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Washback Effect of Grammar Learners’
Test Preparation Conditions on English
Production and Its Pedagogical

Implications’

Nam, Hyunjeong

[Abstract]

This study aims to suggest a practicable way of promoting L2 grammar for language
production for English educators faced with limitations in their pedagogica
circumgtances. It invedigates the washback effect of the learners test preparation
conditions on English sentence production under the same grammar ingtruction. Two
different test preparation conditions (conventiond multiple choice vs. production
based test) were adminigered to evauate 101 universty students grammer
knowledge. The results from a pared t-tex and ANOVA confirmed tha the
production-based test preparation has a podtive effect on promoting L2 learners
grammar knowledge for language use. In addition, the findings regarding stimuli
effect suggest that ingtead of storing grammar rules as stimuli in the learners
memory system, the production with L2 stimuli was most promoted in the condition
of the production-based test preparation. This has sgnificant implications for some
Korean L2 learners whose grammar is stored as metdinguistic knowledge separately
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from the L2 sysem and thus it can be hard to facilitaie an effective L2 production.

Key Words Washback effect, English grammar, Grammar teaching, Production-based
ted, Grammar test

1. Introduction

Grammar education in Korea has been wel edtablished and the Korean English
learners spend considerable amount of time learning English grammar. Ye, to the
congerndion of many English educators, those learners struggle to channd their
mental knowledge of grammar into sentence formation and verbd utterances. Many
Korean L2 learners can recite grammar rules and L1 trandation equivaents of the
target L2 words, however, the syntactic and semantic information seem to be stored
separately. As Nam (2011) pointed out, the L2 vocabulary is learned mainly through
L1 trandation equivdents for language reception and the L2 grammar is memorized
and stored as metdinguigtic knowledge. Due to the lack of tangible nexus between
the two major spheres of knowledge, the Korean L2 learners seem to ‘assemble’ dll
the information they access from separdte Sorages, sometimes outside their mental
lexicon, to produce English sentences.

Korean researchers and English educators have made substantid effort to seek
ways to promote grammar knowledge for English production. However, arguments
regarding inductive vs. deductive grammar ingruction and implicit vs. explicit
grammar ingtruction are till ongoing and the empirica evidence from many sudies
is contended and lacks consensus. Whilst successful communication as the ultimete
god of the L2 grammar indruction is generdly recognized, its classoom
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implementation in Korea is yet to materidize due to the limitations that the in-service
English educators face such as large class Sze. Even if the grammar teaching method
that promotes communication is atempted in dass despite many practica limitations,
its successful implementation may be hampered by the students' learning aimed a
test preparation. Worse dill, the tests that are based on English comprehension may
not motivate the learners to produce the desired language. Simply put, beyond the
test preparation requirements and basic rote learning, many Koresn students would
not atempt to teke thelr English language learning to the next level.

Given that grammar learners in Korea are expert test takers for certain formet of
grammar tedts, the relation between the grammar test format and the washback effect
should be of importance. With regard to vocabulary learning, Ko (2014) confirmed
the washback effect on vocabulary test forma. It was found that the learners
production was of higher quality with the knowledge of taking a productive-based
tet. Consdering the washback effect on vocabulary test format, it should come as
no surprise the washback effect on grammar test format. Neverthdess, to restore the
datus quo that gill maintains conventiond multiple-choice grammar test format the
current study can be beneficid in two different ways. Firdt, previous studies have not
provided empiricd evidence confirming the postive effect of production-driven
grammar test preparation on sentence-level production. Empirical evidence of the
washback effect may provide grammar indructors with satisfactory reesons for
changing ther test formats. Second, it provides a practicd way to promote L2
production in grammar teaching, teking into condderation the current teaching
environments and the limitations of the avalable teaching methods. That is, grammar
ingructors who face red classoom chdlenges in Korea and would consider the
communicaiive grammar teaching to be unworkable in their classes, may thus
consder more pragmatic suggestions to be readily applicable to their particular
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Stugtion.

