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ABSTRACT
LEARNING DIFFICULTY, L2 PROFICIENCY, AND IMPLICIT AND EXPLICIT
KNOWLEDGE: A REPLICATION STUDY
JOSIANE BASSO HINING
UNIVERSIDADE FEDERAL DE SANTA CATARINA
2010

Supervising Professor: Dr. Mailce Borges Mota

Based on the claim that the replication of studsean important item in the
agenda of Applied Linguistics, the present studyeml at determining the extent to
which the findings of Ellis (2006) can be replichia a context where participants are
foreign language learners. More specifically, tihespnt study aimed at (1) examining
some grammatical structures in the light of stustelgarning difficulty towards an
implicit and explicit scope, and (2) examining tretationship between implicit and
explicit knowledge of the grammatical structuresestigated here and general L2
proficiency. Data was gathered at Universidade Faed#e Santa Catarina, from 45
Brazilian students of English as an L2. All papmnts performed the four tests
proposed by Ellis (2006). Thirty-one participantdunteered to take the proficiency
test (PET). Combined means scores were computedder to compare the scores of
implicit and explicit knowledge towards the sevemegrammatical structures
investigated. The statistical analysis employediceted that the easy structure for
implicit knowledge wagmbedded questionfor explicit knowledge the easy structures
found were:verb complement, since/for, relative clauses, goestags, indefinite
article, dative alternation, comparativeand 3° person —s.Difficult structures for

implicit knowledge were:yes/no questionsynreal conditionals, since/for, relative



clauses, question tags, possessive —s, pluralndgfinite article,and 3 person —s.
Moreover, significant correlations were found betwehe grammatical structures and
the proficiency test (PET). A multiple regressiorakysis demonstrated that both types

of knowledge predict general language proficiency.
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RESUMO
DIFICULDADE NA APRENDIZAGEM, PROFICIENCIA NA L2, E

CONHECIMENTO IMPLICITO E EXPLICITO: UM ESTUDO REPOADO

JOSIANE BASSO HINING
UNIVERSIDADE FEDERAL DE SANTA CATARINA
2010

Professora Orientadora: Dr2. Mailce Borges Mota

Baseado na afirmacgéo de que a replicagdo de estugtositem importante na pauta da

Linguistica Aplicada, o presente estudo foi baseaal@studo de Ellis (2006) e teve
como objetivo (1) examinar algumas estruturas gtigaia considerando a dificuldade
de aprendizado dos alunos a partir de um escoplicitope explicito, e (2) examinar a
relacdo entre o0 conhecimento implicito e explicdas estruturas gramaticais
investigadas neste estudo e a proficiéncia da LR.d@dos foram coletados na
Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, com 45osl@studantes de inglés como
lingua estrangeira. Todos os participantes fizevam testes propostos por Ellis (2006)
e 31 fizeram um teste de proficiéncia (PET). A imétbs resultados combinados foi
calculada para comparar os resultados do conhetnraplicito e explicito em relagéo
as 17 estruturas gramaticais investigadas. A anéksatistica empregada demonstrou
gue a estrutura facil para conhecimento impliclioperguntas encaixada@mbedded
questiony Para conhecimento explicito as estruturas fdoegsn: complemento verbal,
desde/por, oracdes relativas, perguntas no finalfrdse (question tags), artigo
indefinido, construgdes bitransitivas (dative aftation), comparativo, e 32. pessoa —s.
Estruturas dificeis para conhecimento implicitafor perguntas sim/ndo, condicionais

irreais, desde/por, oragOes relativas, perguntasfimad da frase (question tags),



vii

possessivo —s, plural —s, artigo indefinido e ¥sspa —sAlém disso, correlacdes
significativas foram encontradas entre os resufiaths estruturas gramaticais e o teste
de proficiéncia (PET). A analise de regressao mlaltlemonstrou que ambos os tipos

de conhecimento prevéem a proficiéncia da linguandenodo geral.

Palavras-chave: conhecimento implicito, conhecimenplicito, dificuldade na aprendizagem,

proficiéncia na L2
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N° de palavras: 27648



viii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION ....coiiitiiiiiee ettt e e e siiteee e e e s s snseseeeennanes 1
I o (=110 11 F= T =SSP PPPPPTPPP 1
1.2 Statement of the problem ..........coo e ——— 5
1.3 Significance of the reSEarCh ..........ocoeeeeeeiiiii e 6
1.4 Organization Of the theSiS............o et 7
CHAPTER |l - ReVIieW Of LItErature ............oumeeeeeeeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiies e e e e e e eee e 8
2.1 Grammar and grammatical rules in L2 learning.............ooooevveeiveiieiiiennnnnnnnnnnes 38
2.2 The implicit X explicit L2 learning debate: teang,
MeMOry, and KNOWIEAGE .......... ...ttt e e e et s 10
2.2.1 Implicit and EXpIicit L2 LEAIrNING......ccccereiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiceee e eeeeas 10
2.2.2 Implicit and EXPICIt MEMOIY ........ouviiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 11
2.2.3 Implicit and Explicit KNOwWIedge ... 12
2.3 Learning difficulty and implicit and explicinlowledge............cccccceevieinnniinnnnn. 17.
2.3.1 Conceptual Clarity ..........oooiiiiiiiceeeeeii e 20
2.3.2 MEtalanQUAGJE .......ceeeeiiiieieeieiitcmmmmmm sttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaa s 21
2.4 Implicit and explicit knowledge and L2 profio®y ...........ccooovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinneen 21
2.5 Measuring implicit and explicit KNOWIEAQE ..eevvveeeiie i 24
CHAPTER HI == MELNOA ...ttt e e e 27
3.1 RESEAICh QUESTIONS ....ceeivviiiiiii s cmmmmmmm ettt s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeseeeeeeeeeeeeensnnnnnns 27
T - 1101 0T | £ R 28
G TG BN 1 1 0] 41T PP 30
3.4 Procedures for data COIECION ..........coeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 40
CHAPTER IV - Data Analysis and DiSCUSSION ..........uciiiiiiieeieeeenieereeeeeeviennnnnnnnnn 43
v o (oo [§ox 1 o] o PP RTTTPP 43
4.2 DESCIIPVE ANAIYSIS ..eevvvvveeiirei s s s e e e e e eeeaeeaaeeeesassssnansnana s e e s aeeaaasaaeeaaaeaeeees 44
4.3 Cronbach’™s AlIPNa.......cooi i 53
4.4 Principal CompPONENtS ANGIYSIS ..........cummmmsssnareeeeeeeeaaeeeeeeeeerninnsnn s 53

4.5 Comparison of the explicit and implicit scofes

the INAIVIAUAI STTUCLUIES ... e 57



4.6 COrrelatioNal ANAIYSIS.........uuuuuu s e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeresrnn e e aeeesasaaeeaaaeeaeees 67
4.7 REQreSSION @NAIYSIS ....ciiieeeeeiiii i ieeeeeeie ettt s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeneeeeeeeesennnnes 71
4.8 Readdressing the researcCh qUESHIONS . .oceeeeeeevvvreniiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiee e 78
CHAPTER V - FiNal REMAIKS ......uuiiiiiiii st vveeenneeeeees 83
5.1 CONCIUSIONS ...ttt a s s e e e e e e e e aaaaeaeaeaeaaaeeeeeeennens 83
5.2 Limitations and Suggestions for Further Redearc...........ccccccvviiiiiiiieeeeeeeee 87

5.3 Pedagogical IMPlICAtIONS .......ccooiiii e 89
REFERENGCES. ... ..o ettt a e e e e e aa s 91

APPENDIXES ..ottt 96



LIST OF TABLES

Page
Table 1 - The grammar content of the tests battery...........ccccvvvvvviiiiiccciiieen e, 31
Table 2 - Cambridge Examinations and its equivd@n€Council
of Europe Common European FramewarK.............ccccoevvvvveviiiiinnnnnnnn. 36
Table 3 - Abilities learners can typically showagbassing grade ............cccccevvvvvnnees 7..3
Table 4 - Descriptive statistics for the implicxgdicit knowledge
tests of the whole sample ... 44
Table 5 - Descriptive statistics for the implicxdicit knowledge
tests of the whole sample in HABO6) ...........ccuvvvviriiiiiiiiiieeeeeeiiemeeeees 46
Table 6 - Descriptive statistics for the L2 prafieCy test ...........uvvvveiiiiiiiinieneiiieeee 47
Table 7 - Means and standard deviations for the stl6Fsample,
the whole sample minus the PET sartbpde (No PET)
and the Whole SamMPIE ...... .o 52
Table 8 - Principal Component ANAIYSIS ... 55
Table 9 - Principal Component Analysis in EIISOB)...........ueeiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiiiiiiiinn 51
Table 10 - Difference between implicit and explssbres for
17 grammatiCal SITUCTUIES . eeeeeeteeieeee e 58
Table 11 - A comparison of easy and difficult stawes for implicit
knowledge between Ellis (2006) #melpresent study............cccevvvvvvinime 62.
Table 12 - A comparison of easy and difficult stawes for explicit
knowledge between Ellis (2006) #melpresent study ...........ccccevvvvvvneme 64.
Table 13 - The grammatical complexity of nine implfeatures............cccccceeeeeeeeennnnn. 65
Table 14 - Correlations between implicit knowledde¢he seventeen
grammatical structures and the RET scores (N=31) ..........cceeeenn. 68..
Table 15 - Correlations between explicit knowledféhe seventeen
grammatical structures and the RET scores (N=31) ..........ccceeeerennn. 69..
Table 16 - Regression Models for the PET scorels thig implicit
(O] =T0 |01 (o] £ PSURPPPPPTRRPTPRTT 72

Table 17 - Regression Models for the PET scorels thg explicit
(O] =T0 |01 (o] £SO PSSURPPPPPTRRRURRTT 73



Table 18 - Regression coefficients for the impliogasures of

the significant grammatical stiues

Table 19 - Regression coefficients for the exphogasures of

the significant grammatical stiues

Xi



Xii

LIST OF FIGURES

Page
Figure 1 - Histogram for the Listening PET ..o 48
Figure 2 - Histogram for the Reading PET ..o oo eeieeiieieeereee e 49
Figure 3 - Histogram for the Writing PET ....coorriiieiiiiieeie e 49
Figure 4 - Histogram for the Speaking PET ..o, 50
Figure 5 - Histogram for the Total PET ... e 51
Figure 6 - Principal Component ANAlYSIS......ccouuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 56

