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 문 초 

 가정 과거 료 학습 시 

산출(output) 동에 한 실험 연

조 학  학원

문학과 사논문

조  

수 : 최  주

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

  학습 들  상생 에 필 한  해하고 사 할 수 는 본적  사

 신 하는 것  나라 과 과정  주  표 다.  정  강조

한 문   필  또한 정하고 다. 미  사 에 심   수

는 창  향상 만, 정  러   문에 나라 에

 문   필  각 고 다. 학습 들  사  능  히고  

실제적  사 하  해 는 사  심  과 문   적절히 조 시키

는 것  람 할 것 다. 

  본 연 는 수  동 수  시행 고 는 고등학 에  문  수  ,  

가정  과거 료가 쓰  문 에 한 수  행할  출 (output) 동  각 집단

에 나 과적  수  보고  하 다. 또한, 그룹   능  수 에 

라 같  주제  문  수 에 적  수 는 상 적  과적  출 (output) 

동  존 하는  검 하는 것  적  하고 다.

  연  상  주 역시 에 한 D고등학  2학년 학생  내고사  고

사 적  탕  적 상  30 과 하  30  수  편   60

 학생들 다. 각각  그룹  사  주  20  정  시간  할 하여 가정

 과거 료에 한 수  , 평가  가정  과거 료에 한 간단한 문

제  풀 다. 12주 , 든 학생들  실험 전 평가  한 pre-test  고, 1주  

 각 그룹  학생들에게 2가  종  출 (output) 동  주 졌다. 첫 째 

 그  주   제 문 고,  째  그  제시 , 그 과 

  개  단 가 제시 는 제 문 다. 각 그룹  절  학생들  첫 

째  출  동  하 고, 나  절  학생들   째  출  동에 



참여하 다. 출  동 , 학생들  문에 답하는 태  행 는 간단한 피드

 고, 주   출 동  학생들에게 미친 향  보고  post-test  실

시하 다.  

  출 동  그 에 상  적 상  집단  학생들보다 하  집단  학생들

에게  많  향  미치는 것  졌다. 또한, 각 집단에 상 적  적

 했  특정 태  출 동  는 것  조사 다. 고등학생들  가정  과

거 료  적  학습할 수 는 특정한 태  출 동  다하 라 , 상

능  학습 들  output  가 상 적   주 는 사주  시적  

수  느 정  과  거  수 만, 하  능  학습 들에게는 충 한 

output  가 주 다   적  학습  루  것 라는 결  내  

수 다. 
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Ⅰ.Introduction

A varietyofmethodstoteachgrammareffectivelytoL2learnershave

been studied and designed.One of them was based on the Noticing

Hypothesis (Schmidt,1990,1994)and accordingly the OutputHypothesis

(Swain,1985,1995,2000,2005)becamefocused to extend inter-language

grammar.Basedonthat,someresearchesfocusedondeterminingtheproper

methodsandtypeswhichcouldpromotelearners’noticingandotherstudies

researchedthenoticingfunctionofoutput(Izumi,2002)andfocusonform

(Doughty,2001).Izumiresearched the effects ofoutputcompared with

comprehensiontasks(2002)andIzumiandBigelow determinedtherelative

efficacyofdifferentoutputtasksandinputcomprehensiontasks(2000).Song,

M.J.andSuh,B.R.focusedtheeffectsofoutputtasktypesonKorean

adults’noticingthegrammar,whichwasthoughttobeespeciallyproblematic.

Eventhoughtheissuedealtwithinthestudywasintriguingenough,given

theimportanceofmeetingneedsofcurrentlearnerswithvariousfeatures,the

issue should be presented thatthe need fordifferentiated instruction is

supposedtobeconsidered.

The presentstudy attempted to determine the following issues,

whichcouldcorrespondtotheKoreancontemporaryeducationfield:the

efficacyoftwodifferenttypesofoutputtasks(guidewriting taskand

picture-cuedwriting task)forstudentsoflevel-differentiatedclassesin

noticing and learning theEnglish pastcounterfactualconditionalwhich

was considered problematical for Korean EFL.Additionally,it was
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investigated whether the effect of the output activities on students

dependingontheirEnglishproficiencydifferedfrom eachother.Inother

words,basedonthenoticingfunctionoftheoutput,thisstudyattempted

todeterminethatmorenoticingoccurredoverallforlearnerswhohadthe

opportunity to produce outputcompared to those who did not.This

focused notonly theroleand theefficacy oftheoutputbutalsothe

differenceoftheeffectdependingonthetypeofoutputactivitiesbetween

a high proficiency group and a low proficiency group.Also,this

investigatedwhethertherewascertainoutputactivitywhichcouldhave

moreeffectonstudentsoflevel-differentiatedclassesinlearningEnglish

counterfactualconditional.

Sixty 2nd gradehigh schoolKorean studentsfrom Seogu,Gwangju

participatedintheexperiment.Theyweredividedinto4groups;Group1&

Group2eachhad15Koreanhighschoolstudentswhogotrelativelyhigher

scoresinthenationalmocktestsandtheregularEnglishtestswithinschool

boundsandGroup3& Group4eachhad15studentswhogotlowerscores.

