 

either explicit (E) or implicit (I) were shown to be the least effective.  

Recently, a replication study of Reber et al. (1980) was conducted by Kim (2013). 

Kim (2013) used a semi-artificial grammar (German syntax and English words), whereas 

Reber et al. (1980) used strings of letters as their stimuli. Kim (2013) provided explicit 

rules at different times with the same learning conditions as Reber et al. (1980) – (i) 

explicit-implicit (E-I), (ii) implicit-explicit-implicit (I-E-I), (iii) implicit-explicit (I-E), (iv) 

explicit (E), (v) implicit (I). Kim’s findings were in line with those of Reber et al. (1980) 

claiming that the E-I condition was indeed the most facilitative in learning main and 

subordinate verb placement measured by GJTs. The participants in the E-I group judged 

grammatical sentences correctly 77.6 % of the time, followed by the I-E-I group (72. 9%) 

and the I-E group (60.0%) respectively. These mixed groups significantly outperformed 

the control groups by 36.4%. However, for ungrammatical sentences, it was interesting 
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that none of the groups performed significantly better than other groups. 

Danks and Gans (1975) also showed comparable results by showing facilitative 

effects when concrete rule structures were provided initially. The superior performance of 

the E-I group was attributed to the early presentation of the structure which guided the 

learners to pay more attention to important elements of the later input – strengthening 

their schema of the previously encoded or established grammar knowledge (Reber et al., 

1980). However, the advantages of the E-I instruction order have to be interpreted with 

caution as it might cause detrimental effects as well; forming hypotheses prematurely 

could cause interference or inhibition during one’s self-discovery learning processes 

(Reber et al., 1980). 

On the contrary, the advocates of the I-E instruction order also have shown some 

findings to suggest why this order is more effective. Presenting the structural rules at the 

end can consolidate and solidify the tacit rules elicited from naturalistic input (Reber et al., 

1980). Mathews et al. (1989) showed that the optimal operation for teaching a rule is to 

build a certain base of implicit knowledge prior to establishing a concrete explicit 

structure of the rule. The learners’ learning of a bi-conditional rule was measured by 200 

multiple choice question (MCQ) items. There were five learning conditions – match 

(operationalized as implicit), edit (operationalized as explicit), match/edit (I-E), 

edit/match (E-I), alternate (alternating between both modes).  

The adult participants in the implicit condition were expected to memorize the stimuli 

and choose the identical strings from the choices. On the other hand, the learners in the 

explicit condition were presented with an error in each string. They were expected to 

identify the rules and were given the correct answer as their explicit feedback. The results 

supported the superiority of implicitly-initiated instruction by stating that “a period of 

initial passive observation” (p. 109) before explicit instruction is important. 

In the field of skill learning, Sun et al., (2005) also espoused Mathew et al.’s (1989) 

findings, which suggested the implicitly-initiated approach is more desirable. However, 
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there are some concerns and predicted drawbacks regarding the I-E approach as well – 

presenting a formal structure (explicit) followed by observation (implicit) might cause a 

great deal of confusion, especially if the presented structures and the elicited forms do not 

match (Reber et al., 1980). Nevertheless, the advantage in the implicitly-initiated 

approach is in accordance with the results in perceptual recognition studies as well 

(Bruner & Potter, 1964; Wyatt & Campbell, 1951), which demonstrated that providing 

definite formulae too far ahead of time may impede the most efficacious application or 

the best use of the available information. Therefore, these findings suggest that initially 

beginning with a passive learning mode through observation before the definite 

presentation is more likely to promote L2 learning (Bruner & Potter, 1964; Wyatt & 

Campbell, 1951). 

The conflicting and inconclusive results above between the two orders (E-I or I-E) 

may be due to different methodological designs. Most of these studies used artificial rules 

consisting of letters, strings or matrices (Bruner & Potter, 1964; Danks & Gans, 1975; 

Mathews et al., 1989; Reber et al., 1980; Wyatt & Campbell, 1951). Other researchers 

(De Graaff, 1997; N. Ellis, 1993; Kim, 2013) used a semi-artificial grammar (e.g., English 

words with German syntax or a mutation of Welsh) or a natural language (Robinson, 

1996). In addition, a wide range of measurements was used, such as multiple-choice 

questions, grammaticality judgment tasks, well-formedness tasks and matching tasks. 

Therefore, it is difficult to compare and draw a firm conclusion on the ordering effects of 

instruction in a precise manner from these studies.  

Another noticeable feature found in these studies was the participants’ ages. All 

participants were adults, who are often reported to perform better when they are explicitly 

informed of the rules first (Finestack, 2014). Nevertheless, the findings of these studies 

are divergent from one another. Specifically, some studies showed that adult participants 

could learn better in an implicitly-initiated instruction (I-E) despite adults’ general 

cognitive advantage when using problem-solving and metalinguistic skills in explicit 
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manners (Finestack, 2014), while other studies demonstrated the exact reverse pattern. 

Sequencing effects of instruction might be also explained by notions of deductive and 

inductive processing (DeKeyser, 1995; Erlam, 2003; Nagata, 1997; Robinson, 1996; 

Seliger 1975; Shaffer, 1989; Vogel & Engelhard, 2011). Such notions are relevant to the 

current discussion of ordering effects because deductive and inductive instruction can be 

also viewed as incorporating both explicit and implicit processing in a different order 

(Hulstijn, 2005). Specifically, deductive instruction begins a lesson with an explicit 

presentation of a target rule followed by naturalistic examples (Erlam, 2003), whereas 

inductive instruction initiates the lesson with exposing the learners to natural input first, 

which may be followed by either presentations of the rules at the end (i.e., explicit 

inductive) or no presentation (i.e., implicit inductive) at all (Abraham, 1985; Herron & 

Tomasello, 1992). 

The current study’s methodological design (E-I and I-E) mirrors deductive and 

(explicit) inductive approaches to a certain extent. Explicit inductive approach here refers 

to inductive instruction which presents an explicit rule at some point – commonly at the 

end (Hulstijn, 2005). Therefore, reference to the findings of deductive and inductive 

approaches may enrich understanding of the sequential effects of instruction significantly.  

To date, investigations of deductive-inductive approaches resulted in inconclusive and 

conflicting results, mainly due to methodological differences (Cerezo, Caras, and Leow, 

2016; Erlam, 2003; Haight, Herron, & Cole, 2007; Vogel, Herron, Cole, & York, 2011), 

as well as various other factors – complexity of input, learners’ language aptitude, 

learners’ age, learning contexts (DeKeyser, 1995; Finestack, 2014; Nagata, 1997; 

Omaggio, 1986; Robinson, 1996; Rose & Ng, 2001; Seliger 1975; Shaffer,1989; 

Takimoto, 2008; Vogel & Engelhard, 2011) . 

Experimental designs may account for the findings that are in favor of explicitly-

initiated instruction (deductive approach) according to Cerezo et al. (2016). Typically, the 

experiments in the previous studies involved a short duration of treatment, which may 
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have placed implicitly-initiated instruction (inductive approach) at a disadvantage (Haight 

et al., 2007). 

The complexity of the rules and language aptitude are other possible factors that might 

influence sequencing effects of instruction. According to the majority of scholars 

including Omaggio (1986) and DeKeyser (1995), the explicitly-initiated approach is more 

favorable in learning complex rules. Nevertheless, Shaffer (1989) contradicted this view, 

stating that the students learning the hardest rules in an inductive approach indeed 

“benefited most” (p. 399) although the group difference was not significant. As for 

learners’ aptitude and cognitive ability, some researchers (DeKeyser 1995, 2012; 

Hauptman, 1971; Swisher, Restrepo, Plante & Lowell, 1995) suggested that the 

implicitly-initiated (inductive) approach can only be useful for high language aptitude 

students as it requires the ability to tolerate ambiguity in the beginning and to perform a 

problem-solving task until they are given a final answer or feedback. 

Moreover, age is reported to be a critical factor in determining the effectiveness of 

explicitly-initiated (deductive) and implicitly-initiated (inductive) approaches. According 

to Ausubel (1964) and Terrell (1977), deductive learning can adequately maximize the 

adults’ advantage to interpret underlying rules via metalinguistic knowledge which can 

accelerate their learning speed. On the other hand, child-intervention has typically favored 

inductive learning (Finestack, 2014) as it was assumed that young learners lack essential 

cognitive skills, such as problem-solving and metalinguistic skills, to benefit effectively 

from the deductive approach. 

Learning contexts should also be given more attention. There are relatively scant 

empirical studies investigating the sequencing effects of instruction in foreign language 

learning contexts compared to those in second language learning environments (Vogel & 

Engelhard, 2011). This is paramount, as students learning English as a foreign language 

(i.e., as an academic subject) are in a significantly different situation from those learning it 

as a second language in terms of input, learning styles, and awareness of forms (Shaffer, 
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1989). 

Overall, there has been a relatively greater number of studies in favor of the explicitly-

initiated (E-I) or deductive approach (Cerezo et al., 2016; Erlam, 2003; Robinson, 1996), 

although it is difficult to assess the sequencing effects of instruction in a precise manner 

due to mediating factors such as “learners’ expectations, frequency of input, perceptual 

salience, and task demand” (Takimoto, 2008, p. 372).  

With the backgrounds of the previous findings on sequential effects of instruction, the 

following chapter will discuss the present study’s methodological design and describe 

how explicitly-initiated (E-I) instruction and implicitly-initiated (I-E) instruction were 

operationalized. 
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CHAPTER 3. 

METHODOLOGY 
 

   This chapter describes the methods of collecting and analyzing both quantitative and 

qualitative data. Section 3.1 reports information about participants. Section 3.2 

discusses the instruments employed. The procedure and data analysis are presented in 

Section 3.3 and Section 3.4, respectively. 

 

3.1 Participants 

 

   This research initially involved 43 female students in the 11th grade at a vocational 

high school in Jeonju. Through a pre-test, 30 final participants were selected. As the 

current study’s participants were from a vocational high school, their English proficiency 

was significantly lower than that of the average high school students. The participants’ 

English proficiency was at the 11th percentile rank (7th out of 9 levels) among all Korean 

high school students based on of College Scholastic Ability Test (CSAT) practice exams 

administered by Ministry of Education in March 2016. Each participant’s duration of 

English learning is only the duration of formal English education received – eight years in 

total. This is based on the participants’ responses that they had not received much 

additional help from private institutions (i.e., hagwon in Korean) unlike most Korean 

students. The participants were randomly assigned to two groups (E-I and I-E) after the 

pre-test. 

   The pre-test was comprised of four tasks – a listening GJT, an error identification task, 

an error correction task, and a simple writing task – which were implemented to ensure 

homogeneity between the two groups. An independent samples t-test confirmed that there 

was no statistical difference (t(30) = 1.20, p = 0.23) between the two groups. A small or 

moderate effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.42) indicates that such difference can be ignored and 

treated as equal (Larson-Hall, 2015, p. 65). Therefore, 30 final participants were selected 
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based on the criterion that they had to score below 30% of the researcher-developed pre-

test. This criterion was also employed by Park (2016) where a group whose percentile 

score on the practice exams of the CSAT ranges from 1 to 30% was categorized as a low 

performing group. 