Figure 7 - Explicit and implicit scores of the setaen

grammatiCal SITUCLUIES ... uummmmeeereniiiiaaee e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeae e 60



Xiii

LIST OF APPENDIXES

Page
APPENDIX A - CONSENT FORM ....oiiiiiiiiiiiii s 95
APPENDIX B - PROFILE QUESTIONNAIRE ......oiiiiiiii e 97
APPENDIX C - ORAL IMITATION TEST ...oiiiiiiiieein 98
APPENDIX D - TIMED GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT TEST ..., 104
APPENDIX E - UNTIMED GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT TEST................ 107
APPENDIX F - METALINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TEST ....cceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiies 110



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1Preliminaries

Based on my experience as an EFL teacher | haveedothat students learn
some things more easily than others. How can vpdagxthat sometimes without any
instruction on adverb placement, students startduywmiog it correctly, while they
struggle with a seemingly easier target structuieh sas yes/no questions (Ellis, 2004)
With this question in mind, the present study, Wwhie an approximate replication of
Ellis (2006), will (1) examine some grammaticalustures in the light of students’
learning difficulty towards an implicit and expliciscope, and (2) examine the
relationship between implicit and explicit knowled@f the grammatical structures
investigated here and general L2 proficiency . dwihg Ellis (2006), the notion of
difficulty in the learning of L2 grammatical struces will be addressed in the frame of
the theoretical discussion of implicit and explikitowledge. In doing so, the present
study draws on the literature addressing the cdacep difficulty of grammatical
features (DeKeyser, 2003), and on the literaturexgiicit and explicit knowledge (for

instance, N. Ellis, 2005).

The assumption underlying the distinction betwesxplicit and implicit
knowledge is that L2 acquisitidinvolves both implicit and explicit learning aniiat
the result of these processes is a fusion of iniphicd explicit L2 knowledge. The
terms implicit and explicit learning were first light by Reber, when, in his 1967

seminal paper, he demonstrated individuals’ abilityearn implicitly. His experiment

! L2 acquisition refers to unconscious knowledgeerehs L2 learning refers to conscious knowledge.



used artificial grammar (AG) to demonstrate thaewlinformation was isolated from
the environment, making it impossible for particifmato resort to explicit strategies,
participants could transfer the information in rgaibion tasks. This fascinating human
ability to grasp information about the world in anconscious, non-reflective way,
called implicit learning, is, understandably, agpegato L2 language researchers. The
first studies involved artificial grammar learnifleber, 1967) and probability learning
(Millward & Reber, 1968, 1972 in Reber 1989). Expwnts that are based on artificial
grammars (AG) make use of letter strings, whergaerments that employ the use of
probability learning (PL) make use of a sequencevants predicted by the subjects.
Both artificial grammar and probability learning nrain the basis for current

experimental research (Cleeremans, Destrebecqny&r31998).

Following the seminal studies by Reber (1967, J®R.ZEllis (1993, 1994, 2004,
2005) have attempted to distinguish between intpaad explicit L2 knowledge. R.
Ellis (2009) reviews the criteria set to identityig distinction, which still generates
discussions among applied linguists. According t&Rs (2009) implicit knowledge is
intuitive whereas explicit knowledge is conscioliBis assumption may justify the fact
that sometimes a learner knows that a sentencagsanmnmatical but does not know
which grammatical rule is being broken; or somesitie learner goes beyond and may
give a semi-technical (James & Garrett, 1992) engilan for a determined rule, and

still does not have conscious awareness of that rul

According to R. Ellis (1994), implicit knowledgs rapidly accessed in informal
situations, on the other hand, explicit knowledgemdnds controlled processing,
generally not available for spontaneous language Ais important question raised here

is that explicit knowledge can be automatized tglopractice (DeKeyser, 2003). N.



Ellis (1994) suggests that, what is automatizedhés sequences of declarative rules

produced, and not the rules themselves.

In an attempt to shed some light in the Appliedduiistics research area, the
present study pursued the same line of enquiryles(Z006). However, Ellis (2006) is
a large scale study, part of a major project naMatsden, carried out at the University
of Auckland, in New Zealand. The Marsden study tptdce from 2002 to 2005 and
had as contributors seven researchers from theeiy of Auckland. The main
objectives of the project was (1) to develop tdstameasure implicit and explicit
knowledge; (2) to identify any significant relatitoetween language proficiency and
implicit and explicit knowledge; and (3) to invegte whether form-focused instruction

has a role on the acquisition of L2 explicit angbiitit knowledge (Ellis, 2009).

A total of 224 participants took part of the Magadproject and the majority
were international students enrolled in languadeals or undergraduate students at
the University of Auckland. The nationalities weneed, although most of them were
Chinese. There was a group of Japanese learnerarantder of Malaysian. English

proficiency was very mixed, from beginning to ade®ah learners.

Ellis (2006) revisits a thorny question, that“iwhat makes some grammatical
structures more difficult to learn than others” 481). According to him this question
can only be properly investigated if one consideplicit and explicit knowledge of

such structures.

As regards the instruments used to measuplicit and explicit knowledge,

Han and Ellis (1998) built a study which they cdllthe Marsden study, with the



purpose of developing a battery of tests that cquiovide separafemeasures of
implicit and explicit knowledge. A total of five & were developed by the Marsden
researchefsin order to provide measures of learners’ knowtedg 17 English
grammatical structures. The tests were: (1) Eliciteral Imitation Test, (2) Oral
Narrative Test, (3) Timed Grammaticality Judgemesst, (4) Untimed Grammaticality
Judgement Test, and (5) Metalinguistic KnowledgstTidan and Ellis (1998) designed
the test$ following the criteria that distinguishes impliéiom explicit knowledge. For
instance, it was predicted that the Oral Imitafl@st and the Oral Narrative Test would
measure implicit knowledge because test-takers dvoelyy on their feeling; moreover,
they would not have time to access their metalagguace they would be under time
pressure. On the other hand, Han and Ellis (1998jligted that the Metalinguistic
Knowledge Test would measure explicit knowledgease there was no time pressure,
facilitating the access to metalanguage. In thee cak the two Grammaticality
Judgement Tests, both required test-takers to foou®rm when judging whether the
sentences were grammatically correct or not. Howetlee Timed Grammaticality
Judgement Test encouraged the use of “feel” sine@s time pressured; the Untimed
Grammaticality Judgement Test, on the other hara @xpected to measure explicit
knowledge since it was not time pressured (whiclidenane more prone to resort to

one’s metalinguistic knowledge).

The same battery of tests used in Ellis (2006) wezsl in the present study. The

seventeen grammatical structures analysed in they sttere chosen according to the

% The authors made it clear, however, that the testsld only predispose, and not guarantee, learners
access to one or other type of knowledge, sincenaber of researchers (Breen, 1989; Coughan & Duff,
1994) have stated that tests do not necessaritgsmond to learners’ performance.

% The Marsden study was built on the Han and Eli29g) study, and it was composed by the following
researchers: Rod Ellis, Catherine Elder, Shawn leseWwosemary Erlam, Jenefer Philp, and the research
assistants: Satomi Mizutani, Keiko Sakui and ThoBekaney.

4 Besides these tests, the Marsden study also tigatedd language proficiency and the effects
ofinstruction on the acquisition of implicit andpdicit L2 knowledge.



following criteria: (1) they were inherently probtatic to all learners; (2) some
structures, as is the casewafrb complementsnvolve both item learning and system
learning, for instance "8 person; (3) they included morphological and sytitac
structures; finally (4) they were structures whityipically are covered in teaching

syllabus.

Besides investigating L2 knowledge, Ellis (200Boaexplored the implication
of L2 proficiency in terms of implicit and explicknowledge. In other words, Ellis
(2006) hypothesized that grammar knowledge and ro®igiency permeate the same
path. Ellis (2006) also explored whether grammatsteuctures benefit one type of

knowledge as regards proficiency.

An important issue brought to mind when measuringlicit knowledge is that
‘free production’ is the ideal measure, but wheec#jc linguistic features are being
investigated, as is the case in the Marsden stadyadso in Ellis’'s (2006), it is more
effective to apply tests that make it possibledptare the target structures and provide
a measure of implicit knowledge. Probably thishis teason why explicit knowledge is

found easier to measure, due to its declarativareat

1.2 Statement of the problem

The question of what makes some grammatical stregtmore difficult to learn
than others has been addressed by R. Ellis (199¢)conducted a study in New
Zealand with 220 international students, most ofclvlwere Chinese students of mixed
language proficiency, who were studying Englislaad.2. His results show that (1) the
difficulty of grammatical structures varied accaorglito whether one is considering

implicit or explicit knowledge of the structurebat (2) structures vary as to whether it



is implicit or explicit knowledge of them that islated to general language proficiency,
that (3) measures of both implicit and explicitrgraatical knowledge predict general
language proficiency and that (4) together, implieind explicit measures of
grammatical structures can predict a substantiabuauin of the variance in general
language proficiency scores (Ellis, 2006). The cibye of the present research proposal
is to investigate whether the same findings applitazilian learners of English as a

foreign language.

1.3 Significance of the research

Research has shown that easiness or diffienlthe learning of grammatical
structures may be a universal phenomenon (N. EAG)5). Also, the notion of
difficulty and easiness might be interpreted ifed#nt forms, and in different contexts,
i.e., what is easy for one learner may be diffi¢attanother. With the present study, |
hope to gain a better understanding of the coneogpifficulty in the learning of L2
grammatical structures and of how this notion itatesl to implicit and explicit
knowledge. In addition to that, and perhaps morngoirtantly, by replicating a previous
study (Ellis, 2006), | hope to contribute not omlth new knowledge to the area of
Second Language Acquisition — since a differentutetpn will be tested - but also
with consistent data, since constructive replicetionay provide stronger support for

the original theories and findings, making it pb$sito generalize outcomes.