Then,two kindsoftaskswereassigned to them.Group 1and 3were

assignedatask,Activity1,whileGroup2andGroup3wereassigneda

differenttask,Activity2.Thisexperimentwasdesignedtoinvestigatethe

existence ofthe mosteffective type ofoutputactivities forstudents of

level-differentiated classes in learning the English past counterfactual

conditionalandthedifferenceoftheeffectofoutputactivitiesonstudentsof

level-differentiated classes in learning the English past counterfactual

conditionaldependingonthestudents'ability.Basedontheresearchfindings,

thisstudyaimedtosuggestpedagogictechniqueswhichcanbeappliedinthe

classroom whenteachinggrammar.
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Ⅱ.Backgroundofthestudy

A.Swain'sOutputHypothesis

Theoutputhypothesisstatesthatlanguagelearnerswillpayattentionto

phraseswhen they can attach meaning tothem.Theactofspeaking or

writing undercertainconditionsismadeupoftheprocessofthesecond

languagelearning.Speakingthelanguageisdifferentfrom understandingthe

language.According toSwain,"languageproduction may triggerlearners'

noticing ofproblems existing in theirinterlanguage.Thatis,outputlet

learners“noticeagapbetweenwhattheywanttosayandwhattheycan

say,leading them to recognize whatthey do notknow,oronly know

partially."(Swain1995:125)Inotherwords,undersomecircumstances,the

activity ofproducing thetargetlanguagemay encouragesecond language

learnerstorecognizecognitivelysomelinguisticproblems:itmayfocustheir

attention on something they need to find outin theirsecond language.

'Pushing’learnerstoproduceoutputthatisprecise,coherentandappropriate

caninducelearnerstoengageinthekindofbottom-upprocessingnecessary

forextendinginterlanguagegrammar.Onlytheoutputmakeslearnersmove

from semantic to synthetic processing,focusing on notonly means of

expression butalso the use of the formalfeatures that may not be
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semanticallymeaningfulandmaynotbenoticeableforthelearners.

Therearethreefunctionsoftheoutputhypothesis:1.Noticingfunctions,

whichisthefocusofthepresentstudy:Thelearnersrealizewhattheydo

notknow oronlypartiallyknow intheirtargetlanguage.Theyknow what

theywanttosaybutareunabletocommunicateit.Thisisdonethrough

practice,verballycommunicatinginthesecondlanguageintheclassroom.2.

Hypothesis-testing function:Itis when the learners provide statements

realizingthatthegrammarisnotalwayscorrectandtheyreceivefeedbackin

ordertoimprove.Thisenablesthelearnerstoreformulatetheirstatements.

Interaction within the classroom with teacherand peers can assistthe

learnersinimprovingtheirgrammar.3.Metalinguisticfunction:Thelearners

reflectupon thelanguagelearned and thisenablesthem to controltheir

outputandinternalizetheirlinguisticknowledge.Afterthefirsttwofunctions,

thelearnersshouldbeabletointernallyreflectonwhattheyhavelearned.

Swain'soutputhypothesisemphasizesstudents’"being pushed"to

haveverbalcommunicationsotheycanacquireasecondlanguagefaster.

Inaclassroom,thismay notbeeasyifthereareshystudentsorthe

teacher doesn't give an ample amount of time for students to

communicate.Often times,teachers willtalk too much and notgive

studentschancestotalkamongstthemselvesorwiththeteacher.Also,

formoststudentswhoarelearningasecondlanguage,theyarenervous

to speak in thatsecond language.When students are nervous,their

languagemaynotcomeoutright,thushamperingtheabilitytoverbally

learnfrom theoutputhypothesis.

Krashen’sInputHypothesisandSwain’sOutputHypothesishavemany

differences.Allofdifferencesshouldbereconsideredinthefollowingpoints.
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First,ontheissueoflanguage,learningissubconsciousandconscious.To

determinewhetheritisacquisition orlearning isvery difficult.Secondly,

Krashenbelievedthatlearningdoesnotcoincidewithacquisition.

B.NoticingHypothesis

NoticingHypothesis(Schmidt,1990,1994)acknowledgesthatnoticingis

a necessary and sufficientcondition for subsequentacquisition.Without

noticing,itisimpossiblefortheconversion ofinputtointake,which he

definesas"thatpartoftheinputthatthelearnersnotices"(Schmidt,1990,

p.139),and he argues thatwhethera learnerattends deliberately to a

linguisticform intheinputoritisnoticedpurelyunintentionally,onceitis

noticed,itbecomesintake.Andhesuggeststhatwhatisnoticedcanbeany

aspectoflanguage:lexicon,grammaticalform,pragmatics,etc (Schmidt,

1990).Itrulesoutthepossibility ofpurely subliminallanguagelearning;

comprehensible inputis a necessary butnotsufficientcondition forL2

development,whichiscertainlyaheavyblow toInputHypothesisandthe

AcculturationModel(Schumann,1978),forbothignorethelearner'seffortto

acquire targetlanguage and leave no room for formalteaching.Some

advocate(Schmidt,1990;Ellis,1999;Swain,1985,1995;Long;1981,1983,1985;

McLaughlin,1987)thatthereisnoacquisitionwithoutawarenessornoticing.

Whileothers(Truscott1998)pointoutaweaknessofnoticingbysuggesting

that noticing is only necessary for the acquisition of meta linguistic
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knowledge.

It is apparent that Schmidt's noticing hypothesis and its role in

language acquisition has attracted some support as wellas criticism.

Ellis(1994,1997),Lewis(1993)andSkehan(1998)inparticularespousetheview

thatnoticingaccountsforthewayinwhichinputbecomesintakepriorto

processing integration into a learner's developing inter-language system.