 

3.2 Instruments 

 

   This section consists of three parts. Section 3.2.1 introduces class materials used for 

explicit and implicit instruction. Section 3.2.2 presents materials used for measuring the 

effects of differential instruction orders on the learners. Lastly, Section 3.2.3 describes 

materials used to elicit learners’ perceptions about types and orders of instruction. 

 

3.2.1 Materials for Instruction 

 

   The target grammatical features (i.e., infinitives and gerunds) were chosen based on 

the predicted difficulty among Korean high school students (Cho, 1983) and findings on 

English textbook analyses (Jeon, 2014; Jung, 2008). Cho (1983) stated that Korean high 

school students have more difficulty understanding infinitives than gerunds in general and 

the related idioms ending with ‘to’. Middle and high school English textbook analyses 

(Jeon, 2014; Jung, 2008) revealed that infinitives and gerunds are the most frequently 

covered grammatical features in high school textbooks although they have already been 

introduced in middle school. The reason for revisiting infinitives and gerunds in high 

school is because various functions of infinitives and gerunds are not integrated well until 

students enter high school and their understanding of idiomatic phrases is more fully 

established. Therefore, the current participants were assumed to have similar difficulties 

and it was confirmed through the results of the pre-test that they had not acquired 

infinitives or gerunds, as indicated by their marks below 30. 
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   In addition, the importance and usefulness of verbals such as infinitives and gerunds 

in English has been recognized widely as speakers “[u]se verbals to express their ideas 

clearly and help readers develop a strong understanding of particular situations…[v]erbals 

are important tools … the versatility of infinitives lies in the way they can not only 

function as nouns, but also as adjectives and adverbs…grammatical tools that provide 

details of the meaning.” (Ruday, 2013, pp. 96-97). Therefore, infinitives and gerunds 

were adopted as the target feature for this study. 

   As for teaching materials, the researcher created them through extractions and 

modifications of materials in English Grammar in Use (Murphy, 2004), Teachers’ 

Grammar of English (Cowan, 2008), The Common Core Grammar Toolkit (Ruday, 2013), 

High School EnglishⅡ by Chunjae (Kim et al., 2013) and various other high school 

English textbooks published by Donga (Yoon et al., 2013), Kumsung (Kim et al., 2013), 

and Neungyule (Lee et al., 2013). The materials were created according to the following 

sequence of lesson goals: a) infinitives as nouns, b) infinitives as adjectives, c) infinitives 

as adverbs, d) bare infinitives, e) gerunds as nouns, and f) collocational and idiomatic 

expressions with infinitives and gerunds. The following subsections will introduce the 

classroom materials used during explicit and implicit instruction in Section 3.2.1.1 and 

3.2.1.2, respectively. 

 

3.2.1.1 Explicit Instruction Materials 

 

    Materials used for rule presentation and explanations are illustrated in Figure 3.1. 

This is an English translation of the handout used. The original materials were written in 

Korean to elicit better understanding of the grammatical features. The exceptions were the 

few example sentences written in English. The teacher explained the rules in Korean 

regarding where infinitives and gerunds appear and what their functions are. For example, 

“infinitives can appear in three positions – subject, object and complement.” Although the 
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students did not have an outstanding metalinguistic awareness, they understood basic 

grammatical terms such as subject, object, and complement. Regarding the meaning and 

function of infinitives, it was instructed as “[w]hen they are used as nouns, it is interpreted 

as ‘doing something’.” This was followed by controlled tasks shown in Figure 3.2, which 

consolidated the rules and accuracy of forms. For Figure 3.2, all exercise sentences were 

written in English except the instructions. For the further details, see Appendices 1 and 2. 

 

Lesson 1 handout: Infinitives as nouns  

 

Infinitives can function as nouns.  

Nouns are normally used to name things, but infinitives rather designate or describe 

activities. 

 

1. Infinitives can be used as the subject of a verb. 

 

 To speak in a foreign language is challenging. 

Something is challenging. 

That is the action of speaking in a foreign language. 

It answers the question of “what is challenging?” – the action of speaking. 

 

 It is challenging to speak in a foreign language. 

The infinitive “to speak” can be replaced by it – a dummy subject. 

 

2. Infinitives can be used as the direct object of a verb. 

 

 Clara wants to dance all day. 

Clara wants something. 

That is the action of dancing all day. 

It answers the question of “Clara wants what?” – the action of dancing. 

 

3. Infinitives can be used as the complement of a verb. 

 

 My plan is to visit London. 

My plan is something. 

That is about the action of visiting somewhere. 

It answers the question of “My plan is what?”– the action of visiting London. 

Figure 3.1 

A Sample Handout Used for Explicit Instruction of Infinitives 

 

 

 



 - 22 - 

 

Lesson 1 worksheet: Infinitives as nouns 

 

Exercise 1) Choose the correct expression for the given sentences. 

 

to create             to open         

to become 

to dance             to study     

 

1. His plan is ________ the best pilot in the entire world 

2. She wants ________  to that song 

3. Tim needs ________ to get a good score. 

4. The artist seeks _________ something beautiful. 

5. The store needs __________ soon. Otherwise, I’m shopping elsewhere. 

 

Exercise 2) Combine the two given sentences. 

 

Example: You stay healthy. That is important. 

 It is important to stay healthy. 

 

1. You play golf. That is fun 

 _________________________________. 

2. You study for tests. That is helpful. 

 _________________________________. 

3. You play games. That is fun. 

 _________________________________. 

4. You eat plenty of rice. That is healthy. 

 _________________________________. 

Figure 3.2 

A Sample Worksheet Used for Explicit Concept of Infinitives 

 

3.2.1.2 Implicit Instruction Materials 

 

    Materials used for implicit instruction were naturalistic input flooding employed in 

stories. As shown in Figure 3.3, for each lesson, there were two stories delivered to the 

learners. The target feature in Figure 3.3 was infinitives underlined for the current 

discussion.  

   The learners read two stories aloud with their partners. After that, they discussed the 

stories in Korean to make sure they had understood the content. Then, they proceeded to 
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answer meaning-focused questions below the texts. Some of the questions were 

confirmatory questions that started with “in the story…” and others required more 

personalized responses about their lives such as “What is your dream?” or “What do you 

want to achieve?” Although the materials were written in English, all verbal discussions 

were conducted in Korean. These story-reading and meaning-focused discussion sessions 

were to promote implicit learning. For further details, refer to Appendix 3. 

 

Two Stories for Today 

– Read out the following texts with your partner and try to understand what 

they mean. 

– After five minutes, try to answer the discussion questions attached below 

each text. 

– Try to guess if you don’t know certain words and think about how the 

story flows. 

 

Story 1: A Speech 

 

Indeed, it has taken a lot of effort for me to be where I am today. In order to 

become a champion, I had to practice for hours and hours on the track. Have you 

heard of the secret of 10,000 hours of practice? My life wasn’t any different 

from that. If you really wish to achieve a remarkable success, you have no 

choice but to say no to temptations. Remember it is all about repetition. It can 

make everybody become a gold medalist. 

 

Q1) In the story, what do you think is the speaker’s occupation? 

Q2) In the story, what did the speaker say is the most important thing to     

    succeed? 

Q3) What is your dream? 

Q4) What do you have to do to achieve your dream? 

 

Story 2: One or More Jobs? 

 

We are expected to choose one job for the rest of our life. However, our desires 

are endless – we might want to learn music, to write a book and to exercise. On 

top of that, some people are good at doing multiple things. So, why stick to one 

job? To have multiple jobs at the same time may not be easy. At the end of the 

day, you will have to decide what you want to pursue and to achieve in your life. 

 

Q1) In the story, does it say it is always right/better to have one job? 

Q2) Do you have a lot of interests in many different areas? 

Q3) Do you agree with the writer’s opinion? 

Q4) If you are given a chance to choose, do you want to have a single job or  

    multiple jobs? 

Figure 3.3 

A Sample Handout Used for Implicit Instruction of Infinitives 
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3.2.2 Materials for Measurement of Instructional Effects 

 

   Four types of materials were used to assess differential instructional effects. Two of 

them – scripts of listening grammaticality judgment tasks and sentences in error 

identification tasks – were used to measure learners’ receptive performance while the 

other two – sentences in error correction tasks and prompts for simple writing tasks – 

were used to measure their productive performance. 

 

3.2.2.1 Measurement of Receptive Performance 

 

   Receptive performance is associated with the ability to comprehend incoming data 

through listening and reading (Kim, 2016). This was measured through the listening GJT 

and the error-identification task. The former was used to assess implicit knowledge of the 

target feature, whereas the latter was used to evaluate explicit knowledge. The combined 

score of the two tasks consisting of 38 questions is the final receptive test score. How the 

marking scheme was developed is discussed in the following sections. 

 

3.2.2.1.1 Listening Grammaticality Judgment Task Scripts 

 

 Scripts in a listening grammaticality judgment task (GJT) were designed to measure 

the learners’ implicit knowledge during receptive processing. The written format of the 

traditional GJT was converted into a listening format. According to Hulstijn and De 

Graaff (1994), if the researcher intends to assess the learners’ implicit knowledge, the 

tasks should require online-processing (i.e., in real time) not permitting conscious 

monitoring. As it has been pointed out that the written form of GJT appears to measure 

metalinguistic knowledge to a great extent (Han & R. Ellis, 1998), this modification may 

be more appropriate to elicit the learners’ implicit knowledge, which served as the 

rationale for implementing this task for the current study. 
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 The participants were assessed on their knowledge of English infinitives and gerunds 

by being asked to make judgments regarding19 English sentences provided auditorily 

through a listening file pre-recorded by a native speaker of English. If the given sentences 

were perceived incomplete or grammatically ill-formed, they were asked to mark the 

sentence as ungrammatical (Johnson, 1992). The given sentences were used to appraise 

their implicit knowledge of the six grammatical features: a) infinitives as nouns, b) 

infinitives as adjectives, c) infinitives as adverbs, d) bare infinitives, e) gerunds as nouns, 

and f) idiomatic phrases related to infinitives and gerunds. Out of 19 sentences, eight 

sentences were grammatically correct and eleven sentences were grammatically incorrect. 

  In the pre-test, there were three response options for the listening GJT – grammatical 

(o), somewhat awkward (?), and ungrammatical (x). However, the participants reported a 

high possibility of choosing a ‘somewhat awkward’ option as a simple guessing strategy. 

Therefore, in the post-test, the options were reduced to grammatical (o) and 

ungrammatical (x) only. Figure 3.4 shows a sample script used for the listening GJTs. For 

all the sentences used in two scripts, see Appendix 4. 

 

1) Ellie’s dream is go abroad.  

2) We have many chairs to sit on. 

3) He had trouble eat with chopsticks. 

. 

. 

      . 

18) I let him use my computer.  

19) I don’t mind you smoking here. 

