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Abstract
Li Qian

Given the small body of existing research concerning focus on form at post-task
stage in task-based language teaching, the present study adopts post-task transcribing
as a focus on form activity and explores the effects of transcribing under various
conditions. In addition, two task types are adopted in multiple task sessions to explore
task effects and task practice effects on learners’ oral performance.

Ninety-six participants, divided into five experimental groups and one control
group completed four tasks with a one-week interval between each task. Different
experimental groups were assigned various post-task activities respectively. No
post-task activity was adopted in the control group. Task performance was measured
in terms of complexity, accuracy, fluency and lexical performance.

The findings are multifaceted. First of all, the adoption of post-task transcribing
was found to be efficient for different formal aspects of task performance. In the
second place, the pair-based transcribing brought about more syntactically
complicated language, whereas the individual condition at the post-task stage led to an
improvement in lexical sophistication. Thirdly, further revision after transcribing had
complex effects on accuracy and complexity. Fourthly, interactive tasks proved to be
more promising for a better overall task performance. Last but not least, multiple task
practices were found to be beneficial for learners’ lexical performance.

The findings were discussed in light of the concept of noticing and attention,



Levelt’s speaking model, socio-cultural theory and other related SLA theories. Based
on the theoretical discussion, pedagogical implications have been proposed.

This research argues that in task-based language teaching, more attention should
be paid to the post-task stage regarding its effect on focus on form. Specifically, it
suggests that a) a post-task transcribing activity can be adopted as a feasible focus on
form activity in L2 classrooms; b} different conditions for the operation of post-task
transcribing may bring about ciistinct effects on various aspects of task performance; ¢)
different task types have different effects on learners’ performance; d) multiple task
sessions are necessary for L2 language improvement. Further, the present study calls

for a process-product approach in further studies concerning the effects of post-task

focus on form activities.
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Chapter One Introduction

1.1 Background of the study

In second language pedagogy, one of the major issues is what Stern (1983)
called the ‘code-communication dilemma’ (Ellis, 2008). This is reflected by the
dichotomy between “instructed™ and “naturalistic™ L2 learning. There are
advocates of grammar teaching who view grammar instruction as the foundation
for second language acquisition (Bialystock, 1990: Ellis, 1991; McLaughlin, 1990;
Rutherford, 1988). By contrast, there are also advocates of the “*zero option” (Ellis,
2008) which proposes to abandon formal instruction and to allow learners to
construct their interlanguage naturally “through communication™ rather than “for
communication” (Krashen, 1982, 1985; Prabhu, 1987).

In the past two decades or so, researchers have come to realize that adopting
a one-sided approach, either communicative-based or grammar-based, leads us
nowhere. Theoretical paradigms on language teaching have changed accordingly.
In addition to the two extreme positions, an alternative one has emerged which
views formal instruction as facilitative for language acquisition. It is claimed that
pure exposure to communication and focus on language use alone are not
adequate for promoting a balanced 1.2 competence, and some kind of formal
instruction needs to be incorporated into communicative contexts (Long, 1985;

Long & Crookes, 1992; Long & Robinson, 1998). Some researchers argue that

formal instruction does not necessarily enable leamers to fully acquire what is



taught, but paves the way for its subsequent acquisition (Ellis, 2008) and “triggers
the initial stages in what eventually results in grammar restructuring” (Gass,
1991:137).

Among the variety of proposals regarding the incorporation of formal
instruction in communicative settings (see a review in Norris & Ortega, 2000),
Focus on Form (FonF) has received increasing interest in the last two decades. A
plethora of studies have been conducted either in L2 classrooms or in laboratory
settings (Doughty, 2003; Doughty and Williams, 1998¢; Ellis, 2001; Fotos &
Nassaji, 2007; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Spada, 1997). There is now substantial

evidence that when learners’ attention is directed at linguistic forms and the

meanings they encode——in the context of meaning-focused activities—Ilearning
.takes place (see a review in Ellis, 2001, 2008). Focus on form is claimed to be
necessary to push learners beyond communicatively effective language use toward
target-like second language ability (Doughty & Williams, 1998b). It is, therefore,
obvious that the focus on form option sh.ould be embedded in a communicative
context to achieve both communicative competence and language ability. As a

strong version of communicative language teaching, task-based instruction

provides such a desirable setting for the operationalization of focus on form.

1.2 Brief rationale of the study

Based on a general agreement on the importance of a focus on form in a

-



communicative setting, researchers have explored how to achieve form focus in a
variety of effective ways. Within a task-based framework (Ellis, 2003; Skehan,
1998), most of the previous focus on form studies concentrated on the pre-task or
during-task stages. The focus on form options, such as pre-task planning,
negotiation of meaning, feedback, and collaborative dialogue are operated before
or during task performance (Ellis, 2003, 2008: [.eeser, 2004; Lightbown & Spada.
1990, Loewen. 2005; Pica, 2002). Even so. there is no consensus concerning the
effects of focus on form at pre or during-task stages. In contrast. surprisingly little
attention has been given to the focus on form option at the post-task stage. In fact,
there are good reasons for research into this pedagogical stage. Given the limited
attention available for learners to attend to form during on-line communication
(VanPatten, 1990), it is challenging to direct their attention to formal features prior
to or during task performance. As Skehan (2007) suggests, at the post-task stage,
the communication pressure is lessened. The meaning and the basic language
needed to encode meanings has been established. so leamers are more tikely to
swiich their attention to the formal aspects of task performance. Further, the
earlier performance provides the foundation for learners to reflect on their
language system in a meaningful context.

To date, there have only been a few studies concemning focus on form at the
post-task stage (Skehan & Foster, 1997; Foster & Skehan, forthcoming; Lynch,

2001, 2007), and mest of those studies adopted post-task transcribing as the focus



on form activity. Given the relative infancy of the research, it is not surprising that
there are some limitations in those studies. For instance, in Lynch’s two studies,
the sample sizes were not large enough for statistical analyses. Therefore, no
statistical results were reported which caused problems in generalizing to other
classrooms. In Foster & Skehan’s (forthcoming) study, post-task transcribing was
performed out of the class. It was possible that some unexpected intervening
variables occurred when transcribing did not take place in front of the tcaci1ers.
Also, in the previous studies, participants were engaged in post-task transcribing
once or twice which may not be sufficient to demonstrate the treatment effects.

The above brief rationale highlights the need for further studies on focus on
form at the post-task stage. In view of the significance of the post-task focus on
form research and the scarcity of the existing research studies, the present
research draws on and derives support form the previous related studies. This
study mainly aims a) to explore the effects of post-task transcribing among a large
number of participants (about 100 participants) in a relatively longer period (four
sessions of post-task involvement); b) to investigate the impacts of different
post-task transcribing conditions. Further, as a task-based research study, the
present study also attempts a) to examine the different task effects. between two
distinctive task types (narrative vs. interactive tasks); b) to examine the role of
multiple task practice (four sessions of task practice).

This research into how post-task involvement impacts on second language



improvement will cover many of the important issues in SLA—for example. the
role of noticing, the process of speaking, reprocessing and modifying, the effect of
interaction and pair work. In brief, it will afford insights into a series of important
theoretical tssues.

In addition, this study is intended not merely to shed light on how 1.2
improvement takes place as a result of post-task involvement and task practice. [t
is also motivated by a desire to discover what post-task conditions are most likely
to facilitate fanguage development. In other words, it has a pedagogical purpose.
1.2 teachers in a task-based context will find suggestions for specific procedures

for the adoption of post-task transcribing in regular classrooms.

1.3 Organization of the Dissertation

This study consists of eight chapters. Chapter 1. the present chapter, relates
the background and the brief rationale of the study, including the major
controversies in second language pedagogy. the proposal for focus on form
research and the neglect of focus on form research at the post-task stage. After the
research gap has been identified, the multifaceted aims of the present research are
presented.

Chapter 2 reviews literature relevant to this study. It reviews the focus on
form research, including the context for its proposal, its definitions and features.

The chapter then presents an overview conceming the features of task-based



research, the disadvantage of pure task-based instruction and the necessity of the
integration of focus on form options into task-based instruction. It then reviews
the focus on form research at pre- and during task stages. After the review of the
theoretical background fc - post-task focus on form resea;ch. the chapter analyzes
the previous post-task studies in great detail. It then outlines the motivation of the
present study and the six research questions. This chapter also covers discussion
on the fundamental issue for this study—the measurement of task performance.

Chapter 3 begins by describing the pilot studies undertaken prior to the main
study. The chapter then describes the procedures for the main study, the
participants inthe study, the experimental tasks adopted, the research design, the
setting of the experiments, the experimental procedures followed, the procedures
for data transcribing and coding, and finally the methods of data analysis.

Chapters 4, 5 are concerned with data analyses and present the findings in
terms of Research Questions one to four concerning the post-task transcribing
effects. In Chapter 4, the narrative task performances are analysed in terms of
fluency, accuracy, complexity and lexical performance, using multivariate analysis
of variance (-MANOVA). In Chapter 5 the interactive task performances are
analysed similarly.

Chapter 6 analyses the task performance to address research questions five
and six regarding the effe.cls of multiple task practECfes and of different task types.

Multivariate repeated measures are adopted to analyse the treatment post-task
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groups and the control group separately.

Chapter 7 accounts for the results in the light of both cognitive

.

psycholinguistics and the sociocultural theory.dt pays attention to the nature of
post-task transcribing, the role of interaction in the pair condition, the role of
individual work at the post-task stage, the underlying process of task practice, and
also the reasons for the distinctive task effects. It ends with a synthesis of both the
ﬁn.dings of this research and offers the brief interpretation summary for those
findings.

Chapter 8 presents both the theoretical and the practical significance of the
present study. This chapter then provides several pedagogical implications which
could be adopted by classroom teachers. Based on the analysis of the limitations,

a series of suggestions are proposed for further studies. The chapter ultimately

draws conclusions regarding the importance of focus on form research at the

—

post-task stage.



Chapter Two Literature Review

2.0 Introduction

| This chapter presents a review of the related literature. It begins with a
review of the research on focus on form (FonF), including the cont;xt for its
péogg%al. the features of FonF, and more importantly, the integration of FonF in
task-based language teaching at pre-task, during task and post-task stages. Further,
it discusses the theoretical background for the operation of focus on form activity

*at the post-task stage. Based on the critical review of the previous post-task
studies, it outlines the motivation of the present study and the research questions
that guide this research. Moreover, drawing on the literature of task performance

measures in SLA, it discusses the measures of different aspects of task

performance used in the present study.

2.1 Focus on Form in second language acquisition
2.1.1 Focus on Form: its background

In language teaching and second language acquisition (SLA) theory, the
issue of formal instruction is at the heart of debate and has been subject to
controversy and discussion among researchers for at least 40 years (Ellis, 2001).
In the literature, there are two extreme options in language teaching: traditional
grammar-based instruction and meaning-focused communicative languageJ

teaching. In the former, such as the grammar-translation method, the audiolingual



method, total physical response (TPR) etc, the second language is broken down
into discrete items which are taught separately and step by step with the
assumption that acquisition is a process of gradual accumulation of parts until the
whole structure of language has been built up (Wilkins. 1976). The role of
learners is to synthesize these parts into a whole unit and then use it in
communication. This is what Wilkins (1976) termed as synthetic approach.
Influenced by behaviorism and structural linguistics in 1950s and 1960s. the
synthetic approach believes that “‘practice makes perfect”, that is, language
learning draws on pattern drilling and habit formation. Moreover, the language
input is devised by teachers, instead of being derived from natural language use.
The general principle for the traditional grammar-based instruction is that
grammar is the foundation upon which language leaming should be based (Hinkel
& Fotos, 2002).

Research on both SLA and psycholinguistics shows that second language
acquisition is not a process of accumulating entities (Long, 1991, Rutherford.
1988; Skehan, 1998; VanPatten, 1994). Language learning rarely happens with
bits of language being learnt separately in an additive fashion. In addition, ¥
teachers can not predict and determine what students are going to learn at any
given stage (Willis, 1996). Traditional grammar-based instruction ignored the
language learning developmental processes through which L2 learners normally

pass, and the fact that progress is not necessarily unidirectional (Ellis, 1994; 2008



Long & Robinson, 1998). Furthermore, as for the authenticity of the input,
Widdowson (1989) states that as fabricated by teachers, the classroom interactions
and the practiced language forms will not necessarily transfer to actual language
use in real-life situations. As a result, traditional grammar teaching has failed to
prepare leamers for spontaneous, contextualized language use. “The belief that a
precise focus on a particular form leads to learning and automatization no longer
carries much credibility in linguistics or psychology™ (Skehan. 1996b, p.18).

Recognizing that treating the language purely as an object of study cannot
develop the expected level of interlanguage proficiency, some researchers
attempted to abandon grammar-based instruction in favor of more
communicative-oriented language teaching which focused on language use
(Nassaji & Fotos, 2004). They argued that formal language lessons would develop
only declarative knowledge of grammar structure, not the procedural ability to use
forms correctly, and that there was no interface between these two types of
knowledge since they existed as different systems in the brain (see review in
Dekeyser, 1998, 2001; Ellis, 2001, 2002). As such, they see formal instruction as
unnecessary for interianguage development.

Theoretically, this reflects Krashen’s (1982, 1985) distinction between
conscious learning and unconscious acquisition of language which involves
entirely separate processes. Language acquisition is an implicit, subconscious

process which occurs as a result of engaging in natural communication where the



focus is on meaning. By contrast, language learning is an explicit, conscious
process which derives from formal instruction where the primary focus is on
grammar and practice (Krashen, 1985). Krashen claims that learned or explicit
knowledge which results from language learning cannot tum into acquired or
implicit knov\fledge. According to Krashen, most of L2 cannot be taught; it must
be acquired.

Proponents of communicative teaching claim that people of all ages leamn
languages best by experiencing them as a medium of communication. The essence
of communicative language teaching is the engagement of leamers in
communication to allow them to develop their communicative competence (Long
& Robinson, 1998; Widdowson, 1989; Savignon, 2005). Another tenet of
communicative teaching is that exposing leamers to large quantities of positive
input that is comprehensible and meaningful is sufficient for language acquisition
to occur. Grammar is acquired implicitly or incidentally {(Reber, 1989, 1993;
Krashen, 1985). This communicative language teaching approach underlies a
variety of L2 classrooms, including those implementing Prabhu’s procedural
syllabus, Krashen’s Natural approach, some content-based ELS instruction (e.g.
immersion education), and task-based instruction.

However, research on the variations within communicative language
teaching reveals at least the following problems (LLong & Robinson, 1998): first,

learning an L2 through experiencing its use is possible, but it is inefficient.
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Leamers who receive formal instruction of various kinds show higher levels of L2
proficiency than those only use the language (Doughty, 2003: Ellis, 1994, 2001,
2002, 2008; Lightbown, 2000; Long, 1983, 1988; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Spada,
2065). Put differently, the focus of communicative teaching on language use may
have a ceiling effect on the acquisition of grammar; secondly. due to the
maturational constraints on language learning and the adoption of communicative
strategies instead of taking risks for more advanced language in communication,
adult leamers may become fluent, but not nativelike speakers, despite plenty of
leamning opportunity. Even worse, a pure communicative language teaching may
lead to fossilization of L2 acquisition (Schmidt, 1993; Skehan, 1998).

Thirdly, things are not clearly better among child learners. Here it is worth
mentioning the immersion programs initiated in Canada. Immersion programs
provides students with a rich source of comprehensible input in which the
teaching of a second language is integrated with the teaching of content subjects.
The goals of immersion education includt;. both academic achievement in the
content subjects, and a high level of proficiency in the second language (Swain,
1985, Harley, 1989; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). However, even for the children who
started the immersion education program in kindergarten, after many years of
immersion, their productive skills remain far from nativelike, particularly with
respect to grammatical competence (Swain, 1985; 1993; Swain & Lapkin, 1995),

although their comprehension abilities are indistinguishable from those of native
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speakers. The explanations commonly offered for this are mainly twofold: first,
the immersion classroom context does not afford sufficient opportunities for
“pushed output™ (Swain, 1985). For example, students’ output has been shown to
consist of single words or short phrases with little opportunity for extended
discourse, and feedback from the teachers on errors the students made seemed
haphazard and random, based more on an ‘irritation factor’ than any rational
pedagogical approach (Swain, 1988; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). Second, the
immersion students are so focused on message content that they do not attend to
form and consequently fail to acquire grammatical features that lack saliency
(Ellis, 2003).

As such, tise importance of attending to form becomes clear to both SLA
researchers and teachers. Given that communicative language teaching by itself
has been found to be inadequate (Ellis, 1997, 2002; Nassaji & Fotos, 2004).
pedagogical interventions need to be interwoven into primarily communicative
activities so as to overcome the limitations of both traditional grammar instruction
and communicative fanguage teaching (Doughty & Williams, 1998).

Researchers find it is necessary to look for an alternative approach, rather
than to foster a single-sided teaching approach to promote both linguistic and
communicative competence. In this context, motivated pedagogically by the
findings of immersion and naturalistic research mentioned above and theoretically

by the notion of noticing and the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1983, 1996),



focus on form (FonF) was proposed in an attempt to capture the strengths of the
meaning-focus communicative approach while dealing with its limitations (Long
& Robinson, 1998). In the Interaction Hypothesis, interaction between learners
and other speakers, especially more proficient speakers, is of crucial importance
for language development. Negotiation of meaning occurring in interaction
produces negative feedback (e.g. recasts, a corrective reformulation of leamners
utterances) to draw learners’ attention to mismatches between input and output,
thus induce them to notice the forms which are not only comprehensible but also
meaningful (Long & Robinson, 1998). As such, negative feedback during
negotiation of meaning may facilitate L2 development (Long, 1996). Motivated
by the role of negotiation of meaning during interaction, Long (1991) proposed
the option of Focus on Form to be incorporated in meaning-based communicative
language teaching as an altemative to either traditional grammar instruction or
pure communicative language teaching.

Since its conception, the idea of FonF has been widely advocated in the
SLA literature. However, due to its popularity among researchers and teachers,
there is considerable variation in how the term ‘focus on form’ is understood and
used, and the construct has been interpreted and used differently by different
researchers and teachers. At the outset, it is necessary to clarify the construct of

FonF prior to its application to the present study.



2.1.2 Focus on Form: its definition and features

In his seminal work, Long (1991) initially introduced the notion of focus on
form: ‘focus on form...overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as
they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or
communication’ (Long, 1991, 45-46). Based on this theoretical notion, Long &
Robinson (1998) fater raised a more pedagogically applicable definition of Focus
on form as: ‘focus on form consists of an occasional shift in attention to linguistic
code features-—by the teacher and/or one or more students -~triggered by
perceived problems with comprehension or production’ (Long & Robinson, 1998,
p23).

The notions include minimally the following central features of FonF

(Dolughty & Williams, 1998c¢; Williams, 2005):

® A primary emphasis on the communication of meaning;

® A brief attention shift from that emphasis on communication to focus on
language as object;

® A problem-oriented trigger for the attention shift

The idea of attention to form differs from explicit formal instruction. The

definitions and the central features of FonF make focus on form distinguishable
from the notion of focus on forms (a term for traditional grammar teaching in
Long, 1991) and focus on meaning (a term for meaning-focused communicative

language teaching in Long 1991). Focus on form eniails a focus on formal
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elements of language with the prerequisite engagement in meaning, whereas focus
on formS is /imited to such an isolated language focus with no intention for
effective communication, and focus on meaning excludes much effort concerning
language elements (Doughty & Williams, 1998b, p. 4).

In Long’s definition, FonF would be viewed as a responsive teaching
intervention for online occasional attention shifts to problematic form in a
communication setting. The problematic form occurs incidentally as a breakdown
or error of some difficulty in either production or comprehension. From a
pedagogical perspective, this means that teachers should wait for issues to emerge
and respond to them as needed.

This original conception of FonF has been broadened to the extent of
allowing for a planned, and even separated instructional focus on form that need
not be derived from a real-time problem-trigger (Doughty & Williams, 1998). In
Doughty and Williams’ definition, FonF includes both reactive and proactive FonF.
Reactive Fonk is consistent with Long’s original definition. A reactive FonF
would require that the teacher notice and be prepared to handle various learning
difficulties as they arise. Reactive FonF would seem to be most congruent with
the general aims of communicative language teaching. However, in the majority
of language class settings, a more proactive FonF approach is likely to be feasible
as well (Doughty & Williams, 1998c). In proactive FonF, the teacher must make a

determination in advance as to which form— among the language forms that are



potentially good candidates for focus—to select for attention at any particular
time. Based on considerations of individual differences, developmental language
learning sequences, input quality, formal and functional complexity, and L1
influence on SLA processes, the suggestion for proactive FonF should be
distinguished from that of the traditional structural approaches in which isolated
language forms are selected and sequenced on the basis of intuition (Doughty &
Williams, 1998c¢). Proactive FonF emphasizes the design of tasks that ensure that
opportunities to use problematic forms while communicating a message will
indeed arise (Doughty & Williams, 1998¢c, p. 211).

In addition to the reactive-proactive distinction, Ellis, Basturkmen, and
Loewen (2001) use the term preemptive FonF. In this case, the trigger for the
attentional shift from meaning to form may not be an actual or perceived problem;
instead, it may simply be a problem that is anticipated. In this way, no
problem-trigger is required. However, some researchers question whether it is a
FonF at all (Williams, 2005). In Ellis et al’s (2001} teacher-initiated preemptive
FonF, this focus is purely incidental and the teacher decides on the spur of the
moment that learners might encounter difficulty processing a word or form, and
therefore he/she launches into a brief, explicit instructional sequence. The
‘problem’ is only anticipated, and unfortunately as Ellis et al show, the prediction
of the problem is not always accurate. It therefore cannot be treated as a real

problem trigger. However, as we mentioned above, the problem-trigger (or the
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problematicity) is one of the three central features of FonF. This is an example to
show that the term FonF is used and interpreted differently to a large extent to
meet the different requirements of various studies, thus some misinterpretation of
or confusions with the notion are worrying for current FonF research.

Focus on form has received sufficient attention in the L2 teaching field as
well. Willis (1996) and Willis & Willis (2007) propose a clear-cut distinction
among focus on meaning, focus on language and focus on form. In their opinion,
a focus on language is the option in which “leamers pause in the course of a
meaning-focused activity to think for themselves how best to express what they
want to say, or a teacher takes part in the interaction and acts as a facilitator by
rephrasing or clarifying leamer language” (p.5 ). In contrast, a focus on form is an
option in which one or more lexical or grammatical forms are isolated and
specified for study, or in which the teacher comments on student language by
drawing attention to problems. Similar to Long’s definition, a focus on meaning is
an option in which participants are concerned with communication (Willis &
Willis, 2007, p.5).

Willis & Willis (2007) viewed their definition of focus on language as
similar to that of focus on form by Long (1991, Long & Robinson, 1998), and
their notion of focus on form as similar to that of focus on formS. However, a
careful scrutiny on the context of Willis and Willis’ definitions reveals that their

notions of both focus on language and focus on form seem to be within Long’s



notion of focus on form. Doubtless focus on language is a FonF option in that it
meets all the central features of FonF: it is launched during communication where
the meani:\lg is the center of the activity; the focus is shifted to language at some
time which is triggered by the breakdown of the communication.

Let us turn our attention to the notion of focus on form which Willis &
Willis (2007) treated as similar to Long’s focus on formS. The question is whether

*

it is similar to Long’s focus on formS or focus on form. In Willis & Willis’ focus

on form, “teachers direct leatners’ attention to specific forms which occur in the
course of a task or an associated text. ... Teachers should take care that this focus
\
on form does not detract from a focus on meaning” (p.5). All the language forms
in the focus are taken from texts that the learners have processed in the course of
the task sequence. This means the forms they focus on are rooted in a meaning
context. This will not only ensure that the meaning of these forms is more easily
recognized, it also makes them more memorable. And for the problematic forms,
teachers use corrections, and provide negétive feedback as a part of a
form-focused activity (Willis & Willis, 2007). In brief, although Willis & Willis’
focus on form is a separate pedagogical intervention rather than a brief attentional
diversion, its aim is to keep the primary focus on meaning and the use of focus on
form is “triggered by an analysis of learner need rather than bei'ng imposed

externally by a linguistic syllabus” (Doughty& Williams, 1998b, p.8). It is

therefore acceptable to view this focus on form as compatible with Long’s focus

o
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on form rather than focus on formS in which the language focus are selected

depending on the analyst’s linguistic preference and sequenced in linear and
additive fashion according to such criteria as (usually intuitively assessed)
frequency, valence or difficulty (Long & Robinson, 1998).