Moreover,Gass(1988)assertsthatnoticing isthefirststageoflanguage

acquisition,Batstone(1994)referstotheimportanceofnoticingbydescribing

itas the gateway to subsequentlearning,and Lynch(2001)states that

noticingisanimportantcomponentofsuccessfullanguagelearning.Similarly,

Sharwood-Smith(1981),Rutherford(1987)andMcLaughlin(1987)advocatethat

noticing a feature in the inputis an essentialfirststep in language

processing.However,Sharwood-Smith,RutherfordandMcLaughlindifferfrom

Schmidtin thatthey considerthatnoticing afeaturein inputmay bea

consciousoranunconsciousprocess.TheydisputeSchmidtandFrota's(1986)

assertionthat"noticingthegap"isinfactaconsciousprocess.Ellis(1997)

alsoconsiderscontroversialtheclaim that"noticingthegap"isaconscious

processandacknowledgesthevalidityofKrashen's(1982)argumentthatthere

are far too many features of language for them allto be acquired

consciously.In addition,perhaps the most well-considered and detailed

criticism comesfrom Truscott(1998)whoconcludesthatthefoundationsof

thehypothesisincognitivepsychologyareweakandthehypothesisisnot

based on any rationaltheory oflanguage.Instead,Truscottproposes a

weakerview ofnoticing by suggesting thatitisonly necessary forthe

acquisition ofmetalinguistic knowledge:the ability to manipulate words,

completegap-fills, manipulatesentences,andstategrammarrules.Truscott
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ismeticulouswithregardtopresentingandsupportinghisargumentabout

formalinstruction,noticingandmetalinguisticknowledgethroughareview of

the results of a wide range of empiricalstudies in second language

acquisition.Theoreticallythen,itappearsthatnoticingisconsideredbysome

authorstobeanimportantinitialprocessininter-languagedevelopmentwhile

othersarecriticalinvaryingdegrees.

Accordingtoadvocatesforthishypothesis,explicitgrammarknowledge

canfostertheacquisitionofimplicitknowledgethroughnoticing.Teachers

candraw students'attentiontocertainlanguagefeaturesofinputthrough

explicitinstruction,increasing thefrequencyandperceptualsalienceofthe

structure,ordesigningtasksthatrequirethestudentstonoticeastructureto

completeit.

C.Krashen'sInputHypothesis

Back in 1980,ProfessorKrashen introduced atheory forlearning a

second language.ProfessorKrashen talksaboutfivetypesoftheoriesof

secondlanguagelearning,includingtheAcquisition-Learninghypothesis,the

Monitorhypothesis,theNaturalOrderhypothesis,theInputhypothesis,and

theAffectiveFilterhypothesis.In1980,professorKrashen’stheorymadea

hugeimpact,butastimepassed,peoplestartedchallenginghisidea.In1990,

ProfessorSwainintroducedthenew outputhypothesisofsecondlanguage

learning.His hypothesis has three ideas,including the noticing/triggering
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function,thehypothesis-testingfunction,andthereflectivefunction.Thegoal

ofthetheoryistohelppeoplelearnanew language.

ThefirstofKrashen’shypothesesofsecondlanguagelearningisthe

Acquisition-Learning hypothesis,which is abouttwo differentways to

affectpeople’slearningasecondlanguage.Second,theMonitorhypothesis

considersthekindofrelationshipbetweenAcquisition-Learning.Thethird

hypothesis,the naturalorderhypothesis,argues thatthe acquisition of

grammaticalstructuresoccursinapredictablesequence.Thefourthisthe

Affective Filter Theory,which accounts forthe influence ofaffective

factorson second languageacquisition.Theaffectivevariablessuch as

fear,nervousness,boredom,and resistance to change can impactthe

acquisition ofa second language by preventing information aboutthe

secondlanguagefrom reachingthelanguageareasofthemind.Lastly,the

Inputhypothesisisthemainideaoflearningasecondlanguage.TheInput

hypothesisistoexplainhow thelearneracquiresasecondlanguage.“In

other words,this hypothesis is Krashen's explanation ofhow second

languageacquisitiontakesplace.TheInputhypothesisisonlyconcerned

with'acquisition',not'learning'.Accordingtothishypothesis,thelearner

improvesandprogressesalong the'naturalorder'whenhe/shereceives

thesecondlanguage'input'thatisonestepbeyondhis/hercurrentstage

oflinguisticcompetence.

Forunderstandingtheinputhypothesisofasecondlanguage,fourtypes

ofsecond language learning characteristics should be understood.One is

“comprehensive input”:understanding the inputlanguage is a necessary

condition forlearning.Iflearners do notunderstand the transmission of

languageinformation,theycannotmasterthelanguage,especiallyforanew
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comer.Two,interestandrelevancestresstheimportanceofusefulinputfor

language acquisition, to process their content or activate acquisition

motivation.Krashenbelievedthatlearnersshouldusetheacquisitionprocess,

just like children’s learning their mother tongue.Three,non-grammar

program arrangementincludestheideathatlanguageacquisitionshouldhave

sufficientunderstandingoftransmission,but,Krashenbelieved,accordingto

thegrammarteachingofproceduralarrangementsitisnotnecessary,because

throughcontactwithalotofcomprehensibleinputinanaturalenvironment,

naturallanguageacquisitioncanbeachieved.Four,insufficientinputmeans

thatinlearningnew knowledgealone,asmallamountofexerciseorseveral

language materials is not enough. Also, the extracurricular language

environmentgetsmoreinputandself-improvementbyusinglanguage.