Figure 3.4 

A Sample Listening GJT Script 

 

3.2.2.1.2 Error-Identification Task Sentences 

 

   Another way to test one’s receptive performance is through reading. Sentences in an 

error identification task were designed to measure the learners’ explicit knowledge during 

receptive processing. This assesses the test-taker’s ability to recognize the correct rules of 
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the target features and also to detect errors that deviate from the norm by using their 

explicit knowledge. Therefore, the test-takers were asked to underline or highlight the part 

of the sentence, which makes it ungrammatical or to find a missing word that makes the 

sentence incomplete.  

   There were eight grammatically correct and eleven grammatically incorrect sentences 

including two filler sentences. For grammatically correct sentences, the test takers were 

asked to write “no error” as their response. Figure 3.5 shows several sample sentences. 

See Appendix 5 for the all sentences presented to the participants. 

 

Highlight a word that makes the sentence ungrammatical or find a missing word 

if there is any. If there is no error in the sentence, simply state “no error”. 

 

1) My mom encouraged us doing well in the exam. 

2) My father made me cleaning the bathroom. 

            . 

      . 

            . 

19) They were on the verge of fail the exam. 

Figure 3.5 

Sample Sentences in the Error Identification Task 

 

3.2.2.2 Measurement of Productive Performance 

 

Productive performance was measured by employing an error correction task and a 

simple writing task. The combined score of the two tasks was formulated as a final 

productive test score. 

 

3.2.2.2.1 Error Correction Task Sentences 

 

   An error correction task requires the test-taker to correct the errors in the sentence. 

This task is not entirely independent from the error identification task in the sense that the 

test-taker has to identify errors first in order to correct them in the sentence. More 
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specifically, an error-identification task requires the test-taker to indicate where the errors 

are, whereas the error correction task requires the test-taker to produce the correct forms. 

There were 11 ungrammatical sentences in the task; for the other sentences that contained 

no errors, the participants were required to write “no error”. Two of the ungrammatical 

sentences were fillers, which were omitted during data analysis. Figure 3.6 shows sample 

sentences. See Appendix 5 for the all sentences presented to the participants. 

 

Some of the following sentences contain 1 error while others do not. If you find 

any errors, correct the errors. If you think there is no error in the sentence, write 

your response as “no error”. 

 

1) I was late for school. Make matter worse, I did not do any homework. 

2) I enjoy to listen to classical music. 

              . 

              . 

              . 

19) I love eating spaghetti, not to mention steaks. 

Figure 3.6 

Sample Sentences for the Error Correction Task 

 

3.2.2.2.2 Prompts for Simple Writing Tasks 

 

   A simple writing task requires the test-takers to construct a sentence using some 

linguistic cues given. The test-takers were presented with a picture and two key words as 

their linguistic cues, which had to be used in their answer. Given their low proficiency, 

the researcher judged that eliciting sentence-level language output was more appropriate 

than eliciting a paragraph. The task was based on a single story, which provided a context 

for the discourse. Figure 3.7 shows a sample of the task. See Appendix 6 for all the 

questions used in the task. 
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Context: Finally, the summer break came. We discussed what to do for our 

break. Then, we made a decision. 

 
 

Q1) Answer: __________________________________(decide, go) 

Figure 3.7 

A Sample of the Simple Writing Task 

 

3.2.3 Materials for Eliciting Learners’ Perceptions 

 

   In order to investigate the potential effects of learners’ affective domain such as their 

emotional feelings, states and perceptions about grammar learning, a questionnaire and an 

interview were employed. Questions in a questionnaire and interviews were used to 

induce learners’ underlying feelings and reactions to their treatment. 

 

3.2.3.1 Student Questionnaire 

 

   In order to explore the learners’ general perceptions and emotional responses about 

the types and orders of instruction, a 18-item questionnaire was created in Korean. Out of 

the total 18 items, 12 were devised with a five-point Likert scale, while the remaining six 

required the respondents to choose between explicit or implicit instruction as their 

response. The questionnaire was composed of three main sections: general attitude 

towards grammar learning, preference towards particular types of instruction, and 

perceptions about orders of instruction (E-I or I-E). Figure 3.8 shows samples questions. 

See Appendix 7 for all the questions included on the questionnaire. 

 

 

Do you all want a 

trip? 

That is great! 

Awesome! 
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Read each statement and choose a response out of five – Strongly disagree (1), 

disagree (2), neutral (3), agree (4), strongly agree (5). 

 

1. I like to learn grammar in general. 

1     2     3     4     5  

2. I like to learn grammar explicitly. (stating rules clearly) 

1     2     3     4     5  

3. I like to learn grammar implicitly. (learning in a more natural way without a 

rule) 

1     2     3     4     5  

4. I like to learn the rule first before looking at the real examples. 

1     2     3     4     5  

5. I like to look at the real examples first before learning a rule. 

1     2     3     4     5  

. 

. 

. 

18. Which type of instruction (explicit vs. implicit) helped you concentrate better 

in class? 

 

Answer: ________________. 

Figure 3.8 

Sample Questions from the Student Questionnaire 

 

3.2.3.2 Interview Questions  

 

   The learners’ emotional feelings, states, perceptions and attitudes towards the learning 

processes which emerged during and after the lessons were collected through a 10-minute 

interview with each student at the end of the six-week treatment. The questions asked 

during the interview are shown in Figure 3.9. See Appendix 8 for the questions written in 

Korean. 
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1. In general, do you think the lessons helped your English to improve? In what 

ways? 

2. You experienced both rule explanation and story-reading sessions. Can you 

tell me how you felt during or after these sessions?  

– Did you understand the materials well overall?  

– How interested were you in these sessions? 

– How focused were you in these sessions? 

– Can you remember the learned materials well? 

– What were the good and weak points of these sessions?  

– How did you feel in general or personally? 

 

3. Can you tell me how you felt during or after your class regarding the order of 

instruction (E-I or I-E)? 

– Did you understand the materials well overall?  

– How interested were you in these sessions? 

– How focused were you in these sessions? 

– How involved were you in these sessions? 

– Can you remember the learned materials well? 

– What were the good and weak points of these sessions? 

– How did you feel? 

Figure 3.9 

Questions Asked during the Student Interviews 

 

3.3 Procedure 

 

   Students who were interested in attending a short six-week English class on infinitives 

and gerunds were invited to take a pre-test consisting of four tasks in June 2016. The pre-

test was administered a week before the onset of treatment. Those who were diagnosed as 

low proficiency level were selected as the final participants in the study (as the target 

grammar was not complex). With their consent, the students in this homogenous group 

(confirmed by the t-test p-value >.05 with a small effect size shown by a Cohen’s d value) 

were randomly assigned to one of the two experimental groups: explicit-implicit (E-I) or 

implicit-explicit (I-E). 

   The students in the E-I group received explicit instruction followed by implicit 

instruction of English infinitives and gerunds for six weeks. On the other hand, the 

students in the I-E group received implicit instruction followed by explicit instruction for 

the same duration. 



 - 31 - 

   After the six-week treatment, the students’ learning was evaluated by a post-test with 

four tasks of the same format. To investigate their perceptions about explicit and implicit 

learning modes and learning orders, all the students were given 10-minute one-on-one 

interviews at the end of the treatment. They were asked open-ended questions, which are 

shown in Appendix 8. Their responses were recorded and transcribed for data analysis.  

 

3.4 Data Analysis 

 

   For the statistical analysis of the first and second research questions outlined in 

Section 1.2, SPSS 23 was used. Two independent samples t-tests were employed with the 

differential learning order (E-I and I-E) as the independent variable, while the receptive 

tasks and productive tasks were adopted as the dependent variables. The two independent 

samples t-tests were administered with the significance level set at 0.05. The scores of the 

listening GJT and the error identification task were combined together as the final score 

of the receptive test, while the scores of the error-correction and the simple writing tasks 

were combined together as the final score of the productive test. The mean scores of the 

receptive tests and productive tests between the two groups were compared to investigate 

if there was a statistically significant difference. Subsequently, Cohen’s d value was 

calculated to indicate the magnitude of the group difference (i.e., effect size of the results) 

between the two groups (Larson-Hall, 2015). 

   As for the qualitative data regarding the final research question, content analysis was 

conducted with the data acquired from the questionnaire and interviews. As the present 

study does not have a pre-determined hypothesis or theory to test, Boyatzis’s (1998) 

analysis method was adopted to develop themes in the data for encoding qualitative 

information. The crucial aspect of this analysis is to discover a pattern in the data, which 

becomes the theme. Typically, more general themes emerge at an initial stage of data 

analysis, which are subsequently developed into categories as more data is processed.  
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   To summarize, the current study adopted a triangulation method – integrating 

quantitative and qualitative methods. Nevertheless, it is a quantitative-driven mixed 

research method where more emphasis is placed on the quantitative data analysis. Given 

that there is always a possibility that the quantitative measures might not perfectly 

measure the intended construct, the limitations of both research methods compensated for 

each other. 
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CHAPTER 4. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

   This chapter reports the results of both statistical and qualitative analyses and 

discusses the findings. Section 4.1 presents the results and discussions of the ordering 

effects on receptive performance. Section 4.2 presents the results and discussions of the 

ordering effects on productive performance. Section 4.3 reports on the learners’ 

perceptions reflecting their affective states obtained from the interviews and the 

questionnaires.  

 

4.1 Effects of the Differential Instruction Orders on Receptive 

Performance 

 

   The 15 students in the E-I group and the 15 students in the I-E group were compared 

in terms of their scores on the receptive test consisting of the two tasks. Table 4.1 shows 

the means and standard deviations of each receptive task and both the task scores 

combined together. 

 

Table 4.1 

Descriptive Statistics of the Post-test Scores for the Receptive Test 

 

 Listening 

GJT 

Error 

     Identification 

Total 

Scores 

 M    SD   M     SD M SD 

E-I Group 55.39   9.29 22.35   16.22 39.0 10.35 

I-E Group 65.13  16.15 28.24   17.82 46.6 8.45 

Note: The maximum score for each test is 100. 
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   The I-E group performed better in the receptive test than the E-I group; the mean 

score of the I-E group was 46.6, whereas that of the E-I group was 39.0. A closer look at 

each task individually (the listening GJT and the error-identification task) revealed that 

the I-E group’s performance invariably surpassed the E-I’s with a difference of 

approximately ten points for the listening GJT and six points for the error identification 

task. 

   In order to examine whether there is a significant difference between the two groups, 

an independent samples t-test was conducted. The results are summarized below in 

Table 4.2. 

 

Table 4.2 

The Independent Samples t-test Results of the Differential Instruction Orders on 

Receptive Test Performance 

 

 t df Sig. (p-value) 

All groups 

(n= 30) 

2.20 28 .036* 

* Note: The significance level was set at p<0.05. 