The varied interpretations and plethora of rather similar terms concerning
focus on form have broadened our understanding of the notion of FonF (see
zl‘eview in Doughty & Williams, 1998; Norris & Ortega, 2000). As Doughty &
Williams proposed, not limited to Long’s implicit online FonF option, the
pedagogical operation of FonF can be more flexible and diverse. It is reasonable
to view FonF flexibly as a continuum from a most implicit, unobtrusive pole to an
explicit obtrusive pole while meaning is always at the center of the activity and a

problem trigger does_ exist (Doughty & Williams, 1998c¢). It is furthermore
entirely possible to combine j:xplicit and implicit FonF techniques, depending
upon the particular acquisition circumstances (Doughty & Williams, 1998c).
There is growing evidence of the effec.tiveness of such a flexible curricular
approach involving a variety of successful task-technique combinations (see
review in Norris & Ortega, 2000).

In the present study, the notion of focus on form is adopted by integrating the

notions of FonF from both SLA research (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Long, 1991;
Long & Robinson, l998)ﬁand pedagogy (Willis, 1996; Willis & Willis, 2007). In

particular, focus on form is viewed as a reactive option operating at the post-task
'
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phase in task-based language teaching.

In the following sections, in the first place the literature which is concerned
with focu's on for;n in task-based language teaching will be reviewed within a task
implementation framework. And then based on a critical view of the previous
studies, the rationale and the motivation of the present study in terms of both

theoretical and pedagogical aspects will be outlined.

2.2 Focus on Form in Task-based Language Teaching

So far, we have reviewed the background to proposals for a focus on form,
its definitions anci features. Unlike the extreme teaching approaches which s‘lress
either full formal instruction or pure communication within the L2, focus on form
_is an integration of both of these approaches. In other words, focus on f'orm cannot
exist in a vacuum, but should be embedded in a meaning-focused communicative
setting. From a communicative perspective, the most effective way to assist
language learning in the classroom is through communicative tasks (Nassaji,
2000). That is to say, tasks are an important component of communicative
language teaching (CLT) (Ellis, 2003). Task-based language teaching, as a stron;__;,

version of CLT, provides an optimal setting for the incorporation of focus on form

(Doughty & Williams, 1998; Long, 1991).
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2.2.1 Task-based language teaching

Task-based language teaching refers to an approach based on the use of tasks
as the core unit of planning and of syllabus design in language teaching (Ellis,
2003; Long & Crookes, 1992). The last twenty years have seen an enormous
growth of interest in task-based language learning and teaching (Bygate, Skehan
& Swain, 2000a: Ellis, 2003; Samuda & Bygate, 2008; Skehan, 1998; Willis.
1996; Wiflis & Willis, 2007). This interest has been motivated to a considerable
extent by the fact that *task’ is seen as a construct of equal importance to second
language acquisition (SLA) researchers afd to language teachers (Pica, 1997). For
researchers, tasks can be used as basic conceptual units to analyse leaming
behaviours that lead‘ to second language acquisition (Bygate, 1996, 2000; Domyei
.& Kormos, 2000). In particular, tasks “allow researchers to break down the
complex, prolonged learning process into discrete segments with well defined
boundaries, thereby creating meaningful "anchor points’ in discussing the various
dimensions (e.g. cognitive, affective or socio-dynamic) of L2 processing™
(Dornyei & Kormos, 2000, p 276). For language teachers, tasks can be the device
for organizing the content and methodology of language teaching (Prabhu, 1987).
Furthermore, in communicative language teaching, tasks can function as a useful
device for planning a communicative curriculum, particularly in contexts where
there are few opportunities for more authentic communicative experiences, for

example many FL situations (Ellis. 2003), and tasks themselves serve as

22



communicative language activities.

Then what exactly is a tasi(? In the literature, various definitions have been
offered that differ quite widely in scope and formulation (Van den Branden, 2007).
Bygate, Skehan & Swain (2001) pointed that “definitions of task will need to
differ according to the purposes for which tasks are used”. They proposed a ‘basic.
all-purpose definition” which can be modified to reflect the different purposes of
tasks—that 1s “a task is an activity which required learners to use language, with
emphasis on meaning. to atiain an objective” (p.11).

Among various specific definitions, Skehan (1998) and Nunan (1993)’s
definitions are conveniently broad and can be recognized by both L2 researchers
and teachers.

Acclording to Nunan (1993), 4 task is * a piece of classroom work which
involves learners in comprehending, manipulating, producing or integrating in the
target language while their attention is principally focused on meaning rather
than form (Nunan, 1993, p.59).

In Skehan’s definition, a task ts an activity in which

-- meaning is primary;

-- there is some communication problem to solve;

-- there is some sort of relationship to comparable reai-world activities;

-- task completion has some priority;

-- the assessment of the task 1s in tefms of outcome (Skehan, 1998, p.935)
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One of the key features which are shared by all the above notions of task is
the primary focus on communicative meaning. A “task’ requires the participants to
function primarily as language users in the sense that they must employ the same
kinds of communicative processes as those involved in real-world activities (Ellis,
2003). The priority of communicative meaning makes task-based instruction
appealing in that the authentic classroom communication is likely to lead to a
desirable communicative success in real world situations.

However, that does not mean task-based instruction is perfect. Some
researchers (Skehan, 1996a; Skehan & Foster, 2001) argued that such an emphasis
on meaning can unfortunately result in a series of problems for learmers’
interlanguage development. First, putting great emphasis on communicating
meaning, learners may heavily rely on some elliptical or incomplete sentences
(which is frequent in native speakers communication) and do not care about the
correctness or completeness of what is said (Skehan, 1996a). Second, in respect of
language comprehension, learners may naturally and inevitably adopt
comprehension strategies in their attempt to understand the intended meaning in
the message. In this way only partial forms as a clue to meaning are needed to be
processed. However, “processing language to extract meaning does not guarantee
automatic sensitivity to form, and the consequent pressures for interlanguage

development...” (Skehan, 19%6a, p41). Furthermore, with regard to language

production, communicative strategies are the preference for learners when faced
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with communicative pressures. The use of cognitive and linguistic communicative
strategies can make leamers lessen the cognitive load, handle communicative
pressures, and comfortably get meaning across in the communication, but in so
doing learners ‘escape’ from the required language engagement which is
necessary for interlanguage development (Skehan, 1996a). Even worse, the
effective use of communicative strategies at the onset of learning may become
proceduralized and reused on other occasions (Skehan, 1996a). This kind of
proceduralization may encourage a comfortable fossilization rather than 1o

promote interlanguage development (Skehan & Foster, 2001).

2.2.2 Focus on Form at pre-task and during task stages
Based on the foregoing discussion of the defects of task-based instruction,

Skehan (1996a, Skehan & Foster, 20(1) suggest that

it may not be possible to rely on a task-based approach to automatically
drive interlanguage forward...it is necessary, if task-based approaches to
instruction are to be viable, to devise methods of focus on form without
losing the values of tasks as realistic communicative motivators, and as
opportunities to trigger acquisitional processes (Skehan, 1996a, p42).

This is a most important motivation for the incorporation of focus on form
in task-based instruction. In recent decades, in task-based research and pedagogy.
arguments have been made to interweave a concern for language form without
compromising the communicative nature of the task (Bygate, Skehan & Swain,

2001; Doughty & Williams, 1998; Ellis, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005; Fotos & Nassaji,



2007; Garcia Mayo, 2007; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Skehan, 1996a, 1998, 2003;
Skehan & Foster, 2001; Willis, 1996; Willis & Willis, 2007). To add an option of
FonF in task-based language teaching is appealing for the implementing of FonF
in a communicative language teaching context (Skehan, 2007).

Researchers vary in their proposals for how this focus on form in task-based
instruction can be best achieved. Within a task implementation framework (Ellis,
2003; Skehan, 1998), much of the task-based focus on form research falls into
three categories: focus on form at pre-task, during task and post-task stages.

With regard to pre-task research, as Skehan (2007) pointed out, most
task-based researchers, instead of investigating a wide range of pre-task activities
{Willis, 1996), emphasize one influence only: pre-task planning (Crookes, 1989;
| Ellis, 1987;Foster & Skehan, 1996, 1999; Mehnert, 1998; Mochizuki & Ortega,
2008; Ortega, 1999; Sanguram, 2005; Skehan & Foster, 199';'-, 1999 Tavakoli &
Skehan, 2005;Wigglesworth, 1997; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). As far as the pre-task
planning effect on language form (i.e. complexity and accuracy) is concerned, the
research shows that pre-task planning has a stronger effect on fluency and
complexity than on accuracy which means that during pre-task planning, leamers
give more attention to the content of the following performance rather than to the
detailed linguistic forms used in the speech (Ellis, 2005).

With respect to focus on form at the during-task stage, researchers are mainly

concerned with the effect of the interaction process, such as the efficacy of
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negotiation of meaning (Mackey, 1999; Pica, 1994, 1997; Pica et al, 1989; Polio
& Gass, 1998; Van den Branden, 1997), and of corrective feedback. such as
recasts, explicit corrective feedback etc (Ammar & Spada, 2006; Doughty &
Varela, 1998; Lyster, 2004, Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Mackey & Philp. 1998;
Truscott, 1999). The research on negotiation of meaning shows that it is beneficial
for learners’ comprehension of input and then for their language development. In a
recent meta-analysis on the effectiveness of corrective feedback(CF) in terms of
grammar, Russell & Spada (2006) find support for the effectiveness of corrective
feedback for L2 grammar leaming. Further, to some extent the benefits of CF are
durable to the delayed post-tests. However, some researchers are doubtful about
the effects of negotiation of meaning and recasts. They claim that it is likely that
benefits of negotiation, whatever they might be, are not uniform (Pica, 2002). As
such, it can not be treated as a particularly dependable pedagogical technigue.
Pica (1997, 2002) and others (Foster, 1998; Musumeci, 1996; Williams, 1999)
have claimed that negotiation in the classroom, either among learners or between
learners and the teacher, is not as frequent as might be wished. Nor can
transfer-of-information tasks guarantee that learners will negotiate (Foster, 1998).
As for the effects of corrective feedback, Truscott (1996, 1999, 2007) argues that
the error correction in oral performance does not improve learners” ability in terms

of grammar.

In brief, although there are heated debates conceming the effectiveness of
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pre-task and during task activities as ways of promoting focus on form, the
research has definitely deepened our understanding concerning the incorporation
of focus on form in task-based language teaching. However, the understanding
cannot be complete at all without the research on another indispensable phase of
task-based instruction: the post-task stage. The following sections will concentrate

on this stage which has received the least attention from task researchers.

2.2.3 Focus on form at post-task stage

As compared to the numerous studies concerning focus on form at the
pre-task or the within task stages, focus on form at the post-task stage has been
surprisingly neglected by most task researchers to date (except Forster & Skehan,
forthcoming; Lynch, 2001, 2007; Skehan & Foster, 1997). However, Doughty
(2001) has argued that the “most compelling proposal for a solution to the timing
issue (of focus on form) involves tapping the powerful cognitive resources that
enable learners to make use of a recem;i}-' occurring utterance” (emphasis added,
p-252). At the post-task stage, activities would generally have the function of
‘highlighting form in the earlier task performance’ to bring it more into focus
(Skehan & Foster, 1997). The idea of focus on “earlier task performance” is
compatible with some conversational analysis results (Schenkein, 1980, p.46)
which reveal that “systematic use of resources from pr;'ar talk in current talk

apparently organizes the conversation” (emphasis added). Skehan (2007) claims
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that the rationale for the post-task phase is that “the previous active
communicative activity has prepared the ground for learners to reflect upon what
they have done, and engage in analysis, reorganization of their language system,
and consoelidation of the progress they have made™ (p.63).

To give a more developed rationale conceming the above statement, the

following section discusses the theoretical background for the post-task activities.

2.2.3.1 Theoretical background of Focus on Form at post-task stage

Focus on form concerns how the learner’s attentional resources are allocated
in a communication setting. In particular, focus on form attempts to shift students”
attention to linguistic forms while their primary focus of attention is on meaning.
Clearly, the notion of attention and noticing is of crucial importance for the
understanding of focus on form at the post-task stage. As such, the conceptual
rationale is reviewed first with the two related psychological constructs —
attention and noticing (with Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis). Furthermore, in
previous related studies, focus on form at the post-task stage is concerned with the
reproduction of language in different ways. Levelt's Speaking Model (Levelt,
1989), and Swain’s Qutput Hypothesis (Swain, 1985, 1995, 2005) are reviewed to
provide the basis for the employment of post-task activities which may promote

effective focus on form.
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Attention and Noticing. As far as attention is concerned, the classic view in
psychology is that limited capacity is the primary characteristic of attention
(Schmidt, 2001), and this view has been taken on by many researchers in SLA
(Anderson, 1993; Mackey, 1999; McLaughlin, Rossman & McLeod, 1983; Gass,
Svetics & Lemelin, 2003; Skehan, 1998;VanPatten, 1990).

Due to limited attentional resources and the competition between form and
meaning in communication, attention must be strategically allocated (VanPatten,
1990, 1994, 1996). VanPatten has argued that what is important in most SLA
contexts i1s communicative meaning. Limited attentional resources are directed
first at those elements that carry message meaning, primarily lexical, and only
later, when the processing demands for meaning come down, towards
communicatively less informative formal features of language (VanPatten, 1990,
_ 1994, 1996). In other WOI‘(;S, attention is not only limited, but also selective
(Schmidt, 2001). Learners can acquire forms only when processing for meaning is
automatic and attention is freed and available.

In this vein, the basic assumption of focus on form is nicely compatible with
the notion of limited and selective attention, as it is claimed that the fundamental
assumption of focus on form is that “meaning and use must already be evident to
the learner at the time that attention is drawn to the linguistic apparatus needed to

get the meaning across” (Doughty & Williams, 1998, p. 4). In particular, the

effects of focus on form resulting from post-task activities are likely to be
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expected in this context. With limited and selective attention, it is clear that
language learners are “not free to notice whatever they want whenever they want
and that a number of factors influence noticing ability™ (Schmidt. 1990). The
post-task phase occurs as a desirable stage for noticing. After the completion of a
task, learners’ attention has been freed up from communicative pressure, and they
have sufficient cognitive resources to attend to/notice the language forms which
occurred in the previous task performance (Skehan, 1996b, 2007; Lynch. 2007).

Although noticing does not necessarily mean development or change
(Skehan, 2007), Schmidt (1990, 1993, 2001) proposes that conscious attention to
form or what he calls “noticing™ is a necessary condition for language learning.
Holding a strong version of the claim that attention is central, Schmidt (2001, p3)
emphasized that “the concept of attention is necessary in order to understand
virtually every aspect of second language acquisition™. Most SLA researchers
agree that noticing or attention to language forms plays an important role in L2
learning (Bygate, Skehan & Swain, 2001; DeKeyser, 1998; Doughty, 2001; Ellis,
2001, 2002; Robinson, 1995, 2001a; Skehan, 1998; Swain & Lapkin, 1995, 2001).

A subsequent question comes up: which forms are to be attended to? In
Schimdt’s Noticing Hypothesis, it is stated essentially that “léamers need to pay
attention to (and notice) details and differences in order to learn™ (Schmidt, 2001).
The processing of noticed details has been referred to as noticing the gap

{Schmidt & Frota, 1986). The gap is the mismatch between the input and the
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learners’ own output (Schmidt & Frota, 1986). As Long (1996) pointed out,
Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis, emphasizing the importance of noticing the form
in the input, is mainly input-oriented. Researchers have shown interest mostly on
how to process input effectively so as to cause it to be noticed for interlanguage
acquisition (VanPatten, 1996; Gass, 1997).

In the last decade, the noticing focus has been enlarged to be concerned with
not only input but also output, and as a result the concept of noticing has been
broadened to a wider range: noticing the gap and noticing the hole (Swain, 1995,
1998). These two notions appear to be related, but differ in crucial ways (Swain,
1995; Doughty & Williamss 1998; Williams, 2005; Izumi et al, 1999).

Noticing the gap occurs when learners notice that their interlanguage (I1L)
differs from the target language. The underlying assumption is that learners
ﬁlready have an established IL form and they figure out that the established 1L
form is an error. It suggests a simultaneous presence of both IL. and TL forms.
Noticing the hole takes place at the point at which learners realize that they do not
have the means to say something that they want to say (Swain, 1995). This differs
from noticing the gap, in that while noticing the hole, leamers may not yet have
developed an IL form to express what they want, that is there may be an absence
of [L form (Izumi et al, 1999).

As such, noticing the gap and noticing the hole take place at different

acquisitional stages and involve different cognitive processes. Activities that
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promote noticing the hole seek to intervene at the point at v;«'hich input becomes
intake, an earlier stage in the acquisition process (Williams, 2005). In contrast,
activities that facilitate noticing the gap attempt to destabilize the IL and move it
toward more targetlike accuracy, a later stage in acquisition, with a combination
of positive and negative evidence (Doughty, 2001). In the two acquisition stages,
different cognitive processes are involved: noticing the gap requires cognitive
comparison (Doughty, 2001). This means incoming input would have to be
compared either to representations stored in long-term memory or to traces left in
working memory (for the fine-grained analysis, see Doughty, 2001). In other
words a comparison between an [, form and TL form is inevitable. Then, once the
mismatches are noticed and compared, it may require a destabilization and
restructuring of 1L knowledge, and consequently the formation of new
form-meaning connections. Noticing the hole on the other hand, would seem to be
a simpler process in that “it.does not require comparison to representations that
have been previously stored™ (Williams, 2005: 682). It mainly involves the
recognition of a lack in IL and the attempt to establish such a new IL. form,
although there is no guarantee that the hole will be filled by a TL form (even
though this is clearly a pedagogical goal) (Williams, 2005).

With regard to focus on form in task-based instruction, both noticing the gap

and noticing the hole can be involved. The problem trigger for a focus on form

may be an error which would launch noticing the gap or the situation when
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learners encounter a meaning they do not know how to express which would
promote noticing the hole (Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Shehadeh, 2001; Swain &
Lapkin, 1995; Swain, 1998; Williams, 1999). Is it possible for learners to be
engaged in a certain situation where both noticing the gap and noticing the hole
are involved? The post-task phase provides such a suitable platform for both
noticing the gap and noticing the hole —for the former, learners have the chance
to review their own previous task performance so as to identify and notice the
language errors (or the difference from the target language) and to give some
offline feedback on those errors; for the latter, learners may carry out some
subsequent activities (e.g to redo the task in various ways) to analyze and reflect
upon the inadequacy (or absence) in their interlanguage as they are no longer
pre\olccupied with formulating meaning. In other words, they may notice the need
for lzew forms, or the relevant forms in interlocutors’ language (Lynch, 2007,

Skehan, 2007). As such, the gaps and the holes which have been noticed become

vital stimuli for future learning and interlanguage development.

Levelt'’s Speaking Model. Different from the pre-task activities (e.g. pre-task
planning), most of the post-task activities involve the production of language in
written (e.g. to transcribe the earlier performance in Clennell, 1999; Foster &
Skehan, forthcoming; Lynch, 2001, 2007; Mennim, 2003;) or in oral forms (e.g. to

redo the task publicly in Skehan and Foster, 1997). Those post-task activities are

34



proposed as a way of focusing leax.*ne:rs’ an_ention on language formal features for
language development. Levelt’s speaking model and Swain’s Output Hypothesis
prbvide grounds for the production of language at the post-task stage.

According to Levelt (1989), speech production consists of three major
corhponents: the Conceptualizer, the Formulator, and the Articulator. The
Conceptualizer includes conceiving of an intention, selecting the relevant

information, ordering this information for expression, ktleeping track of what was
said before, and so on. The Conceptualiz,er formats communicative intentions in
such a way that the formulator can handle ther.n. The production of the
Conceptualiz‘ation stage is a preverbal message. The Formulator converts the
preverbal message into a speech plan which involves two major processes that
.translate a conceptual structure into a !inguistic'one. The first step is the
grammatical encoding of the message, a process consisting of procedures for
accessing lemmas and of the syntactic building procedures. Levelt argues that a
lemma is activated when its meaning matches part of the preverbal message and
that this activation leads to certain syntactic building procedures. Along with the
relevant lemmas, the syntactic building procedures produce a surface structure.
The second step of formulating is phonological encoding. This includes retrieving
or building detailed phonetic and articulatory planning for lemmas and for the

0 ‘*"“.\ - - . - -
whole utterance. The output of the Formulator is a phonological plan, priming the

speaker for the articulation of the utterance. The phonological plan is executed in
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the third major processing component, the Articulator. Articulating is the
execution of the phonetic plan through retrieving chunks of internal speech from a
temporary storage called the articulatory buffer and through motor execution. This
is a component in which speakers’ internal linguistic knowledge turns into audible
sounds (for a detailed review, see Muranoi, 2007).

Levelt (1989) argues that conceptualizing involves highly controlled
processing that demands attentional resources for both L1 and L2 speakers. For
L1 speakers, other processing components such as formulating and articulating
are claimed to be largely automatic, and demand very ‘little executive control.
However, for L2 speakers who have not yet developed full command of the target

language, formulating and articulating are likely to be controlled. Second

language production is bound to place strains on learners in all the three

——~
A}

components (Muranoi, 2007): the Conceptualizer, the Formulator and the
Articulator when there is time pressure. SLLA researchers are concerned with how
to provide learners with a learning experience which will enable them to manage
the form-meaning relations, tha-l is to enhance the efficiency of the formulating so
as to find an appropriate form to match the preverbal message. Post-task activities
may provide supportive conditions for such form-meaning management in the
following two ways:

First, as in the case in task repetition (Bygate, 1996, 2001 Gass et al, 1999),

since they have done the task before, when doing the post-task activity, learners
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have been informed of the task topic and have already tried to segment the
preverbal message for speech production. That means they are familiar with the
conceptualization process for speaking, and so most of their attention can be
concentrated on the selection and articulation of language. In the post-task
condition, most attention is available for the formulating component so that the

®
form-meaning connection is more likely to occur correctly and more appropriately
than in the pre/during task condition.

Second, when redoing the task at the post-task stage, learners have already
experienced the formulation and articulation of the speech. In other words, the
post-task activity aims to lead them to go through the formulalion' and articulation
processes a second or a th;rd time. Drawing on the encodings which they had
previously used, learners may benefit potentially in the following three ways
(Bygate, 2001; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan, 2001):

1) if they are to redo the task orally, they may become more fluent since the
necessary lemmas and syntactic patterns are likely to be easier to be accessed in

the second time;

i1) alternatively, if they are to transcribe their previous speech, they may not
gain much in fluency, but might pay more attention to the precision of the
previous speech by means of correcting the errors or refining the speech to match

the norms of the target language.

i1i) a third possibility is, in subsequent activity after task performance, the
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learner might choose to build on the routines established previously to produce a .
more complex or more sophisticated conceptualization or formulation of the
message.

In short, according to Levelt’s speaking model, L2 speakers have
constraints on all three components of L2 language production. The operation of
post-task activities provides the opportunity for learners to reduce the pressure on
all the three components of speaking: the conceptualizing, the formulating and the
articulation, especially the latter two. Without much pressure in terms of
attentional allocation between form and communicative meaning, the efficacy of
the Formulator and the Articulator has been enhanced. As such, it may channel the

'

learner’s attention to formal features of the speech and give rise to a change in

task performance.