The idea of replicating studies is based anfttt that a replication study
plays a significant role in the field, giving mazensistency and importance to previous

sound studies, throwing more light on the area &A §Language Teaching,



2008). Once results are replicated, there are nubrances that they will be

generalizable, contributing, thus, to a more sbéadis for research in SLA.

1.4 Organization of the thesis

Besides this introduction (Chapter 1), this disd#eh contains 4 chapters.
Chapter 2 lays the theoretical background for 8tigdy. It starts by discussing L2
grammar rules and the question of how we learn aZnghar, implicitly or explicitly.
The chapter also makes an appraisal of the L2 ilggaebate, briefly covering implicit
and explicit learning, knowledge and memory. Rwitay Ellis (2006), a theorization of
learning difficulty as implicit and explicit knowdigie and language proficiency and of
the assessment of both implicit and explicit knalgle is attempted. Finally, it theorizes

on the assessment of both, implicit and explicawledge.

Chapter 3 describes the method employed to callatz for the present study,
including information about the selection of papants, the materials and procedures
employed to assess implicit and explicit knowledm®d the statistical procedures used

to analyze the data. The chapter also poses thardsquestions that guided the study.

Chapter 4 reports and discusses the results obtamnthe study. This chapter
includes first the analysis of the results, follawey the discussion of the results in

relation to the research questions pursued.

Finally, chapter 5 points out the limitations ofettstudy provides some
suggestions for further research, and considere gmdagogical implications that arose

from the results.



CHAPTER Il

Review of Literature

The purpose of this review of literature is togaet the theoretical foundation
on which the present study is based. The revigthésefore, mostly grounded on Ellis
(2006). This review focuses on implicit and explichowledge and is organized as
follows. In the first main section, (2.1), the issof complexity of L2 grammar rules is
discussed. The second main section, (2.2), revibwsdebate between implicit and
explicit memory, learning and knowledge. The thmdin section (2.3) of this chapter
seeks to define learning difficulty as explicit angplicit knowledge which is followed
by a review of implicit and explicit knowledge and® proficiency (Section 2.4).
Finally, the last section (2.5) aims to offer arewew of the controversial factor that is

the measurement of implicit and explicit knowledgeb).

2.1 Grammar and grammatical rules in L2 learning

One of the most empirically researched and interg@saspect of SLA is
grammar. Rod Ellis (1993, 1994) claims that malkiegain forms salient in the input
can be beneficial to the rate of second languageileg. Reber (1989, 1993) and
Krashen (1994), on the other hand, claim that cemplles can only be learned
implicitly — for them, conscious explicit learnimgjonly effective if the rules are simple

and if, the structure is salient to the learner.

In the discussion on the role of grammar in L2 neay, one issue that is

commonly raised is the complexity of grammar ruf@smplexity of grammar rules has



been acknowledged by Hulstijn (1995) and Robins@896). Robinson (1996)

distinguishes the ternnules into two senses: one sense refers to the form hwhic
knowledge is represented in the learner’s mindredsethe other refers to pedagogic
rules, which are more simplified versions of lingjidé rules and which have a more
suitable means of presenting L2 information torlees. The effectiveness of pedagogic

rules can be discussed in terms of 3 positionslasafs:

a) the nonisomorphy position, that is, the nonintegfaosition, which states that
implicit and explicit competence of pedagogic rues different in kinds and

therefore do not interface (Krashen, 1985);

b) the attention-focusing position, which claims thatlagogic rules serve as a tool
to make learners focus on determined aspects keabeed through an inductive

process, not accessible to consciousness (Shar@modt, 1993).

c) the understanding position, according to which fduet of learning pedagogic
rules may lead to a conscious understanding ofdgelarities pattern that apply

to the grammar rules (Robinson, 1996).

As Robinson (1996) points out, pedagogic rulesatilifate learning, not only
because of the fact that they cause learners foenthte aspects of the grammar rules
but also because they lead the learner to undeérsegularities that happen within a

certain rule (Robinson, 1996).
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2.2 The implicit X explicit L2 learning debate: leaning, memory, and knowledge

2.2.1 Implicit and Explicit L2 Learning

The contrast between implicit and explicit learnisgclear in theory: explicit
learning in L2 relates to consciousness whereadidimpelates to unconsciousness
(Dornyei, 2009; Reber, 1967;). The trick is, acoogdo Dornyei (2009), when we try
to unveil the details, mainly because the litemtuas been using the termsplicit and
explicit for different purposes, with different meaning(byei, 2009). The terms are

applied to learning, knowledge, and memory.

Language learning, briefly speaking, refers to pinecess of how individuals
acquire a language and knowledge, which is stanettheir memory (Dornyei, 2009).
Then, it seems quite reasonable to think that ena would correspond to the other,
i.e., explicit knowledge would be acquired by egpliearning and stored in explicit
memory. On the other hand, implicit knowledge wolddacquired by implicit learning
and stored in implicit memory. As far as expli@aining, knowledge and memory are
concerned, there is no problem in the sequenceealbtonwvever, the same does not hold

true when the implicit sequence is considered (R&irr2009).

According to Hulstijn (2005), explicit learning tee most used type of school
instruction, where learners consciously try to fredularities and to identify rules that
accommodate these regularities. N. Ellis (2005 atates that the way the material is
elaborated and the depth of the learning technjgcmstrolled practice, and in-depth

analysis are directly related to the effectiverassxplicit learning.
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Berry (1994) concluded that second language legrimrgeneral presents great
support for explicit learning. The author criticiz¢he studies in the area for their
“inconsistent and unqualified use of the terms ioiplnd explicit” (p. 161). In her
view, besides the blurred distinctions between ketims, the tests designed to tap
implicit and explicit learning do not ensure aneetive measurement of what is learned

explicitly or implicitly.

The earliest experiments involving implicit learginook place in the 1960s
(Reber, 1967, 1969, 1976) and were led by two wdiffe methodologies. One
methodology was artificial grammar learning and thieer was probability learning.
These methodologies aimed at examining implicitvikdedge and its processes. Unlike
explicit learning, implicit learning is unconsciowend non-reflective. In implicit
learning, learners grasp information but are notrawof what is being learned.
Mathews, Buss, Stanley, Blanchard-Fields, Cho, Bmdhan (1989) claimed that
implicit processing, which is the processing of iitily learned knowledge, is more
sophisticated and powerful for complex structuremtexplicit processing. This finding
could, in fact, explain why implicitly learned lamage is so difficult to articulate, that

is, to be talked about.

2.2.2 Implicit and Explicit Memory

Dornyei (2009) clearly states that implicit and sipmemory is only one of the
several memory systems, each system presentingrehtf functional and biological

characteristics.
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Memory, as a general term, is widely used as ereate to the capacity our
brain has to store information. However, in psyolgl the term memory is defined
with regard to the retrieval of information whick bnly operationalized through
memory tasks. It is implicit memory though, whichads more attention. Paradis
(2004), for instance, states that implicit memosymore fundamental than explicit
memory. N. Ellis (2002, p.299) refers to expliciemory as a “conscious process of
remembering a prior episodic experience”. In theecaf explicit memory, the
individual is conscious of the knowledge held. @e bther hand, implicit memory is
still a problematic issue and, the main reasonthat is the fact that implicit memory
involves intuition, making it hard to find a mettadgy that is able to identify implicit

memory without ambiguity (N. Ellis, 2002).

According to Dekeyser (2003), what lends supporthi® existence of implicit
memory are studies conducted with amnesic patitts, cannot recognize people or
learn new names but show sensitivity towards uscions past experiences and have
the capacity to learn new skills. Amnesic patiedisplay normal performance on
implicit memory tests, which suggests that impliciemory consists of a different

cognitive system (Ddrnyei, 2009).

2.2.3 Implicit and Explicit Knowledge

The role of implicit and explicit knowledge has hesvestigated since the early
1980s (Krashen, 1982, 1985; Hulstijn and Hulstija84; Reber, 1989). After a study
with 317 students of French, Bialystok (1979) inderfrom the data that learners make
their grammaticality judgment on the basis of implknowledge, and only switch to

the use of explicit knowledge when more fine-grdimkecisions are required. She also
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stated that implicit and explicit knowledge residedifferent areas of the brain and,
therefore, should be treated differently. Anothmportant factor, according to her, is

that explicit knowledge is not likely to be acquina early childhood.

According to N. Ellis (1994) implicit knowledge aawt be described by the
speaker — for instance, because we acquire thelemmyuctures of our first language
automatically and unconsciously, the knowledge hafse structures cannot be easily
accessed and described. For N. Ellis (1994), somheo characteristics of implicit
knowledge are manifested in naturally occurringyleage behavior and cannot be easily
accessed separately from this behavior. Implicibvkdedge is also unanalyzed. The
learner is not aware of having learned of its exise. Explicit knowledge, on the other
hand, according to N. Ellis (1994) is analyzed klenge (i.e. knowledge that the
learner is aware of), that is manifested in mewlage and in problem-solving
activities that call for learners to pay focal atten to linguistic form. It involves

awareness and is available for the learner as scrs representation.

R. Ellis (1993) posits three roles for explicit kviedge: the first one is that of
monitoring and would be required, for instance, whidents try to use th& person-
s after having learned the rule. Another role & of facilitating ‘noticing’: even when
students are not communicating they feel encourdgedotice possible mistakes,
becoming more sensitive to undertake an adequasdysism which will facilitate

“noticing the gap”, the third role (Schmidt, 1994).

R. Ellis (2006) distinguishes implicit and explikhowledge of an L2 in seven
dimensions, which are divided into representationmetisions and processing
dimensions. Representation dimensions are subdivite: (1) awareness, (2) type of

knowledge, and (3) systematicity and certainty o2 knowledge. Processing
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dimensions are subdivided into: (1) accessibility kmowledge, (2) use of L2

knowledge, (3) self report and (4) learnabilitill briefly describe them next:

Awareness: according to Karmiloff-Smith (1979, in Ellis 200&oth implicit and
explicit knowledge involve awareness, although impl knowledge involves
unconscious awareness, associated with epilinguigtihavior, that is, behavior that is
demonstrated when the learner promptly recognizg #h sentence is incorrect.
According to Schmidt (1994), to understand awargrassa coOnscious Or unconscious
sense, it is necessary to distinguish it in différéevels. Therefore awareness of
environmental stimuli may be at a lower level thhat awareness one has of a rule or
generalization. Explicit knowledge involves consso awareness, which is

demonstrated by the learner’s ability to verbatizerule.