Therefore in order to seek practicdl ways to promote English production in a
grammar class in Koreg, the study was designed to reflect redistic classroom
environments. Firgt, the grammar knowledge in production will be tesed in a written
form in this dudy as the implementation of oral tests would not be redidic in a
large cdlass. However, the attained knowledge is aso expected to be utilized for the
learners subsequent ord communication. Second, learners L1 (Korean) as a medium
of ingruction as well as direct explanation of grammar rules will be maintained to
reflect the prevaent grammar teaching methods in Korea Third, the grammar
knowledge in production will be examined a a sentence level to assure the
indructors  convenience for evauation.

In addition, various gimuli (L1 meaning on a sentence level, L2 lexicd item,
contextual clues in L2) will be examined. This will ensure replicating actua English
production in red life situations where spesker/writer's intention rather than grammar
rules triggers the production as gimuli. This issue may be criticd for grammar
learners in Korea whose grammar learning by rote is of no use to trigger the
grammar knowledge in English production.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Grammatical Competence and Grammar Instruction

Since Cande and Swain (1980)'s theoreticd framework and pedagogicd implications
of communicative competence have shed light on second language learning/teaching,
grammaticd competence has been fully integrated in communicative competence. As
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Cande (1983: 7) defines, it is “the knowledge and skill required to understand and
express accurately the literd meaning of utterances’. In order to express meaning
accuratedy, formfunction mapping seems essentid. As Braidi (1999) points out,
however, the acquistion of grammaticd forms and ther functions has not
successfully taken place in SLA. Since grammatical competence requires more than
just smple manipulation of declarative rules, the need for the development of
ascigion between form and function through practice has been redized (Ellis,
2002). For example, Cowan (2008)'s book ‘The teacher’s grammar of English’
introduces the teaching methods to promote learners grammaticd competence for
language production.

Magjor concern among researchers and educators in recent years is the issue of
inductive vs. deductive grammar ingtruction. Supporters of the deductive grammer
teaching believe that grammar rules should be introduced firgt so that learners have
opportunities to apply them during practice (Erlam, 2003; Robinson, 1996; Sdiger,
1975). On the other hand, the inductive approach recognizes the learners ahility to
discover the grammaticd system and confirm their hypothes's from comprehensible
input (Haight e d., 2007, Sun & Wang, 2003; Vogd e d., 2011). A trangtion
towards the inductive approach becomes more agpparent in ESL textbooks. For
example, Carter, Hughes, and McCathy (2000) demondrate how to implement
inductive ingruction in their book ‘Exploring grammar in context’. However, the
needs for explicit atention to grammar forms in the indruction have continuoudy
been promulgated (eg., Ellis & Laporte, 1997; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Spada, 1997).

Although opinions and empirical findings regarding the mogt effective method ill
seem controversia, the consensus has been reached regarding ‘the language use as
the ultimate god of grammar indruction. For example, grammar for the redidic
language use has been suggested in the frame of ‘focus on form' rather than ‘focus
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on forms (Long, 1991, Long & Robinson, 1998), practice of grammar in
communicative contexts (Dekeyser, 1998), and output hypothesis (Gass, 2013; Swain,
2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1995).

2.2 Priming Grammar knowledge in production:
A connectionist view

Language learning has been seen as huilding networks in the ‘connectionist view’,
and further, the network consists of associations that are strengthened by repeated use
of the nodes (Ellis & Humphreys, 1999; Levine, 2000). Since competition models
dlowing for soreading activation among the nodes in the network have emerged,
language processing including the concept of cues and priming has been better
explained in the connectionist theory (MacWhinney & Bates, 1989; MacWhinney,
2015).

The existence of syntactic priming has been atested by many researchers. Bock
(1986) reveded that a certain syntactic form which appeared in a previous speech
was used as a cue and primed the use of the form in a subsequent utterance. Luka
and Barsdou (1998) dso found evidence of syntactic priming in a grammaticdity
judgment test. The results suggest that the experience of grammar fegtures in a recent
reading was employed for later use in the granmdticdity judgments.

As Ellis (2002) explains, dtaning and using grammar knowledge for language
production are based on the drength of associations, and more importantly, the
frequency and recency of the target grammar in tumn affect the srength of
connections. In addition, the acquired knowledge is not a collection of discrete rules
but the integration of previous experiences of the examples.