Swain's Output Hypothesis. Levelt’ s Speaking Model accounts for the possibility
that a post-task activity may give rise to a change in .2 performance. Researchers
are further concerned with the question: whether the changes or whether
producing speech can lead to L2 acquisition and development. Swain’s Qutput
Hypothesis (1985, 1995, 1998, 2005) tries to account for how L2 output affects
the various cognitive processes involved in SLA, and her Output Hypothesis is
viewed as an important extension of theories that consider input as the most

important aspect of second language acquisition (Swain, 1985).
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Swain argues that.output is not only a product of language acquisition
outcome, but also a part of the process of learning, and therefore she suggests
pushing learners “...toward the delivery of a message that is not only conveyed,
but that is conveyed precisely, coherently, and appropriately™ (Swain, 1985,
p248-249). The Output Hypothesis proposes three functions for output (Swain,
ibid):

(1) The Noticing/Triggering Function It is claimed that under some
circumstances, the activity of producing the target language may prompt L2
learners to recognize consciously some of their linguistic problems. *It may bring
their attention to something they need to discover about their target language
(possibly directing their attention to relevant input)” (Swain, 2005, p474). This
awareness triggers cognitive processes for learners to generate new linguistic
kn;)wledge or consolidate their existing knowledge (Swain & Lapkin, 1995).
Unlike comprehension, production does not allow learners to rely on external cues
and general nonlinguistic knowledge (De Bot, 1996). In production, learners will
inevitably discover what they can and cannot do. Noticing a problem is not
solving it, but the awareness of a problem 1ﬁay lead to more attention to relevan}
information in the input. Thus, noticing can lead to learning (De Bot., 1996).

(2) The Hypothesis Testing Function  The claim is that from the learner’s
perspective, output may sometimes be a ‘trial run’ reflecting their hypothesis of

how to say (or write) their intent (Swain, 2005, p.476). In other words, producing
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output is potentially a way of testing one’s own hypothesis about the target
language. Research shows that learners modify their output in response to
conversational feedback (Pica et al, 1989; Loewen, 2005). Swain (2005) argued
that if learners were not testing hypotheses, then the modified output would not be
expected following feedback. Further, it is assumed that the processes in which
learners engage to modify their output in response to feedback are part of the
second language learning process (Swain, 2005). In modifying their output,
learners “test hypotheses about the second language, experiment with new
structures and forms, and expand and exploit their interlanguage resources in
creative ways” (Pica et al, 1989:64). Studies show that pushing learners to medify
their output not only results in better control of features which had already been
acquired (Nobuyoshi & Ellis, 1993); but also leads leamers to be engaged in
acquisition of new forms (Pica et al, 1989).

(3) The Metalinguistic (Reflective) Function It is claimed that “as
learners reflect upon their own target language use, their output serves a
metalinguistic function, enabling them to control and internalize linguistic
knowledge” (Swain, 1995, p.126). In other words, output may cause the learner to
engage in a more syntactic processing than is necessary for the comprehension of
input. In their work, Swain and her colleagues (Swain, 1995; Swain & Lapkin,
1995) have developed various classroom activities termed as “collaborative

dialogue™ in which students have to work together to solve “form-related”
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problems in the target language. Through collaborative discussion, the students
become more aware of a language problem and try to solve it together. In this
setting, the elicitation of relevant input seems to be the mechanism through which
learning can take place (De Bot, 1996).

The essential difference between language production during the task and
after the task is that the former mainly aims at getting the job done—to
accomplish the task, while the latter is to redo the task in various ways for
language reflection, consolidation and development (Lynch, 2007; Skehan, 2007;
Wills, 1996). In the post-task condition, without much online communication
pressure, learners may process the language more precisely, coherently and
appropriately (Swain, 1995, 2005) which reflects the three functions of the output
in the following ways:

First, at the post-task stage, there is an existing earlier performance to help
learners to notice the gap or the hole. To redo the task orally or in written form
provides opportunities for learners to notice the distance between their
interlanguage and the target forms. In other words, the post-task output processing
pushes learners further in their cognitive processing (e.g. the cognitive
comparison between their own speech and the target norms) (Doughty, 2001) and
prompts them to perceive or conceive the utilized structure.

Second, post-task activities may involve not only the production of language,

but also modification of the previous speech (Lynch, 2001; 2007). As discussed
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above, the process of modification, in essence, is a process of hypothesis testing
for L2 language development. In the process of hypothesis testing in response to
internal or external feedback, “if learne#s cannot work out a solution, they may
turn to input, this time with more focused attention, searching for relevant input.
Or they may work out a solution, resulting in new, reprocessed output. What goes
on between the first output and the second is part of the process of second
language learning (Swain & Lapkin, 1995). As such, it will be beneficial both for
the consolidation of the existing knowledge of L2 and for acquisition of the new
forms.

Third, focus on form at thf; post-task stage can be operationalized either
individually or in pairs (Lynch, 2001, 2007). The pair work, termed “collaborative
transcribing” in Lynch’s studies (2007), is similar to the “collaborative dialogue™
proposed by Swain and Lapkin (2001). Researchers find that when the activities
are performed collaboratively, they lead to a focus on form as students engage in
constructing the meaning required by the task (Kowal & Swain, 1997; Swain,
1998). In collaborative post-task activities, learners are likely to be involved in
metalinguistic processing, and this processing may also lead to modified and

°
reprocessed output— a possible step toward language acquisition (Izumi et al,

1999).

-

In sum, Levelt’s Speaking Model and Swain’s Output Hypotheses lend

theoretical support for the research on focus on form at the post-task stage.
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Post-task focus on form activities may not only give rise to changes in learners’
performance, but, more importantly, are likely to lead to language acquisition by
means of noticing, hypothesis testing and metalanguage reflection. Thus, it is
promising to investigate focus on form at the post-task phase so as to explore its
role on learners’ performance improvement and furthermore, their interlanguage
development.

Nevertheless, despite the above sound reasons for the research on focus on
form at the post-task stage, the empirical studies in this regard are surprisingly few.
In the next section, we will review previous studies concerning post-task focus on
form. Those studies, although small in number, provide the practical grounds for

the motivation of the present research.

2.2.3.2 Previous studies on focus on form at post-task stage

There is a paucity of research with regard to the post-task activity for focus
on form effects. One of the reasons may be that in the research context, some
researchers viewed task-based instruction as consisting only of pre-task activity
and task performance (or only task performance in some cases). Once the task is
accomplished, the job is done. However, that is not the real case in .2 language

pedagogy. Willis (1996) pointed out that

task-based learning is not just about getting learners to do one task and then
another. [f that were the case, learners would probably become quite expert at
doing tasks and resourceful with their language, but they would almost
certainly gain fluency at the expense of accuracy. ....to promote constant .
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learning and improvement, we should see it (to do a task) as just one
component in a larger framework (p.40).

Willis (1996) outlined the framework of task-based learning as consisting of
three phases: a pre-task phase, a task cycle and a post-task language-focus stage,
and argued that in addition to exposure and use of language, it is necessary to
provide certain kinds of form focused instruction, either teacher-led or
student-centered after the task cycle. Similarly, task researchers (Ellis, 2003
Skehan, 1996a; 1998) found it necessary to include a post task stage and
distinguish three major stages for the implementation of tasks (pre, during and
post task stages). In particular, Skehan (1996a) suggested that post-task activities
can not be neglected with the assumption that learners’ foreknowledge of the post
task activity would influence how they allocate their attention during an actual
task. To elaborate the view that post-task activities can change the way in which
learners direct their attention during the.task, Skehan (1996a) proposed two
phases of post-task activities, phase one in a micro sense covering activities such
. as public performance, analysis an& testing etc, and phase two in a macro sense
including activities such as examining task sequences, task progression and task
grouping. In the two phases, phase one is evidently concerned with the increasing
of the accuracy and complexity effects which appears an appropriate phase for
focus on form.

Skehan & Foster (1997) examined the effect of the foreknowledge of a

certain post-task activity (to redo the task publicly) on three tasks (a personal, a
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narrative and a decision making task). As they predicted, foreknowledge of public
performance did not influence fluency and complexity, but had a significant effect
on accuracy in the decision-making task. Although only one task (out of three)
showed a significant accuracy effect, the research results were still encouraging in
that the study showed that first, a post-task activity can have its function when it is
operationalised in a suitable task context; secondly, the clearest effect of a post
task activity is on accuracy (an attractive index for the goal of focus on form).
This supports the claim that a post task stage may be a desirable phase for
promoting the effect of focus on form. In an attempt to account for the weak effect
of the public performance condition in Skehan & Foster (1997), Foster and
Skehan (forthcoming) proposed that the weakness of the effect may be due to the
nature of the activity—that is, public performance seems to have a remote
influence on all the participants since only a small number (not all) of the students
would be selected to perform in public; with regard to individual differences.
public performance may not be viewed as a threat to certain participants
(especially the brave learners); and in such an activity, for learners with different
orientations in their performance (complexity-oriented, fluency-oriented or
accuracy-oriented), their attention may not necessarily be directed to form to
achieve a higher accuracy. In a word, *public performance’ cannot represent the

whole picture of post-task activity. =

In their subsequent study, Foster & Skehan (forthcoming) adopted another
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alternative post-task activity— “transcribing” to eliminate the disadvantageous
influence of public performance: first, transcribing is an individual activity for
every participant to reexamine their own task performance, as such there would
not occur any remote feeling among participants; second, to be pushed to
transcribe their own performance, learners are forced to pay attention to the form
of their own language during the task, thus accuracy becomes a necessity for all
types of learners (Foster & Skehan, forthcoming). The researchers divided the
participants into experimental and control groups. The experimental group
transcribed extracts of their own task performance as a post-task activity while the
control group did no post task activity. Both groups performed two types of tasks:
narrative and decision-making tasks in two counterbalanced task cycles. The
results showed that (1) foreknowledge of transcribing as a post-task activity has a
significant accuracy effect on task performance in both narrative and decision
making tasks; (2) significantly greater complexity was found for the experimental
group in the decision making task. (3) With regard to fluency, one of the measures,
length of run, was significantly greater for the post-task condition in the decision
making task. As compared with Skehan & Foster (1997), the results in Foster and
Skehan (forthcoming) are clearly more positive and supportive not only for the
accuracy effect, but also for complexity and part of fluency. It is hoped that
“transcribing” is likely to lead to an overall language improvement in terms of

fluency, complexity and accuracy. As far as task type is concerned, more
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interesting findings were revealed suggesting that the decision making task is a
more promising arena to demonstrate the experimental effects not only in terms of
accuracy, but also of complexity. In contrast, narrative performance is more
difficult to influence. These results may attract researchers to pay more attention
to the essential features of task type and its interactional function with other task
conditions (Skehan & Foster, 2001; Skehan, 2007).

Skehan & Foster’s post-task research is pioneering work in the task-based
research field and shows some encouraging results for further studies. In addition,
the post-task phase has also attracted attention from second language pedagogy.
From a teacher’s perspective, Lynch (2001, 2007) investigated the variables of
transcribing as a post-task activity in an L2 classroom setting. Based on
observation of classroom learning, two limitations had been identified by Lynch
(2001): first, learners were given too much emphasis on learner activity, but too
little time for reflection on the language. They kept on doing activities with few
opportunities to reflect on their language gains and defects. Second, given that
only high-proficiency learners were aware of their language changes in activity
(Lynch & Maclean, 2001), devising ways to help learners analyse their
performance is necessary. In such a context, Lynch employed transcribing as a
reflective noticing activity for classroom learning. In contrast to employing
transcribing as an individual task in Foster & Skehan’s (forthcoming) study,

Lynch (2001, 2007) designed the activity to be conducted in pairs as collaborative
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transcribing. In Lynch’s (2001) study, learners were asked to transcribe
collaboratively, then discussed and revised the transcripts, and submitted the
revised transcripts to the teacher for further corrections and reformulation. The
analyses of the process and product of these cycles suggested that collaborative
transcribing and revising can encourage learners to focus on form in their output
in a relatively natural way. Furthermore, the teacher plays an important role in this
post-task intervention, especially in the improvement of vocabulary (Lynch,
2001).

In a more recent study, Lynch (2007) compared the effects of two different
transcribing groups—student-initiated transcribing (students in pairs transcribed
their own performance and then revised the transcripts) and teacher initiated
transcribing (the teacher transcribed problematic extracts of learners” performance,
and the transcripts with errors were given back to the pairs for their revision). The
analyses of the subsequent performance showed that both procedures are
manageable under normal classroom conﬂilions. and suggested that the
student-initiated transcribing was more effective in helping the learners to
maintain higher accuracy in the highlighted forms which were revised by students
themselves.

The previous studies, either from a researcher’s or from a teacher’s
perspective, show encouraging results with regard to the effect of post-task

activities. Comparing the findings of two post-task activities (redo the task



publicly or transcribing task performance) in Skehan & Foster’s two studies (1997,
forthcoming), we find that transcribing may be adopted as a more feasible,
manageable and effective post-task activity in communicative language
‘E’i‘assrooms. Similarly, Willis & Willis (2007) also suggest that transcribing as an
effective post-task pedagogical choice is appealing to both teachers and learners.
Some teachers have already begun to employ this activity in their classrooms
(Clennell, 1999; Mennim, 2003).

As compared with the great amount of research concerning pre- and during
task conditions, research concerning the post-task condition is surprisingly scarce.
However, as far as the focus on form effect is concerned, the post-task phase is an
important and promising stage to be explored (Skehan, 2007). Given this small
body of existing research, there is clearly a need for further research on the effects
of post-task activity on learners’ task performance. Based on the previous studies’
findings (Foster & Skel;am forthcoming; Lynch, 2001, 2007; Skehan & Foster,
1997), the present research will adopt transcribing (conducted in various ways) as

a post-task activity and explore its effects on an extended scale.

2.3 Motivation for the present study
The goals of the current study are (i) to investigate whether employing
transcribing as a post-task activity has an effect on focus on form in task

performance; (ii) to compare the effects of different transcribing conditions in
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terms of individual work vs. pair work, revision vs. no revision, student
involvement vs. teacher intervention; (iii) to explore whether there is a practice
effect in learners’ performance if several task sessions are employed, in other
words, whether it might be possible to train learners to distribute attention
selectively over longer period; (iv) to compare the differences between two task
types—-the narrative and the decision-making interactive tasks.

The above goals are derived from the following reasons:

a. For a better focus on form effect, in other words to orient learners’
attention to language form, transciri‘bing may be viewed as one of the best
activities. Asking learners to transcribe their own or one another’s speech is not a
new idea. We can draw on a long tradition of using dictation and its contemporary
varian.t, dictogloss, both of which feature complete or partial transcribing (Lynch,
2001). Research shows that learners can benefit from transcribing either in a
collaborative dialogue or from the other’s presentation (Clennell, 1999; Swain &
Lapkin, 1995). If transcribing speeéh pushes learners to focus on form, it is
assumed that it would also be helpful for learners to transcribe their own speech,
and to focus on their own language. Willis & Willis (2007) claim that when
transcribing or listening to their performance for a second or third time,
“participants process. the language slightly differently each time, thereby assuring

more chances to notice different linguistic features and maybe to incorporate some

of them in their subsequent writing or speaking” (p. 168). As a result, Willis &

&
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Willis (2007) recommend post-task transcribing and analysing as a helpful type of
language work for L2 classroom pedagogy and it has already been adopted by
many L2 teachers in various countries.

Furthermore, post-task transcribing may be viewed as a form of task
repetition. This sort of task repetition can allow learners to draw on their
familiarity with content and task demands, and with the process of formulating the
desired meanings (c.f. Levelt’s Speaking Model), so that they are able to devote
more attention to getting the language right (Bygate, 1996, 2001; Gass et al, 1999).

/
In addition, post-task transcribing is different from other sorts of task repetition in
that it makes learners” speech visible instead of merely audible, and the visible
transcripts increase the chance of learners’ noticing, remembering and producing
revised forms (Clennell, 1999; Johnson, 1996, Lynch, 2001, 2007). As a result, to
explore the effects of various transcribing activities would be a promising aspect
in both SLA research and pedagogy, particularly-in terms of channeling learner’s
attention to a focus on form.

The issue concerning the operationalisation of a pos:t-task activity 1s also
worth exploring here. In contrast to Foster & Skehan (forthcoming) in which
transcribing took place after class and out of the classroom. Lynch’s studies
embedded transcribing into the classroom immediately after the task performance.

Transcribing on the spot would be more manageable and under teachers’ or

researchers’ control in case that some unexpected intervening variables appear in
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the research condition. In the present study, transcribing takes place immediately

after the task performance and still in the classroom.

b. For a deep understanding on the effect of post-task transcribing, various
conditions have been taken into account. In the present study, transcribing is
employed either individually or in pairs with the aim to explore whether there is a
difference between these two conditions. In Foster and Skehan (forthcoming),
transcribing was operationalised on’an individual basis. That 1s. each participant
was asked to transcribe the task performance (including interactive task
performance) by him/hesself. In contrast, Lynch (2001, 2007) adopted a pair work
style which he called collaborative transcribing.

Which would be more effective, individual work or pair work? From a
theoretical perspective, the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1983, 1996) and
Socio-cultural Theory (Lantolf, 2006) are in support of pair work. Long
emphasizes that in the interaction between learners (or learners and native
speakers), negotiation of meaning, or negative feedback such as recasting, can
facilitate second language learning. Socio-cultural Theory proposes that in the
interaction between an expert and a novice, the expert would provide scaffolding
for the novice to attune his language and to reach a higher level of target language.
As such, both theories agree that interaction in pairs would facilitate second
language development. However, some research shows that pair work does not

necessarily mean collaboration, and that it is only when learners work
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collaboratively that they create opportunities for language learning. Furthermore,
there has been relatively little empirical research comparing pair work and
individual work. Foster & Skehan (1999) compared the effects of different
pre-task planning conditions (teacher-led, solitary and group-based). The finding
shows that group planning did not have advantages for learners’ performance, and
solitary planners produced more complex and more fluent language. Some
researchers (Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007) compared short reports
produced by students working in pairs with those of students working individually
and found that pairs produced more grammatically accurate texts. To date, no
consistent results have been reported and it is interesting to explore the difference
between individual work and pair work in post-task transcribing activities.

c. In the current study, the experimental students are further divided into
revision and no revision groups. Swain (1995 41 998, 2005) claimed that modified
output is likely to promote language learning. To push learners to revise or modify
their own output may cause not only attention to form, but also an underlying
cognitive comparison (Doughty, 2001) and then a reprocessing process (c.f.
Swain’s Output Hypothesis). In Lynch (2001, 2007). students were involved in
revising and reformulating. They showed performance impm\}emem as a result of
this process. Given the small sample size in Lynch’s study (n=16), no
generalization could be made concerning the effect of revision in transcribing,. |

However, it is assumed that revision provides the opportunity for explicit
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feedback, both positive and negative, and that this is a central requirement for
formal language leaming (Schachter, 1988; Ferris, 2004). In teaching practice.
some teachers reflect that “during the transcription phase, many trainees wanted to
write what they wish they had said rather than what they had actually said™ (Willis
& Willis, 2007, p 173). In other words, without communicative pressure, learners
tend to recall their memory for better forms, or to test their language hypothesis
for new forms. Learners’ attention may be naturally channeled to language forms.
The above theoretical background and the practice findings are the starting potnt
for the design of the involvement of revision. Participants in the present research
are engaged either in reflective self revision or interactive peer revision or
supplementary teacher revision. It 1s hoped that the involvement of revision and
reformulation in various forms would give rise to a change in learners’
performance especially in terms of accuracy.

d. The teacher’s role has also been incorporated into the present study. In
Lynch (2001), it was showed that the teacher has a role to play in providing
post-task feedback, particularly in the area of vocabulary. When the effects of
self-correction and teacher correction on transcripts were compared in Lynch
(2007), it was suggested that the self-transcribing was more effective in helping
the learners to maintain higher accuracy. The above results show different roles
for teachers within the transcribing activity.

In task-based teaching, the role of teachers has been enhanced to a more
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demanding position (Ellis, 2003). Unlike the fixed role of the teacher in the
traditional classroom, the role of the teacher in a task-based lesson varies at
different stages. The teacher will act as the initial advisor, then the monitor during
task, and the language guide and chairperson at the post-task stage (Willis, 1996).
Some empirical studies have showed how teachers can have an effective role
without compromising the naturalness of the task (Samuda, 2001; Thornbury,
1997; Toth, 2008). In contrast, some researchers have argued that “interactive
practice during pair or group work presents several advantages over
teacher-fronted activities” (Ortega, 2007:182). Interaction between learners
affords better opportunities for the expression of a wider range of meanings and
functions than is typically possible with teacher-fronted interactions (Hall &
Walsh, 2002). To date, it is still not clear about the role of teachers in a task-based
approach. The present research aims to explore the effects of the teacher’s role in
transcribing— as compared to the role of individual or pair students” work,
whether teachers’ intervention in revision would bring about any differences in
learners’ performance.

e. In Lynch’s (2001, 2007) studies, 8nly one task— ‘role play’ was involved.
This may cause some problems in the generalization of the results to other task
types in classroom settings. Task researchers have contributed fruitful findings
concerning thq influence of task types and task features on learners’ performance

(for review, see Bygate, Skehan & Swain, 2001; Ellis, 2003; Skehan, 1998, 2007).
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It would be more revealing to adopt different task types in a single research to see
the effects of different task types. In this vein, the present study follows Foster &
Skehan (forthcoming) in employing two types of tasks: a decision making task
and a narrative task, the former of which was shown to be the most prm;lising
candidate demonstrating experimental effects and the latter to be the most difficult
one to reveal significant differences among the experimental group. In this way,
the validity of the current study is enhanced in that it takes into account the effects
of different task types; and the results of the study may therefore be more
generalizable for other classroom settings.

f. In contrast to most previous task-based studies, in the present study,
participants are engaged in a longer period—four task sessions with one week
interval between each cycle. The adoption of the multiple task sessions is derived
from the related empirical findings in previous research and skill acquisition
theory in cognitive psychology and applied linguistics. In Skehan & Foster (1997),
all the participants were visited three times to complete three tasks at one-week
interva.ls. The results in this regard suggested there was a practice effect, with
accuracy scores in the third week higher (although not significantly) than those

from the first week.
According to Dekeyser (2007), practice refers to “the specific activities in
the second language, engaged in systematically, deliberately, with the goal of

development knowledge of and skills in the second language” (p 1). In cognitive
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psychology, the role of practice is rooted in skill acquisition theories, for example,
Anderson’s ACT* Model. In this model, learning is viewed as a certain kind of
skill leaming and it implies the development from initial controlled processing to
a'mediating associative stage, and to a final automatic stage. Practice plays an
important role in turning the controlled declarative knowledge into the automatic
procedural one (Anderson, 1993). It is generally agreed that “reaction time and
error rate decline gradually as a function of practice with a given task™ (Dekeyser,
2007: 4).

In second language acquisition, according to Ellis (1993), the purpose of
L2 practice is “to develop fully proceduralized implicit knowledge™ of the target
language (p.109). He claimed that practice is important for teaching pronunciation
and formulaic knowledge but not for the teaching of grammar rules (Ellis, 1993).
Further, researchers who are advocates of input oriented approach take the view
that input practice leads to language acquisition, but output practice merely serves
to improve fluency (Ellis, 1993; VanPattern, 2002). In contrast, other researchers
argued that sufficient communicative practice is an essential ingredient of
successful language learning (Van den Branden, 2007), and output practice does
not simply serve to incr.casc fluency, but it leads to language acquisition as well
(Swain, 1985; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). Given the controversy concerning the
effects of practice on either language acquisition or communicative competence,

there is a need to explore practice effects in the current study in which the focus is

L 3 '
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on the language development or acquisition in a communicative setting,

One of the ways to enhance the practice effect is to provide multiple chances
for learners to repeat the same or similar tasks, that is, to get learners to be
involved in several task sessions. The idea of multiple repetition is *“an important
element of the praxis of practice all over the world™ (DeKeyser, 2007: t1), and it
is gradually accepted in empirical research on second language acquisition
(Bygate, 1996, 2001; Gass et al 1999; Lynch & Maclean, 2000, 2001; Van den
Branden, 1997, 2007). In the present study, four task sessions are designed for
participants to complete two types of tasks (narrative task and decision-making
task) twice to see whether there would be a growth in task performance over
longer periods.