 

 

   As shown in Table 4.2, there was a significant difference between the two learning 

conditions (t(30)=2.20, df(28), p=.036). In order to examine the magnitude of the group 

difference (effect size of the results), Cohen’s d was calculated (d = 0.74), which 

indicated a large effect size – implying there was a large practical difference between 

the two groups. In other words, the I-E treatment is significantly more effective in 

promoting one’s L2 receptive knowledge and performance. When students are 

implicitly instructed initially, the students’ receptive performance on a particular 

grammar concept or structure in an L2 can be enhanced.  

   The current study’s findings coincide with previous studies claiming order effects 

(Danks & Gans, 1975; Kim, 2013; Mathews et al., 1989; Reber et al., 1980) and is in 



 - 35 - 

favor of the implicitly-initiated (I-E) instruction order (Bruner & Potter, 1964; Mathews 

et al. 1989; Sun et al., 2005; Wyatt & Campbell, 1951), which also demonstrated more 

facilitative learning effects by the implicitly-initiated groups. Such findings may be 

accounted for by three possible factors: depth of processing, guided inductive learning 

and metalinguistic awareness. 

First of all, depth of processing (first proposed by Craik & Lockhart, 1972) is one 

possible factor to account for the superior results observed in receptive tasks performed 

by the implicit-explicit instruction (I-E) group (Cerezo et al., 2016; Craik & Lockhart, 

1972; Oded & Walters, 2001). This idea states that exemplar-based learning at an initial 

stage produces “greater depth of processing” (Cerezo et al., 2016, p.267), promoting 

more “memorable and meaningful experiences” (p. 267). The Depth of Processing 

Hypothesis (Craik & Lockhart, 1972) claims that memory can be retained longer if the 

new information is initially processed at a deeper level at the time of learning. This 

could be attributed to stronger memory footprints formulated and constructed at the 

initial stage of learning in the I-E condition. 

The I-E group learned the target grammar implicitly by reading two stories with 

meaning-focused activities at the initial stage of the lesson. Due to the nature of 

narratives, the stories may have contained a certain degree of elaboration around the 

target expressions in the descriptive words and phrases. As the story was read aloud, 

stories might have triggered association, images, reflection of one’s past experiences 

(Craik & Lockhart, 1972) which could have served as a rich context for students to 

process the newly encountered information at a deeper level. Therefore, the deeper 

processing via elaboration and context might have enabled the stronger memory 

elements to be formulated in the first half of the lesson in the I-E condition. This might 

have been maintained throughout the lesson or even reinforced later by the explicit 

instruction. 

On the other hand, during the initial stage of the E-I condition, the students were not 
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processing the contents of the lesson at a deeper level, as the explicit instruction session 

did not contain images or contexts for elaborating the target grammar. The learners in 

this group might have missed the chance to be engaged in rich context for the first half 

of each lesson. It is only when the second half of the session – the implicit session – 

starts, then  the stories provided a richer context for this group as well. Therefore, 

weaker memory traces might have been built for this group, which might have put the 

E-I group at a disadvantage for long-term retention. This is consistent with Shaffer’s 

(1989) finding that learning implicitly first may provide the learners with an opportunity 

to observe “when and how a structure is used” (p. 396), whereas initiating the lesson 

with rule-learning induces their “superficial understanding at best” (p. 396). Therefore, 

differing depths of learning processes might be responsible for the I-E group’s better 

receptive performance compared to the E-I group’s. 

In addition, the I-E group’s higher level of attention maintained throughout the lesson 

may account for the current study’s findings as well. The learners in the I-E group often 

expressed that they were able to focus better during the story-reading session. As they 

found the lesson more interesting from the beginning of the lesson in the I-E condition 

compared to those in the E-I group who would start with less focused attention, as noted 

by a student’s quote, “My mind occasionally drifted away as it was sometimes a little 

demotivating to start learning some rules abruptly” (Data Excerpt 18). Higher interest in 

the beginning could have worked as a driving force or motivation for students to 

maintain their attention level and to keep them engaged and involved in class. Therefore, 

learners’ attention and interest level might have produced a deeper learning process, 

which could have contributed to the difference between the two groups’ outcomes. 

Furthermore, guided inductive approach may help explain the current study’s result 

of a superior receptive performance in the I-E group. As mentioned earlier, the I-E 

learning condition in the current study resembles a weak version of a guided inductive 

approach in the sense that the learners were exposed to natural input initially, then the 
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teacher made use of guiding questions to direct the learners’ attention to the relevant 

features (Vogel & Engelhard, 2011). The current study’s result is congruous with recent 

successful applications of guided induction, which have been proven effective (Cerezo 

et al., 2016; Haight et al., 2007; Herron & Tomasello, 1992; Smart, 2014; Vogel et al., 

2011).  

A guided inductive approach may have given the I-E group an advantage due to the 

sensitivity of the teacher’s guidance and perceived independence of the learner’s role. 

The teacher’s guiding questions could ensure that the learners were paying attention to 

the relevant features by asking formative questions: “What did the character say?” and 

“Why do you think he did that?” More participants in the I-E condition expressed that 

they were given an independent learner role. As a result, it might have encouraged the 

learners to take “active hypothesis testing” (Herron & Tomasello, 1992), which could 

have induced more cognitive involvement from them (Finestack, 2014; Shaffer, 1989; 

Vogel & Engelhard, 2011). Consequently, the cognitively more engaged learners were 

likely to have a greater amount of awareness, which may be more conducive to 

integrating the newly learned materials into one’s interlanguage system (Glaser, 1984). 

Likewise, the learners in the I-E condition showed a more superior performance on 

receptive tasks due to the positive effects produced by the teacher’s sensitive guidance 

and active learner role (Adair-Hauk & Donato, 2002; Vogel & Engelhard, 2011). 

On the contrary, the results of this study are not compatible with DeKeyser’s (2012) 

and Hauptman’s (1971) claims that the discovery learning approach is rather 

incompatible with low aptitude or low proficiency learners as the approach can be 

cognitively demanding and could be overwhelming to the learners (Finestack, 2014). 

Nevertheless, Omaggio (1986), DeKeyser (1995), and Shaffer (1989) may still support 

the current study’s findings as they suggest that if the rules are simple and easy, lower 

proficiency learners may benefit as well. Since the target rules of the current study – 

infinitives and gerunds – are not considered to be complex rules, the I-E order might 
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have worked for the relatively lower proficiency learners. 

Lastly, the low metalinguistic awareness of the current participants might be a 

possible cause for the difference between the two groups’ receptive performance. This is 

largely in line with the previous studies on inductive-deductive dichotomy (Ausubel, 

1963; Bialystok, 1986; Caroll, 1964; Chaney, 1992; Elder & Manwarning, 2004; 

Finestack, 2014). These studies indicated that the feasibility of explicitly-initiated or 

implicitly-initiated approaches heavily depends on metalinguistic knowledge, an 

essential pre-requisite for the success of the explicitly-initiated (deductive) approach. 

As the current participants’ metalinguistic awareness was reported to be low, the I-E 

learning order with the initial exposure to naturalistic input might have been a more 

efficacious approach. The students were only able to deal with simpler grammatical 

terms in class. Thus, it is highly probable that the E-I learning order was not efficacious 

for the participants due to their low metalinguistic awareness. 

 

4.2 Effects of the Differential Instruction Orders on Productive 

Performance 

 

The 15 students in the E-I group and the 15 students in the I-E group were 

compared in terms of their combined scores on the two productive tasks. Table 4.3 

shows the means and standard deviations of each productive task and both the task 

scores combined together. 
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Table 4.3 

Descriptive Statistics of the Post-test Scores for the Productive Test 

 

  Error 

  Correction  

      Simple  

      Writing 

Total 

Scores 

 M    SD M    SD M SD 

E-I Group 23.53  15.56 28.73  25.76 26.20 17.96 

I-E Group 28.24  16.96 29.38  29.59 28.73 19.55 

Note: The maximum score for each test is 100. 

 

    The I-E group performed better in the productive tasks than the E-I group as a whole: 

the total mean score of the I-E group was 28.73 and that of the E-I was 26.20. In both 

tasks, the I-E group’s performance surpassed the E-I group’s. However, the total mean 

difference between the groups is not as large (2.53) as the one for the receptive test (7.6). 

This may still support the idea that the implicitly-initiated instruction (I-E) order is more 

effective in improving one’s L2 productive performance on tasks such as correcting errors 

and writing simple sentences than the E-I sequence. In order to examine whether there is a 

significant difference between the two groups, an independent samples t-test was 

conducted. The results are summarized in Table 4.4. 

 

Table 4.4 

The Independent Samples t-test Results of the Differential Instruction Orders on 

Productive Test Performance 

 

 t df Sig. (p-value) 

All groups 

(n= 30) 

.37 28 .714 

 

    As demonstrated in Table 4.4, the group difference in the productive test was not 

significant (t(30)=.37, df=28, p=.71), which indicates that the differential ordering of 
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instruction does not produce a difference in improving one’s productive performance in 

an L2, or that there is not sufficient evidence to support such a hypothesis. In order to 

examine the magnitude of the group difference (effect size of the results), Cohen’s d was 

calculated to be d = 0.002, which indicated a very small effect size – implying there was a 

negligible difference between the two groups which may be ignored. Regardless of 

whether students were taught I-E or E-I, their language production was not affected 

significantly. 

    Such finding inevitably deviates from all the studies that claimed an effect of 

ordering (Bruner & Potter, 1964; Danks & Gans, 1875; Kim, 2013; Mathews et al., 1989; 

Reber et al., 1980; Wyatt & Campbell, 1951). The insignificant difference in productive 

performance between the two groups might be accounted for by two possible reasons: low 

proficiency level and a higher accuracy requirement in the task. 

    The proficiency account is in line with Flynn’s (1986) argument that receptive tasks 

are less demanding than productive tasks. It was also supported by a number of 

researchers’ views that language ability is to be developed from receptive to productive 

phases (Kim, 2016; Laufer & Paribakht, 1998; Melka, 1997). Given that the current 

study’s participants have very low English proficiency, the effect of the order difference 

might have been more easily reflected on the receptive tasks due to a possible threshold 

that hinders the improvement in productive performance to be shown. 

    In addition, the two tasks’ differing level of accuracy requirements may account for 

the insignificant difference in the productive test as well. In other words, productive tasks 

require a higher degree of accuracy on form whereas receptive tasks do not demand such 

an advanced level of accuracy because the task-performer receives more contextual cues 

in the input and are occasionally able to infer some unknown words. On the other hand, 

for productive tasks, task-performers have to generate the whole sentence themselves. 

This might not have been easy for lower proficiency participants. If higher proficiency 

learners had participated, the effects of the order difference might have shown a different 
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pattern. The current study’s participants’ also repeatedly expressed that they had not 

performed writing activities in English, reflecting their lack of practice in producing 

language output. 

 

4.3 Perceptions about Types and Orders of Instruction 

 

   Based on the responses from the questionnaire and interviews, the learners’ 

perceptions about each type of instruction (e.g., explicit and implicit) are reported in 

Section 4.3.1. Subsequently, their perceptions about differential orders of instruction (E-I 

or I-E) followed in Section 4.3.2. 