To explan L2 leaning in Korea in this connectionist view, the associaion
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between L1 and L2 trandaion equivdents may be srengthened through frequent
memorization of trandation equivalents, which does not promote strong associations
with L2 conceptua representations. The syntactic information stored as metainguistic
knowledge has wesk connections with L2 lexicon. As such, Korean L2 learners can
have difficulties producing English sentences. That is, for language production they
seem as though they follow two pardld processes. on the one hand, they tend to
retrieve the L2 semantic information from its L1 trandation equivdents through the
drong asxociation, and on the other, they access syntectic information from a
sparatey stored metdinguigtic knowledge. Case in point- the syntactic information
for an English word ‘sugget’ may be dored separady with the cue
‘subjunctive-infinitive without to' and the cue ‘verbs followed by gerunds, both of
which often do not have associations in their mentd lexicon. Thus, in the L2
learner's mind, first concept (or intention) triggers higher L1 lexicd item through the
drong connection (Kroll & Stewart, 1994). Second, the L1 word triggers its L2
trandation equivaent via the link srengthened through the learning process. Third,
the L2 word (eg., suggest) will trigger its syntectic information. The problem may
aise in the third assumption if the L2 word can not trigger its syntactic informeation
snce the cue as a trigger is not efficiently set during the learning process. That is,
if the L2 learner’s acquisition is meant to trigger the target word ‘suggest’ only
through the cue of its grammar rule, its syntactic information may hardly be triggered
in red communication where the grammar rules never trigger the lexica informétion.

2.3 Previous Studies in Korea

A mgor interest of recent research in Korea has been the ways to promote Korean

L2 learners grammaticd competence as a component of communicative competence.
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For example, Kim (2009) inssted on the need for grammar ingruction for the
development of ord proficiency. Lee (2005) dressed the need for grammar
ingruction for communicative competence by providing the comparison between
English curriculum in Korea and in America However, as Kim (2006) pointed out
from her analyses of video-taped high school English classes, grammar ingtruction in
high schoal is not aimed a communicative competence.

Studies concerning teachers: and learners’ perception of grammar ingtruction dso
reved that both teachers and learners put a premium on grammar teeching than on
communicetive ams (Lee & Oh, 2016; Lee 2004; Park, 2012). However, sudies
concerning the perception of indructiond approach have yidlded mixed resuits.
Inductive grammar ingtruction was vaued higher than deductive approach in Park
(2012)'s, while explicit grammar indruction was preferred in Kang (2013)'s study.
Furthermore Lee (2005) observed the difference of perception between teachers and
learners. The explicit indruction was viewed as the mogt effective way of grammer
teaching by teachers while implicit indtruction was favored by learners.

Empiricd experiments have been conducted to find the mogt effective grammar
ingruction, abeit with inconsgtent findings. For example, Do and Choi (2014)
postulated thet implicit and incidentd learning was more effective than explicit
grammar indruction. In contrad, the effect of explicit approach was observed in a
grammdicaity judgment task and an ord-dicited imitation task in Kim (2014)'s
dudy. Further, no dramdic difference of the effect between implicit and explicit
approach was found in Kim (2006)'s sudy.
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2.4 Limitations of Previous Studies vs. the Design of the
Present study

Although many <udies have atempted to determine as to which direction the
grammar ingruction should go, the consensus has not been reached on the most
effective way. One possible explanation for the inconsstency of the results is that
the tedts to evauate the learners grammar knowledge for English production in the
previous studies may not have fully dicited genuine production from the learners
(eg., Kim, 2006; Kim & Cho, 2010). For one, learners answers to a multiple choice
test can hardly be consdered language production. Second, a fill-inthe-blank type of
the test requires only word level production. Third, unscrambling word order (eg.,
what/filmsg/sealthis week) also requires limited production. As discussed above in the
connectionist view, the cue priming the learner's production in a red communication
is different from any of these timuli in the tests.