An additional benefit for the adoption of multiple task sessions is that it
makes the measure of the treatment effect more revealing. Unlike the early studies
on tasks or on focus on form which typically measured the effects only once,
immediately following the completion of the experiments, later studies include a
delayed post-test that makes it possible to see the durability of a certain treatment
(Ellis, 2008). However, according to Ellis (2008), the ideal measure of treatment
effects is ‘process testing™ (i.e. a whole series of tests), “as only this is capable of
showing the accumulated effect of instruction on developmental transition over
time” (p.843). In the present study, learners are involved in four task sessions, and

the performance in every session is first analysed independently and then
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compared with other sessions between groups and within groups. This measure is
similar to what Ellis (2008) termed as “process testing” to explore learners’

performance changes over time.

2.4 Research Questions
In view of the foregoing literature review, the present study investigates the

effects of various types of transcribing as a post-task focus on form activity on
learners’ oral performance. Specifically, the aim of the study is multifaceted. In
the first place, the general effect of transcribing, as compared to the
non-transcribing condition, is the major focus of the study. In the second place,
the relative effectiveness of pair work and individual work is paid much attention
to as well. Further, the effect of revision is investigated. At the same time, the role
of teacher’s intervention in transcribing is taken into account. Moreover, the
different effects of two task types are examined. Finally, the practice effect of the
engagement of multiple task sessic;ns has been explored. The research questions
that guide the study are the following:

1). Do the post-task focus on form activities have effects on learners’ oral
performance?

2). Are there any different effects on the individual transcribing groups and

on the pair transcribing groups?

3). Are there any different effects on the transcribing-only groups and on the



transcribing-and-revision groups?

4). Are there any different effects on the three revision groups? In other
words, are there any differences between the teacher revising group and the
student revising groups?

5). Are there any different effects of the two task types (i.e. narrative and
decision-making tasks) on learners’ oral performance?

6). Is there any practice effect as a result of the involvement of multiple task

sessions?

2.5 Task Performance measures

Prior to the operation of the present study, it is necessary to note an
mmportant issue in task-based research: how task performance is measured. In the
literature, task performance measures vary greatly among task researchers (Ellis,
2003: Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Skehan, 1998). To a considerable extent, the
different measures of task performance adopted in different studies have reflected
researchers’ theoretical positions (Skehan, 2003). Interactionists focus on the
indices for the negotiation of meaning, such as clflriﬁcation requests, confirmation
checks, comprehension checks, recasts and uptakes (Long, 1983, 1996; Lyster,
1998, 2004; Mackey & Philip, 1998; Russell & Spada, 2006); Researchers based
on the sociocultural theory prefer to the measures of interactive and language

involvement, such as language-related episodes (LREs) and turns (Lowen, 2005;
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Swain, 1995, 20035; Swain & Lapkin, 2001; Williams, 1998, 2000). Working in the
framework of the cognitive approach, researchers distinguish oral performance in
the following directions: fluency, accuracy, complexity, and recently the lexical
aspects of performance (Foster & Skehan,1996; Robinson, 2001; Skehan, 1998;
Skehan & Foster, 1997,1999, 2005; Yuan & Ellis, 2003).

Judged from its conceptual framework and rationale, the present study can
be clearly focated within the cognitive approach group. Thus, it follows the
conventions adopted by a large number of cognitive task studies {(Foster & Skehan,
1996; Skehan & Foster, 1997, 1999, 2005; Robinson, 2001; Yuan & Eliis, 2003)
to focus on the measures of complexity, accuracy, fluency and lexical performance.
However, even for the same construct of task performance (e.g. complexity),
different measures are used across studies in the literature (Ortega, 2003). [t 1s,
therefore, needed to review the literature conceming the measure of task

performance prior to the selection of performance measures and its application to

the present study.

2.5.1 Conceptual background

In the traditional sense, some researchers argue that the three components
of language performance (i.e. fluency. complexity and accuracy) reflect two
different aspects of language processing: language representation (alsc known as

declarative knowledge) and-language access (also known as procedural
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knowledge) (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998). In this view, complexity and accuracy
correspond to the language representation of L2 learners. Particularly, complexity
reveals “the scope of. expanding or restructured knowledge to target language
norms”, accuracy shows “the conformity of L2 knowledge to target language
norms” (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998, p 4). In comparison, fluency reflects how
learners control the access of the language, “with control improving as the learner
automatises the process of gaining access” (ibid, p.4).

From an information processing perspective, Skehan (1996a, 1998) argues
that the three aspects—fluency, complexity and accuracy—all pertain to 1.2
language representation, but language representation consists of dual systems, and
also different aspects of language performance draw on different linguistic
systems: the exemplar-based and the rule-based systems. To achieve fluency,
learners make use of the exenipiar—based (or memory-based) system which
consists of formulaic chunks for an increased [;roduclion speed. In contrast,
accuracy and complexity require learners to draw on the rule-based system in
which the abstract rules can be used to create a variety of utterances/sentences.
According to Skehali(1996b~ 1998), in task-based language teaching and learning,
fluency refers to real-time language production without undue pausing or
hesitation which occurs when learners take the meaning as the primary concern to

get the task done; complexity reflects learners’ willingness to try the interlanguage

structures that are ‘cutting edge’ and elaborated; and accuracy refers to “how well
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the target language is produced in relation to the rule system of the target language
(Skehan, 1996b, p23). Based on the different primacies of the three aspects,
Skehan proposed that in language production, there would be an initial contrast
between meaning (fluency) and form (complexity and accuracy). Further, the
nature of complexity (i.e. restructuring of language) and of accuracy (i.e. control
of language) can represent another contrast between them, although both
complexity and accuracy are relevant for the rule-based system and viewed as the
formal aspects of performance {Skehan, 1996b, 1998).

Independent of the above syntactic aspects, lexical performance has
attracted attention in a relatively smail number of task-based studies (Bygate,
1996; Foster, 1996; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Gass et al, 1999; Robinson, 1995,
2001; Skehan, 2009). Although vocabulary is now considered integral to every
aspect of language knowledge (Daller, Milton, & Treffers-Daller, 2007), lexical
performance has not received sufficient attention in the task-based research until
recently. In their research concerning the measures of L2 development,
Wolfe-Quintero et al (1998) include the lexical aspects as independent of fluency,
accuracy and grammatical complexity and argue that lexical richness constitutes
another major area for language complexity. According to Wolfe-Quintero et al,
lexical complexity is manifested in terms of the range (lexical variation) and size
(lexical sophistication) of L2 vocabulary. In a mote recent book. Daller et al (2007)

proposed the multiple measures of different aspects of lexical performance and
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viewed lexical richness as an umbrella term covering lexical diversity, which is
“t’he variety of active vocabulary deployed by a speakers or writer” (Malvern &
Richards, 2002: 87), lexical sophistication (the number of low frequency words)
and lexical density (the ratio of content and function words) (Daller et al,
2007:13).

In the present study, both the various syntactic aspects and lexical
performance are taken into account. The following section reviews different
measures of the above aspects in the literature and describes how those aspects of

task performance are measured in the current research.

2.5.2 Measures of fluency, complexity, accuracy and lexical performance
-

Speech fluency is of such a multifaceted nature that it manifests and
reflects not only underlying speech-planning and thinking processes but also the
process of speech production, the phenomenon of hesitation and the temporal
dimensions of speech (Freed, 2000). Lennon (1990) viewed oral fluency measures
as two types: measures of temporal aspects, such as words per minute or pause
length, and measures of dysfluencies, such as repairs. In the Iiterature of SLA
research, a comprehensive cluster of fluency-related measures were used
including amount of speech, rate of speech, unfilled pauses, frequency of filled

pauses, length of fluent speech runs, repairs (including repetitions,

reformulations/false starts, corrections and partial repeats), and clusters of
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dysfluencies (Kopon&;n & Riggenbach, 2000; Freed, 2000). However, research
shows that not all the fluency measures are necessarily effective in distinguishing
the different oral proficiency levels, that is, not all the measures are perfectly
reliable in oral data analysis (Freed, 2006). Pauses, for instance, may reflect either
time required to focus on a new thought or time required to put a thought into
words (Lennon, 1990). Thus, “the presence of pauses is not exclusively associated
with a lack of fluency in a second language” (Freed, 2000:256). In the present
study which concerns the effects of post-task focus on form activities, fluency,
with a primary focus on meaning (Foster & Skehan, 1996), is not the major focus
of pen‘“ormance measures. Thus, only some of potential fluency measures are
adopted in the present study as follows. Given the multi-functionality of pauses in
L2 speech, pauses are not included in the fluency measure. The adopted fluency
measures are:

a. Speech rate: refers to how fast and dense the produced language is in
terms of the time units. It is calculated on the basis of the number of (nonrepeated)
words per minute;

b. Repair fluency: including the following categories: reformulation which
suggests a decision to rephrase the form syntactically or morphologically.
replacement which reflects the change of vocabulary in speech, false starts which

occur where an utterance is begun and then is abandoned, and repetition which

means the repetition of a word or a string of words (Foster, Tonkyn &
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Wigglesworth, ‘2000; Skehan, coding manual).

c. Filled pauses: refers to the non-lexical fillers in the speech.

-The above three kinds of fluency measures reflect both the temporal
measures and the dysfluency aspects of oral performance which may r(;veal an
overall picture of participants’ fluency.

The following performance aspects are all form-related which are the main
concerns of the present focus-on-form study. The measure of complexity is
closely related with the various ways of segmenting language performance into
units. Segmenting the language performance based on T-units is widely used in
the analysis of written language. Hunt (1965) first developed the T-unit to
measure children’s syntactic maturity in writing, and defined the T-unit as a
“minimal terminable unit” consisting of a main (i.e. independent clause) plus any
subordinate clauses. Later, the definition of T-unit was adopted in the studies of
spoken language as well. However, the T-unit has been criticized for the following
reasons: first, the definition of T-unit only includes subordination, but not
coordination, thus inappropriately dividing coordinations into different T-units
(Bardovi-Harlig, 1992): second, the T-unit, originally developed for the analysis

of written language, is not suitable for the analysis of spoken data which consist

" often of many fragments and elliptical sentences (Tarone, 1985; Foster et al, 2000).

Alternatively, for spoken language analysis, some researchers adopted the

communication unit (C-unit). The C-unit refers to not only grammatical

—
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independent predications but answers to questions which lack only the repetiti(lm
of the question elements (Loban, 1966 cited in Foster et a!. 2000). For example,
according to L.oban, “Yes” can be viewed as a whole unit of communication when
it is an answer to a question such as “have you ever been sick?”’ However, Foster
et al (2000) pointed out that the definition of C-unit seems to exclude “elliptical
constructions v\:hich arise within a speaker’s turn rather than link to an
interlocutor’s question” (p.361) such as the topical noun phrase. It seems.
therefore, that neither T-unit nor C-unit is suitable for the analysis of spoken data.
Foster et al (2000) proposed the “analysis of speech unit™ (AS-unit) which
can be applied reliably to spoken language. “An AS-unit is a single speaker’s
utterance consisting of an independent clause or sub-clausal unit, together with
any subordinate clause(s) associated with either” (Foster el.al. 2000: 365). An
independent clause will be minimally a clause including a finite verb. As an
analysis unit for spoken data, AS-unit also includes independent sub-clausal units
- which consist of either one or more phrases which can be elaborated to a full
clause or a minor utterance which will be defined as irregular sentences or
nonsentences, such as “thank you” “oh poor woman”. (Foster et al, 2000:365-366).
In this way, in contrast to the T-unit, fragments which are common in speech are
included in AS-units. In addition, the AS-unit takes other features of spoken data

into consideration, such as dysfluency features, topicalization, interruption and

so;&ﬁ'olding.
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The present study adopts the AS-unit as the segmentation unit for the
measure of complexity. There are various types of grammatical ;;omplexily ratios.
One type is the general complexity measure (clauses per production unit) which
considers the proportion of all clause types to a larger unit. Another type is the
dependent clause measure (dependent clauses per clause or per production unit etc)
which considers the relationship between dependent and independent clauses. A
third type is the coordination measure (coordinate clauses per clause or production
unit etc) which considers the relationship betweqn the coordination and
independent clauses (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998). As compared to the dependent
and coordination measures, a general complexity measure has been used in a
larger number (;f siudies, albeit with mixed findings (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998).
The present research follows those previous studies to use a general complexity
measure. In particular, complexity is measured by dividing the total number of
clauses by the total number of AS-units. One crucial issue in the measure of
grammatical complexity in spoken data is how to deal with fragments by
researchers. As Foster et al (2000) proposed, fragments are included in AS-units.
Similarly, following Bardovi-Harlig & Bofiman (1989), in the present study, a
clause also includes sentence fragments with no overt verb. The more average
number of clauses per AS-unit, the higher the complexity score (Skehan & Foster,

2005, Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005).

In addition to the AS-unit complexity ratio, the mean length of AS-unit is
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considered as well. Although some researchers viewed the mean length of
production unit as a fluency measure (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998.), it is accepted
among most 'researchers that the mean length of production unit is a measure of
complexity (Iwashita, 2006, Norris & Ortega, 2008; Ortega, 2003) and the
measure has been sufficientiy investigated across studies {for a detailed review see
Ortega, 2003).

As Norris & Ortega (2008) proposed that since syntactic complexity is
multi-faceted, measures of complexity need to be multivariate. In past studies, the
length of production units (e.g. T-units) and the number of clauses per T-unit are
found to be the best ways to predict learner proficiency and also had a significant
linear relation with independent oral proficiency measures (Iwashita, 2006; Ortega,
2003). To adopt more varied and valid measures of complexity for spoken data,
the present research, therefore, uses the two effective measures of syntactic
complexity—the mean length of AS-unit and the number of clauses per AS-unit.

Studies of second language acquisition have used various measures of
accuracy. Some researchers measure accuracy by looking at the target-like usage
of specific language features, such as past tense morphemes, plural morphemes,
the number of correct pronouns or correct definite articles (Crookes, 1989;
Cumming & Mellow, 1996; Ellis, 1987; Ortega, 1999; Wigglesworth, 1997),
However, it has also been argued that such specific measures are less sensitive to

detecting differences between experimental conditions (Bygate, 2001; Foster &
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Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1999).

The majority of researchers measure language accuracy by taking general
errors into account. Two approaches are used in the literature. One is to focus on
whether a structural unit (e.g. clauses, sentences, T-units or AS-unit) is error-free.
Typical measures are the number of error-free T-units per T-unit, or the number of
error-free clauses per tota! clauses, or the number of error-free clauses per T-unit
(Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998). Error-free measures have also been criticized for the
following problems: first. they are concerned with the quantities of error-free
strings, but not the quality (Polio,1997), in other words, this error-free measure
does not reveal what types of errors are involved (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998);
second, this measure does not reveal how errors are distributed within a unit.
because a unit containing a single error is treated equally as a unit containing
multiﬁle errors (Bardovi-Harlig & Bofman, 1989); third. this error-free measure
does not take the length of the analysis unit into account. Then, a high error-free
ratio would be misleading when learners produce a targe number of short but
accurate analysis units (Skehan & Foster, 2005).

4 In view of the above criticism, researchers have developed other ways
concerning accuracy measures. Some have proposed the calculation of errors in
relation to production units {(such as the number of errors per word, or per T-unit
etc) (Bardovi-Harlig & Bofman, 1989; Fischer, 1984; Kepner, 1991). This

approach is concerned with the quantities of errors, and it is better in
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distinguishing production units with one error or more than one error than the
error-free measure does. Further, Bardovi-Harlig & Bofman (1989) propose the
use of clauses rather than T-units in the measure of accuracy in order to eliminate
complexity as a factor. Other researchers improved the error-free measure to be
more sensitive to the length of error-free clauses (Skehan & Foster, 2005). In
addition to the ratio of error-free clauses, Skehan & Foster suggest calculating the
error-free proportion in different clause lengths, that is to calculate the error-free
proportion among three-word clauses, then among four-word clauses. and so on.
[deally, this would reveal a cut-off point, beyond which the participant cannot
produce the correct clauses to meet a required criterion level. As for the criterion
level, they suggest the 50%, 60% and 70% criterion levels be the likely candidates
used in the task-based research (Skehan & Foster, 2005).

Bearing in mind the defects of the different accuracy measures and the
corresponding developments, the current study takes the following accuracy
measures collectively: first of all, the error-free clause ratio is calculated by
dividing the number of error-free clauses by the total number of clauses without
the interference of AS-unit segmentation; in addition, the error-free clause ratio is
further calculated in different clause lengths, and a 70% criterion is adopted in the
study to discriminate various accuracy levels of participants; further, to eliminate
the defects of error-free measures, errors per 100 words is counted. Errors are

defined as any deviation from the standard in terms of morphological, syntactic
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and lexical aspects.

With regard to lexical performance, many commonly used measures have
been based on the ratio of different words (types) to the total number of words
(tokens), known as the Type-Token Ratio (TTR). The TTR has been criticized
because it is sensitive to text length (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998). There is a
negative relationship between a type/token ratio and sample size, that is samples
with larger numbers of tokens give lower values for TTR and vice versa, because
the longer samples of language that are produced, the more ui: the active
vocabulary is likely to be included and the available pool of new word types that
can be introduced steadily diminishes (Malvern & Richards, 2002). Given that
most task performances of second language learners are fairly short, the TTR for
L2 learners lexical performance poses acute problems (Skehan, 2003). According
to Read (2000), the TTR should be regarded just as a single measure of lexical
diversity. Nation (2007) strongly argues that since vocabulary knowledge is
multi-dimensional, it is necessary to adoﬁt a set of complementary measures that
tap into different aspects of vocabulary knowledge and give a more complete
picture than a single measure can. In attempt to arrive at such multiple measures,
researchers proposed the concept of “lexical richness” which includes different
aspects of vocabulary use, such as lexical variation (i.e. lexical diversity), lex‘ical
density and lexical sophistication (Daller et al, 2007). In their synthesis research,

Wolfe-Quintero et al (1998) find that lexical variation and lexical sophistication
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are related to language development, but not lexical density. In the field of
vocabulary assessment and measures, researchers pay more attention to lexical
sophistication and lexical variation than to lexical density (see Daller et al, 2007).
Following the past studies, the present research takes lexical variation and lexical
sophistication as the methods of measuring lexical performance.

Lexical variation (also lexical diversity) refers to the variety of learners’
vocabulary. As an alternative to the type/token ratio, vocd' was developed by
Malvern & Richards (1997, 2002) which assumes another functional relationship
between the number of types and tokens, thus providing a new measure of
vocabulary diversity referred as the D value. Put simply. D provides an index of
the extent to which the speaker avoids the recycling of the same set of words. A
lower D suggests a larger tendency to return to a set of words by the speaker. Thus,
D is a text-internal measure of lexical performance (Skehan, 2009). D has been
shown to be superior tor previous measures in both avoiding the inherent flaw in
raw TTR with varying sample sizes and in comparing different speakers on the
basis of the number of types and tokens they produce irrespective of the length of
Lext-s (Malvern & Richards, 2000). However, D is not perfect in that as a

tyﬁeftoken-based measure it does not take into account the frequency of a word. A

common word and a rare one have the same weights in the measure of lexical

S— L ]
variation.

" Yocd is the command in CLANK for the compulation of D.
‘ -
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Uniike D and other type-token based measures, the measure for lexical
sophistication is based on the notion of frequency. Lexical sophistication is
measured by determining the number of low frequency words in a text (Read,
2000). P-Lex, for example, as a computer program can do this automatically by
dividing a text into ten word chunks and then calculating the number of infrequent
words in each ten word chunk (Meara & Bell, 2001, Skehan, 2009). P-Lex is
based on a probability distribution (Poisson distribution) that is taken as a model
for the occurrence of rare or difficult words, and a Poisson distribution is reflected
by a single parameter Lambda value. To define the rare or difficult words. a word
frequency list is needed in P-Lex. As Daller & Xue (2007) pointed out, the word
lists for P-Lex “have to be chosen carefully and have to be adapted to the specific
taslk" (p.164). For the narrative and the decision-making tasks used in the present
study, P-Lex was rewritten by Skehan with the reference to the British National
Corpus spoken component. In this modified program, the word list is lemmatised.
Files of task-specific words are compiled to enable words to be temporarily
defined as easy. In addition, a cut-off value of fewer uses than 150 per million
words is used to define words difficuity (Skehan. 2009). “*This value seemed to be
most effective in producing a good range of discrimination™ (Skehan. 2009:
p.110).

The two kinds of measures for lexical variation and lexical sophistication

are complementary fo each other—the frequency-based measure of lexical
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sophistication is a text-external measure and reveals “the access to and
deployment of more rare or more difficult, more precise vocabulary” (Richards &
Malvemn, 2007:84), while the type-token based measure of lexical variation
reflects the “‘access to a wide range of vocabulary, and by inference, its skillful
use” (Richard§ & Malvern, 2007:84). The present study adopts the two measures
of lexical richness in hope to give a complete picture of lexical performance in
different experimental groups.

In the current research, task performance is measured in terms of fluency,
complexity, accuracy, and lexical performance (i.e. lexical variation and lexical
sophistication). To tap into the different features ;)f a performance construct,

multivariate measures are adopted for the same construct. Those measures may be

independent of each other, but they are complementary to each other to provide an

overall picture of learners” task performance.
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Chapter Three Research Methodology

3.0 Introduction

This chapter starts with the description of pil(;t studies undertaken prior to
the main study. The pilot studies determined a) the type of tasks an;d topics that
were to be used in the main study and b) the operational procedures of the main
study. Then, the chapter presents the detail of the main study, including the
participants in the main study, the experimental tasks adopted, :[he research design,
the setting of the experiments, the experiment procedures followed, the

procedures for data transcribing and coding, and finally the methods for dgta

-,

analysis.

3.1 Pilot Studies

Two pilot studies were carried out: the first one was designed for the
selection of tasks and topics which would be used in the main study, and the

second one is to pilot the feasibility of procedures in the main study, at the same

time, to identify the intew%ing factors in the procedures which should be

controlled or removed from the main study.

3.1.1 Pilot Study [

The present study follows the previous literature (Skehan & Foster, 1997,

Foster & Skehan, forthcoming) in adopting two different task types: narrative
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tasks and interactive tasks. The narrative tasks are video retelling tasks, in which a
number of different episodes of Tom and Jerry are used in different narrative task
sessions. The interactive tasks are discussion tasks, in which participants
discussed several problematic issues in various sessions. It is, therefore, necessary
to ensure that the video episodes and the discussion topics are of equivalel;lt
difficulty so as to remove the intervening effects of different task materials and
task topics in the task performances. Thus, one of the preliminary concemns of the
pilot study is to choose the task materials (for narrative tasks) and task topics (for
interactive tasks) which are supposed to be equal or similar in terms of the degree

of task difficulty. The first pilot study is designed for the seiection of task

-
o
A

materials and topics.

3.1.1.1 Selecting task materials for narrative tasks

Following the previous studies which also adopted cartoon episodes from
L4

- Tom and Jerry (Bygate, 1996, 2001; Gass et al, 1999), the present study adopted
several criteria for the initial selection of the episodes:
a. there are no conversations in the stories, thus no extra pressure on learners’

listening comprehension will occur to distract learners” attention on tasks;

i
;

b. the selected stories do not have any specific culture background which
may cause certain cultural bias or misinterpretation among the audience;

c. there are fewer than four characters in each story and the plots are
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similarly simple so that no comprehension barrier may hinder learl-lers‘ task
performance.

d. the selected episodes are of similar length so that they require more or less
the same attention from the audience and the study can be conducted qnder the
similar conditions.

Based on the above criteria, four episodes out of 20 were initially selected by
the researcher. Then. the four episodes were rated by five tertiary English teachers
with regard to the level of difficulty concerning the background knowledge
required, tile difficulty in terms of comprehension of the episodes and in terms of
retelling the episodes, the amount of vocabulary to retell the stories and the
amount of syntax in retelling etc. The rating scheme is attached in Appendix 1. As
a result, three episodes which got similar scores in all aspects were selected for
further piloting. The reason to choose three episodes is that there are a training
session and two narrative task sessions in the major study which need three
episodes to be available.