D.StudiesaboutTaskTypesforOutputandNoticing

MostresearchesinSLA seem toagreewiththeideathatthetaskscan

createthecircumstanceswhichhelplearnerstorestructureanddevelopthe

interlanguage;thecharacteristicsofthetaskscanaffectlearners’performance.

Thus,theneed ofthe relativeeffectofvarious outputtasksshould be

empirically studied astothenoticing function ofoutputsuggested.Since

SwainproposedtheOutputHypothesis(1995,1998,2000,2005),outputhas

been thoughtas a significantfactor to promote L2 learning(Izumiand

Bigelow,2000)aswellasanendproductoflearning.Inordertoensurethat
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learners willnotice the target form during the output activities,itis

necessarythatteachersdesigninadvancetheproperoutputtasksforthe

targetofinstruction.Thus,theeffectoftask typesgiven tolearnersis

significanttomanySLAteachersandresearchers.

Toinvestigatethenoticingfunction,IzumiandBigelow (2000)triedto

examinetherelativeeffectsofdifferenttasks,buttheydidn'texplorethe

effectofthereconstructionandtheessay-writing taskasan independent

variable,sothattherelativeefficacyofoneoutputtasktypeovertheother

couldn'tbefoundclearly.Todeterminetherelativeefficacy,M.J.Songand

B.R.Suh(2008)investigatedtheuniqueeffectofeachdifferentoutputtask

bytwoindependentexperimentalgroupswhichconsistedoffifty-twoadult

KoreanEFLlearnersusingapicture-cuedwritingtaskandareconstruction

taskinnoticingandlearningoftheEnglishcounterfactualconditional.Itwas

clearly determined thatthe participants who received outputopportunities

during thetreatmentsperformed significantly betterthan thoseunderthe

non-outputconditionintheproductionpost-test,butnodifferencewasfound

intherelativeefficacyofthetwooutputtasks.

AlthoughthestudyofM.J.SongandB.R.Suh(2008)wasremarkable

enough in thatthey indicatedthatoutputpracticewasmoreeffectiveon

noticingofatargetform whenlearnerswereprovidedwithopportunitiesto

participateinthesyntacticprocessingwithoutposingahighcognitiveburden

toattendtothecontentwordsorotherfunctionalwords,thepresentstudy

attemptedtoconducttheexperimentonhighschoolstudents,notadults,in

thedifferentiated classesusing thesimilartasksand targetform.In the

sensethattheimportanceofthedifferentiatedinstructionandform-focused

instructioninseniorhighschoolgetsmorefocused,thepresentstudymight
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carrygreatsignificanceinteachingEnglishinhighschoolwheretheability

ofstudentsisvariedandtheemphasisontheform getsmade.

Ⅲ.Researchquestions

Thisstudywasaimedtodeterminetheefficacyoftheoutputactivities

usedtofacilitatethelearnersindifferentiatedclassesinlearningtheEnglish

counterfactualconditional.In otherwords,itwas to identify thatmore

noticingoccurredoverallinlearningtheEnglishcounterfactualconditionalfor

learnersofdifferentiatedclasseswhohadtheopportunitytoproduceoutput

comparedtothosewhodidnot.Additionally,thisstudyfocusednotonlyon

theroleandtheefficacyoftheoutputbutalsoonthedifferenceoftheeffect

ofeachoutputactivityonahighproficiencygroupandalow proficiency

group.Also,itwastodeterminewhethertherewasacertainoutputactivity

whichcouldhavemoreeffectonstudentsoflevel-differentiatedclassesin

learning Englishcounterfactualconditional.Inshort,theresearchquestions

areasfollows:

1.TowhatdegreecanoutputinfluenceL2learnersoflevel-differentiated

classes in learning the English counterfactualconditional? Does a

differenceofthedegreeexistdependingonlearners'proficiencylevel?

2.Which outputactivity (reconstruction task and picture-cued writing
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task)hasmoreinfluenceonL2learnersoflevel-differentiatedclasses

inlearningtheEnglishcounterfactualconditional?

Ⅳ.Method

A.Participants

SixtyKoreanstudents,whowereinthesecondgradeofhighschool

inSeogu,Gwangju,participatedintheexperiment.Studentsandtheirparents

inthisareawerecomparativelyinterestedineducationandveryeagerto

learn,which meantthatmoststudentshadexperiencelearning atprivate

institutes.ThehighschoolchosenconducteddifferentiatedclassesforEnglish.

Four classes were divided into two high-proficiency classes and two

low-proficiencyclassesdependingonthestudents’previousacademicrecords

ofthe nationalmock tests and the regularEnglish tests within school

bounds.Bothofthem hadfourregularclassesandtwoafter-schoolclasses

inaweek.Oneofthetwohighproficiencyclassesandoneofthetwolow

proficiencyclasseswerechosen.Thefirstgrouphadthirtystudentswhogot

relativelyhigherscoresinthenationalmocktestsandtheregularEnglish

testswithinschoolboundsandthesecondgrouphadthirtystudentswhogot

lowerscoreson thesametests.Then,each groupwasdividedintotwo

groupsdependingonthetypeofactivitywhichtheywouldbeassignedto
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do:thehighproficiencygroupchosenwasdividedintogroup1andgroup2,

thelow proficiencygroupintogroup3andgroup4.Inotherwords,Group1

andGroup2respectivelyhadfifteenKoreanhighschoolstudentswhogot

relativelyhigherscoresinthenationalmocktestsandtheregularEnglish

testswithinschoolbounds,whoselevelrangedfrom upper-intermediateto

advanced;Group3andGroup4respectivelyhadfifteenstudentswhogot

lowerscores.