Although many researchers suggest grammar teaching methods to promote
communicative competence in class, the pedagogica viability in classrooms in Korea
however has remained quegtionable. It can be said that the mgority of teachers in
Korea ded with large dlass sizes, conventiond textbooks, limited class hours for
communicative activities, and most importantly, test-oriented learning gods, among
others. If there gppears to be a postive effect on the development of the learners
English production by changing the conventiond multiple-choice test to a
production-based tedt, this should be seen as a practicd solution for in-service
teachers in Korea. As such, the present study compared Koresn L2 learners English
production in two different test preparation conditions. That is, in order to investigate
the washback effect, the learners were informed of the test type (either conventiona
multiple-choice or production-based test) they would teke, dthough in actuad tests
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their grammar knowledge was evauaed in both types in each condition of the test
preparation. The research questions are as follows:

1 Is there any washback effect of the Koreen L2 leaners test preparation
conditions on sentence-level production?

2. Is there any difference in the Korean L2 learners grammar knowledge in
English production among different simuli provided in the test?

3. Method

3.1 Participants

A totd of 101 college students paticipated in the study. They were freshmen
mgjoring in English a a locd universty. They were taking a class titled ‘Basic
English Granmar’ in two classes (N=52, N=49). The class met twice a week and it
lasted 75 minutes. Their grammar scores (a practice test of TOEIC part 5 and part
6) ranged from 65.22% to 86.96%. There was no sgnificant difference in scores for
dass 1 (M=77.37, SD=6.00) and dlass 2 (M=75.29, SD=5.82; 1(99)=1.77, p=.08,
two-tailed). Since most grammar classes in public education system in Korea are not
divided according to the results of a placement test, the study was not designed to
compare groups according to ther L2 proficiency.

3.2 Materials and Procedure

Since the dudy invedtigates the effect of test preparaion conditions rather than the
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teaching methods, the grammar indruction in the study was designed not to be vastly
different from the one prevdent in Korea In order to reflect the redistic grammar
clases in Koreg, the paticipats L1 (Korean) was mainly used in dass and
grammar rules were explicitly explained. Possible differences of the ingtruction in the
dudy from other ordinary grammar class in Korea may be that the participants were
provided with many English example sentences and the contexts in which the
examples can be used. The learners were dso encouraged to find the sentences in
ther English dictionary and to make sentences on their own.

The questions in the two different test preparation conditions contained the same
grammar fegtures from their textbook (See Table 1) dthough the questions were
different to avoid the repetition effect. The study has acceptable internd consistency
of the scales (42 items) with Kuder-Richardson-20 (KR-20) Reliability Anaysis (Test
1 .64, Tes 2 .73).

Table 1 Grammar Features Used in the Study

nouns (singular and plurd, countable and uncountable)
aticles
some any many much a little a few dl most no none both
pronouns (possessives, reflexive, indefinite pronouns)
prepositions
Grammar festures adjectives
adverbs
comparative
Superlative
adverbs of degree
tense and aspect (present, past, future, continuous, present perfect)

The tests included 21 quegtions in the multiple choice tet and 21 quegtions in the
production-based test. In the production-based tedt, different stimuli were used; L1
meaning on the sentence level, L2 lexicd item, and contextud information (7
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questions in each section). Table 2 shows the examples.

Table 2 Examples of Questions in the Tests

Test type Stimuli Example
Could you give me ( ) about courses?
Multiple-choice Grammar rules  a an advice b. some advices

C. some advice  d. a advice
L1 meaning  Up} A71el atiRbalat uighe] AefiA)
L2 lexica item as easily as:
Production-based A: (If) ‘ .
ﬁ?g:ﬁin B: Yesh. But you don't have a car, so you have to take a
bus to schoal.

The test was conducted twice in different conditions with intervals of four dasses (2
weeks). As shown in Table 3, in one test preparation condition, the participants were
informed that the class planned to take a multiple choice test, and a production-based
tes in the other condition. Sample questions were shown to the participants for ther
understanding of test types. In order to obtain accurae data, the order of the test
preparation condition was different in the two classes. That is, one class was asked
to prepare for the multiple choice test first and then the production-based test after
the intervals, while the other class was asked to prepare for the production-based test
firsg and then the multiple choice test. There was no significant difference in scores
between one class (M=29.06, SD=4.71) and the other class (M=29.35 SD=4.46);
1(99)=.31, p=.76, two-taled). Although the participants were asked to prepare for
certain type of the tedt, they were given both types of the tests in each condition.
The test lasted 30 minutes (10 minutes for the multiple choice and 20 minutes for
the production-based test).
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Table 3 Test Procedures