In the first section of pilot study I, two participants. were invited to do the
narrative tasks. The two participants were second year uni;/ersity students (@ne
male and one female). The participants in the pilot and in the major studies were
from the_—same participants’ pool (i.e. students of the same year and same major in
one university). They performed the narrative tasks separately but in different

episode orders to avoid the influence of task sequence. Their narrative task
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performances were recorded for further analyses by the researcher.

After the narrative task performances, the participants were interviewed for
their feedback generally cc_mcem'ing the difficulty of the video comprehension and
the difficulty of the oral performance. They were free to choose either their first
language (Chinese) or English to answer the questions. Both of them chose to
answer the questions in English. As far as the narrative task was concemed, the
interview covered the following questions:

1. When you were watching the three episodes, which one do you think was

the most difficult one to understand, and which one was the easiest one? Or

do you think they were almost equal for you to understand?

2. When you were retelling the stories, which story do you think was the

most difficult to organize the language? Or were they almost similar for you

to retell the stories?

3. Have you met any problems in understanding the stories? If yes. which

plot or which scene is challenging for ydu to understand?

4. Have you met any problems in retelling the stories? If yes, which kinds of

problerins are they? Are they problems of vocabulary, syntax or meaning?

5. Have you ever experienced this kind of English practice in your secondary

school or university? If yes, could you talk about your English class?

The participants’ responses on the above questions can be summarized as the

following: first, both participants regarded their first narrative task as the most
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difficult one in terms of both comprehension and retelling, and the other two are
similarly easier than the first narrative task. Thus, they felt more nervous in the
first task, but more relaxed in the following tasks. However, with the
counterbalanced arrangement of the episodes, the two participants watched and
retold different episodes as their first ngrrative task. This sugéests that the
sequence of task materials is of importance to influence the narrative task
performance. Secondly, they did not find much difficulty in comprehending the
stories. However, they treated the retelling task as a challenging one since they
were worried about the languagg they used in ths performance. They encountered
problems with regard to both syntax and the lexicon. Thirdly, they had
experienced a similar type of retelling task—picture describing tasks. But they
prgferred the video retelling which they regarded as more interesting and easier
for them to comprehend and organize the language in retelling. In addition, in
their English class, they did not need to do further things after retelling, which
may reveal a lack of post-task activities in their secondary or university English
classes.

Upon the accomplishment of the first section of pilot study I, the narrative
task performances were analysed in terms of accuracy (the ratio of error-free
clauses), complexity (clauses of per AS-unit) and fluency (words per minute, i.e.
speech rate), The descriptive results (see Table 3.1) show that for both participants,

their first narrative task performance got the lowest scores in terms of all the
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above aspects of task performance. while the other two performances show better

results.

Table 3.1. Descriptive Results for Narrative Tasks in Pilot Study |

accuracy complexity fluency

N1 N2 N3 N1 N2 N3 N1 N2 N3

participant A 032 0.48 0.51 1.21 1.42 1.37 43.12  50.15 5217

participant B 0.41 0.52 0.53 1.17 1.23 1.30 4121 5534 5148

In sum, in the first section of pilot study I, we can get the following

suggestions' for the major study:
a. The three selected episodes in Tom and Jerry are of similar degree of
difficulty in terms of both com$rehension and retelling. Thus, they

can be adopted in the main study, one for the training session and the

other two for the two narrative task sessions.
b. The sequence of task materials impacts greatly on video

understanding and retelling. It is, therefore, necessary-to use a

counterbalanced design in the main study.

3.1.1.2 Selecting discussion topics for interactive tasks
In the second section of pilot study 1, the same participants did two
interactive tasks in a dyad. Initially, the interactive tasks were designed as

discussion tasks. In particular, two discussion tasks were involved—discussion of
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a scholarship award and a jury discussion on an accident.

For the scholarship award task, participants played as the members of a
university scholarship committee. They discussed the applications of three
outstanding students and then decided to whom the scholarship would be
awarded.. For the jury discussion task, participants role-played as jury members
and then decided which party or parties should be responsible f;)r the accident.

The information of the accident was adapted from a newspaper article. The topics
for the discussion tasks are attached in Appendix II. Their interactive tasks were
recorded for further analyses.

After the discussion tasks, the participants were interviewed with regard to
their feedback on the tasks. The interview questions are the following:

1. When you were discussing the two topics, were you familiar with both of
them?

2. Were they interesting or boring to introduce you to perform the discussion?
Why?

3. Which one do you think is more difficult for you to carry out the
d?ss:ussion? Or are they similar for you to perform the discussions?

4, What aspect is the most challenging one for you to perform the discussion?
(e.g. the content, the different perspectives, or the language)

5. What aspect is the easiest one for you to perfbrm the discussion? (e.g. the

content, the different perspectives, or the language)
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6. Have you ever experienced such discussion tasks in your English classes?
If yes, what did you do after discussion?

The participants’ responses to the interview are summarized in the following:
first of all, they treated the two topics as equally familiar but not equally
interesting. In addition, the two topics were of similar difficulty for them to
conduct discussions. However, they thought the most challenging aspect in the
tasks was to develop the discussion further, as they cannot contribute different
perspectives of ideas on the two topics, and they only provided one or two turns in
the conversation then reached an agreement. As far as their previous experience is

concerned, although they have met this type of discussion tasks in their English

Tt
t_*p

class, they always felt helpless during discussions, because they did not know how
to develop the discussion. Furthermore, they did nothing aﬁer- the discussion tasks
in thf:ilr English class.

The task performances reflected what the participants felt in the interview. In
- each discussion task, only one or two turns were contributed by each speaker. This
simple conversation may not provide sufficient information for interactive task
performance analyses in the present study. The selection of the two discussion

topics was regarded as a failure. As a result, the interactive tasks need to be

designed in another way in further pilot studies.
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3113 Selléctin‘g anot_héf typeof ilnftgrgctive tasks

Giyen the t'opi.c letilu.re-'in' the second seciion-(?_f pilot s.tuciy one; it was
necessary to choose another type of interactive -ﬁsks in the holpe that the
newly-selected interactive task type could encourage participants to contribute as
many turns as possible in task performance. Following previous post-task research
(Foster & Skehan, forthcoming; Skehan & Foster, 1997), another type of
interactive task—the problem letter task—was adopted to replace the above
discussion tasks. While doing the problem letter task, the dyads acted as joumal
editors discussing various solutions for a tricky problem written in a letter.
Different suggestions were expected to be provided and analyzed while finally the
best one would be selected as the reply to the letter writer. Three topics to be
included in the letters were selected from news journals which were all concerned
with common problems among university students so as to ensure that participants
were familiar with the problems and would contribute as many ideas as possible.
The adopted problem letters are the following.

We have a daughter of 16 year old. When she was in junior middle school,

she was excellent.

Last year, she began to be addicted to internet exploration. She made some

net-friends through the internet. Recently she disappeared for two weeks. At

last, we found her ina boy's house. She told us that she was going to marry

that boy whom she got to know through the Internet. The boy is 12 years
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older than her, and now is jobless and staying at home. We locked her in the
bedroom and didn t allow her to go out. However, she escaped from the

window to the boy s house. What shall we do now?

! have been in love with my girlfriend for one vear. Now she is studying at a
university and I'work as a clerk in a company after my graduation from a
technology institute. Being afraid of her parents’ objection, she didn 't tell
her parents about our love until recent. Several davs ago, she told them and
quarreled with them. Her mother came to my company and asked me 10
break up vith her, because | have a lower academic degree than her

daughter. I am in despair. What shall | do now?

Our boy is 17 yvears old. He is excellent at both playing badminton and doing
academic study. Now, our boy has been selected to be the member of
national badminton youth team. We are now hesitating about \whether to
send him to the badminton team. To be a professional badminton plaver or to
be an excellent scientist (he has a talent for physics)? It is hard to decide.

What shall we do?

In the third section, the same participants performed the above problem-letter
tasks, each in a dyad (see appendix 111 for the task instruction). Task performances

were recorded for further analyses. Similar to the above two pilot sections, the

BS



two participants received an interview after the task performances. Besides the
questions presented in the section of pilot study 1, the other interview questions
concerned the comparison between the problem-letter tasks and the previous
discussion tasks. In the interview, the participants reflected that firstly, they
thought the three problem-letter tasks were of similar degree of difficulty for them
to perform the discussion. We may assume, therefore, there would not be any
effects of task topics on interactive task performance in the main study. Secondly,
they preferred this task to the previous discussion tasks in that they could produce
more ideas from different perspectives because the topics were more closely
related with the university students themselves. Thirdiy, they had encountered the
same problems with regard to lexical and syntactic aspects of language as they did
inl the narrative and the previous discussion tasks. Fourthly, they had met certain
types of decision-making tasks which were similar to this problem-letter task in
their regular English classes.

Their task performances were analysed with regard to accuracy, complexity
and fluency. The results show that there are no great differences among the three
tas-k performances. The results are presented in Table 3.2. Consequently, it was
decided to choose the problem-letter task as a type of the decision-making tasks

(i.e. interactive task) in the main study.
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Table 3.2. Descriptive Results for Interactive Tasks in Pilot Study |

accuracy Complexity Fluency

bmMi DM2 DM3 DM! DM2 DM3 DMI1 DM2 DM3

participant A 0.46  0.50 0.54 1.51 1.53 1.60 63.14 6542 61.53

participant B 0.53 0.52 0.57 1.48 1.72 1.51 73.25 6981 6536

3.1.1.4 Summary of pilot study i

The aim of the first pilot study was to select appropriate task materials and
topics of similar or equivalent difficulty for different narrative and interactive task
sessions. Three pilot sections were conducted and the results are summarized as
the following:

a. As far as the narrative task is concemed, the sequence of video
episodes has a considerable impact on task performance. Participants
felt mo::e nervous tn the first narrative task than the following ones.
As a result, their narrative task performance was worse in the first
task than the other two. It was, therefore, decided to employ a training
session and to provide a short period of planning time® prior to the
main study on the one hand, and to adopt a counterbalanced design

concerning the arrangement of the episodes and topics on the other

hand.

" according to the planning literalure (Mchnert, 1998}, the provision of pre—task planning
time between one and five miuvtes did not make dilfferences in terms of accuracy und complexity
which are the ma jor concerns of the presenl post-task Focus on form rescarch, In pilot study
[t and the main siudy, to keep conirnl of (he intervening Factor of pre-task planning,
two-minute planning time is given 1o all the groups equally prior te the Ltask performance.
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b. The three selected episodes were of a similar degree of difficulty in
terms of both understanding and retelling. As a result, they were
adopted for the nén‘ative tasks in the main study.

C. Given the failure of the scholarship award ;md the jury discussion
tasks, the problem-letter tasks are more effective to introduce
participants to elaborate on the selected topics. Furthermore, the three
topics have similar impacts on task performance. They are employed
as the decision-making task topics in the nmain study.

3.1.2 Pilot Study 11

Upon the selection of the task materials and topics for the two task types, the
second pilot study was carried out a) to pilot various types of post-task focus on
form activities so as to choose the comparable ones for the main study, b) to see
whether the major procedures were feasibie so as to adjust the further design of

the present research, and ¢) to explore any unexpected factors during the

procedures so that they may be well controlled in the main study.

3.1.2.1 Procedures of pilot study 1!
In the second pilot study, three different post-task activities were designed: a)

a teacher-led focus-on-form’ activity—the teacher analysed the performance

" Prier to the pilot study, the preliminary locus of the research was not limited to the
post-task transcribing only. On the other hand, various post—task FonF activities were
cousidered so as 1o scek for thase which can be comparable and operationally Teasible in the
main study,
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recordings after class and then chose the major language problems to be explained
prior to the next task session; b) post-task transcribing—after they had finished
the tasks, the participants listened to the recordings and transcribed parts of their
own task performance individually c) post-task transcribing plus revision—once
they had accomplished the tasks, the participants transcribed parts of their own
task performances individually and then revised the transcripts for a better version
of the task performances.
One point should be noted with regard to the performance length to be
“transcribed at the post-task stage. In pilot study one, we found that the participants
took six to seven minutes to retell a 6-minute video episode in Tom and Jerry, and
the same participants needed more than 7 minutes to accomplish the interactive
tasks. Since around three minutes are needed for an advanced English graduate to
transcribe one-minute task performance, we may assume that the participants in
the present study who are at intermediate level of English proficiency will need
more time for the transcribing task (Skehan, 2007, personal communication). For
reasonable time control, therefore, the two transcribing groups were asked to
transcribe a three-minute extract from their task performance.
Twelve students from the same participants” pool of the main study
participated the second pilot study. They were randomly arranged into three
groups for the above different types of post-task activities respectively. During

three consecutive days the groups performed a narrative task on the first day, an
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interactive task on the second day and both another narrative and another
interactive task on the third day. Based on the summary of pilot study I, a training
session and a two-minute pre-task planning time period were provided for all the
groups so as ta make the participants familiar of the task procedures and to reduce

the pressure on the subsequent task performance. The design for the Pilot Study 11

is presented in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3. Research Design for Pilot Study II

Group |

Group 1l

Group I

a. training on the narrative task

a. training on the narrative tasks

a. training on the narrative

¢. inleractive task 2

b. interactive task 2

task:
Day ) . . b. planning & narrative task
o b. planning & narrative task | b. planning & narrative task |
ne |
) ¢.post-task transcribing +
c. post-task transcribing
revision
a. training on the inleraclive
a. teacher-led FonF a. training on the interactive task
task
-Day b. training on (he interactive b. planning & intcractive
b. planning & ineractive 1
Two task task 1
) . _ c.post-task transcribing +
¢. planning & interactive task 1 c¢. post-1ask transcribing
revision
a. teacher-led Fonl
Day
b. narrative task 2 a. narrative task 2 a. narrative task 2
Three

b. interaclive lask 2

(Note: the post-task activities are undertined for cmphasis).

¥

At the end of pilot study I, the participants had an interview to provide

feedback about the procedures and the post-task activities. The following

questions were included:

l.

What do you think of the training session before the task? How did you feel before

the task training on video retelling task? How did you feel after the training?
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2. How did you treat the 2-minute planning time before the performance? What did
you do during the planning time? On the last day, you were not given planning time.
Were there any different effects on your perfonnénce with or without planning? Do
you prefer planning or no planning before the task performance?

3. You have been involved in a certain type of activity after task performance,
such as teacher’s explanation of the language problems (for Group I),
post-task transcribing (for Group II), and post-task transcribing plus revision
{for Group III). Do you have any comments on the activity? s it useful? For
language improvement or for communicative ability? Would you please state
the reason for your comments?

4. Arethere aﬁy differences between the two videos olr the two discussion topics?

5. You general comments about the three days’ sessions.

The participants’ responses are summarized as follows: first of all, participants
reflected that the training time was helpful and important for the following task-
performances. During thé training session, some basic sirategies and skills for video
retelling and problem solving tasks were provided by the teacher. According to the

-participants, they adopted most of the strategies in the subsequent task performance. In

addition, the pre-task planning time was useful for them as well. During the planning

time, mainly they prepared for the organization of the ideas in both tasks. All
participants preferred to be given planning time.

As regards the three types of post-task activities, participants in different
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groups commented on the post-task activities in which they were involved. For
the teacher-led focus-on-form group, participants were familiar with the activity in
which a teacher explained their errors or problems in written or oral tasks.
However, tlhe explanations were more general than specific when the whole class’
errors were collected together and only some of them were analysed. In the pilot
study, they thought the error correctiqn and explanation wek focusing on the
common and typical errors which they had ailready known before. However, they
found they made errors in the same way in the subsequent tasks.

For the post-task transcribing group, participants treated the transcribing
activity mainly as a listening training activity. As a result of transcribing their own
performance, the participants would like to pay more attention to their
pronunciation in the following tasks, and at the same time, some attention was
paid to aspects of language. However, they admitted that even though they
focused on the language and made efforts to avoid the previous errors, they
repeated most of the same errors in the following task performances.

For the post-task transcribing plus revision group, participants regarded this

Il
;

activity as useful in that when thery revised their own transcripts, they focused
most attention on the language itself. In contrast to Group Il, none of the
participants in this group treated the post-task activity as listening training. Al
were concemed with the language in the transcripts, and they managed to avoid

certain errors in the following tasks. One point is worth mentioning here. The
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participants from the three groups preferred the adoption of post-task activities
(although in various forms for different groups) and viewed it as even more
important than just asking them to do the tasks in the class.

As for the differences between task materials and task topics, participants
reflected that the first narrative task was a bit more difficult than the second,
whereas the two discussion topics were more or less of similar difficulty in terms
of content elaboration and language requirements. This matched the results in the
first section of pilot study one in which the participants viewed the first narrative
task as more demanding than the second one. Given that no similar reflections
were presented concemning the interactive tasks, it may be suggested that task
sequence impacts greatly on the narrative tasks, but much less so on the

| interactive tasks.

In addition to the participants” feedback in pilot study {, the teacher’s
reflection afterwards was also taken into consideration. In the present research,
the researcher acted as the teacher in both the pilot and the main study. Among the
three different post-task activities, the teacher plays a more important role in the
teacher-led focus-on-form group than in the other groups. Afier the completion of
the second pilot study, the research suggested that it was rather challenging to
cover all the errors which occurred in the task-performances for all the students
involved. As a result, explanations about the most common or typical errors in the

task performances were not as specific and effective as they might have been.
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More important, the researcher (the teacher in the study) was not the regular
teacher for the participants. In the literature some research (Ferris, 2003: Hyland,
1998; Montgomery & Baker, 2007) has identified various factors that may
influence the effectiveness of teachers' feedback on errors. One such factor is
concerned with a possible lack of sensitivity on the part of teachers to different
contexts as well as to varying levels of need, ability, and other individual
differences of students. That is the case for the teacher in the present study.
Without good knowledge about the participants, the temporary teacher may not be
qualified to conduct as effective a focus-on-form activity as the regular teacher
might do. In qther words, we may say that whether the focus on form activity is
conducted by the regular or the temporary teacher appeared as an unexpected
intervening factor in the study.’ Based on the reflections from both the
participants and the teacher (i.e. the researcher), it was decided, therefore, to
adjust the design of the main study, that is, to replace the teacher-led focus on
form group with several varieties of post-task transcribing groups, since at the
same time, the second pilot study showed that the post-task transcribing which is
learner-involved rather than teacher-led. can be operated smoothly without the

unexpected intervening factors mentioned above.

'In the main study, around 100 participants were [rom different majors and classes. So it
was not reasonable 10 invite the different English teachers to teach different groups in the
main study. Ineffect, the involvement of multiple teachers ina single study would also create
certain intervening factors, such as the different preferences of tleachers.
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3.1.2.2 Summary of pilot study ]

For the second pilot study, the major concern was to pilot the operation of
various post-task activities and to explore the feasibility of the procedures so as to
remove any potential intervening factors in the main study. The following
suggestions are relevant for the main study:

a. The major procedures of the study are feasible and under reasonable
control. In addition, post-task transcribing seems to be effective and
welcomed by the participants. In the main study, it is feasible to
develop post-task transcribing into different conditions to explore the
different effects of various post-task transcribing activities.

b. The adjustment of the design in the main study is related to the
replacement of a certain type of post-task activity. In particular, the
teacher-led focus on form activity at the post-task stage, which tends
to be easily influenced by certain intervening factors as mentioned
above, will be replaced by a variety of post-task transcribing
activities in the main study.

)

C. The performance to be transcribed is set to be 3 minutes in length in
both tasks. The advantages are two-fold: first, a 3-minute extract
provides sufficient task performance to be transcribed which can

give rich language exposure to the participants. Second, a reasonably

equal period of ttme, neither too long nor too short, can be provided
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to transcribe different performances. Thus, it can be ensured that the
time distribution of each task session will be managed effectively in

the main study.

In sum, the two pilot studies are beneficial in that they pave the way for the
main research by teasing out the intervening factors, such as the effects of task
materials and task topics, the negative effects of outside teachers etc. Furthermore,
the findings of the pilot studies ensure the feasibility of the general procedure by

taking all relevant details into consideration prior to the main study.

3.2 Participants

Initially, one hundred and twenty-two students were involved in this study. In
final analysis, to avoid the influence of topic familiarity and to ensure data
completeness, the following oral data were excluded if a) the participants had ever
watched the cartoon episodes before; b) the participants had not attended all the
research meetings. Finally, ninety-six participants were included in this study. All
of them were second-year university students from a south China comprehensive
university. They were non-English majors who were majoring in history, Chinese,
physics, chemical engineering and computer science. Forty one were female and
fifty five were male. They had been studying English for 7-10 years. The students

participated voluntarily and were not paid. As a reward for their participation, an
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analysis report concerning their performances was given when the study had been
accomplished and the participants were interested in their personal results. The
participants were divided into five experimental groups and one control group
randomly only according to the timesiots which would be available for them to
attend the study.

Prior to the main study, an important issue was the comparability of the six
groups regarding the English proficiency. To explore this, a proficiency cloze test
was administered among the participants. 1n language testing, cloze tests have
frequently been adopted as a valid and reliable instrument to assess overall
language proficiency (Brown & Rodgers, 2002). Three cloze passages (see
Appendix IV) were adopted from nation-wide standardized China College English
Test Band 4 (CET-4) Database. CET-4 is a nation-wide standardized test for all
tlhe non-English majors in China’s universities. As a result, the adopted cloze test
passages were supposed to be valid and reliable. The three passages had been
applied in different previous CET-4 tests which were administered several years
ago. So it was assumed that no participants had done the same tests before. In the
answer paper, the participants were asked to indicate whether they had done any
of the passages before. [t showed that it was the first time for the participants to be
tested on the three passages. Table 3.4 shows both the distribution of participants
and the means of the proficiency test for each group. A one way ANOVA showed

no significant difference among the six groups on the cloze test, F(5, 94)=.628,
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p=.679. On this basis, we can conclude that the six groups were comparable with
regard to English proficiency. This established the pre-condition for the operation

of the study.

Table 3.4: Participants Distribution and Proficiency Means for Six Groups

individual  individual pair pair pair contral  total
transcribing  transcribing transcribing,  transcribing &  transcribing & group
group & revision group pair revision teacher revising
group group group
No. 16 16 16 16 16 16 96
Means 3894 37.88 38.82 3 39.19 40.94 3914
sD 6.03 512 4.67 4.78 5.06 4419 4.993

3.3 Experimental Tasks

Following previous related research (Foster & Skehan, forthcoming; Lynch,
2d01. 2007; Skehan & Foster 1997), the present study used only a narrative task
and a decision-making task, with the exclusion of the personal task. The reasons
lie in the following. In Skehan and Foster’s series of studies (1997,1999,2001),
they found that a narrative task is a most challenging task for the second language
learners to perform on the one hand, and for the researchers to demonstrate the
experimental effects on the other hand. In contrast, a decision-making task was
the only task that did generate a significant aéj::uracy effect in previous studies,
while the personal task appeared at the intermediate point to display that effect. In

focus on form studies, the accuracy effect is a desirable indicator of the treatment
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effect (Doughty & Williams, 1998:; Norris & Ortega, 2000, Skehan, 1998). Thus,
for the present study, as Skehan & Foster suggested, we can assume if a
significant accuracy effect would be manifested with a most challenge task-- a
narrative task, then we are likely to expect a similar effect with personal
information tasks (Foster & Skehan, forthcoming). In order to see the relative
long-term effect of post-task activities, and of task practice, the present study
adopted two narrative tasks and two decision-making tasks for real task
performance, and one narrative task and one decision-making task for task
training in the orientation period.

For greater methodological control, the four treatment tasks were carefully
arranged in order to tease out the intervening influence of task type and task order.
The two sub-groups under each treatment group were assigned the same tasks in
reverse orders to counterbalance that intervening effect of task sequence. Table

3.5 shows the task arrangement.