Type of knowledge:this representation dimension involves declaraging procedural

knowledge. The way declarative and procedural kedge are represented in our mind
is directly related to how they are processed $ERD06). Bialystok (1991) defines this
ability as ‘control’, and according to her it invek three functions, selective attention,

integration, and the ability to handle the languegesal time situations.

Systematicity and certainty of L2 knowledge:implicit knowledge is more structured

than explicit knowledge; besides, it is more systeen(Tarone, 1988). On the other
hand, explicit knowledge is imprecise, inaccuratel anconsistent (Sorace, 1985),
showing more variation in the standard deviatiohsest scores used to measure L2

learners” learning.

Accessibility of knowledge: Preston (2002) states that L2 learners possessasep
grammars. One is the deeply embedded knowledgenplicit knowledge, and this

‘grammar’ allows for automatic process. The otherthe more weakly represented
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knowledge, or explicit knowledge, which requiresrenoontrolled processing. Hulstijn
(2002) claims that explicit knowledge can be autiired through practice but it will
still be explicit knowledge. In contrast, DeKey42003) does not find any difference

between automated explicit knowledge and implioib\kledge.

Use of L2 knowledge:Yuan and Ellis (2003) showed that when learneespaessured
to perform a task they rely on their implicit kn@abe, resulting in less accurate
speech. Nevertheless, when given plenty of tim@edorm a task, their production

becomes more accurate once they access theiriekplkeviedge.

Self report: in a study where Butler (2002) used a cloze taish $apanese learners of
English, he reported that learners could providaes@xplanation for the choice they
made, pointing out the most striking feature of lEkp knowledge, which is

verbalization.

Learnability: some researchers claim that explicit knowledgeikeanlimplicit
knowledge can be learned at any age (Bialystok4)139owever Krashen (1982) states

that only simple rules can be learned as explinivkedge.

In Krashen’s view, the relationship between exphcid implicit knowledge in

L2 acquisition is controversial, with three basosions possible:

The non-interface position (Krashen, 1981): thisifian states that explicit and
implicit knowledge are stored separately, thus ctéjg the possibility of explicit
knowledge transforming directly into implicit knosdge and also the possibility of
implicit knowledge becoming explicit. Following Doyei’s words, “explicit learning
and implicit acquisition are independent languadw®irament mechanisms” and,

therefore, are “stored in different parts of thaibt (Dornyei 2009, p.160). Krashen’s



16

non-interface position is followed by two other slers, Jan Hulstijn and Michel
Paradis who, however, do not hold an extreme viéthis position. Unlike Krashen,
who claims that learners cannot count on explicgwledge for fluent communication,
and because of that completely rejects explicitngnar teaching, Hulstijn (2002, p.209)
considers explicit knowledge a “worthwhile, somedgrindeed indispensable, form of
knowledge to be used as a resource where and wimgicit knowledge is not (yet)

available”.

The strong interface position (DeKeyser, 1998):oading to this position
explicit knowledge may convert into implicit knowlge if learners have the
opportunity to practice. That is, after practicengeclarative rule, learners can convert it
into an implicit representation, although this doed entail the loss of the explicit
representation. The strong interface position & itost supported one. It was first

promoted by Sharwood Smith (1981), followed by Dgs@r (1998, 2007).

The weak interface position (R. Ellis, 1993): tipigsition has three versions.
One version states that explicit knowledge may eanwto implicit knowledge through
practice, but only if the learner has reached @lleof development that permits
accommodation of the new material. The second mersees explicit knowledge as a
contributor of implicit knowledge. As N. Ellis (199p.16) states, declarative rules can
have “top-down influences on perception”, enablegyners to ‘notice the gap’ between
their input and their linguistic competence (EIZ)09). N. Ellis (2005, p.325) also
argues that “the degree of influence of metalingriisformation on the nature of that
processing is so profound that claims of interfand interaction seem fully justified”.

The third version supports the idea that explicibwledge is used to produce output,
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that will serve as ‘auto-input’ to the implicit ieang mechanisms (Sharwood Smith,

1981).

2.3 Learning difficulty and implicit and explicit k nowledge

According to R. Ellis (2002) we now have plentyevidence that form-focused
instruction contributes to SLAn the study which the present thesis aims atcafig,
Ellis (2006) found that the difficulty of grammadicstructures varies according to
whether one is considering implicit or explicit kmedge of the structures. Structures
that are easy in terms of implicit knowledge may difficult in terms of explicit
knowledge and vice versa. Scores for the individtralctures showed that, for instance,
relative clauses are considered easy in terms mfo#tixand implicit knowledge, while
adverb placement is considered easy in terms ofigingnowledge and difficult in

terms of explicit knowledge.

DeKeyser (2003) distinguishes the “objective” asdbjective” difficulty of
grammatical features. According to DeKeyser (200332), objective difficulty
concerns the inherent difficulty of different gramtical features. It is determined by
reference to some theory of grammar that allowsliptiens to be made about which
features will be easy and which will be difficutt iearn (DeKeyser, 2003 in Ellis, 2006
p.431). Subjective difficulty, on the other hanéfers to the actual difficulty that
individual learners experience when learning a sdclanguage (L2). Because of
learners’ individual differences, the level of difilty will be different for each learner.
Therefore, it is important to determine these tvemses of difficulty in order to

distinguish if they are referred to as implicitexplicit knowledge and to determine an
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effective way to approach these grammatical featurghe classroom context through

effective instruction.

Both connectionist and symbolist theories havedttie explain how learners
develop implicit knowledge (Hulstijn, 2002; Selimkel972). These theories propose
that implicit knowledge is responsible for L2 acgjtion and not explicit knowledge. R.
Ellis (2006) followed N. Ellis (1996), Goldschnerdend DeKeyser (2001), Hulstijn and
De Graaf (1994), and Pienemann (1999) criteria éterthine what makes some

grammatical features easy or difficult as impliaibwledge:

1. Frequency: N. Ellis (1996, 2002) suggests thatriers acquire easily features
that occur frequently due to a neural capacity ioomsciously count the elements of

language they are exposed to.

2. Saliency: Goldschneider and DeKeyser (2001) lcolec that salient features
are first acquired in second language learning.ifgianceverb —ingis acquired before
3 person —sThis finding provides a clearer view of the natwrder of acquisition of

English as an L2.

3. Functional value: grammatical features that hadistinct function, that is,
that are typically non-redundant, are easier tonldhan forms that realize multiple
functions or are redundant. For instan¢®p&rson —s is entirely redundant, while plural

—s can be redundant in specific contexts.

4. Regularity: regularity concerns regular featurésatures that have an
identifiable pattern. Hulstijn and de Graaf (19@d9tinguish two aspects of regularity:
scope and reliability. According to them ‘scopehcerns the number of cases that a

particular rule covers, while ‘reliability’ concesrthe extent to which a rule holds true.



19

One example given by Hulstijn and de Graaf (1994fhe plural —s rule. The rule is
large in scope because it applies to a large nuwibeouns in English and is also high

in reliability because it applies to a large petage of all nouns (Ellis, 2006).

5. Processability: this criterion analyzes if thergmatical feature is easy to
process. Ellis (2006) posits that according to &meann (1999) the most difficult
structure to process is English relative clausteviing a subject noun phrase while the

use of ‘not’ as a lexical marker of negation woblan example of the least difficult.

R. Ellis (2004) proposes two independent aspeetsaitcording to him comprise
explicit knowledge, one consists of analyzed knolgée and the other consists of
metalinguistic knowledge. Ellis, (2004, p.231) def analyzed knowledge as the
conscious representation of linguistic structuree oan verbalize on demand. On the
other hand, metalinguistic knowledge is the capdeiarners have to label features of
linguistic structures. Based on another study whghs (2005) reports a significant
correlation between a measure of analyzed knowladdanetalinguistic knowledge, he
concludes that there is a great probability thatrlers with highly developed analyzed

knowledge will also possess extensive metalingulsiowledge.

Also investigating learning difficulty, Robinson 996) distinguishes two
dimensions of what he calls ‘pedagogic rule comp¥exwhere he relates a complex
feature to a complex explanation and a simple featw a simple explanation. Another
author that addressed learning difficulty was Hmg®2002). According to him explicit
knowledge should be operationalized as ‘knowletig¢ ¢an be verbalized with the use
of labels for concepts’ (p.205) in Ellis (2006)nfpily stated, this definition suggests
that what is important is the verbalization of thée, in terms of how easy or difficult

learners find it to verbalize a declarative ruldjietn according to Ellis (2006), will
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depend on two principal factors: the concepts wedland also the metalanguage

needed to express the rules.

In order to discuss the difficulty of declarativéas of grammar, R. Ellis (2006)

addresses the issues of conceptual clarity andangtzage.

2.3.1 Conceptual clarity

The first important distinction for understandiegnceptual clarity concerns
structures that are formally or functionally simgkerashen, 1982). Some structures
present a simple system but are very complex whaomes to functionality. Ellis
(2006) cites articles and wh-questions as examgléis duality: there are only three
forms of articles but they perform different furmets. On the other hand, wh-questions
are functionally simple but formally complex sindeey involve the inversion of the
subject and the verb. Grammar features which aradiby and functionally simple will
be easy to learn as explicit knowledge. Converselgtures which are formally and

functionally complex will be more difficult to learas explicit knowledge.