B.LinguisticTarget

Thelinguistictargetofthisstudywasthecounterfactualconditionalin

English (e.g.,IfIhad listened toyouradvice,Icould haveavoided the

accident).The counterfactualconditionals mention the impossibilities with

regard to thepast(Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman,1999,p.551).The

differencebetweenindicativeandcounterfactualconditionals,inacontextof

pasttimereference,canbeillustratedwithapairofexamplesinwhichtheif

clauseisinthepastindicativeinthefirstexamplebutinthepluperfect

subjunctiveinthesecond:

a.IfJohndidnotsaythesecret,thensomeoneelsedid.

b.IfJohnhadnotsaidthesecret,thensomeoneelsewouldhave.

Theprotasis(theifclause)ofthefirstsentence(a)mayormaynotbe
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trueaccordingtothespeaker,sotheapodosis(thethenclause)alsomayor

may notbetrue;theapodosisissaid by thespeakertobetrueifthe

protasisistrue.Inthissentence,boththeifclauseandthethenclauseare

inthepasttenseoftheindicativemood.However,inthesecondsentence(b),

the speakeris speaking with a certainty thatJohn did say the secret

(accordingtothespeaker,theprotasisisfalse),andthereforethemainclause

dealswiththecounterfactualresult— whatwouldhavehappened.Inthis

sentencetheifclauseisinthepluperfectsubjunctiveform ofthesubjunctive

mood,andthethenclauseisintheconditionalperfectform oftheconditional

mood.Thefollowingareinthesamecase;

c.IfEmilyhadgonetoseethesoccergame,shecouldhaveseenPark

Jisung.

d.IfSusanhadhadenoughtime,shewouldhavegonewithhim.

Thesearealsoshowingthespeaker’scertaintythatEmilydidn’tgoto

seethesoccergame,so shecouldn’tseeParkJisung(c)andsinceSusan

didn’thaveenoughtime,shedidn’tgowithhim (d).

Thesubjunctivemooddealtwith during grammarclassesofKorean

high schoolis usually aboutcounterfactualconditionals.In addition,this

grammaticalpartincludes syntactic and semantic complexities which are

especially thoughtto bedifficultby EFL learnersin Korea.Thisisthe

reasonforchoosing thisstructureasthelinguistictarget.Thepastform

referstothepresenttime,andthepastperfectform referstothepasttime

inthesentences.Itisessentialthatlearnersshouldthoroughlyunderstand

notonlyEnglishmodalsbutalsothetensefortheform tobeacquired.In
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Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

high 
proficiency 

group

high 
proficiency 

group

low 
proficiency 

group

low 
proficiency 

group

1st

week

explicit 

instruction

explicit 

instruction

explicit 

instruction

explicit 

instruction

⇓ ⇓ ⇓ ⇓

13nd

week
pre-test pre-test pre-test pre-test

⇓ ⇓ ⇓ ⇓

14nd

week

output 

activity A

(non-picture)

output 

activity B

(picture-cued)

output 

activity A

(non-picture)

output 

activity B

(picture-cued)

⇓ ⇓ ⇓ ⇓

14nd

week
feedback feedback feedback feedback

⇓ ⇓ ⇓ ⇓

15nd

week
post-test post-test post-test post-test

[Table1.theprocedureofthisexperiment]

otherwords,itwasnoteasytomatchitsform andmeaning,unlikeKorean's

counterfactualconditionals,thusmakingitdifficultforKoreanL2learnersto

understand themeaning and usetheaccurateform ofthecounterfactual

conditionalinEnglish.

C.Procedure
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Thisresearchwasdoneforfifteenweeks.Frist,studentsweretaught

theEnglishcounterfactualconditionalbytheteacher'stakingtheleadinthe

differentiatedclass.Thetextbookusedwasoneofthegrammarbookswhich

werewritteninKoreanandusedfortheKoreanSAT.Thebookconsistedof

eighteenunits,andtheunitforthecounterfactualconditionalwassuggested

inthefifth.Ittookaboutforty-fiveminutestoteachtheunitdealingwith

the conditional.Ittook aboutforty-five minutes to teach counterfactual

conditionalusingthetextbookchosen.Theclasscontinuedinitscoursewith

adetailedexplanationbytheteacher,readingtheexamplesentencesofthe

textbook.Thesamplesentencessuggestedwerethefollowing:

e.Iftheyhadbeenfoundcarryingillegalmail,theycouldhavebeen

sentencedtohardlabor.

f.Ifhehadtoldmeabouttheproblem,Iwouldhavehelped.

g.IfIhadseenJanetinthemarket,Iwouldhavecalledyou.

h.Ifithadnotrained,wecouldhavehadlunchinthegarden.

Twelveweekslater,whichwasoneweekpriortothetreatment,allthe

participantstookthepre-testasshowninAppendix1fortenminutes.The

testwassimilartothenationalmocktestanditcontainedquestionsofvarious

targetforms,whilesubjectsdidnotnoticetheywereparticipatinginthetest.