Table 3.5. Task Arrangement

Sub-group 1 Sub-group 2
Task Cycle One Narrative Task a Decision-making Task b
Task Cycle Two Decision-making Task a Narrative Task b
Task Cycle Three  Decision-making Task b Narrative Task a

Task Cycle Four Narrative Task b Decision-making Task a
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In the narrative task, the participants described the stories of cartoon

episodes after watching. In the decision-making task, the participants in dyad or in

a group of three acted as the editors of a magazine problem column. They

discussed the problem in a letter written to the magazine and agreed upon some

best advices for the writer. Each letter described a certain tricky personal situation

that did not have simple or obvious solutions (Skehan & Foster, 2001).

3.4 Research Design

A 5x2x2 research design was employed. The first independent variable, the

post-task transcribing variety, is a between subject factor with five levels: 1)

individual transcribing only, 2) individual transcribing and revising, 3) pair

transcribing only, 4) pair transcribing and pair revising, 5) pair transcribing and

teacher revising. The second independent variable, task type, is a within-subject

factor having two levels: the narrative task and the decision-making task. The

third independent variable, task session, is a within-subject factor with two levels:

the first and the second sessions for either narrative or decision-making tasks. This

design allows for the between subject comparison for the variety of the
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transcribing conditions and within-subject comparisons for task practice as result
of several task sessions and for the different task types. The dependent variable is
the oral performance which was measured in terms of fluency, accuracy,

complexity, and lexical performance. Table 3.6 shows the design of the study.
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3.5 Setting

The study was conducted in a large university in south China. Permission
was granted by that university. The participants attended the study voluntarily.
I;rior to the study, they were told that they would be recorded while they were
doing the tasks, and the recordings would be confidential and anonymous which
would be used only for research reasons. As rewards for their paltticipation, when
the study has been accomplished, their own digitalized recordings with an analysis
report for their own performance were offered if they were curtous abut that. All
the participants were willing to join the study and contribute their recordings. No
additional personal information was collected, except the major and the name of
the participants for data identification. In the study, to protect participants’
identities all the names are pseudonyms.

The ideal setting for the present would be a language multimedia classroom
which is equipped with MP3 players for recording, and computers with
Sound-scriber software for participants transcribing and word processing.
However, these conditions were not available for the present study. [n order to
obtain an easy and convenient method for the transcribing activity, the researcher
adopted cassette tape recorders for recording. The stud;lf took place in the
classrooms where the students had regular‘classes. The researcher was the study

teacher for the five meetings. Although the participants did not know the

researcher prior to the study, they enjoyed all the sessions which was reflected in
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the final informal interview. Participants transcribed their recordings from the
tapes with paper and pencil. Afterwards, all the recordings were digitalized for
research data transcribing, coding and analysis on the computer, and all the

transcripts were collected by the researcher.

3.6 Procedures

The participants were visited five times at one week interval, the first time
for orientation and the other four times for main study procedures.

Prior to the main study procedures, an orientation session was warranted to
ensure that the participants were well informed of the task procedure and the basic
transcribing skills (for the experimental groups). In addition, sample task practices
were expected to reduce the participants’ performance anxiety and free up their
cognitive load to tasks in the main study (Bygate, 2000, 2001; Gass et al, 1999).
As such, the first mission of the orientation session was task and transcribing
training, and sample task practice.

As for the instruction on narrative tasks, not much guidance was needed
since participants had done this kind of task before in their regular English lessons.
The researchfer gave certain instructions on how to retell a story after watching the
video. A series of retelling strategies were explained in terms of story
comprehension, discourse organization, and the seiection of the language (e.g. the

coherent use of tenses). Next the sample narrative task practice followed. An
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episode named Flying Cat in Tom and Jerry was played to the participants. After

two minutes planning, they were asked to describe the story to the recorder as if
.

they were telling the story to someone else who had not watched the cartoon.
The next task was the decision-making task. Participants had done some

similar discussion tasks in their regular lessons. However, they had not
-

encountered this type of problem solving task. The researcher provided them with

r

some suggestions on how to accomplish this type of task, and guided them to
follow the steps as: a) to think of different sorts of: advice which are possible for
the situation; b) to discuss the ad\:"antagg's (the benefits and the feasibility of a
certain advice) and the disad}rantages (the difficulties or dangers of some advice);

¢) to compare those benefits and disadvantages so as to work out the best advice

[ -

that could be offered. Then, participants were given a letter concerning the future

[y

of a boy who was excellent at both playing badminton and doing physics, and

£ ey

aftés two minutes planning they were asked to find out a best advice on the boy’s

future.

As far as the transcribing activity is concerned, only the experimental groups

needed some training. The transcribing task was not strange tp them, since there

"

were frequent dictation exercises in their middle school English lessons. Dictation,
which has been adopted in ESL as a long tradition, features complete or partial
transcribing (Lynch, 2001; Swain, 1995). Participants were informed that they

were going to transcribe their own performance recordings in the study. The basic

[y

1 3 LS
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procedure and skills was reviewed for them. Given the many dictation exercises
they had had in their middle schools, no transcribing practice was offered during
the orientation period.

As for the revising groups, they were instructed to revise their transcripts
mainly in the following two ways: a) to correct any mistakes in the original
transcripts in terms of spelling, lexical errors, morphological and grammatical
errors, collocation problems and content misunderstandings); b) to elaborate the
transcripts by adding something which they should have said or by replacing some
expressions with better options. No dictionaries or other references could be used
at revising stage. Like the transcribing training, no specific rt;:vising practice was
conducted.

In addition to the above task training, the second purpose for the orientation
session was to find whether the research groups were comparable with regard to
their English proficiency (as described in Section 3.2).

In the main study, the six groups were visited four times at weekly interval.
Under each group, there were two sub-groups which did the same tasks but in
reverse order. Each week the experimental groups performed a task (either
narrative or decision-making task), and then conducted post-task transcribing. In

narrative tasks, they watched a cartoon video from Tom and Jerry, planned for

/

#

two minutes, and described the story to the recordgr. With decision making task,

they were given a problem letter, planned for two minutes, and discussed

-
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appropriate advice in pairs or in small groups'. No time limits were set for either
the task performance or the post-task activity. Different episodes and topics were
arranged in a balanced order. Table 3.7 shows the arrangement of the cartoon

episodes and topics. This arrangement was applied to all the subgroups in the

study.

Table 3.7. Arrangement of Cartoon Episodes and Discussion Topics

Sub-group 1 Sub-group 2
Cycle 1 N:  Puppy Tale DM: Unbalanced Degree
Cycle 2 DM: Cyber Love N:  Baby Butch

Cycle 3 DM: Unbalanced Degree N:  Puppy Tale

Cycle 4 N:  Baby Butch DM: Cyber Love

(Note: N stands for the narrative task, while DM stands for the
decision-making task)

Next, different groups were assigned different post-task transcribing
activities. The five transcribing conditions were operationalized as follows:

1. In the individual transcribing only group, after task performance, the
participants were asked to transcribe part of their own performances.

2. In the individual transcribing and revising group, after task performance,
the participants were asked to first transcribe part of their own performances, and
then revise the original transcripts by themselves individually.

3. In the pair transcribing group, after task performance, the participants

were asked to transcribe in pairs each member’s extracted performance.
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4. In the pair transcribing and revising group, the participants were asked
first to transcribe in pairs each member’s extracted performance. and then revised
the two transcripts in pairs.

5. In the pair transcribing and teacher revising group, the participants were
asked to transcribe in pairs each member’s extracted performance. Then, their
transcripts were revised by the teacher (the researcher of the study). At the
beginning of the following task cycle, the teacher-revised transcripts were
returned to the participants for them to read.

Considering the length of the extracted performance, in a narrative task, the
participants who worked inﬁividually transcribed a 3-minute performance starting
from a certain story point. For the pair work groups, things were more
complicated. Each member of the dyad contributed a 1.5-minute performance in a
continuous storyline. For example, starting from a story point (The door is too
small for the puppy to come in...), participant A’s 1.5-minute performance were
transcribed, and the transcription ended with another story point (Tom was
angry...) from which participant B’s 1.5-minute performance started. In this way,
the story content contributed by the dyads was supposed to be different from each
other so as to avoid any competition concerning the quality of the oral
performance between the two members. Several story turning points in the
cartoons were provided for free selection by each pair. In a decision making task,

considering the time for turn taking, for between-interlocutors’ pauses which
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tended to occur more frequently than that in the narrative task. five-minute
performance was assigned to be transcribed either individually or in pairs.

As for the control group, they did the same tasks as the experimental groups
did, However, no post task activities were involved after the task performance.

At the end of the last task cycle, an informal interview was carried out to
seek for some feedback on the study, specifically participants’ reflection on their

task performance and on the post-task activities.

3.7 Data transcription and coding

As mentioned above, the original data were recorded by cassette tape
recorders for participants transcribing. Afterwards, the data were digitalized into
computer-readable wave files for research transcribing, coding and analysis.

The data were first transcribed into word documents by using Sound Scriber
software. Then,-the transcribed speech was further divided into the analysis of
speech units (AS-unit) for computerized analyses to assess oral performance
features. The following are the coding procedures for the present study.

First of all, the guidelines of Foster et al. (2000) were followed closely in
dividing the discourse into AS-units. Independent clauses and subordinate clauses,
as well as independent sub-clausal units which could be elaborated into full
clauses, were counted as AS-units. In certain more difficult cases, pauses and

intonation were taken into consideration as the governing principle was whether

109



or not a piece of discourse constituted a single chunk of micro-planning. The
following two examples illustrate some difficult cases, such as coordinated verb
phrases. For this case, the combined attention to both mid-clause pause length and
the intonation contours is clearly warranted.

Example 1: |Puppy open the door and call his mate to share the milk| (1
AS-unit) (pause between coordinated phrases is less than 0.5 seconds.)

Example 2: |Jerry helped Tom into the house (0.6)| and give some hot water
to Tom| (2 AS-unit) (the first coordinated phrase is marked by falling intonation
and pause between two coordinated phrases is longer than 0.5 seconds)

Subsequently, the documents with AS-unit divisions were further transferred
according to two formats: one format is CHAT format which can be readable for
vocd program in the CHILDES project to measure the lexical diversity of the data
(see Section 2.5 for task measurqs); the other format is Task Profile (TP) format
which is readable by the Task Profile program, written by Skehan, to assess the
compl'exity, accuracy and fluency, and .also the lexical variation. Based on the
AS-unit segmer‘nation, the CHAT-formatted and TP-formatted transcripts were
further coded for measures of complexity, accuracy and fluency.

As far as complexity is concerned, the ratio of clauses to AS-units and the
mean length of AS-units (i.e. the number of words per AS-unit) are the complexity
indicators. Clause coding also closely followed Foster et al. (2000)’s guidelines.

Generally, non-finite verbs were only coded as clauses when they were
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accompanied by a subject, object, complement or adverbial to verify their clausal
status. The number of clauses produced by each participant was divided by the
total number of AS-units to arrive at the complexity ratios. The clauses in
AS-units are coded in the following way:

Example 3: |they decide to eat] (1 clauses. | AS-unit, no clausal element
following the non-finite verb)

Example 4: |Um He run :: to get the ham| (2 clauses, 1 As-unit)

Example 5: |Tom know :. that there was a dog in the house| (2 clauses, 1
AS-unit)

With regard to the separate dimensions of fluency, different codes were

adopted to make the features readable by computer program. Repair fluency was

coded as the following:

1) false starts:

Example 6: |{He he he um he he get}# the cat think an ideq|

Example 7: [{and Jerry didn't) # and Jerry came|

2) reformulations:

Example 8: | e saw a strange thing {which are}~ which was heavy|

Example 9: |{ He found that the thing}~ he found out that the thing was
seven dogs|

3) replacements:

Example 10: | {He want to pick} rpl he want to get the milk |
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Example 11: | and {the bags}tp the dogs in the bags came oul|

4) repetitions:

Example 12: | {and}* and he {threw}* threw them to the house]

Example 13:{Um Jerry {went across}* went across and {find the bag}*
find the bag|

The timing issue is crucially significant in the calculation of mean length of
run, and speech rate. As such, the following timing indicators were marked: the
starting and ending time of the whole speech, of each AS-unit.

Examples 14;

|And then the five dogs left.|

<00.20.26><00.25.03> (the starting and ending time of the AS-unit)

As for accuracy, the identification of errors reflects the number and the ratio
of error-free clauses. Error-free clauses were defined as clause in which no error
was made in terms of syntax, phonology, morphology, native-like lexical choice
and discourse (Skehan, coding manual). However, errors in stress, intonation,
patterns or pronunciation of the words and utterances were not included. The
following are the examples of accuracy coding:

Example 15: |{t's a dark night. errfr |

Example 16: |The little dog want to err_m_m :: stay with Jerry. errfr | (to
indicate separately whether each clause in an AS-unit is error free or erroneous.)

In the current study, all the data, divided into AS-units, were transcribed in
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both CHAT and TP formats by using the above coding marks for quantitative
analysis on participants’ oral performance. In addition, two procedures were
adopted to ensure the reliabtlity of data coding: intra-coder and inter-coder checks.
The researcher recoded a subset of the data (30% of the data set) for a second time
with an interval of four weeks after the first coding. The agreement of the
intra-coding was 97%. As for the inter-coder reliability, a Ph.D candidate who aiso
did the task-based research and coded his own data according to the same coding
manual (Skehan, coding manual) was invited to code a subset of the data (10% of
the data set). The agreement of the inter-coding was 95%. The agreements in both
the intra-coding and the inter-coding procedures established the reliability of the

data coding in the present study.

3.8 Analyses methods

Data were analysed using the statistical package SPSS. To address research
question one concerning the effects of post-task transcribing, a one-way
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was performed.

For research questions 2 and 3 concerning the effects of pair/individual
transcribing and the effects of further revision, two-way MANOVAs were
performed to consider the two independent variables simultaneously.

For research question 4 which attempts to explore the different effects of

three revision conditions, that is the individual-based revision, pair-based revision
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and teacher-involved revision, a one-way MANOVA was used.

All the MANOVASs were followed by post-hoc comparisons of all the
examined conditions to identify which groups were significantly different from
the others.

For research questions 5 and 6, which explore the within-subject effects,
namely the effect of task types and task practices, repeated measures MANQOVAs
were performed to see the within-subject effects of both task types and task
practices. Then, post-hoc comparisons were conducted for the significant effects

to identify the significantly different groups.
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Chapter Four Data Analysis on Post-task Transcribing Effects

on Narrative Task Performance

4.0 Introduction

There are two major concerns of the present research—the effects of
post-task activities and of task practice. This chapter and the next one wilil focus
on the effects of post-task transcribing in narrative and interactive tasks
respectively.

The presentation of the results concerning the narrative task performance is
organized to address research questions one to four in sequence. In section 4.1, for
research question 1, the focus is on the general effects of post-task transcribing by
comparing all the five post-task groups with the no post-task control group. In
section 4.2, to address research questions 2 and 3, the foci are on the effects of
individual/pair conditions and the effect of revision on leamers’ task performance.
In section 4.3, for research question 4, the focus is on the differences among the
three revision conditions.

In the last section (section 4.4), a synthesis of the findings is provided to
show a complete picture of the results regarding the effects of post-task

transcribing in narrative task performance.

4.1 Data Analysis regarding Research Question |
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Research question 1 aims to explore whether there is any effect of post-task
transcribing as compared to the non-post-task condition (i.e. the control group) on
learners’ task performance. As the major concern of the current research, the effect
of post-task transcribing is investigated by considering performance in the two
narrative tasks: the first narrative task performance will be viewed as the baseline
for further comparison, and the second narrative task performance will be
investigated to see whether the post-task treatment groups, as a result of the

involvement of post-task transcribing, are significantly different from the control

group.

4.1.1 Fluency

This section concerns the effects of post-task transcribing on fluency. First,
the descriptive statistics for narrative fluency are presented in Table 4.1. The
results show that as compared to the five treatment groups, in the first narrative
task performance the control group used the least replacements and false starts,
but most reformulations, whereas in the second narrative task performance the
control group performed at the lowest speech rate and used most repetitions. The

data are normally distributed with no excessive kurtorsis or skewedness.
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To explore the statistical differences between the post-task groups and the control
group, one-way MANOVASs were performed for the first and second narrative task
performances respectively. MANOVA results for the first narrative task performance
show that there is no significant difference among the six groups in terms of fluency in
the first narrative task performance. [n other words, in the first narrative task
performance, the six groups were indistinguishable as far as fluency is concerned.

For the second narrative task performance, the MANOVA results show that there
is no significant difference among the six groups in terms of fluency as weli.

As a result, it can be said that even if the post-task treatment groups have
experienced post-task transcribing, they still did not outperform the control group with
regard to fluency which means that post-task transcribing has no significant effect on?

learners’ oral fluency.

4.1.2 Complexity

Post-task transcribing, as a focus-on-form activity, is expected to be beneficial for
the formal aspects of task performance. The formal aspects include complexity,
accuracy and lexical performance in the present study. This section focuses on the
effects of post-task transcribing on complexity in narrative tasks. The descriptive
statistics (see Table 4.2 ) show that in comparison with the ﬁ:e treatment groups, in the
first narrative task, the control group employed fewest ;NOl'dS per AS-unit, whereas in

the second narrative task, the control group used the fewest clauses and words per
7
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AS-unit.

Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics on Narrative Task Performance: complexity

Groups Clauses per AS-unit Words per AS-unit
(n=16 for each) N1 N2 NI N2

nmcan SD mean SD mean sSD mean 5D

individual 1.25 A2 1.38 13 7.84 .86 9.20 .25

wMdividual revise 1.33 A2 1.42 I8 8.49 1.75 9.44 £.33

pair 120 16 153 13 795 134 879 129

pair revise 1.30 12 1.47 14 7.79 1.06 816 1.30

pair teacher revise 1.33 .10 142 14 7.74 1.85 847 1.33

control 1.32 .14 1.35 A2 7.60 1.31 7.80 1.32

To see the significant differences among the groups. one-way MANOVAs were
carried out. For the first narrative task, the MANQVA results show that there is no
significant difference among all the six groups: F (20,289) =97, p= .499.

Another MANOVA was performed on the second narrative task performance. and
the results (see Table 4.3) show that there is a significant difference among the groups:
F (10,178)=2.79, p=.003. Subseguent univariate tests examined the two complexity
measures separately. A significant difference was reported among the groups (p=.007)
with regard to the number of clauses per AS-unit, and a near significance concerning

the mean length of AS-unit (i.e. the number of words per AS-unit) (p=.056).
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Table 4.3. Univariate Tests on the Second Narrative Task Performance:

- Complexity
source dependent variables df mean square F sig.
groups clauses per AS-unit N2 5 062 343 007*
words per AS-unit N2 5 6.146 2.25 056
(* p<.05)

In \_fiew of this significant result, Post hoc analyses (Tukey HSD) were performed
to identify which post-task transcribing groups significantly differed from the control
group. The results show that when the number of clauses per AS-unit is concerned,
only the pair transcribing group is significantly better than the control group. Effect
size calculation was coﬁducted to see the magnitude of the significant effect, and
Cohen’s d “value was 1.43 which can be treated as a very large effect.

In short, as for the effects of the post-task transcribing on complexity, whereas no
significant differences were found in the first narrative task performance, a significant
difference emerged between the control group and one post-task transcribing group
(the pair transcribing group) in the second narrative task. In particular, the pair
transcribing group produced significantly more clauses than the control group. Since
only one (out of five) post-task transcribing group significantly outperformed the
control group, it may only suggest a limited (or at least, a focused) effect of post-task

transcribing on complexity in the narrative task performance.

" Cohen (1988) defined effect sizes as “small, d< §.4" “mediuvm, 0.4<d<0.75", and “large,
0. 75<d<l. 16", “very large, 1.10<d<1.45", “huge, 1.45<d™
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4.1.3 Accuracy

In addition to complexity, accuracy is another important (or even the most
important) aspect to be examined with respect to the effects of a focus on form activity.
This section examined the effects of post-task transcribing on accuracy. The
descriptive results (see Table 4.4) show that as compared with the post-task treatment
groups, in the first narrative task performance, the control group was towards the
middle-level when all the accuracy measures were concerned. In the second narrative
task, the control group got the lowest error-free ratio and the shortest accurate clauses.
and at the same time, the control group produced the most ervors per 100 words.

Table 4.4. Descriptive Statistics on Narrative Task Performance: accuracy

error-free catin errors per 100 words accuracy length
N1 N2 N1 N2 N1 N2

mean SD mean sD mean SD mean 5D mean sD mean 8D
individual 39 12 52 13 1246 5.88 961 394 557 299 481 269
individual

37 13 54 At 13.36 560 g8 87 326 419 176 635 236
revise
pair 34 11 N 10 1471 434 1035 347 287 196 5.06 b 84
pair revise 32 Be| 51 13 1263 510 B85 318 369 206 538 222
pair teacher

3 08 52 A2 11.32 572 1008 393 319 (0 56% 224
Tevise
control 35 A1 38 08 1314 5.20 1206 . 549 306 135 Iog 2.57

MANOVA results for the first narrative task performance reveal that in the first
narrative task performance there is no significant difference among all the groups
regarding accuracy. In contrast, MANOVA results for the second narrative task

performance show that the groups were significant different in the second narrative
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task regarding accuracy: F (15, 243) =1.794, p=.036. Subsequent univariate tests show
(see Table 4.5) that a significant difference exists among the groups regarding the
proportion of error free clauses (p=.001), and an approaching significance with regard
to accuracy length (p=.064), but no significance on errors per 100 words.

Table 4.5. Univariate Tests on the Second Narrative Task Performance: Accuracy

Source  dependent variables mean square F sig,
Groups  ratio of error free clauses N2 057 4.384  001%*
errors_per_100 words N2 22.69 1.45 214
accuracy length N2 11.89 2.18 064
(*p<.005)

Post-hoc analyses (Tukey HSD) show that all five post-task transcribing groups
are significantly better than the contro! group in terms of error-free ratio. in v‘iew of the
significant results, effect sizes were calculated. The significances and their effect sizes
(Cohen’s d) are presented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6. Significances and Effect Sizes for Accuracy in the Second Narrative

Task Performance

treatment groups sig effect sizes & its level
control <  individual transcribing 012* 1.34, very large
control <  individual transcribing and revising Doi* 1.72, huge
confrol <  pair transcribing 019* 1.48, huge
control < pair transcribing and revising 014* 1.24, very large
contro]l <  pair transcribing and teacher revising .006* 1.42, very large

(*p<.05)

Thanks to the involvement of the post-task transcribing, all the post-task groups

were significantly better than the controt group in the second narrative task when the



. proportion of error-free clauses is concerned. The adoption of transcribing at the
post-task stage, therefore, proved to be effective to promote learners’ accuracy, in
particular to encourage them to produce more error-free clauses. In addition, a near
significance was reported with regard to the accuracy length which may further
suggest a trend supporting the post-task transcribing groups to use longer accurate

clauses in the narrative task performance than the control group did.

4.1.4 Lexical Performance

Lexical performance, independent of the above syntactic aspects (i.e. complexity
& accuracy), is another indispensable concern in exploring the effects of post-task
focus on form activities. In this section, we will compare the lexical performance of
post-task transcribing groups to that of the control group. Two lexical aspects are
examined: lexical sophistication and lexical diversity. The descriptive statistics for the
lexical performances are presented in Table 4.7. In the first narrative task, the control
group was towards the middle level concerning the mean scores on lexical
sophistication, but they got the lowest scores on lexical diversity. In the second
narrative task, the mean score of lexical sophistication of the control group is the

lowest, whereas its mean score of lexical diversity is the highest among the six groups.
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Table 4.7. Descriptive Statistics on Lexical Performance in Narrative Tasks

Groups lexical diversity lexical sophistication
{(n=16 for each) Ni N2 NI N2
mean SD mean SD mean SD mean 5D

[ndividual 30.75 5.33 36.78 6.28 1.99 37 212 33
individual revise 34.65 13.09 33.28 5.97 1.89 30 2.43 A
pair 29.54 6.96 34.43 5.49 1.86 39 217 28
pair revise 31.44 5.63 35.78 5.09 1.89 41 211 30
pair teacher revisc 2923 7.03 34.72 6.45 1.94 35 2.20 19
control 29.55 6.58 37.78 7.69 1.93 .56 204 A48

As for the first namrative task performance, MANOVA results show no significant
differences among the groups in terms of lexical performance.