Test preparation

o What learners were informed that Actud test
conditions

a multiple choice test

Conventiond they planned to take a multiple choice test +
a production-based test
a multiple choice test

Production-based  they planned to take a production-based test +
a production-based test

3.3 Data Collection and Analysis

Fird, the answers in each test were collected manualy and organized using Microsoft
Exce program. Since the study evauated the participants target grammar, minor
sdling errors were not deemed consequentia. Second, the data were fed to the
datistics program SPSS 24. Third, to compare the participants grammar knowledge
in English production in two different test preparation conditions, paired independent
t-tes was used. Fourth, ANOVA was used to compare the participants grammar
knowledge in English production among different stimuli.

4. Results

Both multiple choice and production-based tests were investigated in each condition
of test preparations. Results show, firdt, test scores in the condition of conventiona
multiple-choice test preparaion and then the production-based test prepartion.
Second, for more detaled comparisons, the multiple choice tet  and the
production-based test scores were compared respectively in two conditions. Third,



116 3ojoi7 A4

gimuli difference was compared in the two conditions.

Table 3 Conventional Multiple-choice Test Preparation Condition:
Comparisons between Multiple Choice and Production-based Test

Multiple choice test Production-based test

M D M D t P
Conveniond 400799 229 2@ 313 170P 0 74
test preparation
p<.05
Note. d=Cohen’s d

As shown in Table 3, a pared-samples t-test was conducted to evduate the difference
between test types in the conventiond test prepardion condition. When the learners
were informed that they had been designated to teke a multiple-choice tedt, ther
production-based test scores were lower than those of multiple-choice test. There was
a ddidicdly Sgnificant decresse in tet scores from multiple choice (M=17.19,
D=229) to production-based test (M=12.02, SD=3.13), t(200)= 17.07, p<.00
(two-talled). The mean decrease in grammar knowledge was 5.17 with a 95% confidence
interva ranging from 4.57 to 5.77. The eta squared datidic (.74) indicated a large effect.

Table 4 Conventional Test Preparation Condition:
Comparisons among Different Stimuli

Simuli N M D Factor Mean difference
L2 1.54*
L1 101 528 153 Context 207
L1 -1.54%
L2 100 373 1.05 Contedt o
L1 -2.27*

Context 100 301 1.06 L2 7

In order to investigate what triggers the learners' grammar knowledge most in their
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sentence production, the production-based questions were provided with different
gimuli in the sudy. In Table 4, a oneway between-groups andyss of variance was
conducted to explore the difference among different types of stimuli provided in the
production-based tet in the conventiond test preparation condition. Since the
assumption of homogeneity of variances has been violated (p<.05), Welch's adjusted
F ratio was obtained. There was a datisticdly significant difference & the p<.05 level
in scores for the three simuli (L1, L2, and Context). Welch's F(2, 196)=74.52,
p<.001. Pogt-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD tet indicated that the mean
score for dl the types of simuli (L1 M=5.28, SD=153), (L2 M=3.73, SD=1.05),
(Context: M=3.01, SD=1.06) were sgnificantly different from one ancther.

Table 5 Production—based Test Preparation Condition: Comparisons
between Multiple Choice and Production—based Test

Multiple choice  Production-based
N test test t p d
M D M S))

Production-based

. 101 1827 214 1604 297 917 .00 46
test preparation

p<.05
Note. d=Cohen’s d

As Table 5 shows, a paired-samples t-test was conducted to evauate the difference
between test types in the condition of production-based test preparation. There was a
datidicdly sgnificant decrease in test scores from multiple choice (M=18.27,
SD=214) to production-besed tes (M=16.04, SD=2.97), t(100)=9.17, p<.00
(two-taled). The mean decrease in grammar knowledge was with a 95% confidence
intervd ranging from 175 to 2.71. The eta squared dtatistic (.46) indicated a large
effect. When the learners knew they would take a production-based tedt, their scores
of both ted types were higher than those in the condition of conventiond test



118 ojoi 7 A4

preparation (See dso Table 3). In the same test preparation condition, their production-
based test scores were reldively lower than those of the multiple-choice ted.