The second important distinction concerns the gagneiles of a determined
grammar feature. Hulstiin and De Graaf (1994) makelistinction between ‘rule
learning’ and ‘item learning’. According to thersfructures that do not have clear rules
should be learned as items, therefore facilitatimg learning process, and of course
structures that have clear rules can be learnddtim ways, as items or as rules. Ellis
(2006) assumes that for those structures that dopresent clear rules, explicit

knowledge will be favored, as opposed to the stingstthat present clear rules.
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2.3.2 Metalanguage

According to James and Garrett (1992), metalanguhge is the language we
use to define grammar rules, can be ‘semi-techinaraltechnical’. Rules for some
grammatical structures can be expressed simpli, ktite metalanguage. For instance,
the rule for the use of the indefinite article withcountable nouns. On the other hand,
other rules require more technical, substantialataaguage for instance, the rule for
dative alternation with verbs like give and send All in all, the more technical
metalanguage a rule requires, the more difficidt thle will be to be learnt. According
to Ellis (2006), we have to rely on empirical ratitban theoretical means when
distinguishing rules’ difficulty as explicit knowdge. One of the empirical means is to
examine the order of the grammar rules in the laggusyllabi, based on Krashen’s
(1981) view, and the other is to rely on appliedlgliists or experienced language

teachers.

2.4 Implicit and explicit knowledge and L2 proficiency

Ellis (2006), the study which the present studysaam replicating, explores to
what extent L2 proficiency can be understood imgeof a mix of implicit and explicit
knowledge. This study will be carefully reviewedwnoThe author hypothesized that
implicit and explicit knowledge are implicated ianiguage proficiency, being able to
predict learners’ level of proficiency by investigg to what extent they possess

knowledge of grammatical structures that are diffito acquire as implicit knowledge

> Dative alternation refers to the verb flexibility in sentence patterns, for instance, whereas the verb give
permits two sentence patterns (...V+l0+DO) and (...V+DO+10), the verb explain only permits one
sentence pattern (...V+DO+I0).
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and those that are difficult to learn in terms gplecit knowledge. The study presents
important features that distinguish both implieidaexplicit knowledge. These features
are divided into representation dimensions andgssiog dimensions. Representation
dimensions are composed of: (1) awareness (Kam8lwmith, 1979); (2) type of
knowledge (Bialystok, 1991:72) and (3) sistemati@hd certainty of L2 knowledge
(Tarone, 1988; Sorace, 1985; Zobl, 1995). The msing dimensions group consists of:
(1) accessibility of knowledge (Preston, 2002; Hjps2002; DeKeyser, 2003), (2) use
of L2 knowledge (Yuan and Ellis, 2003), (3) selfpoet (Butler, 2002) and (4)

learnability (Bialystok, 1994; Krashen, 1982), fanty addressed in section 2.4.3.

In order to investigate the learning difficulty tfe selected 17 grammatical
structures, Ellis (2006) provided theoretical baokmd introducing characteristics of
each type of knowledge. Concerning implicit knovgedthere are five determinants
that contribute to the understanding of what magemmmatical features easy or
difficult. These, are: (1) frequency (N. Ellis, 9Gass and Mackey, 2002), (2)
saliency (Goldschneider and DeKeyser, 2001), (8ctional value (Andersen, 1984),
(4) regularity (Hulstijn and de Graaf, 1994) and socessability (Pienemann, 1999).
Regarding explicit knowledge, the author brings aggutual clarity (Krashen, 1982;
Hammerly, 1982; Hulstin and De Graaf, 1994; De &Bral997; Hu, 2002) and
metalanguage (James and Garrett, 1992; Krashed,; Eathinson, 1996) as important

characteristics to explain the easiness or diffycaf grammatical features.

Based on both types of knowledge, implicit and liekp four tests were
administered in the study: the Oral Imitation Télse Timed Grammaticality Judgment
Test, the Untimed Grammaticality Judgment Test #red Metalinguistic Knowledge

Test (see section 6.2 for an explanation of easf). t€he first two tests were designed
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to measure implicit knowledge and the last two &asure explicit knowledge. General
proficiency was measured by an international preficy test, IELTS. There were 220
participants in the study, from different countrigeluding China, Japan and Malaysia.
Their English proficiency level was mixed and thal/took the battery of four tests,
except for the IELTS, because proficiency scor&t TIS) were available for only a

subset of 50 participants.

An interesting finding was the comparison of insfiland explicit knowledge of
the individual structures. In the case of the icipknowledge scores, ‘easy’ structures
(mean score higher than 0.60) were verb complenpassessive —s, modals, adverb
placement, and relative clauses while ‘difficult’ustures (score lower than 0.45) were
indefinite article, unreal conditionals and questitags. In the case of explicit
knowledge, the ‘easy structures (score higher tha®) were plural —s, indefinite
article, possessive —s, regular past tense antveeldauses. ‘Difficult structures for
explicit knowledge (scores of 0.50 or lower) wedvexb placement, ergative verbs and
unreal conditionals. Spearman Rank Order Correldioo the two sets of scores was
very weak and statistically non-significant. Inatn to the IELTS scores, there were
some very significant correlations. For instanogplicit scores for comparative, unreal
conditionals and since/for were strongly relatedh® IELTS scores, whereas explicit
scores of the same features were weakly relatetileedELTS scores. However, the
explicit scores for indefinite article, regular ptense, and, in particular, relative clauses
were strongly related to the IELTS scores, wherthees implicit scores for these
structures were weakly related to the IELTS scdresrestingly, for some grammatical
structures analyzed, for instance, embedded qusstad adverb placement both the
implicit and explicit scores correlated with theLTES scores. Some structures did not

show a relationship to the IELTS scores for eitied of knowledge.
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The findings of the study showed that both implaid explicit knowledge help
contribute to general proficiency total scores, deer in different skills. While implicit
knowledge was more related to listening and spealarplicit knowledge was related
to writing and reading. Ellis’ (2006) findings avégreat relevance to the understanding
of the relationship between difficulty of L2 gramtieal structures, implicit knowledge,
explicit knowledge and general language proficiertis therefore important to verify

if the same findings hold in the case of Brazilearners of English as an L2.

2.5 Measuring implicit and explicit knowledge

A controversial factor that involves implicit andpéicit knowledge is how to
validate the measure of these two kinds of knovdeditan and Ellis (1998), DeKeyser
(2003), and Bialystok (1994) have conducted stutlie®lucidate this matter, mostly
regarding the time allowed for the performanceabivdies, trying to determine what role

time plays when assessing implicit and explicitwiealge.

Ellis (2009) claims that the ideal measure for ioiplknowledge is free
production. However, he does not ignore other t@kish can also validate measures of
implicit knowledge, such as grammaticality judgemessts, especially when specific
linguistic features are investigated, making leesrdemonstrate whether they know the

target features.

Undoubtedly, explicit knowledge is easier to meesurearners have time to
process information that is stored as explicit kieolge. Implicit knowledge, on the other

hand, is accessible by means of automatic progessid does not require time to be
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accessed. It is of great importance in the assegssh@nplicit knowledge to ensure that

test takers are focused on meaning rather than(tériaam, 2006).

According to Erlam (2006), Elicited Imitation Testequire learners to process
language rather them repeat verbatim what they haaed. A very important factor in
this test is time. For an Elicited Imitation test be a valid measure of implicit
knowledge, the test must be performed under tinessure so that participants do not

have time to plan their responses.

Another frequently used test to measure impliod &xplicit knowledge is the
Grammaticality Judgement Tests (GJTs). As R. KllB91) states, there are different
options that learners have when performing a G&r.iRstance, if the task requires
participants to discriminate grammatical and ungreatical sentences, it is possible that
they will respond intuitively. However, if the tas&quires participants to locate or to
describe the error, it will require more consciamalysis. Again, time is an important
factor on this test. According to R. Ellis (2004 participants are given time to perform
the test they have the opportunity to reflect om gkbntence, and thus draw on explicit
knowledge. Nevertheless, that does not guaransgérticipants will rely on intuition
to judge a sentence. In order to know what knowdeldgrners use when making the
GJT it is necessary to compare the results to ddss. R. Ellis (1998) administered
three GJTs in order to compare the result to otiests: elicited imitation and
metalanguage. The conclusion was that, when admiad within limited time, GJTs
predispose participants to draw more on implicibwledge and when administered

without a time limit, participants draw more on &g knowledge.

In the case of Metalinguistic knowledge test, ipgrants are aware that they are

making judgments about the grammaticality of aeece, and draw completely on their
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explicit knowledge. Hu (2002) suggests that lea’ nability to apply their knowledge
may vary. According to him, two factors can inflgenthat. One is the degree of
attention to form and also the time allowed for thek, the other is the relevance of the
structures in production for the learners. The nfoequent and cognitively prominent

they find the form, the more they will be accuratetheir judgments.

As De Jong (2005 p. 7) noted:

Testing whether learning is implicit or explicis ivery difficult

because there are no clear boundaries betweencitmghd explicit

processes and nearly all cognitive processes hatle implicit and

explicit aspects. This means that implicit learngiguld not be ruled
out as soon as awareness has been establishedhadd implicit

learning only be assumed when there is no awaresesdl of the
learning process or product. The same argumensHotdmplicit and

explicit knowledge, which can (and often do) cosexand operate
simultaneously.

In my opinion De Jong (2005) clearly states thellehge faced by researchers
in developing tests that separately measure imipdad explicit knowledge. The
solution Ellis (2009) proposes is to set some gat®d operationalize the tests: the first
one is the degree of awareness, the second isirttee a@vailable for producing a
response, then the focus of attention and thetyutili metalanguage in producing a
response. Hence, they developed the tests used studly: the Elicited Oral Imitation
Test, the Oral Narrative Test, the Timed Grammatjcdudgment Test, the Untimed

Grammaticality Judgment Test, and the Metalingaisast.



CHAPTER 1lI

Method

As seen in the review of literature, Ellis (2006jomosed a multi-task
investigation by correlating tasks that measurelisit@and explicit knowledge and the
level of proficiency students have. With this innehj the main objective of this study is
to investigate this correlation in a Brazilian a®xit through an Approximate or

Systematic (Language Teaching, 2008) replicatioBllss (2006) study.

To this end, this chapter will describe the methogical procedures of this
study, in the following order: the first sectiontbfs chapter — section 3.1 — presents the
research questions pursued. Section 3.2 presdotsmation about the participants and
the context of the research. The next sectionise@&.3, describes the instruments
applied in the data collection, followed by sect®4, which presents the procedures for

data collection and data analysis.