 

4.3.1 Perceptions about Explicit and Implicit Instruction 

    

   This section introduces the common factors that emerged through the interviews with 

the participants regarding the two types of instruction. It introduces the reasons for the 

students’ preference for a particular type of instruction in six aspects: clarity of lesson 

goals, comprehensibility, durability of memory, meaningfulness, levels of learners’ 

interests, and attention. 

 

4.3.1.1 Clarity of Lesson Goals 

 

21 students (70%) dominantly responded in the questionnaire that a clearer lesson 

goal was delivered by explicit instruction in the sense that they were aware of what they 

were learning. In addition, during the interviews, it was revealed that the handouts made 

for explicit instruction sessions were considered more organized than those for implicit 

instruction as the former summarized the target rules succinctly. When they were further 

supplemented with the teachers’ precise explanations and guidelines, they were even 

more satisfied. In addition, the students favoring explicit instruction had a tendency of not 
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liking guessing or having something unresolved, which might indicate a lower ambiguity 

tolerance level. Such preference was evidenced by the following responses during the 

interviews. All the responses were given by the participants in Korean and translated into 

English by the researcher: 

 

Data Excerpt 1, with S9 

As the teacher clearly states what she is teaching, I know exactly what is going on during 

the class. I prefer explicit instruction because I have more confidence that I am following 

the lesson well. 

 

Data Excerpt 2, with S10 

I don’t want to feel confused. I like to be informed about what we are doing. So, I like 

learning grammar in a clear manner. As I am meticulous, I would like to check the details 

clearly. 

 

4.3.1.2 Comprehensibility 

 

Comprehensibility is concerned with whether the learners were able to make sense of 

the meaning of the grammatical features covered that day. The participants’ responses in 

the questionnaire were somewhat evenly distributed, with 14 participants (47%) 

supporting explicit instruction and 16 students (53%) supporting implicit instruction. 

During the interviews, many participants favoring implicit instruction reported that the 

characters, the backgrounds, the flow of story, and the memories of their own discussion 

all contributed to their overall understanding of the grammatical features. This point is 

very critical in the sense that understanding a grammatical feature clearly requires a 

number of contextual cues to a certain degree, as evidenced by the following excerpts 

from the interviews: 

 

Data Excerpt 3, with S17 

When I was learning it through stories, I could understand what kind of situations the 

grammar could be used in because it made sense in the story. I could have a grasp of 

how and when to use the learned expressions.  
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Data Excerpt 4, with S22 

Learning it through stories helped me understand what this grammar was really about 

because I saw how it could be applied in normal conversations. In the rule learning 

session, I only understood where the target grammatical feature could appear and how it 

was translated.  

 

On the contrary, some students responded that explicit explanation helped them 

understand the target features (infinitives and gerunds) better as the teacher’s guidelines 

included more elaborate explanations, as indicated by the following excerpt: 

 

Data Excerpt 5, with S30 

As I am not good at English, I need a guideline or a helper – and that is my grammar. If 

I’m just given a lump of English words or a sentence, I cannot understand it well. What 

makes it understandable is grammar. I like learning it explicitly because it I can remember 

it better. 

 

4.3.1.3 Durability of Memory 
 

 

12 respondents (40%) in the questionnaire reported that they could remember the 

grammar features better when they were taught the grammar structures explicitly. On the 

other hand, 18 participants (60%) responded that they prefer implicit instruction because 

they can remember not only the features longer but also the contexts where they were used 

– the plots in the stories. This means that the memories of the contexts of the language use 

last longer when L2 grammar is taught implicitly first using stories, as demonstrated by 

the following excerpt: 

 

Data Excerpt 6, with S3 

I can picture the storyline (the flow of the story) very well...still vividly for some of the 

stories. As I can visualize the context of the learning such as what we discussed when 

we were reading the story, I can remember the expressions better as well. 

 

Data Excerpt 7, with S6 

After the explicit session, I can normally state the rules and the concepts, but I won’t 

necessarily know how it is used and with what kind of nuance. With a few repetitions in 

the stories, I get more confidence in using the expressions with the teacher’s help. 
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4.3.1.4 Meaningfulness 

 

20 participants (67%) responded that the story-reading sessions (implicit learning) 

were more meaningful in the sense that they could picture themselves using it in real 

life or it seemed more applicable outside of the classroom. In contrast, only 10 

respondents (30%) reported that the rules taught during the explicit instruction appeared 

applicable in their lives outside of the class. However, it was particularly interesting to 

note that if the learner was too involved in focusing on the meaning of the story, the 

learner might overlook the forms. In other words, there is also a potential danger in 

placing too much emphasis on meaning-driven learning with minimal attention to form. 

 

Data Excerpt 8, with S1 

Sometimes, I just enjoy the contents of the stories because they are fun. I don’t pay 

much attention to the spelling. 

 

Data Excerpt 9, with S17 

Explicit instruction is also helpful. However, the story-reading session gives me a better 

example where I can use it. It is easier to think of relevant situations. 

 

4.3.1.5 Level of Interests 

 
 

27 participants (90%) responded that implicit instruction was more interesting. Mainly, 

it was because it did not force the students to learn rules but focused on figuring out the 

meaning of the expressions in the story in order to understand the contents. The story-

reading (implicit instruction) sessions kept them more interested in class than the passive 

delivery of explicit grammar instruction, as shown in the following excerpts: 

 

Data Excerpt 10, with S2 

We are simply trying to understand the story with some hints in the story. It is a simple 

and short story that is not hard. We can use our intuition too. It was also good because the 

teacher did not make us do boring exercises. 

 

 

Data Excerpt 11, with S21 

Learning through story-reading is more natural and less mundane. The stories were 
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entertaining so that it was not tedious. Besides, I felt more comfortable and less tense 

when we learned in a more natural way. 
 

4.3.1.6 Attention Level and Span 
 

20 respondents (67%) reported that they were more focused (higher attention level) 

during the story-reading session, and 18 respondents (60%) were able to maintain it 

longer (longer attention span) in the story-reading session. It is worth noting that even 

the participants who preferred the teacher’s explicit explanation agreed that their 

attention level did not last long. The participants during the implicit session showed 

more willingness and motivation to continue learning, as the following excerpts 

indicate: 

 

Data Excerpt 12, with S12 

As the grammar points were hidden in the stories, I was able to enjoy the lesson and stay 

focused. 

 

Data Excerpt 13, with S26 

The best part is that some of the expressions or the situations in the story are fun. So, I do 

not feel like I’m forced to study English. So, I feel less bored or distracted. 

 

Overall, except for the criterion of clarity of lesson goals, the learners evaluated the 

implicit instruction more positively. However, perceptions about the instruction types 

are not sufficient to answer the last research question. Therefore, it is essential to elicit 

the learners’ perceptions about E-I or I-E as well. The following section will explore 

themes that emerged through content analysis when the two types of instruction were 

incorporated together. 

 
4.3.2 Perceptions about the Differential Sequence of Instruction 

 
This section continues to explore what underlying process was occurring in the 

learners’ mind and how they personally felt during and after the treatment (E-I or I-E). 

Previously, their perceptions about the two types of instruction were explored. Now, this 
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section examines the learners’ underlying feelings about the different orders of the two 

learning modes incorporated together. 

 

4.3.2.1 Cognitive Involvement 

 
 

Nine participants (60%) in the I-E group responded that they were engaged in the 

tasks nearly throughout the class, whereas six participants (40%) in the E-I group 

reported so. During the I-E instruction, the participants were initially exposed to two 

stories and several meaning-focused questions that required a certain amount of 

cognitive processing; they had to control a number of processes simultaneously, such as 

evaluating the lexical meaning of the words, intended meaning, syntactic parsing, and 

interpreting contextual cues. 

This can be seen as a cognitive process of formulating their own hypothesis and 

resolving it from the given examples (DeKeyser, 1995). In addition, higher levels of 

cognitive involvement during the I-E instruction (Erlam, 2005; Robinson, 1996) could 

have been achieved due to a number of factors such as a higher attention level and 

attention span. During a discovery learning process, the students tend to take a more 

active learner role (Shaffer, 1989), as they do not just passively listen to the teacher’s 

explanations (Finestack, 2014; Shaffer, 1989; Vogel & Engelhard, 2011). This higher 

level of cognitive involvement established earlier in the I-E group appears to be 

transferred to or maintained until the explicit instruction session later. 

 

Data Excerpt 14, with S2 

Most of the time, I was able to get a general idea of the plot, but in order to understand 

it more precisely, I needed to put more effort into it. I kept asking myself ‘What does it 

mean?’ until I saw the teachers’ explanations later. 

 

Data Excerpt 15, with S19 

We started with lots of possibilities at first without any grammar learning. We guessed 

based on the cues in the story. It was a little like solving a quiz. I had to use all my 

knowledge and resources as much as possible to figure out the meaning until the teacher 

told me the answer. 
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4.3.2.2 Durability of Memory 

 
 

Lasting effects of memory can also depend on the order of instruction. At the time of 

the interview, ten participants (67%) in the I-E group reported that they still 

remembered what they had learned compared to five in the E-I group (33%). Their 

reasons were justified as “there were more things to remember by” (Excerpt 17). There 

were richer contextual cues such as the general plot of the story, what the main character 

was doing, what the students discussed after reading the story and how they reacted to 

the story (i.e., feeling shocked or entertained). All these cues including peripheral 

information (e.g., titles, pictures of the stories, etc.) amounted to a greater potential 

source for superior memory recall. These enriched contextual cues and conflicting 

hypotheses were supplemented with explicit rule explanation in the later part of the 

lesson. Deeper learning processes could have taken place with more linguistic and 

contextual cues, and higher attention during the initial implicit learning. This deep 

process could have lasted until the explicit learning session. Therefore, the learners in 

the I-E group could have stored the memories deeper than those in the E-I group. This is 

reflected in the following excerpts: 

 

Data Excerpt 16, with S16 

I think I am more focused and engaged in the learning process when we are talking 

about the stories. 

 

Data Excerpt 17, with S22 

I can remember certain things about some characters, for example, their personality, or 

the core element of the story when I try to recall the target expressions. In the story, 

there are more things to remember by. 

 

Data Excerpt 18, with S28 

My mind occasionally drifted away as it was sometimes a little demotivating to start 

learning some rules abruptly. My memory of the class materials might not be good. 
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4.3.2.3 Self-Efficacy and Achievement 

 
 

The sense of self-efficacy and achievement are closely associated with the concept of 

the discovery learning. The nature of such a process requires the students to take an 

independent and active role as an explorer rather than being assigned what to do. The I-E 

learning sequence resembles the inductive approach in this respect as it allows the students 

to figure out the meanings of the sentences in the story first, which is then confirmed later 

during the explicit session. This renders the learners with greater confidence and 

heightened self-esteem that they could do something on their own. The sense of 

achievement and self-efficacy might have positively affected their willingness and 

motivation to work harder. This is manifested in the following responses: 

 

Data Excerpt 19, with S30 

Although I wasn’t always right, it was fun to guess the meaning of unknown words or 

expressions. When I was discussing something about the story, I was wondering if my 

partner thought the same way. I wanted to try harder to get it right. 