Table 6 Production—based Test Preparation Condition:
Comparisons among Different Stimuli

Stimuli N M D Factor Mean difference
L1 101 5.85 105 Col;]tzm 1 'éf*
L2 101 601 106 Co;:-ext 1:32*
Context 101 418 127 t; 12?

In Table 6, a oneway between-groups anayss of variance was conducted to explore
the difference among different types of simuli in the condition of production-based
test preparation. Since the assumption of homogeneity of variances has been violated
(p<.05), Welch's adjusted F ratio was obtained. There was a datiticdly sgnificant
difference a the p<.05 level in scores for the three stimuli: L1, L2, and Context.
Welch's F(2,199)=71.82, p<.00L. Pog-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test
indicated that the mean score for context stimuli (M=4.18, SD=1.27) was sgnificantly
different from L1 timuli (M=5.85, SD=1.05) and L2 simuli (M=6.01, SD=1.06).

Table 7 Comparisons between Two Different Conditions of Test

Preparations

N Condition 1 Condition 2 ¢ q
M S M D P
Multiple choice test 100 1719 229 1827 214 -461* 00 .18

Production-based test 100 1202 313 1604 297 -17.72 00 .76

p<.05
Note. Condition 1. Conventionad multiple-choice test preparation condition, Condition 2:
Production-based test preparation condition, d=Cohen’s d
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As shown in Teble 7, a pared-samples t-tet was conducted to evauate the
difference of grammar knowledge in both multiple choice and production-based test
between two different test preparation conditions. When the learners had prior
knowledge that they would take a production-based test, their test scores both in the
multiple choice and the production-based test formats improved. The improvement
was more driking in the production-based test format.

There was a ddidicdly sgnificant incresse in multiple choice test scores from
convetiond tes preparation (M=17.19, SD=229) to production-based test
preparation condition  (M=18.27, SD=2.14), t(100)= -4.61, p<.00 (two-taled) and
dso in production-based test scores from conventiond test preparation (M=12.02,
SD=313) to production-promoted test preparation (M=16.04, SD=2.97), t(100)=
-17.72, p<.00 (two-tailed). The mean increase in grammar knowledge was 1.08 with
a 95% confidence interva ranging from -1.54 to -.61 (multiple choice test) and -4.47
to —3.57 (production-based test). The eta squared dtatidtic (.18 in the multiple choice
tes and .76 in the production-based test) indicated a large effect.

Table 8 Comparisons of Stimuli between Two Different Conditions of Test

Preparations
L Conditionl Condition2
Stimuli N v D v D p d
L1 101 5.28 153 5.85 105 -461* .00 .18
L2 101 3.73 1.05 6.01 106 -23.09¢ .00 84
Context 101 3.01 1.06 418 127 965 .00 48

p<.05
Note. Condition 1: Conventiond multiple-choice test preparation condition, Condition 2:
Production-based test preparation condition, d=Cohen’s d

In Table 8, a pared-samples t-tes was conducted to evduate the difference of
grammar knowledge with different stimuli between two different test preparation
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conditions. When the learners prepared for the production-based tedt, therr grammar
knowledge in production with the L2 dimuli improved the mogt, followed by that
with context stimuli. Improvement of production with the L2 gimuli indicates that
ther grammar knowledge is stored within the L2 network, and the improvement of
production with context simuli suggests that the grammar knowledge may be
triggered more easily in actud English communication.

There was a datigticdly sgnificant incresse in test scores from conventiond test
preparation (L1 stimuli M=5.28, SD=1.53; L2 dimuli M=3.73, SD=1.05; context
gimuli M=3.01, SD=1.06) to production-promoted test preparation (L1 simuli
M=5.85, SD=1.05, {(100)=-4.61, p<.00; L2 stimuli M=6.01, SD=1.06, t(100)= -23.09,
p<.00; context stimuli M=4.18, SD=1.27, 1(100)= -9.65, p<.00). The mean increase in
grammar knowledge was with a 95% confidence intervd ranging from -0.82 (L1
gimuli), -2.47 (L2 imuli), -141 (context stimuli) to -0.33 (L1 stimuli) -2.08 (L2
gimuli) -0.93 (context stimuli) respectively. The eta squared datidtic (L1 stimuli .18;
L2 stimuli .84; context stimuli .48) indicated a large effect.