3.1 Research questions

Following Ellis (2006, p. 441), the present studysued the following research

questions:

1. Are there some grammatical structures that asy én terms of implicit

knowledge but difficult in terms of explicit knovdge?

2. Conversely, are there some grammatical strugtilmvat are difficult in terms

of explicit knowledge but difficult in terms of intipit knowledge?
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3. To what extent is implicit/explicit knowledge sppecific grammatical features

related to general L2 proficiency?

4. To what extent does implicit and explicit knodde of specific grammatical

structures predict general L2 proficiency?

3.2 Participants

In order to answer these questions, data was tetldcom native speakers of
Brazilian Portuguese performing the four tasks psmg by Ellis (2006) and a
proficiency test, PET. First, | contacted the teastof all levels of the Letrgprogram
and the Extra-curricularcourses at the Federal University of Santa Catanvho
authorized my visit and also encouraged their sttgd® participate in the study. After
that, | visited their classes to talk briefly abtluw purposes of the study and collect the
e-mails from the ones interested in taking parth@ study. No financial reward was
given. Five book vouchers were raffled as an ingerfor those who kindly volunteered
for the study. Moreover, the fact that they couddrdraccess to their performance on the
proficiency test, PET, proved to be a very stimotatffactor for those who wanted to

check on their current English performance.

A total of 45 participants took part in the presestudy. There were 7
participants from the first semester of the LetPaisgram at Universidade Federal de
Santa Catarina (UFSC), 6 from the fifth semestdrpm the seventh semester and 31

participants from the Extra-curricular courses ofgsh at Universidade Federal de

® The Letras Inglés program is an undergraduatesecaffered at UFSC — Universidade Federal de Santa
Catarina — which enables the learner to receivldrigeaching certificate after the full completwithe
four-year program.

7 The Extra-curricular courses were created inl##&0s by UFSC as foreign language teaching program,
they assist UFSC students as well as the commimggneral.
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Santa Catarina (UFSC). Except fop&rticipants from Level 4, the participants frore th
Extra-curricular course were from level 5 and ab®&participants were from level 5; 9
participants were from level 6; 3 participants evétom level 7; 5 participants from
level 8, and 4 participants were from the Advan2devel. The extracurricular English
course is composed of ten semesters of studieses$ers 1 and 2 are considered
beginning levels, equivalent to one year of Englitdsses. Semesters 3 and 4 are
considered pre-intermediate levels, equivalent wwm tyears of English classes.
Semesters 5 and 6 are considered intermediates)egglivalent to three years of
English classes. Semesters 7 and 8 are considijledntermediate levels, equivalent
to four years of English classes and semestersl 9 @rare considered advanced levels,
equivalent to five years of English classes. Theespondence of the semesters in

relation to the levels of proficiency is based anra house categorization.

Overall, the English proficiency of thgarticipants was very mixed, ranging
from low-intermediate to advanced learners who stbw competent command of
English. All of the participants were Brazilianegfkers of Portuguese and were invited
by the researcher during her brief visit to théasses, where she collected the email
addresses from the ones interested in taking pahte study. The arrangements for the
meetings were all made by email. All the particiigasigned a consent form (see

Appendix A) before performing the battery of tests.

Through information collected through a profile gtiennaire (see Appendix B),
it was possible to learn that participants” agegeanfrom 17 to 55 (M = 25.29).
Thirteen participants reported having spent some iin an English speaking country,
with length of stay ranging from 4 days to 9 mon#asides English, some participants

also reported learning or having learned otherdaggs, 15 participants mentioned they
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have learned or were learning Spanish; 7, Germaialé&n; 5, French; 1, Greek, and 1
reported having learned Japanese. When asked #igokind of instruction received in
the English class at school, 25 participants werphatic, stating that the focus of their

classes was grammar structures.

3.3 Instruments

In the present study, except for the proficiencst,téhe instruments used were
the same used in the original Ellis’ study (2006)e instruments consisted of four tests
and a proficiency test. A total of 17 grammatidalictures were tested. In this section, |
will first address the grammatical structures ugedhe present study and then the
battery of tests. As in Ellis (2006), the grammaltistructures were: verb complement,
3 person —s, plural —s, indefinite article, possessis, regular past tense —ed, yes/no
questions, comparative, unreal conditionals, modamative verbs, embedded
guestions, adverb placement, question tags, sorcalftive alternation, and relative
clauses (see Table 1). In his original study, ERiB06) chose these structures based on
the following criteria: (1) structures which werné @oblematic to learners, resulting in
identifiable production errors; (2) structures whiwere likely to involve both item
learning as in the case of verb complements; aistesy learning, for instance 3
person —s; (3) structures which included both molgdical and syntactical structures;
and (4) structures representing the full rangetroictures covered in a typical teaching

syllabus, from all levels.



Table 1

The grammar content of the tests battery

Grammar feature

Description
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Typical learner error

Verb complement

Some main verbs (e.g. want)

dkao says he wants buying

an infinitive complement whereas new car.

others (e.g. suggest) take

gerund complement.

a

3 person —s

-S is attached to the base formkofoshi live with his friend
the verb in the "8 person of the Koji.

Present Simple Tense.

Plural —s

-S is attached to nouns in
contexts where the noun refers
‘more than one’.

aartin sold a few old coins
tand stamp to a shop.

Indefinite article

‘alan’ precedes a countable n
when the referent is non-specil
and not already known to th
hearer.

piihey had the very good
itime at the party.
e

Possessive —s

-s is attached to a modifying 1
to signal it is the possessor

1duao is still living in his
rich uncle house.

Regular Past Tense
ed

—ed is added to the base form
the verb to signal past time

dflartin ~ completed  his
assignment and print it out.

Yes/no questions

Yes/no questions are formeg
placing an auxiliary verb befor
the subject and main verb. T

| g Keiko completed her
ehomework?
ne

auxiliary (not the main verb) is
tensed.

Comparative Monosyllabic comparativdhe building is more
adjectives add —er to the badeigger than your house.
form of the adjective

polysyllabic adjectives make th
comparative by placing ‘morg
before the base form.

e

Unreal conditionals

The main clause in an un
conditional sentence requires f{
use of a past modal + have + V¢

rdblhe had been richer, she
heill marry him.
2N,

Modals

Modal verbs such as ‘must’ a

nd must to brush my teeth
e

‘can’ are followed by the bas



form of the main verb.
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now.

Ergative verbs

Ergative verbs like ‘increas
must take the active voice unle
the sentence contains an expl
or readily inferred agent thg
caused the process to occur.

s@8etween 1990 and 2000
sthe population of New
ciealand was increased.

At

Embedded question

~

D>

Questions that are reported
are indirect rather than direg
require declarative word ordg

liemm wanted to know what
thad | done.
or

(i,e. there is no subject-verb
inversion)
Adverb placement Adverbs can be position&he writes very well

sentence initially and finally a

ndEnglish.
also between the subject and verb

but not between the verb and
direct object.

he

Question tags

The choice of auxiliary in
guestion tag is dependent on 1
form of the main verb (e.g. th
main verb contains an auxilia
then the same auxiliary must
chosen in the question tag).

We will leave tomorrow,
hen’t it?

e

Yy
e

Since/For

‘Since’ denotes a period of timde has been living in New

commencing at a specific point
the past and continuing into tk
present; ‘for’ is used when th
period is denoted in terms of
number of time units.

iZealand since three years.
ne
e
a

Dative alternation

Whereas verbs like ‘give’ pert
two sentence patterr
(...V+IO+DO and ...V+DO+IO)
verbs like ‘explain’ only permi
one sentence patte
(...vV+DO+IO).

mithe teacher explained John
1ghe answer.

[
mn

Relative clauses

Source: Ellis, 2006

Relative clauses in English wi
the relative pronoun functions
object; such clauses do not allc

nditee boat that my father
abought it has sunk.
W

a resumptive pronoun.
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Having presented the 17 grammatical structures uns&tlis (2006), | will now

describe the tasks participants were asked to pmenfothe present study.

Oral Imitation Test: The first test consisted of an Oral Imitation Téstwhich
after listening to a set of 34 belief statementse(grammatical and one ungrammatical
sentence per structure) participants were requoeshy if they agreed with, disagreed
with, or were not sure about each statement. Haatits were then required to repeat

the sentences orally in correct English. An exanopline comparative feature is:
New Zealand is greener and more beautiful thanratbantries
An example of the"8person —s feature is:
The film that everyone likes is Star Wars
An example of the since/for feature is:
People have been using computers since many years

The test was described as a Belief Questionnakeravthey would have to give
their opinion on different topics. They were toldat after listening to the belief
statement they should decide whether the statemastrue, not true, or if they were
not sure about their belief, marking with an x dre ttest sheet that worked as a

distractor.
New Zealand is greener and more beautiful thanratbantries.
() True ( ) Not true ( ) Nsatre

After marking their choice, participants shoulgheat the statement in correct
English in a microphone connected to a computechvinecorded every sentence for

further analysis. According to Erlam (2006), thesttwas presented as a Belief
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Questionnaire in an attempt to maximize participaattention to meaning rather than
form. With this aim in mind, statements were orgadi around themes, for instance,
education, relationships, etc. Participants’ answerere analyzed by identifying

obligatory occasions for the use of the targetcstime. In his study, Ellis (2006)

presented the belief statements orally on a casgpddtyer. However, in the present
study, these statements were presented on a CDdeecdy a native speaker of
American English. When a participant failed to ewét a sentence or to create an
obligatory context for the target structure, thidgsncoded as ‘avoidance’. A score of 1
was allocated for each correctly imitated senteRoe.the sentence in which the target
structure was either avoided or attempted but nectlly supplied, a 0 was allocated.

The scores were expressed as percentage corredgpendix C).