 

Data Excerpt 20, with S25 

I liked it when I could do something on my own. It was also good that the teacher gave 

me feedback. I don’t like to have something unresolved at the end. I felt more confident 

to try other expressions I learned earlier too. 

 

4.3.2.4 Satisfaction Level and Motivation 

 

 

The sense of self-efficacy and achievement are greatly purported to affect one’s 

satisfaction level and motivation as well. Ten participants (67%) of the I-E group 

responded that when their guesses were correct, they felt more satisfied, whereas seven 

participants (47%) of the E-I group responded that they were pleased with this learning 

order. Whichever way they felt more satisfied with (E-I or I-E), combining the two 

modes was reported to motivate them to work harder. Satisfaction was another driving 

force to motivate students. When the learners were confused with novel expressions, 
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more contextual cues appeared to help lessen the level of frustration. This frustration 

might have been also related to their ambiguity intolerance: 

 

Data Excerpt 21, with S29 

I felt good when I could get it right with little help from my teacher. The pair discussion 

with my partner was particularly good. Although we might not always have gotten the 

answers straight away, we did get closer to it. 

 

Overall, the interview responses revealed that the I-E instruction involved a deeper 

cognitive process, promoted a higher level of self-efficacy, and a higher sense of 

achievement, satisfaction, and motivation in the learners, which could have contributed 

to their greater learning gains in the receptive test than the E-I group. The responses in 

this section should be evaluated with caution, noting that each individual was in only 

one of the ordering conditions. Therefore, their perceptions were reported without direct 

experience of the other condition. 
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CHAPTER 5. 

CONCLUSION 

 
 

This chapter contains three sections. A summary of the major findings will be 

presented in Section 5.1, followed by their pedagogical implications in Section 5.2. 

Lastly, Section 5.3 discusses limitations of the current study and provides suggestions 

for future studies. 

 

5.1 Summary of Major Findings 

 

   Overall, the present study investigated the sequencing effects of instruction (E-I or I-

E) on Korean high school students’ learning of English infinitives and gerunds. To briefly 

reiterate the research questions, the first research question was whether the difference in 

the order of instruction can bring forth a significant difference in the learners’ receptive 

performance. The second research question was whether varying the order of instruction 

can make a difference in one’s ability to produce a small amount of L2 output using 

English infinitives or gerunds. The scores of the receptive and productive post-tests 

between the two groups of 15 students were compared. The last research question was 

about the students’ perceptions regarding the two instruction types and sequences of 

implicit and explicit instruction. A questionnaire and interviews were conducted with 

every participant. 

   The results regarding the first research question revealed that the I-E instruction is 

more effective when learning infinitives and gerunds, as demonstrated by the receptive 

test results. This deviates from the findings of some previous studies, which 

predominantly support the explicit-initiated instruction (Danks & Gans, 1875; Kim, 2013; 

Reber et al, 1980). Such a finding was accounted for by the researcher in terms of depth 

of processing, guided learning, and low metalinguistic awareness. 
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   With respect to the second question, there was no significant difference between the 

two groups (I-E and E-I) in the mean scores of the productive test. There is not sufficient 

evidence to claim that differential ordering affects the learner’s productive performance in 

English infinitives and gerunds. This deviates from all the studies that claimed an effect of 

ordering (Bruner & Potter, 1964; Danks & Gans, 1875; Kim, 2013; Mathews et al., 1989; 

Reber et al., 1980; Wyatt & Campbell, 1951). This finding was explained by the 

researcher in terms of the participants’ low language proficiency, and the higher accuracy 

requirement of the task. 

   As for the learners’ general perceptions about the types of instruction, implicit 

instruction was more positively evaluated in terms of a longer memory duration, higher 

lesson comprehensibility, more meaningful learning context, higher interest level and 

greater attention level and span. However, explicit instruction was favored as far as the 

clarity of the lesson goals; learners expressed that they preferred to know exactly what 

they were learning. In terms of the learners’ interest level, implicit instruction was far 

more dominantly preferred as the stories were perceived to be more entertaining than the 

rule explanation.  

   Concerning the learners’ perceptions about different orders of instruction, the I-E 

instruction was more positively evaluated for the reasons of deeper cognitive processes, a 

higher level of self-efficacy, and a greater sense of achievement and satisfaction in the 

learners based on the responses to the same questions in the questionnaire and interviews. 

On the other hand, the E-I instruction was perceived positively by a few students in terms 

of previous exposure; they were more familiar with this sequence. A common factor that 

emerged among the I-E participants was that they could visualize the story scenes in their 

minds, and how the target expressions were used in context. This was perceived to be 

very beneficial for the long-term retention of the memories. When they were exposed to 

the contexts of the language use first (story-reading session), the teachers’ explanations 

later successfully operated to solidify the newly encountered information. 
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   In conclusion, the present study contributes to the literature of the studies on the 

synergistic effects incorporating both implicit and explicit instruction as the learners in 

both groups reported to be motivated and satisfied with the mixture of the two types of 

instruction. More specifically, for lower proficiency learners, implicitly-initiated (I-E) 

instruction is more effective in enhancing or developing one’s receptive performance in 

English grammar learning, whereas such order difference does not appear to affect one’s 

productive performance. 

 

5.2 Pedagogical Implications 

 

Based on the findings of the current study, the following pedagogical implications can 

be drawn. 

 

Firstly, in practical classroom settings, there may not be a balance of implicit and 

explicit instruction despite the awareness of the synergistic effects of the two types of 

instruction. The current textbooks indeed start with a reading text to promote input 

flooding, however, the duration of time spent on this section is reported to be significantly 

less than that of grammar teaching. Therefore, students are not immersed or contextualized 

properly. In classroom settings, it may be paramount to give a balance of the two. The 

interviews also confirmed that providing a mixture of both methods is perceived positively. 

It may be advisable to say that more activities that induce implicit learning at an initial 

stage should be integrated into the textbooks and teachers’ guides to make up for the 

imbalance of the two learning modes. 

Secondly, unguided input flooding alone may not produce remarkable learning 

outcomes. Solely providing natural input was found not to be sufficient, which contradicts 

the Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1985). The teacher’ guidance was essential in order for the 

input flooding to work more effectively. In this study, there was a high risk of students 
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feeling lost when a long text was merely given to the low proficiency learners. Therefore, 

the greater the amount of the input, the more likely students are to feel intimidated and 

demotivated to read more when they are not given proper directions.  

Only when the teacher sets the context and helps the learners interpret the story with 

guiding questions, implicit learning effects appear to take place and be maximized. When 

this was followed by explicit learning, it consolidates the fragile knowledge gained during 

implicit learning. It may be advisable to tell the educational policy reformers that long 

texts may not always be conducive to language learning as there is a possibility of 

overwhelming a certain group of students and demotivating them to read. 

 
5.3 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research 

 

This section outlines the drawbacks of the current study that can be improved upon 

and shed lights on possible suggestions for future studies. 

 

Firstly, the participants in the present study have only experienced one learning 

condition between E-I or I-E, not both types of treatment. When the participants were 

asked to discuss strengths and weaknesses of the learning conditions, their perception 

might have been affected by their previous experience. Thus, their answers or responses 

might be biased to a certain extent. 

Secondly, the error identification and error correction tasks are dependent on each 

other. However, the error identification task is part of the receptive test whereas the error 

correction task is part of the productive test. These two tasks are linked to each other in the 

sense that if a test-taker does not happen to identify the right error (in the sentence), there 

is no chance of correcting that error. In other words, if a test-taker gets 0 mark for an error 

identification question, he automatically gets 0 for that error correction question as he 

cannot correct an error he cannot identify. This design may be problematic as the test-taker 
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might have gotten a mark for the productive task if the errors were presented in a separate 

correction task. For example, in the sentence “My mother makes me cleaning the room”, 

the error in the sentence is ‘cleaning’. This error has to first be recognized to get a mark 

for the receptive test, and then it must be corrected to ‘clean’ later to get an additional 

mark for the productive test. In other words, receptive performance strongly determined 

productive performance in these two tasks. It does not allow for the possibility of the test-

takers’ language production without receptively noticing the error first on their own. The 

present researcher had to keep the scores of each task separate for coding purposes despite 

their interdependent relationship. In future studies, tasks might be made independent from 

each other to prevent this problem. 

Lastly, there was only one proficiency level of participants in the current study; more 

varied levels of participants might have produced more insightful results such as 

interactional effects. This setting does not allow for the possibility of interactional effects 

between the effects of proficiency levels and the effects of differential ordering. In the 

future studies, this missing gap can be narrowed. The results might show different patterns 

for intermediate or advanced language users.
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APPENDIX 1. A Handout and Power-point Slides for Explicit 

Instruction 

 

<Handouts> 

 

Lesson 1 : Infinitives as nouns (명사역할을 하는 부정사) 
 

Nouns: 명사란 무엇인가? 

- 사람/사물을 지칭하거나, 어떤 행동이나 현상을 가르 킬 때 사용 된다. 

- 명사의 위치: 주어, 목적어 보어 자리에 온다 
 

Infinitives: 명사 역할 

- 부정사 역시 명사 역할(행동이나 현상을 가르 킬 때 사용)을 할 수 있다. 

- 명사와 같은 위치 (주어, 목적어, 보어)에 나타날 수 있다. 
 

①  주어 자리에 나타나는 부정사 
 

 To speak in a foreign language is challenging. 

 

Something (무언가가) is challenging (어렵다) 

What is that? (그 어려운 것이 무엇인가?) 

답: to speak in a foreign language (외국어로 말하는 것이) 

 

 주어 자리에 있는 부정사는 → 이동 가능 
 

 It is challenging to speak in a foreign language. 

 

주어자리에 ‘it’을 삽입한 뒤, 주어 전체를 문장 끝으로 옮길 수 있다. 
 

②  목적어 자리에 나타나는 부정사 
 

 Clara wants to dance all day. 

 

Clara (클라라는) wants (원한다) something (무언가를). 

What is that? (클라라가 원하는 그것이 무엇인가?) 

답: to dance all day (하루 종일 춤을 추는 것) 

 

③  보어 위치에 나타나는 부정사 
 

 My plan is to visit London. 

 

My plan(나의 계획은) is something(무엇이다). 

What is that? (그 계획이 무엇인가?) 

답: to go to London (런던에 가는 것이) 

 

 Overview (정리) 

- 명사로 사용 되었기 때문에 “what is that? – 그게 무엇인가?” 라는 질문에 

해당 하는 부분이 ‘부정사’ 이다 

- ‘~ 것’ 이라고 보통 해석 된다. 
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<Power-point Slides> 
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APPENDIX 2. A Worksheet for Explicit Instruction 

 

Lesson 1: Infinitives (부정사) – 명사로서의 역할 

문제 1) 문제의 빈칸을 주어진 부정사로 알맞게 채우시오 

to open      to become     to study   

to sing       to create   

 

Rachel’s dream is ____________ the best pilot in the entire world 

Kate wants ____________  that song 

Tim needs ____________ for the exam. 