Another one-way MANOVA was performed on the second narrative task
pgrformance. [t reveals a significant difference among the groups in terms of lexical
performance: F(10,178)=2.242, p=.017. In the subsequent univariate tests, the
significance 1s reported in terms of lexical sophistication, but not on lexical diversity.
The results are presented in Table 4.8. Post hoc analyses (Tukey HSD) wete carried out
and showed that as far as the effect of post-task transcribing on lexical sophistication
was concerned, only the individual transcribing plus revision group produced
significantly more infrequent words than the control group (p=.007), and the effect size
for the significance is 1.16 which is treated as a very large effect. No other post-task
treatment groups demonstrated the effects of post-task transcribing on lexical

performance.
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Table 4.8. Univariate Tests on the Lexical Performance in the Second Narrative

Task
Sowrce dependent variables mean square  F sig.
Groups  lexical diversity N2 43.538 1.126 .35
lexical sophistication N2 .287 3011 01
(* p<.05)

Given that only one treatment group is significantly superior to the control group
in terms of lexical sophistication, the effect of post-task transcribing may only be

considered as a partial effect on lexical aspects of narrative task performance.

4.1.5 Summary

The first research question explores that whether post-task transcribing has effects
on different aspects of learners’ oral performance. To address this question, a series of
comparisons were carried out between the post-task transcribing groups and the
control group in terms of different aspects of narrative task performance, i.e. fluency,
complexity, accuracy and lexical performance.

In the first narrative task performance, no significant differences were reported
between the post-task groups and the control group with regard to all the concerned
aspects of task performance. It s, therefore, argued that the six groups were
indistinguishable when they were doing the first narrative task and were comparable

for further treatment.
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In exploring the effects of a post-task transcribing activity, the second narrative
task performance is the lens in the analyses. With regard to fluency. none of the
post-task transcribing group was signiftcantly superior to the control group which
suggested that being involved in different types of post-task transcribing activities did
not bring about any significant effects on learers’ fluency.

As for complexity, one (out of five) post-task transcribing group (i.e. the pair
transcribing group) produced significantly more clauses than the control group. Since
the effect on complexity is limited to one group, and does not emerge in most post-task
transcribing groups, we may only suggest a selective effect of post-task transcribing on
complexity in narrative tasks. Similarly, lexical performance is another aspect in which
a partial effect of post-task transcribing is reported. Only the
individual-transcribing-and reviston group outperformed the control group by
employing more infrequent words in the narrative tasks, whereas no such effect is
found among the other post-task groups or regarding lexical diversity.

As compared to the above measures which demonstrate no effect or limited
effects of post-task transcribing, accuracy proves to be the most encouraging aspect to
show the consistent effects of post-task transcribing. All the post-task transcribing
groups outperformed the control group significantly when the proportion of error-free
clauses is concerned. This suggests that post-task transcfibing activities, although
conducted in various conditions, a‘re consistently effective in pushing leamers to focus

on form, and consequently to improve their language accuracy.
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In sum, post-task transcribing, adopted as a focus on form activity in the current
research, has a clear and consistent effect on accuracy, partial and selective effects on
complexity and lexical performance, but no effects on fluency in narrative task
performance. To explore the effects of focus on form activity in task-based language
learning, the findings in narrative task performance are encouraging. A brief
interpretation of the results is presented in section 4.4, and detailed discussion on the
findings will be presented in Chapter 7.

In the above, we explored the general effects of post-task transcribing on learners’
task performance. Furthermore, in this research, the post-task transcribing is operated
under different conditions. In the following two sections (section 4.2 and 4.3), the foci
will be on the different effects of the various post-task transcribing conditions. Since
nq post-task transcribing has been employed in the control group, only the post-task
transcribing groups are included in the analyses. In addition, although all the
participants were involved in two narrative tasks, the counterbalanced design of the
study (cf. chapter 3) determined that some subgroups did not experience any post-task
activities prior to the first narrative task, while other subgroups did. However, in the
second narrative task, all the participants have been involved in post-task transcribing,

Thus, in the following study, only the second narrative task performance is examined.

4.2 Data Analysis regarding Research Question 2 and 3

Research questions 2 and 3 both pertain to the effects of different factors in
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post-task transcribing. In particular, research question 2 considers whether there are
any different effects between the individual-based and the pair-based post-task
transcribing, and research question 3 aims to investigate whether there is any effect of
the involvement of further revision after post-task transcribing as compared to the
non-revision condition.

The two research questions are related to each other in that the two independent
variables (i.e. the individual/pair condition and the involvement of revision) co-occur
among the post-task groups. If these two independent variables are examined
separately, one of them will possibly be the intervening factor in the analysis of the
other. Furthermore, it is also possible that an interaction effect of the individual/pair
condition and of the involvement of revision occurs among the groups. As a result, it is
necessary to consider the effects of both factors together, rather than separately. by
performing two-way MANbVAS on the second narrative task performance to see the
effects of the individual/pair condition, of further revision, and of the interaction
effects as well. In the following analyses, four post-task treatment groups will be
examined with the exclusion of the pair-transcribing-teacher-revision group so as to
remove the intervening factor of the teacher’s role in that group: The role of the
teacher will be investigated in section 4.3. As in section 4.1, the analyses are presented
around the different aspects of task performance in four sub-sections. The findings will

be summarized at the end.
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4.2.1 Fluency

This section focuses on the effects of the individual/pair transcribing and the
effect of revision on fluency. The descriptive statistics are given in Table 4.9. With
regard to the differences between the individual and the pair condition, the descriptive
statistics show that individual transcribing groups produced more reformulations,
repetitions and replacements than the pair transcribing groups, but fewer filled pauses
and false starts than the latter, whereas the two conditions produced similar numbers of
words per minute. As for the comparison between the revision and the no revision
conditions, the descriptive statistics reveal that except for the employment of
replacements, the revision condition produced more fluency indices than the
non-revision condition in terms of filled pauses, words per minute, reformulation,
repetition and false starts.

Table 4.9. Descriptive Statistics of the four treatment groups in the narrative task

performance: fluency

Conditions fitled pauses words per min reformulations repetitions replaccinents false stans
{n~16 for indivi pair wdivi  pair mdivi  pair  individn  par ndivi par mdivide  parr
each group) dual dual dual o dual al

mean  Mean  mean  mean mean  mean trear mean  mean  inean mean mean

(S (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (8D) sm (SD}) (s (S} {8D)

revision 693 725 7128 MMM 200 1.81 14,94 16 88 250 169 i 06 113
{448} (615 (7.1 (21 (209 ({J33) (1019 (908) (15%) (130 (120 { &1)
no-revision 4 44 450 47 6721 131 1.19 1638 1181 231 294 57 163

(3.52) (290 {(230) (27 (149 (17 (hyy 17 (O a1 1% (167)

A two-way MANOVA was performed and significance is noted for the interaction

effect between the individual/pair condition and revision: F(6,71)=2.39, p=.044. But
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there are no significant main effects in terms of either the individual/pair contrast
(p=.62), or the involvement of revision (p=.11). Univariate tests reveal that the
interaction effect is demonstrated on the adoption of replacements (p=.05).
Examination of the plot (see Figure 4.1) suggested that when the post-task transcribing
was performed individually with further revision, more adoption of replacements
emerged than the pair transcribing with revision. On the other hand, when the post-task
transcribing was conducted in pairs without further revision, the employment of
replacements was more frequent than the individual transcribing without revision.

Figure 4.1 Means of Replacements in the Narrative Task

< - vk
" —m

.
Z
i

Magns of repiacamants

revision_or_not

In terms of fluency, an interaction effect between the individual/pair condition
and revision emerged on one fluency measure: replacements. That is to say, the effect
of either individual or pair condition on the production of replacements depends on the
presence or absence of further revision. However, given that the interaction effect is
limited to only one (out of six) fluency measures, it is premature to suggest that the

interaction of both factors (the individual/pair transcribing and the involvement of
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revision) has significant effects on fluency in narrative task performance.

4.2.2. Complexity

This section concerns the effects of the igdividualz’pair condition and the effects of
revision on complexity. The descriptive statistics are shown in Table 4.10. The
descriptive results show that on the one hand, the pair transcribing groups produced a
larger number of clauses per AS-unit than the individual-based groups, but used fewer
words per AS-unit than the latter. On the other hand, the revision condition produced
fewer clauses and words per AS-unit than the no revision condition.

Table 4.10. Descriptive Statistics of the four treatment groups: complexity

clauses per AS-unit words per AS-unit
conditions individual pair individual pair
mean (SD) mean (SD)  mean (SD) mean (SD)
revision 143 (.15) 1.47(.14) 944 (2.10)  8.17 (1.81)
no revision  1.38(.13) 1.53(.13) 9.‘20 (1.18) 8.79 (1.54)

A two-way MANOVA showed that there was no significant interaction of the two
factors. As for the main effects of each factor, whereas no significance was noted with
regard to the effects of revision, the individual and pair-based transcribing groups were
significantly different regarding complexity: F(2.59)= 6.87, p=.002. Univariate tests
showed that the significant differences emerged in terms of both the number of clauses
per AS-unit (p=.007); and of the number of words per AS-unit (p=.050). Effect sizes

(Cohen’s d values) for the significance are medium. The results are presented in Table
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4.11.

Table 4.11. Univariate tests of Individual/Pair Conditions: Complexity

groups dependent variables F sig. effect size
pair > individual clauses per AS-unit 7.69  .007* 0.7, medium
individual > pair words per AS-unit 396  .050* 0.51, medium

Despite the significance noted above, it is still not clear about the different effects
of individual/pair conditions on complexity, because the results (see Table 4.11) show
contrasting effects with regard to the two different complexity measures. In particular,
the pair transcribing groups produced significantly more clauses per AS-unit than the
individual-based groups. On the other hand, the latter used significantly more words
per AS-unit than the former. It may, therefore, be inferred that the pair transcribing
groups produced more but shorter clauses or clause elements than the individual
condition; whereas the latter adopted more words but simple syntax (with less
subordination) in the narrative tasks. The finding, different from t-he-results in previous

studies, is returned to in section 4.4 and further discussed in Chapter 7.

4.2.3 Accuracy
This section concemns the effect of the ind‘ividualfpair condition and the effect of
revi,sion on accuracy. The descriptive statistics show (see Table 4.12) that as for the

comparison between the individual- and the pair-based groups, the individual condition

produced a slightly larger proportion of error-free clauses and lengthier accurate
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clauses than the pair condition. However, the former produced slightly more errors per
100 words than the latter. As for the comparison between the revision and no revision
condition, the revision groups produced more error-free clauses and fewer errors and

lengthier clauses than the non revision groups.

Table 4.12. Descriptive Statistics of the Four Treatment Groups: Accuracy

ratio of error-free clauses errors per 100 words ) accuracy length
individual pair individual pair individual “pair
conditions
mean mean mean mean mcan mean
(5D} . {510 (SD) (8D (SDy (SD)
55 .51 8.38 8.85 6.50 5.34
revision
(.1 13 (3.26) (3.18) (2.37) (2.22)
.52 51 9.61 10.36 4.81 5.06
0o revision
13 {.10) (3.94) (1.47) {2.69) (1.84)

A two-way MANOVA showed no interaction effect for the two factors in terms of
acburacy. In addition, there is no significant main effect of ether the individual/pair
condition or the involvement of revision. In other words, whether the post-task
transcribing is performed individually or in pairs, or whether there is a further revision

gives rise to no different effects on accuracy in narrative task performance.

4.2.4 Lexical Performance
This section explores the effects of individual- or pair-based post-task transcribing
and the effects of further revision on lexical performance. The analyses are around two

aspects of lexical performance: lexical sophistication and lexical diversity. The
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descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.13. For the comparison between

individual and pair conditions, the individual post-task transcribing groups got higher

ST SCOTES Tegarting both texical diversity and fexical sopinstication Wenthe— - —
revision groups are compared to the no revision ones, the revision groups got a higher
mean score for lexical sophistication, but a lower mean score for lexical diversity.

Table 4.13. Descriptive Statistics of the Four Treatment Groups: Lexical

Performance

lexical diversity lexical sophistication

contlitions individual pair individual Pair

mean (SD) mean (SD)  mean (SD) mean (SD)
revision 33.28(5.97) 35.79(5.10) 243 (.11) 2.11 (30)
no revision 36.78 (6.28) 34.43(549) 2.12(.32) 2,17 (.28)

The results of a two-way MANOVA showed that first of all, there was a
significant interaction effect of the individual/pair condition and the revision
involvement: F (2.59)=5.34, p=.007. However, there are no significant main effects for
both factors respectively. Further univariate tests show that between the two aspects of
lexical performance, the significant interaction effect pertains to lexical sophistication
(p=.007, Cohen’s d=0.7, a medium effect), rather than to lexical diversity (p=.095).
Inspection of Figure 4.2 suggests that both the individual and the pair conditions, with
or without further revision, demonstrate distinct effects. In particular, when further
revision is involved, the individual condition generates a better performance in terms

of lexical sophistication (i.e. the use of more infrequent words) than the pair condition.
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However, as long as no further revision is involved, the pair transcribing group
produced more infrequent, sophisticated lexical items than the individual transcribing

group.

Figure 4.2. Means of Lexical Sophistication in Narrative Tasks
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In brief, with regard to lexical sophistication, an interaction effect of both the
individual/pair transcribing and revision was reported. The presence of further revision
supported the individual transcribing group to use more infrequent \:vords. whereas the
pair transcribing group took the advantage _of no revision involvement and adopted
more infrequent words in the narrative task performance. The interaction effect which
is seldom researched with this respect in previous literature receives further attention
in section 4.4 and more in Chapter 7.

4.2.5 Summary

Research question 2 concerns that whether the individual and the pair-based
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post-task transcribing have different effects on task performance. Research question 3
aims to explore whether further revision after post-task transcribing has a significant
effect on performance. Instead of addressing the two questions separately, we used a
two-way MANOVA to explore a) the main effects of the two independent variables (i.e.
the individual/pair condition, and the involvement of revision), b) the interaction

effects of both factors on different aspects of task performance.

As far as fluency is concerned, neither the individual/pair condition nor the

c
A

involvement of revision has main effects on fluency, although an interaction effect is
found on the use of a repair fluency measure: replacements. Except for this significant
fluency indicator, the other five fluency measures did not show any significance. We
can, therefore, only suggest that generally speaking, either the individual/pair
condition or the revision involvement has no clearly significant effects on fluency.
Complexity is one of the major concerns of the present research. When the two
independent variables are examined, whereas no interaction effect and no main effect
of revision are reported, the significant effect of the individual/pair condition is noted
on both complexity measures. However, the resuits for the two complexity measures
cannot be patterned together: while the pair condition promotes the adoption of
subordination, the individual condition encourages the use of more words per AS-unit.
It may be inferred that although both are connected to the same construct (i.e.
complexity), the complexity measures adopted in this study may reflect distinctive

aspects of that-construct. This finding will be interpreted further in Section 4.4 and
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Chapter 7.

The results regarding the effects of both factors on accuracy are somewhat
discouraging in that no significant main effects or interaction effect are reported
regarding all the adopted accuracy measures. This suggests that whether the post-task
transcribing ts performed individually or in pairs has no different effects on accuracy.
Neither does the involvement of revision.

When the effects are considered on lexical performance, an interaction effect on
lexical sophistication is found. In particular, if post-task transcribing is performed
individually, then revision is supportive to promote the adoption of infrequent words;
on the other hand, when post-task transcribing is carried out in dyads, the absence of
revision encourages leamers to use more infrequent words. it may be suggested that
with regard to lexical performance, the involvement of revision is not beneficial for all
the learning conditions: it is effective for the individual context, but is a hindranee in

the pair condition. Detailed discussions are presented in Chapter 7.

4.3 Data Analysis regarding Research Question 4

Research question 4 is a further exploration on the differences among the different
revision conditions. Three different revision conditions are employed in the current
study: one Is teacher-involved revision, and the other two are student-based revision
(i.e. individuai-based revision and pair-based revision). The three revision groups are

considered in this section. To look for differences among the three revision conditions,
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a series of one-way MANOVASs were performed on various aspects of task
performances in the second narrative task, with a summary provided at the end of the

section.

4.3.1 Fluency

This section explores the differences among the three revision conditions with
regard to fluency. The descriptive statistics show that among the three groups the
teacher revision group produced most words per minute and most filled pauses and

false starts, the pair revision group used most repetitions, and the individual revision

group employed most reformulations and replacements. The results are given in Table

4.14.
Table 4.14. Descripiive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups regarding

Fluency in the Narrative Task

conditions filled pauses words por min reformulation repetition replacement falze starts
{n=16 for Nz N2 N2 N2 N2 N2
cach) mean sD mean SD mean D mean SD mean SD mean SD
individual
o 694 448 74 29 17 06 20 219 1494 125 25 1558 1 06 {29
tevision
pair
725 615 747 1243 181 132 16 88 908 169 130 113 Rl
TeVision
teacher
] 74 ian 7544 19 06 181 160 1463 632 216 | 48 119 m
revision

One-way MANOVA results show that as far as fluency is concerned, no

significance is reported among the three groups. This suggests that the different

revision conditions bring about similar effects on fluency, and so will not be discussed
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further here.

4.3.2 Complexity

This section considers the differences between the three revision conditions in
terms of complexity. The descriptive statistics show (see Table 4.15) that the pair
revision group produced the most clauses per AS-unit, whereas the individual revision
group produced most words per AS-unit, and the teacher revision group took the
second place for both measures.

Table 4.15. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups regarding

Complexity in the Narrative Task

clauses per AS-unit  words per AS-unit

Conditions

(n=16 for each) N2 N2
mean SD mean SD

individual revision 1.42 15 9.43 2.10

pair revision 1.47 14 8.16 1.81

teacher revision 1.42 14 8.47 1.84

One-way MANOVA results show that there are no significant differences among
the three groups with regard to complexity which indicates that the three different

revision conditions generate similar performance on complexity.
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4.3.3 Accuracy

This section focuses on the effects of different revision conditions in terms of
accuracy. The descriptive statistics show that the individual revision group produced
most error-free clauses, and the lengthiest accurate clauses among the three groups,
whereas the teacher revision group produced most errors per 100 words. The results
are given in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups regarding

Narrative Task Accuracy

percentage of

Condition crror-free clauses errors per 100 words aceuracy length
{n=16 for wvach group) N2 N2 N2

mean sD Mean sD mean S
individual revision 55 11 3.88 3.26 6.5 236
pair revision 51 13 8.84 318 5.37 226

teacher revision 52 A2 10.08 3.93 5.69 214

One-way MANOVA results showed that the three revision groups did not differ
significantly when accuracy was considered which suggests that the differences of

three revision conditions do not lead to different performance regarding accuracy.

4.3.4. Lexical Performance

In this section, the difference of three revision groups is concerned with respect to
the lexical aspects. The descriptive statistics show that individual revision group got
the highest lexical sophistication score, but the lowest lexical diversity score, whereas

the pair revision group gained the highest lexical diversity score, but the lowest lexical
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sophisfication score, and the teacher revision group took the second place for both
lexical measures. The results are presented in Table 4.17.
Table 4.17. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups regarding Narrative

Task Lexical Performance

. lexical sophistication  lexical diversity
Condition .
N2 N2

(n=16 for each group)

mean SD mean sD
individual revision 243 1 33.28 5.98
pair revision 211 30 35.79 S 10
teacher revision 220 19 3472 6.45

One-way MANOVA results show that there is a significant difference among the
three revision groups: F(4,88)=4.24, p=.003. Further univariate tests reveal that when
the two aspects of lexical performance are considered separately. although no
significance is reported in terms of lexical diversity, there is a significant difference
among the three revision groups with regard to lexical sophistication (p=.000). The
results are given in Table 4.18.

Table 4.18. Univariate Tests among the Three Revision Groups regarding

Narrative Task Lexical Performance

source dependent variables df " F sig.

t-3

groups lexical diversity 737 484

[

lexical sophistication 9.39  .000*

(*p<.05)

Post hoc analyses (Tukey HSD) show that the individual revision group is

significantly better than the pair revision (p=.000) and teacher revision groups
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(p=.010), however, no significant difference is found between the pair revision group
and the teacher revision group. Effect sizes (Cohen’s d ) are 1.43, 1.56 which are
treated as very large or even huge effects.

In short, in terms of lexical sophistication, the individual revision group was
significantly better than the pair revision and the teacher revision group. Given that no
significance was reported when the pair revision and the teacher revision are compared,
we may only suggest a partial role of students’ revision on lexical sophistication, and at
the same time, the three revision conditions have no significant differences on lexical

diversity.

4.3.5 Summary

To address research question 4 which concerns the different effects of revision
conditions, the findings are presented as follows: a) the different revision conditions in
the present study do not lead to different performance in terms of fluency, complexity
and accuracy, b) a deep concern of this research question is on the relative role of the
teacher in revision as compared to the role of students in revision. The role of the
teacher in revision does not show any advantage to that of the students. Furthermore.
one of the students’ revision group (i.e. the individual revision group) outperformed
the teacher revision group significantly in terms of lexical sophistication with a huge

effect size noted.
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4.4 Summary and brief interpretations of findings

Post-task transcribing, in the present research, is adopted as a focus on form
activity in the hope that it would be beneficial for learners’ language development in
task-based language teaching. This chapter concerns the effects of post-task
transcribing in narrative task performance.

Research Question 1 considers the general effects of post-task transcribing as
compared to the non-post-task condition (i.e. the control group). First of all, there is a
significant post-task effect on language accuracy. Various post-task transcribing
conditions consistently foster more accurate language than the control group does. In
addition, limited effects of post-task transcribing were found in terms of syntactic
complexity and lexical sophistication. Last, there is no significant post-task effect in
terms of fluency and lexical diversity. Parts of the results are in line with the findings
ir; Foster & Skehan (forthcoming) in that in the narrative task performance, the effects
of post-task transcribing are demonstrated in terms of accuracy which is a crucial
index to show the effect of focus on form. Further, the limited effects on complexity
and lexical performance are more valuable as compared to the previous research
results which show no effect of post-task activity on complexity in narrative tasks
(Foster & Skehan, forthcoming; Skehan & Foster, 1997). Finally, it is not surprising to
see no significant effects on fluency, because as a measure of meaning processing,
fluency is not a major concern in the present focus on form research. Further, the

trade-off between meaning (fluency) and form (complexity and accuracy) (Skehan &
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Foster, 1996; Skehan, 1998) makes it reasonable that the focus on form activity does
not have effects on the meaning side of task performance.

In addition to the general effects of post-task transcribing, the differences of
real-time performance in various conditions in post-task transcribing are considered.
Research question 2 explores the difference between individual-based and pair-based
post-task transcribing. The only significance is noted with respect to complexity.
However, surprisingly, the effects of either individual or pair conditions on the two
aspects of complexity are in complete contrast with each other: the pair condition
favors the adoption of subordination per AS-unit, however, the individual condition
promotes the production of more words per AS-unit and more lexical sophistication.

It seems, therefore, that both the individual and the pair conditions in the present
study bring about effects on complexity, but in different ways. Although Norris &
Ortega (2007) propose to adopt multivariate measures for the multifaceted syntactic
complexity, the findings reveal that the different measures of complexity are not
necessarily positively correlated with one another in different L2 research contexts. In
the present research the two complexity measures reflect distinctive aspects of
syntactic complexity. Further discussion will be presented in Chapter 7.

Research question 3 focuses on the effects of revision afier transcribing as
compared to the no revision condition. To remove the intervening factors in the
analyses (c.f. section 4.2), the two independent factors in RQs 2 and 3 (i.e. the effects

of individual/pair condition and the effects of revision) are examined together.
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Although no significant main effects of revision are reported on all the aspects of task
performance, an interaction effect of the revision condition and the individual/pair
condition on lexical sophistication emerged in the analyses: the revision condition
encourages thé individual-based group to employ less frequent lexical items, but
impedes the pair-based group from doing so, and the pair-based group adopted more
infrequent words in a non revision condition.