Timed Grammaticality Judgment Test: The second test, the Timed
Grammaticality Judgment Test, was a computer-dedivetest consisting of 34
sentences, evenly divided between grammatical argfammmatical sentences. The
sentences were presented on a computer screeraélonf the seventeen grammatical
structures there were four sentences to be judfeds, participants were required to
indicate whether each sentence was grammaticalgmammatical by pressing response
buttons: the shift button was for incorrect andehéer button for correct, within a fixed
time limit, which ranged from 1.8 to 6.24 secon@pehding on the sentence. In Ellis
(2006), this time was established by timing natsmeakers’ performance on the
sentences in a pilot study. After calculating theerage of the native speakers’
performance, Ellis (2006) added 20 per cent duinécslower processing speed of L2
learners. Each item was scored as correct or iecband items not responded were

scored as incorrect. A percentage accuracy scasealaulated.
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Untimed Grammaticality Judgment Test: In the third test, the Untimed
Grammaticality Judgment Test, participants hadsdrae content as the timed one, the
difference being that they could use their own titmedo it. Total accuracy scores as
well as separate scores for the grammatical andaumgatical sentences were
calculated (see Appendix E). After concluding test t participants were told to remain
in front of the computer for the next test: the ib@d Grammaticality Judgment Test
which had the same content as the previous onewasdalso computer-delivered.
Besides having their own time to answer the temttiggpants should also indicate how
certain they were about their answers and aldtelf answered based on their feeling or

on a rule, however, this data will not be analyrethis study.

Metalinguistic Knowledge Test: Finally, in the fourth test, the Metalinguistic
Knowledge Test, participants were presented witleiseeen ungrammatical sentences
and selected the rule that best explained each @utoof four choices provided. A total
percentage accuracy score was calculated (see Appé&d). The Metalinguistic
Knowledge Test consisted of 17 ungrammatical seetemd was presented on paper,

participants should only mark which rule best exyd each error out of four choices.

Preliminary English Test (PET): In order to verify if the two types of
knowledge, implicit and explicit, were implicated proficiency and also if structures
varied in the type of knowledge that was predictdieproficiency, participants were
submitted to the Preliminary English Test. The tgat in familiar paper-and-pencil
format consisting of four parts: Reading, Writingistening, and Speaking. The
listening part has four sections that involve arrgwgemultiple choice questions after
listening to a conversation or a monologue. Thalirgapart has three sections. The

writing part consists of two sections, one is acfional writing task and the other, a
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more formal writing task. The speaking part cossadt three sections, an interview, a
description of a picture, and a description of axng. Scores are based on the Council

of Europe Common European Framework.

The Preliminary English Test (PET) is a generalfipency examination
provided by the University of Cambridge ESOL (pafrtJCLES), and it is recognized
and used by many education institutions and busigegporations around the world.
The examination is at level B1 in the Council of regpe Common European
Framework. It is at Entry Level 3 in the UK Natidr@@ualifications Framework. The
ranking of the examinations provided by the Uniigrof Cambridge ESOL is

described in Table 2:

Table 2

Cambridge Examinations and its equivalent for CalusfcEurope Common European

Framework

o Council of Europe Common European
Examinations

Framework
CPE - Certificate of Proficiency in English C2 — Proficient User
CAE - Certificate in Advanced English C1- Proficient User
FCE - First Certificate in English B2 — Independent User
PET - Preliminary English Test -Bddependent User
KET — Key English Test A2 — Baklser

Source: www.coe.int/T/DG4/Portfolio/?L=E&M=/main_ges/levels.html
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The Association of Language Testers in Europe (ALiFEalignment with the

Council of Europe Common European Framework hagldped a framework for each

of the six levels of language proficiency showinlgawvlearners can typically do at each

level. At PET level, besides general ability, thesealso the required ability in other

three contexts: social & tourist, work and studizeTable below describes each of the

abilities.

Table 3

Abilities learners can typically show at a passgrgde

Typical abilities

Listening and Speaking

Readind &vriting

Overall
ability

genera

CAN understand straightforwatr

instructions or publig
announcements.

CAN express opinions o0
abstract/cultural matters in

limited way or offer advice withir
a known area.

dCAN understand routine
> information and articles.

CAN write letters or make
nnotes on familiar or
redictable matters.

I

Social & Tourist

CAN identify the main topic of
news broadcast on TV if there ig
strong visual element.

CAN ask for information abou
accommodation and travel.

& AN understand factual
articles in  newspapers,
routine letters from hotels
and letters  expressing
personal opinions.

CAN write letters on a
limited range of predictable
topics related to personal
experience.

t

Work

CAN follow a simple
presentation/demonstration.

CAN offer advice to clients

within own job area on simple

matters.

CAN understand the
general meaning of non-
- routine letters and
theoretical articles within
own work area.

CAN make reasonably

accurate notes at a meeting
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or seminar where the
subject matter is familiar
and predictable.

Study CAN understand instructions p@AN understand most
classes and assignments given| Imformation of a factual
a teacher or lecturer. nature in his/her study area.

CAN take part in a seminar OICAN take basic notes in a
tutorial using simple language. | lecture.

Source: http://www.cambridgeesol.org/exams/exarf@gafr.html

The approximate ranges of percentage for each graB&T are as follows: (1)
Passing grades is subdivided in Pass with Merit Bads. For Pass with Merit the
percentage is from 85% and above. For Pass, pagenaries from 70% to 84%.
Failing grades are subdivided into Narrow Fail ardil. For Narrow Fail, the
percentage is 65% to 69%, and for Fail it is 64% &elow. The test consisted of
multiple choice items for the Reading and Listensggtions. The Writing section
consisted of 5 fill-in-the-blanks items and two cigstive items. The possible maximum

score was 100 for each section.

The Reading section consisted of 35 questions. Foprastions 1 to 5
participants had to mark the letter to the coreeqtlanation of different signs; from
questions 6 to 10 participants were given the dasan of five people and then asked
to match them to the appropriate college or codesscribed on the next page; from
questions 11 to 20, participants had to look asdfitences about European travel, then
read a text about it and decide if each sentensecaaect or incorrect; from questions
21 to 25 patrticipants were given a text interpretatand last, from questions 26 to 35,
participants had to read a text and choose theaoword out of four alternatives for

each missing word.
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The writing section was divided in three parts. Tirst part consisted of
questions 1 to 5, and it was presented as a filiénblanks activity, where participants
had to complete the sentences so as to make setise firevious one given in the test.
In the second part, participants were asked tcevant email where participants should
tell a friend they have joined a club. In additipasticipants should explain which club
they have joined and should suggest the club teead and say what they both could
do there. Part three of the writing section comesisbf two questions. However
participants could choose the one they felt mo#lingito answer. One was an answer
to a letter received from a friend in the USA ahd bther was a story that the English
teacher had asked them to write. Both tasks redjpeaticipants to write about 100

words.

The Listening section consisted of four parts. €heere seven questions in the
first part, each question was presented with tpreteires, then participants had to listen
to the recording and choose the picture that cpomded to it. From questions 8 to 13,
the second part of the Listening test, participamse asked to hear an interview and
choose the correct answer out of three. In pareethfrom questions 14 to 19,
participants heard a radio announcer talking alamtivities at a museum. For each
question, they had to fill in the missing infornmatiin the numbered spaces. Last, in
part four, participants were given six sentencdseyTheard a conversation between a
boy and his sister, about school, and were askegdcale if each sentence was correct

or incorrect.

The tests, along with a subsection of 5 fill-in-tilanks questions of the Writing
section, were all corrected by this researcher. Ipeaking section was also assessed

by me, due to logistic constraints. Participantaraged to take the tests in very different
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times, making it difficult to have another partyadable. As for the Writing part, this
was corrected by three raters, one native spedk&nglish and two M.A students,
speakers of Brazilian Portuguese as L1. Scoresdchn section were obtained through a
mean score and then correlated to the 17 gramrhaticsctures proposed by Ellis

(2006).

Before moving on to the next subsection, a finatdvon the raters is in order.
Rater 1 is a native speaker of English who hagllimeBrasil for 10 years with 8 years
of experience in English language teaching. Rater&Brazilian English teacher with
15 years of experience in English language teaclaing rater 3, who is also a Brazilian

English teacher with 15 years of experience in Ehghnguage teaching.

3.4 Procedures for data collection

The present study is a replication of Ellis (200&)d therefore, it follows its
method as strictly as possible, making only thajestments which were found to be
necessary because of infra-structure. Data caleetas carried out in two stages. The
first stage consisted of the same four tasks apjheEllis (2006) and the second stage
consisted of the proficiency test. Both stages vperdormed in my advisor’s office at

Centro de Comunicacéo e Expressao (CCE) inside Weg{lex.

The 45 patrticipants were invited to take the preficy test PET, data from those
whose scores fell between 4.5 and 8 - which wererthan IELTS scores used in Ellis’
study were analyzed to address research questiomsen three and four. Following Ellis
(2006), data from all the participants, includihg tones who scored below and over the

average scores were used to address researclogaeste and two.
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Upon arrival in the office where data would be eoled, participants were first
asked to read and sign a consent form. Subsequémlyirst test and the Oral Imitation

Test were explained to them.

Following Ellis (2006), prior to performing each thie four tests — i.e., the Oral
Imitation Test, the Timed Grammaticality Judgmessfl the Untimed Grammaticality
Judgment Test, and the Metalinguistic Knowledget Feparticipants were given a
practice session. In addition, participants congulea background questionnaire
containing questions about their first language, alge they started learning English,
number of years in an English speaking countryemoliinguages they have studied and

the kind of instruction in English they receivedsahool (see appendix A) .

Before leaving, participants arranged the datettierproficiency test, PET. At
first, | tried to stipulate Fridays for participanto do the proficiency test. However,
because of a high number of absences, | decidedhst wiser to arrange the test
individually in my advisor’s office, despite beingpre time consuming. Data collection
started on March 31, 2009 and ended on July 7,.ZDI0® sessions were all individual
and lasted approximately one hour and thirty miswyger participant. The proficiency
test lasted approximately two hours and fifteenuten, except for five pairs who took
the test on the same day, the other participantnged individual meetings at my

advisor’s office due to their schedule constraints.