The chef hopes ___________ something more delicious. 

    The museum needs _____________ soon. Otherwise, I’m going elsewhere. 

 

문제 2) 예시를 참고하여, 부정사를 사용하여 두 문장을 한 문장으로 만드시오. 

       예): You stay healthy. That is important. 

 It is important to stay healthy. 

 

1) You play basketball. That is fun. 

 _________________________________. 

 

2) You practice at home. That is useful. 

 _________________________________. 

 

3) You get an A in this class. That is hard. 

 _________________________________. 

 

4) You eat lots of fruit. That is healthy. 

 __________________________________. 

 

문제 3) 순서에 맞게 배열하여 문장을 완성하시오. 

1. I don’t know (do/this/how/project/to) 

______________________________________________. 

2. Please tell me (her/whether/call/to/or/not) 

_______________________________________________. 

3. I thought about (how/solve/this/to/problem) 

_______________________________________________. 

4. I don’t know (when/opens/school/the) 

_______________________________________________. 
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APPENDIX 3. A Handout for Implicit Instruction 

 

2가지 이야기 

– 각자의 스토리를 옆 친구와 함께 소리 내어 읽어 본 후, 지문의 의미를 파악 

하시오. 

– 5분 후, 주어진 문제를 답하면서, 다시 한번 지문의 내용을 바르게 이해 

했는지 옆 친구와 함께 자유롭게 이야기 해 봅시다. 

 

Story 1: A Speech 

 

Indeed, it has taken a lot of effort for me to be where I am today. In order to become a champion, 

I had to practice for hours and hours on the track. Have you heard of the secret of 10,000 hours 

of practice? My life wasn’t any different from that. If you really wish to achieve a remarkable 

success, you have no choice but to say no to temptations. Remember it is all about repetition. It 

can make everybody become a gold medalist. 

 

Q1) In the story, what do you think is the speaker’s occupation? 

Q2) In the story, what did the speaker say is the most important thing to succeed? 

Q3) What is your dream? 

Q4) What do you have to do to achieve your dream? 

 

Story 2: One or More Jobs? 

 

We are expected to choose one job for the rest of our life. However, our desires are endless – we 

might want to learn music, to write a book and to exercise. On top of that, some people are good 

at doing multiple things. So, why stick to one job? To have multiple jobs at the same time may 

not be easy. At the end of the day, you will have to decide what you want to pursue and to 

achieve in your life. 

 

Q1) In the story, does it say it is always right/better to have one job? 

Q2) Do you have a lot of interests in many different areas? 

Q3) Do you agree with the writer’s opinion? 

Q4) If you are given a chance to choose, do you want to have a single job or multiple jobs? 
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APPENDIX 4-1. Listening GJT Scripts for the Pre-Test 

 
 

1. I have many books to read at home – G 

2. Learn a second language is very important. – NG 

3. Rachel is determined go to America. – NG 

4. The book I borrowed is so interesting. –Filler NG 

5. I made her cook potato soup. – G 

6. I don’t mind you to smoke. – NG 

7. I don’t enjoy her singing very much – G 

8. I was chased by a stranger. – Filler G 

9. It is difficult find a nice restaurant. – NG 

10. It is no use of trying so hard – G 

11. I allowed her use my phone. – NG 

12. To be honest, I go to school to have fun – G 
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APPENDIX 4-2. Listening GJT Scripts for the Post-Test 

 
 

1. I like people who love me back. – Filler G 

2. To drink coffee everyday is not good for your health. – G 

3. I can sing and dancing everyday. – Filler NG 

4. James goes to the gym exercise. – NG 

5. To make a long story short, I didn’t go to school yesterday. – G 

6. There is a group of people who likes French. – Filler NG 

7. Drive a car is convenient. – NG 

8. Ellie’s dream is go abroad. – NG 

9. We have many chairs to sit on. – G 

10. I let him use my computer. – G 

11. I heard Mark yelling at Rachel. – G 

12. I like dogs with black fur. – Filler G 

13. I am moving to Canada. – Filler G 

14. I stopped seeing Jack. – G 

15. Rachel can’t wait for her summer vacation. – Filler G 

16. He had trouble eat with chopsticks. – NG 

17. I don’t mind you smoking here. – G 

18. I look forward to going to the park. – G 

19. I am hesitant try Spanish food. – NG 
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APPENDIX 5-1. Error Identification and Error Correction Tasks for 

the Pre-Test 

 

다음 문장들에서 오류가 어디 있는지 밑줄을 치고,  

고치거나 알맞은 단어를 삽입하시오. 아무런 문제가 없는 경우에는 ‘문제 없음’ 이라

고 적으시오. 

 

오류 도출 (1점), 오류 수정 (1점) = 한 문제당 총 2점씩. 

주의 사항: and, but, that, because, or, so that, however, when, whether과 같은 단어나 접

속사는 사용하지 말 것. 
 

1. He refused talking to me for 10 years.  

2. This is Rachel which is my best friend.  

3. My mom began sewing the shirt.  

4. The teachers must develop methods improve their teaching.  

5. The manager will be happy receive a raise for her successful work.  

6. I will have worked for this company for 5 years in May.  

7. They let their dogs in the bedroom. 

8. Mr. Smith watched him parked the vehicle. 

9. It is hard wake up early.  

10.This delicious food make by my mother.  

11. She cried over he spilling the milk. 

12. I look forward to see you tomorrow.  

13. Seeing you makes me happy.  
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APPENDIX 5-2 . Error Identification and Error Correction Tasks for 

the Post-Test 

 

다음 문장들에서 오류가 어디 있는지 밑줄을 치고,  

고치거나 알맞은 단어를 삽입하시오. 아무런 문제가 없는 경우에는 ‘문제 없음’ 이라

고 적으시오. 

 

오류 도출 (1점), 오류 수정 (1점) = 한 문제당 총 2점씩. 

주의 사항: and, but, that, because, or, so that, however, when, whether과 같은 단어나 접

속사는 사용하지 말 것. 

 

 
1. I dislike his singing very much. 

2. I expect Mary buy me a hamburger. 

3. Read newspapers is not entertaining. 

4. My mom’s favorite hobby is read poems. 

5. She wishes hearing the results of the game. 

6. Tom finishes to play the piano. 

7. I cannot stop thinking about you. 

8. Do you mind me to sing here? 

9. I heard a baby crying all night. 

10. My father made me cleaning the bathroom. 

11. I love spaghetti, not to mention, steaks. 

12. I am so tired of work here. 

13. My mom encourages us doing well in the exam 
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APPENDIX 6-1. Simple Writing Task for the Pre-Test 

 

그림으로 상황을 판단하여, 주어진 두 단어를 반드시 사용하여 답을 작성하시오. 모든 

문제는 한 문장으로 적어주세요 (and, but, that, because, or, so that, however, when, 

whether등 접속사 사용금지). 단어가 떠오르지 않으면, 극히 일부는 한글로 써도 됩니

다. 

 

예시) 1. (enjoy) 

 

답: Jane enjoys playing the violin 

 

1. (finish) 

 
 

답: ________________________________________________________________. 

 

2. (want) 

   

답: ________________________________________________________________. 

 

3. (study)  

 

답: ________________________________________________________________.  
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4. (have) 

 

답: ________________________________________________________________. 

 

5. (hate) 

 

답:____________________________________________________________. 

6. (make) 

 

답: _________________________________________________________. 

 

7. (tell)  

   
 

답: ___________________________________________________________. 

 

8. (help) 

니가 노래하

는 것이  

싫어!! 

엄마는 늘 나에게 

설거지를 시키신다 

우산을 가져오

라고 했는데 
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답:_______________________________________________________________. 
 

9. (quit) 

 
 

답:_______________________________________________________________. 

 

10. (be busy) 

 

 
 

답:_______________________________________________________________. 
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APPENDIX 6-2. Simple Writing Task for the Post-Test 

 

네모상자에 있는 상황 설명과 그림을 보고, 주어진 두 단어를 사용하여 답을 작성하

시오. 모든 문제는 한 문장으로 적어주세요 (and, but, that, because, or, so that, 

however, when, whether등 접속사 사용금지). 단어가 떠오르지 않으면, 극히 일부는 

한글로 써도 됩니다. (과거 시제로 쓸 것) 
 

1. 예제) 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (decide, go) 

 

드디어 여름방학이 되었다. 우리 가족은 여름방학에 무엇을 할지 같이 의논을 

했다. 그리고 우리 가족은 여행가기로 결정을 내렸다. 
 

 
 

예제 답: My family decided to go on a trip. (decide, go) 

 

2. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (excited, go) 

여행지는 부산으로 결정되었다. 

우리들은 부산으로 가게 되어 너무 기쁘고 신났다. 
 

 

 
 

답: We ______________________________________________. (be excited, go) 

 

3. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (be hesitant, bring) 

짐을 싸다 보니, 옷을 많이 가져 갈지 말지 망설였다. 

 
 

답: I ________________________________________. (be hesitant, bring) 

 

4. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (finish, pack) 

우리 가족   

여행갈까? 

네, 좋아요 

저도 좋아요!!! 

부산으로 가게 되다니!!! 

너무 신나요!!! 

옷을 많이 가져갈까? 말

까? 망설여지네.. 
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곧, 우리가족 모두 짐 싸는 것을 끝마쳤다. 
 

  
 

답: We __________________________________. (finish, pack) 

 

5. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (remember, visit) 

다음날이 되었다. 

엄마가 슈퍼마켓에 들릴 것을 기억했다. 

 

    
 

답: My mom __________________________________. (remember, visit) 

 

6. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (spend, swim) 

그리고, 우리는 부산에 있는 숙소에 도착했다. 

그 후에, 해변(beach)에 가서 수영하면서 시간을 보냈다. 

 
 

 답: We __________________________________. (spend, swim) 

 

7. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (be tired, cook) 

물놀이 간 후로, 우리 모두가 지쳐서 저녁을 요리해서 먹을 기운이 없었다. 

 

 
답: We __________________________________. (be tired, cook) 

 

8. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (mind, eat) 

저녁으로, 고기를 먹자고 동생이 말했다. 

나도 고기(meat) 먹는 것이 싫지 않았다.  

우리 짐 다 쌌다!! 

그런데 우리  

슈퍼마켓에  

들려야지!! 

너무 피곤하다 

 

맞아, 요리해서 먹기

엔 너무 피곤해… 



 - 80 - 

 

  
 

 답: I __________________________________. (mind, eat) 

 

9. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (seats, sit) 

우리가 음식점에 들어갔을 때는, 앉을 자리가 많이 있었다. 

  
 답: There were________________________. (seats, sit). 

 

10. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (want, drink) 

나는 탄산음료(soft-drinks)를 마시고 싶었다. 

 
 답: I___________________________________. (want, drink). 

 

11. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (not allow, drink) 

하지만 부모님은 내가 탄산음료(soft-drinks)를 먹는 것을 허락하지 않으셨다. 