5. Discussion

5.1 The Conventional vs. Production—-based Test

It is undeniable that conventiond test types such as multiple choice test ill prevall
in grammar classes in Korea It may be an inevitable consequence of conventiond
ingructiond methodologies in some classes or the needs for evauating L2 learners
grammar knowledge for language production that have not yet been redized in other
clases. This sudy yielded the evidence supporting the view tha the odenghly
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amilar grammar knowledge of the learners may be evauated differently according to
the test types. The test scores were found to be lower in the production-based test
than in the multiple choice test (M=12.02, SD=3.13 < M=17.19, SD=2.29; M=16.04,
SD=2.97 < M=18.27, SD=2.14) hoth in the condition of conventional multiple-choice
and the production-promoted test preparaion. This suggests the posshility that a
learner showing high level of grammar knowledge in the conventional multiple-choice
tex may not necessaily have the grammar knowledge sufficient for language
production. Thus this leads to the need for tests that evduate genuine grammar
knowledge for actud language use.

Since the current gudy is mainly targeted a English educators in Korea whose
dramatic change in teaching methods may be redidicdly difficult due to their
ingitutiond  circumstances, it focused on the washback effect from different tet
prepardions. Therefore, the only difference was made in the leaners tedt
prepardtions, dl the while maintaining the same teaching methods. Tha is, the
learners were informed to teke the particular test type dthough they took both types
of teds in each condition. The findings show the sgnificant difference in the
different conditions (t(100)=-4.61, p<.001 two-taled). In the condition of the
production-based test preparation the learners grammar knowledge was found to be
higher (M=18.27, SD=2.14) than in the condition of the conventiond multiple-choice
test preparation (M=17.19, SD=2.29). This implies that the production-based test
preparation promotes the higher grammar knowledge in both multiple-choice and
production-based test formas. The effect was more predominant in the
production-based test (meen difference M=4.02, SD=2.28) than in the multiple choice
tet (mean difference M=1.08, SD=2.35). This suggests that the production-based
tests implementation is advisdble in grammar dasses in Korea to enhance the
learners’ English production. Although the effect was drawn from the learners test
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preparaion while the same teaching methods used in both conditions, the findings of
the current study are in line with Kim & Cho (2010)'s study that supports the effect
of output-enhanced grammar indruction on language production.

5.2 Stimuli Effect in the Production—-based Test

Grammar scores in the production-based test varied in different types of stimuli in
the sudy. In the condition of conventiond test preparation, the learners grammar
knowledge was retrieved more with L1 (M=5.28, SD=153) than L2 (M=3.73,
SD=105) or context simuli (M=3.01, SD=1.06). It can be speculated that the
learners’ L1 was predominantly used to store the knowledge in their menta lexicon.
On the other hand, in the condition of production-based test preparation, their
grammar knowledge wes refrieved mogt with L2 gimuli (M=6.01, SD=1.06). This
finding suggests that the L2 word entailing given syntactic knowledge was used to
dore the information during their production-based test preparations. The mean
difference between two different test preparation conditions reveded that the
production-based test preparation promoted L2-driven grammar knowledge mogt
(M=2.28, SD=.99), followed by L2 context (M=1.17, SD=1.22).

Revised Hierarchicd Modd (Kroll & Stewart, 1994), despite its focus on lexica
processng, and the lexicd approach embracing grammar knowledge as syntactic
dructures of lexis (Hoey, 2005; Lewis, 1993; Robinson, 1989; Singleton, 2000) can
explan the findings of the current study. According to the RHM, L1 is srongly
connected to conceptua representations and therefore it is hard to evade in language
refrieval especidly in case of low proficiency. Considering new L2 information is
Smply added to the exigting L1, the full access to L2 may not be readily avaladle
(Kroll & Tokowicz, 2001). This L1 mediaion in L2 processing was found to be
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more prevalent in Korean L2 learners with low L2 proficiency (Nam, 2011, 2014).
Therefore it is presumable thet the learners in the condition of conventiona test
preparation did not need to store the grammar knowledge for actud language use
such as L2 lexicd items or contextua cues and ingteed relied on their L1. According
to the concept of ‘network traning’ (Dell, 2000) in cognitive linguidtics, the nodes in
the network become stronger during the learning and the strong node becomes more
available for retrievd and then production. Since the learners in the condition of
conventiona test preparation mainly relied on their L1 to store the information, their
network is not efficiently organized for language use. This is in line with Nam
(2014) pointing out ‘lesser-dense network’ for Koreen L2 learners with low
proficiency levels. Even though the same learners were tested in two conditions of
test preparations, the production-based rather than conventiond test preparation
promoted the learners dense network in the L2,