Thepassagesforquestionsandthequestions’typewerebasedonthenational

mocktests.Thetestincludedfourseparatedpassages,whichhadrespectively

twoquestions;onequestion’saim wastocheckthestudents'understandingof

thetargetform,theotherwastocheckthecomprehensionofthecontents.
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※ Readthepassageandanswerthequestions.(1~2)

Yesterday protesters managed to delay work on the

Oldburybypass.ProtestleaderAlisonComptonⓐdefendingthe

action by membersoftheGreen World group."Ifwedon't

protest,soonthere'llbenocountrysideleft,"shetoldreporters.

Thebypassisnow wellbehindschedule,andiftheprotesters

ⓑdon'tholduptheworksooften,itwouldhaveopenedtwo

monthsago."Ifthesefieldsdisappear,we'llneverseethem

again,"saidMs.Compton."Whycan'tweusepublictransport?

Ifmorepeopletraveledonbusesandtrains,wewouldn'tneed

new roads."Andsheaddedthatifthemotorcarhadnever

existed,thiskindofsituationmightnotⓒoccur.

1.Correcttheunderlinedexpressionswhicharewrong.

2.WhichisNOT trueaboutthepassage?

① Alison은 GreenWorld단체 회원들의 우회도로 반 행동을 옹

호했다.

(AlisonsupportedtheactionbymembersoftheGreenworld

group.)

② GreenWorld의 항의가 아니라면, 원지역이 남아있지 않게 될

것이다.

(Withoutthe protestofGreen World,there wouldn’tbe

countrysideleft.)

③ 항의자들의 행동에도 불구하고,우회로는 두 달 에 개통되었다.

bypass우회로

defend옹호하다,

지지하다

holdup

지연시키다,

방해하다

[theexampleofthepre-test]

Additionally meanings of the words which might interfere with the

understandingoftheparagraphswereprovidedsothatthedegreeofdifficulty

ofwordsineachparagraphcouldn'tinfluencetheresults.Followingisonepart

ofthepre-test.
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(Despitetheprotesters,thebypasswasopenedfortraffictwo

monthsago.)

④ 이동할 때 교통을 이용한다면 새 우회도로는 필요 없을 것

이다.

(Ifpublictransportationisusedformoving,new bypasswill

beuseless.)

⑤ 자동차가 존재하지 않았더라면 이런 상황은 발생하지 않았을 지

도 모른다.

(Withoutcars,thiswouldn’thappen.)

1. Tommy ate dinner at Outback Steak House with his girlfriend, Ann, 

last evening. The dinner was not bad, but after dinner, Ann said that she 

liked Bulgogi best. Tommy regretted that he hadn't brought her to Bulgogi 

Brothers. 

"If I                             , she                                 ."  

    [ bring to her another restaurant / be more satisfied with the dinner ]

[theexampleofActivityA]

Then,one week later,group 1 and group 3 performed an output

activity(i.e.,Activity A),andthegroup2andgroup4performedanother

activity(i.e.,ActivityB).ActivityA wasareconstructionwritingtask,which

had4storiesandaskedparticipantstomakeonesentenceforeachstory

usinganif-clauseandgivenexpressions(seeAppendix2).

Meanwhile, Activity B included four pictures with some short

expressions,andparticipantswereaskedtocompletetheguidedwritingbased

onthegivenexpressionforeachpicture.Thepicturecuedwritingwasto
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reducethepossibleheavycognitiveburdenontheparticipantsandlessenthe

memoryloadofrememberingastory.(Appendix3).

Look at the pictures and make sentences using the expressions given, 

starting with "If - "

1. 

     

      If                                      ,

                                           .         

 

  

  

 [Jin / study hard / pass the last exam]

[theexampleofActivityB]

Theparticipantsinallgroupscarriedouttheactivitiesforabout20

minutes,andthentheygotfeedbackfrom aninstructor.Oneweeklater,a

post-testwastakenbyallgroups.Theform ofthetestwassimilartothe

pre-test,butthecontextwasdifferent.Also,itwasmeantforstudentsnot

tonoticetheyweretested.

Post-testwastakenbyallgroups,oneweeklater.Theform ofthetest

wassimilartothepre-test,whichwassimilartothenationalmocktest,but

thecontextwasdifferent(Appendix4).Also,itwastakenfortenminutes

andmixedwithothergrammaticalpointsinordertoensurethatparticipants

weren’tawarethattheywerebeingtestedandthemeaningsofthewords

which might interfere with the understanding of the paragraphs were
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※ Readthepassageandanswerthequestions.(7~8)

Floodsareverycommoninourcountry.Everysummer

wehearoffloodsthathavewashedawaytownsorcommunities.

Suchfloodscausegreatdamagetoproperty.Oftenthereisloss

oflife.Someofthesefloodsmighthavebeenpreventedifnative

forests(A)[were/had been]stillstanding.Streamsusually

begininmountainsorhills.They overflow whenthesummer

rainscomeandtherainyseasonsetsin.Ifthemountainsorhills

arecoveredwithlargetrees,thesoilunderthetreesbecomes

carpetedwithleaves.Thisthicklayerofleavesactsasasponge,

(B)[holds/holding]thewater.Inplacesinwhichthetrees

havebeencutdown,therearenoleavestoholdthewaterback.

Soitrushesdownoverthesurfaceintothestreams(C)[and/

if]theyoverflow.Thus,thereisadefiniterelationshipbetween

forestsandfloods.