  
 답: My parents __________________________________. (not allow, drink). 

 

12. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (persuade, drink) 

부모님은 내가 물을 마시도록 설득하셨다. 

 

나도 고기 먹는 

것이 싫지 않아!! 

앉을 자리 많다!! 

엄마, 저는 탄산음

료 먹고 마시고 싶

어요. 

탄산음료는 

안돼… 
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 답: My parents__________________________________. (persuade, drink) 

 

13. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (forget, bring) 

식사를 맛있게 하고, 계산 하려고 보니, 아빠가 지갑이 없다고 하셨다 

아빠가 차에서 지갑을 가져오는 것을 깜박하셨다. 

  
 답: My dad __________________________________. (forget, bring) 

 

14. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (make, bring) 

아빠가 나보고 그것(아빠의 지갑)을 가져오라고 시셨다. 

 

 
 답: My dad __________________________________. (make, bring). 

 

15. 이 두 단어를 모두 꼭 사용하시오 (enjoy, time) 

어쨌든(anyway), 나는 가족과 함께 시간을 같이 보내게 되어 너무 즐거웠다. 

 
 답: I __________________________________. (enjoy, spend). 

 

 

 

 

물 마시는 것은 

어떨까? 

지갑을 차에 두고  

왔네? 

아빠 지갑 차에서 가져

올래? 

이렇게 우리 가족 다

함께 시간을 보내게 

되어서 너무 즐거웠

어요!! 
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APPENDIX 7-1. Student Questionnaire for Class A (E-I) 

 

<설문지> A반 

 

[Part 1] 1번 – 12번 질문은 응답으로 1- 5 중 하나를 고르시오. 

(1 매우 아니다, 2 아니다, 3 보통이다, 4 그렇다, 5 매우 그렇다) 

 

1. 영어 문법 공부 하는 것을 좋아한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

2. 영어 문법 공부 하는 것이 어렵다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

3. 문법은 영어학습에 도움이 된다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

4. 영어에 대한 기본적인 이해를 돕기 위해 문법 학습이 반드시 필요하다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

5. 문법을 규칙을 명확하게 드러내며 배우는 것을 좋아한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

6. 문법을 규칙을 겉으로 들어내지 않고, 넌지시 배우는 것을 좋아한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

7. 규칙을 명확하게 드러내며 배우거나 넌지시 배우거나 큰 차이는 없다고 생각한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

8. 둘을 혼합하여 배우는 것이 좋다고 생각한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

9. ‘규칙 학습 – 이야기’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 배우는 내용에 대해 적극적으로 생각

하고 참여 하였다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

10. ‘규칙 학습 – 이야기’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 만족감이나 성취감을 느꼈다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

11. ‘규칙 학습 – 이야기’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 더 영어공부를 하고 싶은 생각이 들

었다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

12. ‘규칙 학습 – 이야기’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 수업에 임할 때 마음에 부담감이 있

었다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

[Part 2] 13번 - 18번은 응답으로 ‘명확한 규칙 제시’ 혹은 ‘이야기’ 중 하나를 고르시

오. 

 

13. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 수업내용이 무엇인지 정확히 인지 하

는 것에 도움을 준 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

14. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 목표 문법을 이해하는 것에 더 도움을 

준 방법은? 
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______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

15. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 목표 문법을 기억하는 것에 더 도움을 

준 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

16. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 실제 언어가 사용 될 상황과 비슷하다

고 느꼈던 방법은? 

 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

17. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 더 재미있다고 느꼈던 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

18. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 더 집중이 잘 되었던 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 
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APPENDIX 7-2. Student Questionnaire for Class B (I-E) 

 

<설문지> B반 

 

[Part 1] 1번 – 12번 질문은 응답으로 1- 5 중 하나를 고르시오. 

(1 매우 아니다, 2 아니다, 3 보통이다, 4 그렇다, 5 매우 그렇다) 

 

1. 영어 문법 공부 하는 것을 좋아한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

2. 영어 문법 공부 하는 것이 어렵다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

3. 문법은 영어학습에 도움이 된다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

4. 영어에 대한 기본적인 이해를 돕기 위해 문법 학습이 반드시 필요하다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

5. 문법을 규칙을 명확하게 드러내며 배우는 것을 좋아한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

6. 문법을 규칙을 겉으로 들어내지 않고, 넌지시 배우는 것을 좋아한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

7. 규칙을 명확하게 드러내며 배우거나 넌지시 배우거나 큰 차이는 없다고 생각한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

8. 둘을 혼합하여 배우는 것이 좋다고 생각한다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

9. ‘이야기–규칙 학습’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 배우는 내용에 대해 적극적으로 생각하

고 참여 하였다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

10. ‘이야기–규칙 학습’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 만족감이나 성취감을 느꼈다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

11. ‘이야기–규칙 학습’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 더 영어공부를 하고 싶은 생각이 들었

다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

12. ‘이야기–규칙 학습’ 순서로 수업을 들을 때, 수업에 임할 때 마음에 부담감이 있었

다. 

     1      2      3      4     5 

 

[Part 2] 13번 - 18번은 응답으로 ‘명확한 규칙 제시’ 혹은 ‘이야기’ 중 하나를 고르시

오. 

 

13. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 수업내용이 무엇인지 정확히 인지 하

는 것에 도움을 준 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 



 - 85 - 

 

14. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 목표 문법을 이해하는 것에 더 도움을 

준 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

15. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 목표 문법을 기억하는 것에 더 도움을 

준 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

16. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 실제 언어가 사용 될 상황과 비슷하다

고 느꼈던 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

17. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 더 재미있다고 느꼈던 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

18. ‘명확한 규칙 제시 vs. 이야기’방식 중에서 더 집중이 잘 되었던 방법은? 

______________________(둘 중 하나를 고르시오) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 - 86 - 

APPENDIX 8. Interview Questions 

 
1. 6주간 수업을 들으면서 전반적으로 영어 공부에 도움이 되었나요? 만약 그렇다면, 

어떤 면에서 그렇게 느꼈는지 자유롭게 말해주세요. 

 

2. 규칙을 명확히 제시하는 수업 방식과 이야기 형식으로 배우는 수업 방식 모두를 

접하였는데요. 이 수업들을 들으면서 어떤 생각이 들었었는지 말해주세요. 

 

– 2-1) 어떤 수업 방식이 전반적인 수업 내용의 이해도를 더 높혀 주었다고 

생각하나요? 

– 2-2) 어떤 수업 방식에 더 흥미를 느꼈 나요? 

– 2-3) 어떤 수업 방식일 때 더 집중력이 높았 나요? 

– 2-4) 어떤 수업 방식일 때 더 배운 내용이 기억에 남은 것 같나요? 

– 2-6) 본인이 느낀 두 수업 방식의 장단점을 말해 줄 수 있나요? 

– 2-5) 수업 방식에 대해 개인적으로 느낀 점이 있나요? 

 

3. 수업 순서에 대해서 느낀 점이 있다면 간략하게 알려주세요. 

 

– 3-1) 이러한 순서로 배울 때 수업 내용이 이해가 잘 되었나요? 

– 3-2) 이러한 순서로 배울 때 본인이 흥미를 느꼈다고 생각했나요? 

– 3-3) 이러한 순서로 배울 때 본인의 집중도는 어땠나요? 

– 3-4) 이러한 순서로 배울 때 본인의 수업 참여도는 어땠나요? 

– 3-5) 이러한 순서로 배울 때 배운 내용이 기억에 잘 남는 것 같았나요? 

– 3-6) 이러한 순서로 배울 때 장단점은 무엇이라고 생각하나요? 

– 3-7) 이러한 수업 순서에 대해 개인적으로 느낀 점이 있나요? 
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국 문 초 록 
 
명시적 수업과 암시적 수업에 대한 연구는 선행연구에서 심층적으로 이루어졌지

만, 이 둘의 상호작용에 대한 비교연구는 체계적으로 이루지지 않았다. 그래서 본 

연구에서는, 명시적 • 암시적 교수법의 순서가 한국의 고등학교 2학년 학생들의 영

어 부정사와 동명사 학습에 미치는 효과에 대하여 조사하였다. 즉, 명시적-암시적인 

순서로 지도한 학습자 그룹 (E-I)과 암시적-명시적인 순서로 지도한 학습자 그룹(I-

E)을 비교 함으로써, 교수법 순서의 차이가 영어 문법 학습에 미치는 영향을 연구

하였다. 

 사전 시험을 통해 실업계 고등학교 2학년 여학생 30명을 연구 대상으로 선정하

였으며, 그 후 무작위 추출 (random selection) 방식으로 15명씩 두 그룹으로 나누었

다. 6주 동안 부정사와 동명사를 한 그룹은 명시적-암시적(E-I) 순서로, 나머지 그룹

은 암시적-명시적(I-E) 순서로 학습하였다. 연구문제는 다음과 같았다. 첫째, 명시적 

• 암시적 교수법의 순서가 부정사와 동명사의 수용적인(receptive) 수행(performance)

에 영향을 미치는가? 둘째, 명시적 • 암시적 교수법의 순서가 생산적인(productive) 

수행(performance)에 영향을 미치는가? 셋째, 명시적 • 암시적 교수법의 종류와 순서

가 학습자의 정의적인(affective) 측면에 어떠한 영향을 미치는가? 

   두 그룹의 독립표본 t검정을 통해 통계적으로 분석한 결과, 수용적인 수행에

서는, 암시적-명시적 (I-E) 순서로 학습한 그룹이 더 우월한 성적을 보였으며, 그 차

이가 통계적으로 유의미하였다. 이 결과를 설명하기 위해 처리 과정의 깊이(depth of 

processing), 안내적 학습(guided learning), 상위 언어 능력/인식 (metalinguistic 

awareness)의 이유 등이 제시되었다. 생산적인 수행에서는, 두 그룹의 성적이 통계적

으로 유의미한 차이를 보이지 않았다. 그 이유로는 참여자의 능숙도(proficiency 

level)와 과업이 요구하는 형태의 정확도(accuracy on form)이 제시되었다. 마지막으로, 

정의적인 측면에서는 암시적-명시적(I-E)으로 지도 받은 학습자들은 인지적 참여, 자

기 효능감, 성취감, 만족감 등이 높았다고 설문지와 인터뷰에 응답하였다.  
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   결론적으로, 능숙도가 낮은 한국인 EFL 학생들에게는 암시적-명시적 순서로 

영어 문법을 지도하는 것이 수용적인 수행의 향상에 효과가 있었다. 하지만 명시적 

• 암시적 교수법의 순서가 생산적인 수행의 향상에는 영향을 미치지 않았다. 미래의 

연구에서는 다양한 과업의 종류와 능숙도 그룹의 학습자들이 참여하는 것이 권장되

어야 할 것으로 사료된다. 

 

주요어: 명시적 학습, 암시적 학습, 문법지도, 지도 순서, 상호작용 효과, 협동작용 

효과, 상승작용 효과 

 

학  번: 2015-21852 
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