Following Ellis (2006), the reliability of the d#fent test measures were

determined by Cronbach’s AlghaAgain, following Ellis (2006), a combined mean

8 Cronbach's alpha measures how well a set of ifemariables) measures a single unidimensional
latent construct. When data have a multidimensistmacture, Cronbach's alpha will usually be low.
Technically speaking, Cronbach's alpha is not éssitzal test - it is a coefficient of reliabilitfpr
consistency). (UCLA Academic Technologic Services).
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score for the Oral Imitation Test and the Timed r@raticality Judgment Test (total)
for each of the seventeen grammatical structures eadculated. A combined mean
score using the ungrammatical sentences on thenddtGrammaticality Judgment Test
and the scores from the Metalinguistic Knowledgst™eas calculated for each of the
seventeen structures. Difference scores for expdiocd implicit knowledge for each
grammatical structure were calculated by subtrgctire mean score for the Untimed
GJT/Metalinguistic Knowledge Test. Multiple regressanalyses were conducted with
the implicit and explicit scores for selected graamtical structures (the same used by
Ellis, 2006) as the independent variables and tHeTE scores as the dependent
variables. A Principal Component Analysis was caned to determine the extent to
which the Oral Imitation Test and the Timed Gramoadity Judgment Test measure
implicit knowledge. The same statistical procedwes used to determine the extent to
which the Untimed Grammaticality Judgment Test dtredMetalinguistic Test measure

explicit knowledge.

Proficiency was measured by the academic versidheoPreliminary English
Test (PET). Two reasons propelled me to choose iR&E€ad of IELTS, one was the
availability, and the other was the possibility itwrease the range of participants

applying a proficiency test of an intermediate leve

The next chapter will bring the results of the abonentioned analysis as well
as a discussion of the results found in this studl.analyses were made using the

software SPSS 15.0 for Windows.



CHAPTER IV

Data Analysis and Discussion

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of the present chapter is to presehtdatuss the results of the
Approximate Replication study which investigatecargmar learning difficulty, L2
proficiency, and implicit and explicit knowledge drder to gain insights from the data,
statistical treatments were adopted, and, thusoptanization of the chapter will be as
follows. First, | will present the results from tHescriptive analysis of the participants’
scores on the five implicit/explicit knowledge te$Metalinguistic Test, Oral Imitation
Test, Timed Grammaticality Judgement Test, UntilGeammaticality Judgement Test,
and ungrammatical sentences on the Untimed GraroafigtiJudgement Test) and on
the proficiency test (PET) (Section 4.2). Secondyill present the results of the
Cronbach’s Alpha calculated to estimate the rditgbiof the implicit/explicit
knowledge tests (Section 4.3). Third, | will prelséime participants’ combined mean
scores for the Oral Imitation Test and the Time@r@mnaticality Judgement Test for
each of the seventeen grammatical structures btingeted, together with their
combined mean scores for the ungrammatical serdemcéhe Untimed Grammaticality
Judgement Test and the scores from the Metalingukshowledge Test will be
presented and discussed (Section 4.5). This wilfdliowed by the presentation and
discussion of the correlation scores between th@icithand explicit knowledge scores

for the seventeen grammatical structures and tiiede&res (Section 4.7).
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Finally, the results of multiple regression ana$yéeith the implicit and explicit
scores for selected grammatical structures asrttiependent variables and the PET

scores as the dependent variables) will be addig¢Ssxtion 4.7).

4.2 Descriptive Analysis

This section aims at presenting the descriptivelyaisaof the scores of the
participants in all tests. The descriptive statsstior the implicit/explicit knowledge

tests are presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Descriptive statistics for the implicit/explicit éwledge tests of the whole sample

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Metalinguistic Test (%) 45  35.29 88.24 60.78 13.79
Untimed GJT (%) 45 5294 97.06 77.67 11.20
Untimed GJT (ungram.) (%) 45  47.06 100.00  79.41 13.37
Oral Imitation Test (%) 45 0.00 88.64 39.29 22.87
Timed GJT (%) 45 38.24 82.35 51.47 9.55

Untimed GJT=untimed grammaticality judgement testUntimed GJT
(ungram)=untimed grammaticality test ungrammatic&intences, Timed GJT=timed
grammaticality judgement test

Looking at the means from Table 4 it can be ndtitteat there is not a great
difference in the means between the Untimed Graioaldy Judgement Test Total and
Untimed Grammaticality Test for the ungrammaticab&ures in the present study.
Ellis (2006) does not show the results for therertintimed Grammaticality Judgement

Test, only for the ungrammatical sentences. Acogrdo Ellis (2006), the decision of
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excluding the grammatical sentences of the UntirtBeammaticality Test was made
based on the fact that the Untimed Grammaticalilggément Test loaded on both,
implicit and explicit, factors. Hence, a furthectar analysis was run, substituting the
Untimed GJT total scores for the Untimed GJT (ungreatical sentences), which

loaded only on factor 2, that is, explicit knowledg

What can be seen is that, in the present studystmelard deviation for the Oral
Imitation Test is higher than all the other testalicating that there was a greater
variation in the scores on this test. Here, thel Qratation Test was the test that
presented more difficulty for the participants. §s possibly due to the fact that the
recording was done by a native speaker, moreoeeticjpants could hear the sentences
only once. Besides, the sentences were presenddlgl, amly, and no written version

was available to participants.

In the present study, the test which presentedetst variation in scores was the
Timed Grammaticality Judgement test. It also showeed of the lowest mean scores.
The stimulus for this test was presented in writterm and the test was not time
pressured. However, the level of difficulty of thentences may have influenced the low
mean score. The highest mean found was that of Uhtmed Grammaticality

Judgement Test. This test was presented in wifibten.

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for EB806). Like in Ellis (2006) the
results of the present study showed considerabilance for both implicit and explicit

measures.
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Table 5

Descriptive statistics for the implicit/explicit éwledge tests of the whole sample in
Ellis (2006)

N Mean Std. Deviation
Metalinguistic Test (%) 228 54.61 15.56
Untimed GJT (ungram.) (%) 225 80.67 13.13
Oral Imitation Test (%) 228 50.44 18.91
Timed GJT (%) 227 56.21 11.88

Untimed GJT=untimed grammaticality judgement testUntimed GJT
(ungram)=untimed grammaticality test ungrammatic&intences, Timed GJT=timed
grammaticality judgement test

Despite of the difference in number of participawotgerall, the mean results for
both studies were very approximate. The only dzmneies were presented in the
results of the standard deviation for the Oral &tmin Test and for the Timed
Grammaticality Judgement Test. Both tests were gdesi to measure implicit
knowledge. Table 6 presents the descriptive sti$br participants’ scores on the
four skills assessed by the L2 proficiency test{P®nly 31 of the 45 participants took
the proficiency test. The participants who did taite the test claimed not having time

availability at that time of the year due to thigmal exams at the university.
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Table 6

Descriptive statistics for the L2 proficiency test

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Listening (PET) 31 36.00 96.00 73.74 17.50
Reading (PET) 31 37.00 97.00 77.04 15.19
Writing (PET) 31 10.00 95.00 72.23 15.66
Speaking (PET) 31 60.00 100.00 86.87 9.69
Total (PET) 31 39.25 93.83 77.47 12.75

The scores for Listening (PET) presented the higbesdard deviation of the
PET sample. The lowest standard deviation was preddoy Speaking (PET), which
means that even though participants demonstrate@ s@ariance in their performance
of the other PET sections, the same did not halé for the oral section, where
participants demonstrated a more homogeneous pefme. Participants performed

the lowest in the Listening (PET), and the higheshe Speaking (PET).

The histograms for the PET scores are providedwbelo order to better
visualize the distribution of values. The histogramm a visual summary of the
distribution of values and it helps to assess kieevaess and kurtosis, checking whether
the distribution of values is adequate for eachiabée. According to Vieira (2009),
Toledo and Ovalle (1985), and Levin (1985), manstistical procedures for
quantitative data are less reliable when the 8istion of data values is markedly non-
normal or when the distribution is asymmetric orewhthere are outliers (with some
distant values from the center of the distributiomssessing skewness and kurtosis

allows one to make sure of the normal distributddrthe data and the possibility of
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employing parametrical tests in the statistic resit (Vieira, 2009; Toledo & Ovalle,

1985; Levin, 1985).

Figure 1

Histogram for the Listening PET

Listening (PET)

Frequency

Mean =73,74

, 7
Std. Dev. =17,525
N =31

40 60 80 100
Listening (PET)

A visual inspection of the chart above indicateat,tioverall, for the Listening
PET, participants showed an above average perfaenavhere 21 participants scored

between 70 and 100.
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Figure 2

Histogram for the Reading PET

Reading (PET)
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Mean =77,05
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Reading (PET)

As for the Reading histogram, it can be noticedt tB3 participants scored

between 70 and 100, with the mean a little highantthe Listening.

Figure 3

Histogram for the Writing PET
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The Writing histogram shows that 21 participanisred above 70. Participants’
writing samples were submitted to three independetgrs to avoid bias in the

evaluation of their writing skills.
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Histogram for the Speaking PET
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Mean =86,87
Std. Dev. =9,698
N =31

Looking at the Speaking histogram it can be notitteat overall participants

scored above average, with the mean score of 86l8@e of the participants scored

below average, and 29 scored between 70 and 1@tdogistic matters the results of

the speaking section were based only on my evaluatihich, at some level, may have

influenced the results.
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Figure 5

Histogram for the Total PET
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Overall, the Total PET histogram shows that theans obtained by the
participants indicate a reasonable score in allfthwe abilities tested. The histograms
show that all the distributions of the variablee asymmetric, that is, the data is not
normally distributed. However, the asymmetry in distribution does not forbid further

computation of the data.

Table 7 shows the means and standard deviationgsh®rparticipants who
completed the Oral Imitation Test, the Timed Granicasity Judgement Test, the
Untimed Grammaticality Judgement Test (ungrammbsieatences), the Metalinguistic

Test and the Proficiency Test (PET).
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Table 7

Means and standard deviations for the PET sub-sejrthke whole sample minus the
PET sub-sample (No PET) and the whole sample

L , Untimed Oral .
Metalinguistic Untimed o Timed
Sample 0 0 GJT Imitation 0
Test(%) GJIT(%) (Uungram.)% Test (%) GJT (%)
Mean 59.96 77.27 78.46 38.12 52.56
PET Std
sub- Lo 13.95 11.56 14.09 23.11 10.45
Deviati