1.Chooserespectivelytheproperwordfrom (A),(B)and(C)

2.ReadthesentencesandwriteT/F.

① 우리나라의 여름철에는 재산상 커다란 손실을 래하는 홍수가 발

생한다.

(Duringsummer,therearefloodswhichresultinfinancialrisk

inKorea.)

② 우리나라의 홍수는 본래의 산림이 있었더라도 막을 수 없는 것들이

많다.

(Somefloodsmighthavebeenpreventedwithnativeforests

inKorea.)

③ 산이나 언덕에서 시작하는 시냇물이 범람하여 홍수를 발생시킨다.

(Streamswhichbegininmountainsorhillsoverflow.)

common 흔한

washaway

휩쓸어 버리다

community지역사회

damage 손해

property 재산

prevent 방하다

overflow 넘쳐흐르다

setin 시작하다

carpet

~를 온통 뒤덮다

layer 층,겹

rush 흘러내려가다

[theexampleofthepost-test]

provided.
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④ 산이나 언덕에 덮여있는 낙엽 층은 홍수의 피해를 이는 데 도움

이 된다.

(Thicklayerofleaveshelpstoreducetheriskoffloods.)

⑤ 삼림과 홍수 사이에는 명백한 계가 존재한다.

(Thereisadefiniterelationshipbetweenforestsandfloods.)

D.Results

Theresultsofthepre-andpost-testswereanalyzed.Rangesforrating

weresetbasedonpercentageswhichparticipantsgotfrom eachtest.From

thepercentof100to76wasA,from 75to51wasB,from 50to26wasC,

from 25to1wasD,and0wasE.Andthen,theratewasrespectively

replacedwithascoreof4forA,3forB,2forC,1forD,and0forE(see

Table2).

result (%) 100 ~ 76 75 ~ 51 50 ~ 26 25 ~ 1 0

rate A B C D E

score 4 3 2 1 0

[Table2.ratingandscoringdependingontheresultofeachtest]
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partici-

pant

Group 1
(High Proficiency 

Group)

Group 2
(High Proficiency 

Group)

Group 3
(Low Proficiency 

Group)

Group 4
(Low Proficiency 

Group)

Activity A
(non-picture)

Activity B
(picture-cued)

Activity A
(non-picture)

Activity B
(picture-cued)

pre-test
post-te

st
pre-test

post-te

st
pre-test

post-te

st
pre-test

post-te

st

1 D 1 B 3 D 1 A 4 C 2 A 4 D 1 C 2

2 D 1 B 3 B 3 A 4 C 2 A 4 D 1 B 3

3 D 1 B 3 C 2 B 3 D 1 B 3 D 1 C 2

4 D 1 A 4 B 3 A 4 D 1 A 4 D 1 C 2

5 C 2 A 4 C 2 B 3 D 1 B 3 C 2 A 4

6 C 2 B 3 E 0 C 2 D 1 B 3 D 1 A 4

7 B 3 A 4 D 1 A 4 D 1 A 4 D 1 A 4

8 D 1 B 3 B 3 B 3 C 2 A 4 D 1 A 4

9 C 2 B 3 B 3 B 3 D 1 A 4 D 1 C 2

10 C 2 A 4 B 3 A 4 D 1 A 4 D 1 A 4

11 B 3 A 4 C 2 C 2 D 1 B 3 C 2 B 3

12 B 3 A 4 C 2 A 4 C 2 A 4 D 1 A 4

13 B 3 A 4 C 2 A 4 C 2 A 4 D 1 A 4

14 C 2 B 3 C 2 B 3 C 2 B 3 C 2 A 4

15 C 2 A 4 C 2 B 3 C 2 A 4 D 1 D 1

Avge. 1.93 3.50 2.07 3.36 1.43 3.64 1.21 3.29

degree 
of 

increase
1.6 1.26 2.2 1.93

[Table3.comparisonoftheresultbetweenthegroups]

Afterexcludingtheunreliableresults,therestoftheresults,whichwere

reliable,werereferredtoinresearchingthequestionsofthisstudy.Thefirst

questionoftheeffectoftheoutputactivities-Towhatdegreecanoutput

influenceL2learnersoflevel-differentiatedclassesinlearning theEnglish

counterfactualconditional?Doesadifferenceofthedegreeexistdependingon
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learners'proficiencylevel?-wereidentified.Aftertheoutputactivity,the

averagescoreoftheGroup1was3.53,thatofGroup2was3.33,thatof

Group3was3.67andthatofGroup4was3.13,whilebeforetheoutput

activity,theaveragescoreoftheGroup1was1.93,thatofGroup2was

2.07,thatofGroup3was1.47andthatofGroup4was1.20(seeTable3,

appendix5).Theaveragedegreeoftheimprovementwasrespectively1.43in

high proficiency groups(Group 1,2)and 2.07in low proficiency groups

(Group3,4).Eventhefigure,3.64,showingtheresultofthelow proficiency

groupafteractivity1(non-picturecuedguidewriting)washigherthanthat

ofthehighproficiencygroup.Thismeantthattheoutputactivityhadmore

influenceonlow proficiencygroupsthanhighproficiencyones.