The production-based test preparation was dso found to promote grammar
knowledge with context stimuli; however, the effect was not as srong as the L2
dimuli. Two posshle explanations may be helpful to understand this finding. Firg,
this may be because the context stimuli provided in English required both language
reception and production, which in turn may have been more demanding for the
learners. Second, it is adso possble tha the teaching methods the learners were
exposed to were designed to be dlose to common English grammar classes in Korea
which cannot be said to be fully communicative, and thus was not sufficient for the
effect of context dimuli to be most powerful. However, there was irrefutable
evidence to suggest that production-based test preparation resulted in the
improvement of grammar knowledge with context stimuli.
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5.3 Pedagogical Implications

Although communicative grammar teaching methods and the test with context stimuli
may be closest to the red language use, the present study would like to recommend
the L2-driven teaching and tes methods as the second best dternative to the
educators who are faced with redidtic limitations in their classes. It should be noted
that what this sudy suggests is not L2-medium grammar ingruction (EMI), but the
L2-promoting approach for richer organization of their mentd lexicon.

There are more pedagogicd implicaions. Fird,, teachers grammar knowledge is an
essentid prerequisite to the implementation of the production-based test. As Yook
(2008) pointed out, teacher education programs should provide pre-service teachers
with opportunities to improve their own grammar knowledge. Second, as many
researchers suggest, what to teach in grammar indruction is of great importance. For
example, Lee (2012) placed emphasis on teaching verbs and further Nam (2013)
advocated the positive effect of lexicd goproach on grammar teaching. Bae (2008)
stressed the importance of discourse context in grammar teaching. These suggestions
dl point to a grammar teaching gpproach for language production. Third, in order to
avoid any dispute over grading, it may be useful to set clear evauation criteria. For
example, in the present study minor spelling errors and punctuation marks were not
reflected in the scores. In addition, any grammaticdly and contextualy correct
answers were accepted even though they were different from the expected target
sentences (eg, “Can | help you to carry the bag?’ in place of “May | help you with
the bag?'). Teachers may dlow answers which are correct in dl the grammar
features that the learners have learned but contain errors from the grammar they have
not yet learned in class. The implementation may be a the teachers discretion;
however, it is criticd to provide the learners with detaled criteria before the tests so
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as to avoid any confusion.

6. Conclusion and Implications

The dudy suggests a practicable way to promote L2 grammar knowledge for
language production for English educators faced with limitations in their pedagogica
crcumgances. The sudy suggests the possibility that smply changing from
conventiona  multiple-choice to production-based tests may promote Korean L2
learners’ grammar knowledge for language use. The findings regarding stimuli effect
suggest that ingtead of storing grammar rules in Korean as simuli in the learners
memory system, the production with L2 stimuli was most promoted in the condition
of the production-based test preparation. This can have sgnificant implicaions for
some Korean L2 learners whose grammar is stored as metdinguistic knowledge
separatey from the L2 system in that the knowledge stored with L2 gtimuli in the
entry forms denser L2 networks and facilitates more effective production. However
the sudy has some limitations. First, dthough the sudy saw improvement in the
learners  granmar  knowledge with context dimuli in the condition of
production-based test preparation, the effect was not as strong as the L2 stimuli.
Since the context stimuli is the closest to the red language use, future research
should seek better ways to promote it. Second, the study did not address the
proficiency effect of learners. Future research may aso explore whether this
production-based test can dso work for L2 learners with only rudimentary
knowledge.
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