Andtheanswerforthesecondquestionregardingthetypeofoutput

activities depending on theproficiency levelofstudents- Which output

activity (reconstruction task and picture-cued writing task) has more

influenceonL2learnersoflevel-differentiatedclassesinlearningtheEnglish

counterfactualconditional- was as follows.As shown in Table 3,the

improvementscoresof Groups1and3whichwereassignedActivityA

(non-picturecuedguidewriting)wererespectively1.60and2.20,comparing

to 1.26 and 1.93 ofGroups 3 and 4 which were assigned Activity B

(picture-cuedtask).Thatis,betweenthegroupswhoseproficiencylevelwas

similar,the efficacy ofactivity A (non-picture cued guide writing)on

students'learningtheEnglishcounterfactualconditionalwasbiggerthanthat

ofactivityB(picturecuedwriting).
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0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

Score

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

[ Table 4.  Improvemental Degree of the Groups ]

Asseenfrom Table4,allofthegroupsimprovedtheircomprehensionof

theEnglishcounterfactualconditionals.Amongthem,thegroupwhoshowed

thebiggestdegreeofcomprehensionforthetargetform wasGroup3,which

wasmadeupofthestudentswiththelow proficiencylevelandassigned

non-picturetasks.Thepost-test’sscoresofGroup3werehigherthanthatof

Group1whoperformedthesametasks,eventhoughGroup1consistedof

studentswithhigher-proficiencylevel.
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Ⅴ.Conclusion

In thisstudy,theexperimenton learning theEnglish counterfactual

conditionalwascarriedoutwithfourgroupsofEnglishlearnersinaKorean

high school.The aims ofthis research were to investigate how much

influence output activities have on L2 learners' learning the English

counterfactualconditionalandwhetherthereexistedacertainoutputactivity

which could have more influence on learning the English counterfactual

conditionaldependingontheproficiencylevelofL2learners.

FifteenKoreanhighschoolstudents,whogotrelativelyhigherscoresinthe

nationalmock tests and the regularEnglish tests within schoolbounds,

whoselevelwasrangedfrom upper-intermediatetoadvanced,belongedto

Group1andanotherfifteenKoreanstudentswithsimilarEnglishproficiency

inthesamehighschoolbelongedtoGroup2;fifteenstudents,whogotlower

scoresinthenationalmocktestsandtheregularEnglishtestswithinschool

bounds,belongedtoGroup3andanotherfifteenKoreanstudentswithsimilar

EnglishproficiencyinthesamehighschoolwasGroup4.

Theactivitiesexperimentedwithincludedtwotypesoftasks;whileone

waspicture-cuedwritingabouttheEnglishcounterfactualconditional,with

pictureshelpingstudentstoreducetheburdenofmemorizingthestory,the

other was a non-picture reconstruction writing task using the English

counterfactualconditional.Afterthetaskswerecarriedout,simplefeedback

wasgiventothestudentsasneeded.

The results of the experiment were 1) after the output activity,



- 26 -

regardlessofthetypeofactivity,thedegreeofunderstandingoftheEnglish

counterfactualconditionalwasimproved 2)theoutputactivitieshad more

influence on low proficiency students than high proficiency students in

learning the English counterfactualconditional,and 3)regardless ofthe

proficiency levelofthe participants,guided writing activity withoutany

pictureshadalittlemoreinfluenceononlearningtheEnglishcounterfactual

conditional,butthedifferenceoftheeffectdependingonthetypeofactivities

wasslight,thusseemingtobemoreorlessinsignificant.

Taking allthisintoaccount,Swain'sOutputHypothesis(1995)was

confirmedthatlanguageproductionmaytriggerlearners'noticingofproblems

existingintheirinterlanguage.Theeffectofoutputactivitieswouldbemore

effectiveonlow proficiencystudentsinlearninggrammaraswell.However,

unlikethepriorexpectationthatthetaskwithpictureswouldincreasethe

chanceofnoticing andlearning theEnglish counterfactualconditional,the

taskwithoutpictureswasmoreeffectivethanthatwithpictures.Eventhe

differencebetweenthetwotypesoftaskswassoslightthattherelative

efficacyofthetaskcouldn’tbecertainlydetermined.Eventhoughitwasnot

certainly confirmed whether a more effective type of output activities

dependingontheproficiencylevelofstudentsmightexistfordifferentiated

instruction,itisstillimportantthateachlearnerisunique,studentshave

variousabilitylevelsandanabundanceofinterests,andanassortmentof

learning profiles needs to be differed, thus, requiring differentiated

instructionalopportunities(Heacox,2002).

Althoughitisdifficulttodeterminethemosteffectiveoutput,theroleof

theoutputactivitiesinlearningthesecondlanguageisstillsignificant,thus

the instructors should encourage students to effectively learn the second
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language through a variety ofmeaningfuloutputactivities in the real

educationalfield.Additionally,unlikestudentswhohaveahighproficiency

levelinEnglish,forthosewhohavelow proficiencyleveltheexposuretothe

opportunitiesofoutputactivitiesencouragesthem tolearntheEnglishform

morequicklyandeasilythanbyjustgivingexplicitknowledge,thusstudents,

especiallystudentswhohavelow proficiencylevel,shouldbeexposedtolots

ofopportunitiesforoutputduringlearninganEnglishform.

Thisstudy wasconducted with only two kindsofactivitiesand a

relativelysmallnumberofsubjects.Futureresearchtocompensateforthese

limitationsshouldbecarriedoutinordertodeterminemoreaccuratelythe

suitabilityoftheoutputactivitiesfordifferentiatedinstruction.
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