The findings reveal that in L2 language teaching, a seemingly favorable condition,
such as the involvement of revision, cannot be a panacea for different contexts. An
exploration on the interaction of different factors would be beneficial for curriculum
design and pedagogical practice. Furthermore, the fact that no significant effects of
revision are found in terms of accuracy and complexity confirms some previous
findings on the role of revision which argue that there are not any supportive effects of
revision for language development in terms of grammar (Truscott, 1996, 2005, 2007).

Research question 4, as a developed question based on question 3, aims to
compare the different effects of three revision conditions. Whereas no significant
differences are reported for fluency, complexity and accuracy, the only significance is
noted in terms of lexical sophistication: the individual revilsion group outperformed the
other two groups by employing significantly more infrequent words in narrative task
performance. The findings, although in contrast to those which find favorable results
for teacher revision (Lynch, 2001,2007), are in line with some studies regarding the

role of revision, and the role of the teacher in revision (Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Ferris,
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2003). Thus, it is thought-provoking to raise further questions on the effects of
different conditions of revision and the role of teacher at the post-task stage in TBLT.
This chapter concerns the effect of post-task transcribing on narrative task
performance. The findings are supportive for post-task transcribing to be an effective
activity to promote more accurate language in the narrative tasks. In addition, partial
effects on complexity and lexical sophistication are reported. Furthermore, when the
various conditions of post-task transcribing are compared, a number of fresh but
encouraging results are noted. All the findings will be discussed in detail in Chapter 7.
In the following chapter, the data in the interactive tasks are analysed to explore the

effects of post-task transcribing on task performance in a slightly different context.
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Chapter Five Data Analysis on Post-task Transcribing Effects

on Interactive Task Performance

5.0 Introduction

Two task types have been adopted in this study: narrative and interactive tasks.
The previous chapter focused on the narrative task performance to explore the effects
of post-task transcribing. [n the present chapter, the interactive task performance
becomes the focus of the analyses to address research questions one to four in terms of
fluency, complexity, accuracy and lexical performance.

In section 5.1, for research question 1, the general effects of post-task transcribing
on interactive task performance are investigated by means of a series of one-way
MANOVAs. [n section 5.2, the effects of various conditions in post-task transcribing
are explored, in particular the difference between individual- and pair-based post-task
trapscribing (for research question 2) and the role of further revision after transcribing
(for research question 3), and two-way MANOVAs are employed in the analyses on
different aspects of task performance. [n section 5.3, for research question 4, the
comparisons among the three revision groups are carried out so as to look for the
differences of different revision conditions in which one-way MANOVASs are
performed. This chapter ends with a summary section, together with preliminary

interpretations for all the findings in both narrative and interactive tasks.

147



5.1 Data Andlysis regarding Research Question 1

As the major focus in the current study. research question ! concerns the issue
that whether the involvement of post-task transcribing has an impact on leamers” task
performance, in particular in interactive tasks in this chapter. Two interactive tasks
were performed in separate sessions by all the participants, and both are considered for
diﬁ':rent objectives: the first interactive task performance 1s analysed as the benchmark
for further comparison, while the second performance is examined in attempt to
explore the achievement of the post-task groups as compareci to that of the no post-task
control group.AThe following sub-sections are related to the different aspects of the

*

/'interactive task performance.

5.1.1 Fluency

First of all, the general effects of post-task transcribing are examined with regard
to fluency. The descriptive statistics (see Table 5.1) show that in the first interactive
task, the control group produced most reformulations, and at the same time had the
greatest spéech rate (words per minute) among ail the groups. In the second interactive
task, the control group took the second place among all the groups when the different

fluency indices were considered separately. The data are normally distributed.
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For the first interactive task performance, thg MANOVA results show that there
are significant differences among the groups F(30,342)=1.782, p=.008, which are
found in terms of words per minute (i.e. speech rate) and reformulations (see Table
5.2).

Table5.2 Univariate tests on the First Interactive Task Performance: Fluency

source dependent variables df F sig.
groups filled pauses 5 1.99 .088
words per minute 5 3.59 .005*
reformulation 5 2.84 020*
repetition 5 42 834
replacement 5 1.10 368
false starts 5 1.52 191
(*p<.05)

Post-hoc analyses reveal that the contro! group outperformed three post-task
transcribing groups significantly in terms of speech rate, and at the same time it
produced significantly more reformulations than two of the post-task groups. Effect
sizes (Cohen’s d) range from large to huge. The results are presented in Table 5.3 .

Table 5.3. Significant Results of Post-hoc Analyses on First Interactive Task: Fluency

dependent variables groups sig effect size (d)
words per min contro! > individual revision 036> 1.40, very large
control > pair revision 004* 2.11, huge
control > pair teacher revision 051 1.0, large
reformulation control > pair revision 029+ 1.06, large
control > pair teacher revision .029* 1.06, large
(*p<.05)
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As we can see, in the first interactive task the control group produced more words
per minute (i.e. speech rate) which means a more fluent speech. At the same time the
control group used more reformulations which are the indicator for repair fluency (i.e.
dysfluency). Since four repair fluency measures in total are considered in the present
study, the adoption of more reformulations alone can not reflect the complete picture
for dysfluency. In view of the significance concerning speech rate in favor of the
control group, it is, therefore, assumed that the contro! group produced more fluent
speech than a number of post-task groups in the first interactive task. Another one-way
MANOVA was conducted for the second interactive task. The result showed no
significant differences among the groups regarding fluency.

In exploning the effects of post-task transcribing on fluency, in the first interactive
task, the control group produced a faster speech rate than certain post-task groups. it
can be said that the baselige for further comparison is in favor of the control group.
However, in the second interactive task there were not any significant differences
between the control group and the post-task transcribing groups which indicated that
the advantage of the control group which had emerged in the first interactive task did
not exist any longer. This can be explained based on the descriptive statistics which
show that there was an increase of speech‘ rate among all the post-task transcribing
groups from the first to the second interactive task performance. However, the control
group produced fewer words per minute (i.e. a lower speech rate) in the second

interactive task than it did in the first one. The control group, as a result, could not



maintain its advantage over the post-task groups. Without any significant difference

noted in favor of the post-task groups in the second interactive task, we can only

assume that the post-task transcribing groups have a tendenc‘y to produce their

performance more quickly as a result of being involved in post-task transcribing, but

no evident effects on fluency can be clearly suggested.

5.1.2 Complexity

We turn next to the more important form-linked components of performance. This

section concerns the effects of post-task transcribing on complexity. The descriptive

statistics show that in the first interactive task, the control group was at the middle

level among all the groups as far as both complexity measures were concerned.

However, in the second interactive task, the control group used the fewest clauses and

words per AS-unit among the six groups. The results are given in Table 5.4.

Table 5.4. Descriptive Statistics on Interactive Task Performance: Complexity

Groups Clauses per AS-unit Words per AS-unit
{n=16 for cach) Divil DM2 DM D2

mean sD mean SD mean SD mean sSD
individual 1.77 NE 1.88 09 5.52 1.72 6.22 1.77
individual revise 1.70 25 1.76 15 6.07 1.61 6.87 202
pair 1.66 A3 1.90 A4 7.98 2.02 9.71 178
pair revisc 1.63 10 i.86 A5 8.16 L2 9.47 2.03
pair teacher revise 1.74 34 185 A3 6.91 52 8.4 .60)
conirol 167 .14 1.67 14 5.70 .52 5.78 60
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One-way MANOVA results on the first interactive task performance show that
there are significant differences among the groups: F(10,178)=4.48, p=.000, and the
significant difference is reported for the number of words per AS-unit (p=.000),
whereas there is no significant difference with respect to the number of clauses per
AS-unit. The results are presented in Table 5.5.

Table 5.5. Untvariate Tests on the First Interactive Task Performance: Complexity

source  dependent variables mean F sig.
square
groups  clauses per AS-unit .042 1.024 409
words per AS-unit 21.048 8.842 .000*
(* p<.05)

Post-hoc analyses were conducted and the results revealed that the pair
transcribing group (p=001) and the pair-transcribing-and-revision group {(p=.000)
produced significantly more words per AS-unit than the control group in the first
interactive task. Effect sizes are 1.6 and 2.9. The results are presented in Table 5.6.

Table 5.6. Significant Results of Post-hoc Analyses on the First Interactive Task:

Complexity
dependent variables groups sig effect size
words per AS-unit “pair> control 001* 1.6, huge
pair revision > control .000* 2.9, huge
(*p<.05)

For the second interactive task performance, MANOVA results show significant

differences among the groups: F(10,178)=9.827, p=.000 in terms of both the number of
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clauses per AS-unit (p=.000) and the number of words per AS-unit (p=.000). Post-hoc
analyses revealed that four (out of five) post-task groups employed significantly more
clauses per AS-unit than the control group. In addition, three (out of five) post-task
groups produced more words per AS-unit than the contro! group. The results are shown
in Table 5.7.

Table 5.7. Significant Results of Post-hoc Analyses on the Second Interactive

Task: Complexity

dependent variables  groups sig effect size ()
clauses per AS-unit individual > control .000* 1.88, huge

pair > control 000* .72, huge

pair revise > conirol 001* 1.39, very large

pair teacher revise > control 002+ 1.39, very large
waords per AS-unit pair > control 000*  3.06, huge

pair revise > control 000*  3.56, huge

pair teacher revise > control 003* 1.56, huge
(*p<.05)

In sum, in the first interactive task, two pair-based transcribing groups produced
more words per AS-unit than the control group. The baseline is said to be partiaily in
favor of the post-task groups with respect to complexity. In the second interactive task,
the superior performance of the post-task ;_:!,roups over the control group developed to a
greater extent in that a) regarding words per AS-unit, in addition to the initial better
performance of the two post-task groups, more post-task groups produced a larger

number of words per AS-unit than the control group in the second interactive task with
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larger effect size noted; b) more important, most (four out of five) post-task groups

showed an advantage over the control group in adopting subordinations per AS-unit on

which aspect all the groups were indistinguishable at the outset. Thus. the performance

on the two measures of complexity is more or less consistent to suggest that the

involvement of post-task transcribing has a significant impact on complexity in

interactive tasks.

5.1.3 Accuracy

Accuracy—another crucial aspect to demonstrate the effects of focus on form

activity—1is examined in the present section. The descriptive statistics show that in the

first interactive task, the control group was one of the groups which produced the

fewest error-free clauses, shortest accurate clauses, and most errors per 100 words,

while in the second interactive task, the control group yielded the fewest error-free

clauses, shortest accurate clauses and most errors per 100 words as well. The results

are show in Table 5.8.

Table 5.8. Descriptive Statistics on Interactive Task Performance: Accuracy

error-frac ratios

errors per 100 words

acewracy length

DMI DM2 DMt DM2 DM DM2
mean 5D Imcan 5D mean 8D mean sD mean sH mean sh
individual B0 1 70 07 873 inz 751 270 45 201 S0 118
ndividual 03} 12 78 ns Y] 2T 60 191 10 163 561 L 78
revise
pax 55 12 T 10 .62 442 550 272 38l 117 S0 128
PAIT revise 56 08 77 05 917 347 621 232 144 1 09 5 06 2405
par teacher 58 16 76 05 728 32t 530 1 87 450 2 494 1 81
fevise
coutrol 55 08 56 143 1030 286 R4 ERE! 34 115 4 56 17§
-
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However, one-way MANOVA results showed that in the first interactive task, all
the groups were similar with regard to accuracy. in contrast, in the second interactive
task, significant differences emerged between the control group and the post-task
groups: F(15, 243)=7.425, p=.000 in terms of error-free ratio and errors per 100 words,
whereas no significant differences are found concerning the accuracy length. The

results are given in Table 5.9.

Table 5.9. Univariate Tests on the Second Interactive Task Performance: Accuracy

source dependent variabies mean F sig.
square
groups percentage of error-free clauses 114 26.63 .000*
errors per 100 words 40.66 7.50 .000*
accuracy length 1.925 .699 626
) (* p<.05)

Post-hoc analyses revealed that five post-task groups were significantly better
than the control group with regard to error-free ratios. [n addition, four (out of five)

post-task groups produced significantly fewer errors per 100 words than the control

group. The results are shown in Table 5.10.



Table 5.10. Significant Results of Post-hoc Analyses on the Second Interactive

Task: Accuracy

dependent variables groups sig effect size
ratio of error-free clauses individual > control .000* 2.22, huge
individual revise > control 000* 4.1}, huge
pair > control 000* 1.88, huge
' pair revise > control 000* 3.93, huge
pair teacher revise > control .000* 3.74, huge
errors per 100 words individual revise > control 001* 1.51, huge
pair > control 000* 1.61, huge

pair revise > control 001* 1.45, very large

pair teacher revise > control .000*

1.81, huge

(*p<.05)

To explore the effects of post-task transcribing regarding accuracy, the above

results can be patterned together. At the outset, all the groups produced similarly

accurate interactive task performance. We may say that the starting points for both

post-task groups and the control group were generally the same. However, after the

involvement of post-task transcribing, in the second interactive task, the similar

performance among the groups was replaced by significant differences with respect to

accuracy. In particular, a// the post-task groups produced significantly larger ratios of

error-free clauses with huge effect sizes noted. Besides, most post-task groups made

fewer errors per 100 words than the control did. It is, therefore, evident that the

involvement of post-task transcribing allows the post-task groups to gain significant
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improvement in accuracy. Post-task transcribing, as a focus on form activity at

post-stage, proves to be beneficial for language accuracy in interactive tasks.

5.1.4 Lexical Performance

When the formal aspects of task performance are considered, fexical performance
is viewed as independent of complexity and accuracy (Skehan. 2009; Wolfe-Quintero
et al, 1998). This section analyses the effects of post-task transcribing on the two
lexical aspects of interactive task performance: lexical diversity and lexical

_ .

sophistication. Descriptive statistics show that in the first interactive task. the control
gréup. among all the groups, got the lowest scores in terms of lexical diversity and
lexical sophistication; however, in the second interactive task. the control group got the
highest score of lexical diversity but the lowest score of lexical sophistication among

all the groups. The results are given in Table 5.11.

Table 5.11. Descriptive Statistics on Lexical Performance in Interactive Tasks

Groups lexical diversity lexical sophistication
(n=16 for each) NI N2 N1 N2
mean SD mean_ SD mean sSD mean SO

individual 57.83 12.82 5770 11.46 1.37 25 1.64 25
individual revise 54.66 . 1236 54.39 11.53 1.49 22 1.72 BE|
pair 56.80 8.25 57.93 8.20 1.35 21 i.54 A3
pair revise 53.35 10.96 5746 997 1.36 A7 1.45 15
pair teacher revise 53.84 744 56.58 9.55 1.33 22 1.54 21
control 50.75 9.28 60.96 1113 1.24 25 1.33 23

One-way MANOVA results for the first interactive task show that there are no

158



significant differences among the groups which suggests that in the first interactive
task, all the groups are fairly homogeneous in terms of lexical performance. In the
second interactive task, the groups significantly differed on lexical aspects:
F(10,178)=4.01, p=.000, and the significant difference is reported with respect to
lexical sophistication only (p=.000) . The results are given in Table 5.12.

Table 5.12. Univariate Tests on the Lexical Performance in the Second Interactive

Task
source  dependent variables mean square F Sig.
groups  lexical diversity 72.74 675 643
lexical sophistication 298 8.30  .000*
(* p<.05)

Post-hoc analyses revealed that four (out of five) post-task groups outperformed
the control group in terms of lexical sophistication, that is the post-task groups
produced significantly more infrequent words than the control group. Effect sizes
range from large to huge. The results are presented in Table 5.13.

Table 5.13. Significances and Effect Sizes for Lexical Sophistication in the Second

Interactive Task Performance

treatment groups sig effect sizes & its level
control < individual transcribing 000*  1.33, very large
control <  individual transcribing and revising 000* 2,12 huge
control <.  pair transcribing : 033*  1.16, very large
control <  pair transcribing and revising 494 ns
control <  pair transcribing and teacher revising 031*% 098, large
(*p<.05)

139



In sum, in the first interactive task performance, the baseline for all the groups is
equal. However, in the second interactive task, the involvement of post-task
transcribing allows most post-task groups to be significantly superior to the control
group by using more infrequent lexical elements, although it does not bring about such
significant effects on lexical diversity. It may indicate that first, the two aspects of
lexical performance are distinctive and independent of each other; second, post-task

transcribing has significant effects on lexical sophistication, but not on lexical

diversity.

5.1.5 Summary

The first research question attempts to explore the major concern in the present
research: whether there are any effects of post-task transcribing on learners’ task
performance. In this chapter, the interactive task performance is the focus of analyses
and the effects of post-task transcribing are explored at a general level by comparing
all the post-task groups to the no post-task control group without consideration of the
variety of post-task transcribing conditions (which will be the focus of the following
sections).

As for the effects of post-task transcribing with regard to fluency, although in the
first interactive task the control group produced more fluent speech than certain
post-task groups, the advantage of the control group did not persist, that is to say, all
the groups‘produced similarly fluent task performance in the second task. However, we
should still be cautious to suggest any effects of post-task transcribing on fluency
given that no significant differences were reported in favor of the post-task groups in

the second interactive task.

When the effects of post-task transcribing are considered for complexity, the
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analyses for the first ingéractive task performance reveal an advantage of two post-task
groups over the control group in terms of mean length of AS-unit (i.e. words per
AS-unit). As such, further comparison takes this preliminary advantage into
consideration. In the second interactive task performance, the effects of post-task
transcribing on complexity are clearly demonstrated in that most post-task groups
produced significantly more subordinations per AS-unit than the control group, but
they were indistinguishable in this performance area in the first task. In addition, as
compared to the initial advantage in two post-task groups, superior performance for
post-task groﬁps emerged in terms of mean length of AS-unit. [t may be said that the
advantage of the post-task groups in the first task was extended.

More important, v;*ith regard to accuracy, the involvement of post-task
transcri.bing leads toa striking effect on interactive task per-formance. Initially, all the
groups were homogeneous in terms of accuracy in the first interactive task. But, later
in the second interactive task, all the post-task groups demonstrated superior
performance to that of the control group by producing a larger proportion of error-free
clauses. In addition, most post-task transcribing groups produced significantly fewer
errors per 100 w;)rds. It can be said that the post-task transcribing pushes learners to
pay more attention to language-form. in particular to produce mose accurate speech in
- the interactive tasks.

Last, the effects of pos‘.t-ta.sk transcribing on lexical performance are considered.
While all the groups produced indistinguishable lexical performance in the first
interactive task, most post-task transcribing groups proved to be superior to the control
group in term of lexical sophistication in the second interactive task. Since the

post-task groups did not generate better performance in terms of lexical diversity, it is

suggested that post-task transcribing is berieficial with respect to lexical sophistication,
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but not so on lexical diversity.

In sum, in the interactive task performance, the involvement of post-task
transcribing activities _leads to more complex and accurate language. In addition,
post-task transcribing extends support to the employment of more infrequent lexical
items. Given the encouraging achievement in language improvement in the plresem
study, post-task transcribing proves to be an e_ffective option to achieve the effects of
focus on form at the post-task stage. |

As mentioned above, the first research question is concerned about the general
effects of post-task transcribing on leamner’s oral performance. In the following
sections, research questions 2, 3, and 4 are addressed in an attempt to further explore
the different effects of various post-task transcribing conditions in interactive tasks.

The compartisons, therefore, are carried out among the post-task groups in the second

interactive task.

5.2 Data Analysis regarding Research Question 2 and Research Question 3

J In the present research, a variety of conditions are adopted in different post-task
transcribing groups. Research question 2 concerns the relative effects of the individual-
and pair-based post-task transcribing. Research question 3 is interested in the effects of
further revision after post-task transcribing. As shown in Table 5.14. the two
independent factors in research question 2 and 3 are interwoven among four post-task
groups which constitute a balanced 2x2 design. To tease out an intervening factor—the
teacher’s role at post-task stage—the fifth group (i.e. the pair transcribing and teacher
revision group) is excluded from the analyses in this section and will be considered in

the next one.
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Table 5.14. 2x2 design for research question 2 and 3

condition individual pair y
no revision individual transcribing group pair transcribing group
revision individual transcribing and revision group  pair transcribing and revision group

[

Two-way MANOVASs were performed to examine the effects of the
individual/pair condition and the effects of revision as well as any interaction between

them. The analyses are presented in terms of fluency, complexity, accuracy and lexical

performance.

5.2.1 Fluency

This section concerns the effect of individual/pair-based post-task transcribing
and the effects -of further revision with regard to fluency. The descriptive statistics
show that when the individual groups are compared to the pair groups, the pair groups
used more filled pauses, repetitions and false starts than the individual ones, whereas
the latter used more reformulations, but produced more words per minute than the
former. When the revision and the no .revision groups are compared, the no-revision
condition produced more words per minute, and used more reformulations, repetitions
and replacements than the revision condition, whereas the former used fewer filled

-

pauses and false starts than the latter.
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Table 5.15. Descriptive statistics of the four treatment groups in interactive tasks:

Fluency
Conditions filled pauscs words per min reformulations repetiions replacements false staris
(n=16foreach  indivi pair wdivi pawr dividu  pawr individ-  pawr ndwidu  pair wdividu  pair
Eroup) dua-t du-al al wai -al al
" mean wiean  mean mean  mean nean  meai mean  mean mean  mean mean
(5 (8D (SIn (sDy (SD) 1Sy i5D) (S (S {8In (3D) 5
revision 263 157 679 7198 94 56 43 544 119 1 il 25
(15 (% (935 (168) (68) - (270) 1159  198) (75) {40} { 45)
flo-Tevision 256 125 7873 T2 43 113 75 163 613 113 | 38 19 19
{245} QI8 (758) (5e,) (1% 193) (334 (1sH o2 {131 140) (40

Two-way MANOVA results show that no interactign effect is reported between
the two factors. In addition, there is no significant effect either of the individual/pair
condition or of further revision. Thus, it is indicated that the differences between the
individual/pair-based post-task transcribing and the presence of revision do not lead to

any different interactive task performance in terms of fluency.

5.2.2. Complexity

[n this section, the effect of the individual/pair condition and the effect of revision
are examined with respect to complexity. The descriptive statistics (see Table 5.16)
show that on the one hand, the pair groups produced more words per AS-unit and more
clauses per AS-unit than the individual groups. On the other hand, the non-revision
condition produced more clauses per AS-unit, but fewer words per AS-unit than the

revision condition.
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Table 5.16. Descriptive statistics of the four treatment groups in interactive tasks:

Complexity
clauses per AS-unit words per AS-unit T
conditions individual pair individual pair
mean (SD) mean {SD)) mean (SD) mean (SD)
revision 1.76 (.15) 1.86 (.15) 6.87 (2.03) 9.47 (1.40)
no revision 1.88 (.09) 1.90 (.14) 6.22 (1.77) 9.70 (1.78)

Two-way MANOVA reveals that first of all, there is a significant difference
between the individual and the pair-based post-task groups: F (2,.59)=23.68, p=.000.
The univariate tests show that the pair condition produced significantly more words
per AS-unit than the individuat groups (p=000, Cohen’s ¢=1.76, a huge effect).
whereas both individual and pair groups produced similar numbers of clauses per
AS-unit.

In addition, a significance is reported concerning the effects of revision:
F(2,59)=3.56, p=.035. The untvariate tests show that the no-revision groups used more
clauses per AS-unit than the revision groups (p=.014, Cohen’s d=0.64, a medium
effect), but the revision and no-revision groups did not significantly differ in terms of
words per AS-unit. There is no interaction effect between the individual/pair condition
and the involvement of revision.

Given that the significant effects of both factors are reported without any

interaction between them, we will examine the results separately as follows.
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As far as the effects of ndividual/pair-based post-task transcribing are concerned,
the pair groups used more words per AS-unit than the individual groups, without any
significant differences noted for clauses per AS-unit. This may suggest that the
pair-based post-task transcribing has limited effects on complexity.

With regard to the effects of further revision after post-task transcribing, a
negative effect of revision is reported among the groups. That is, the revision groups
produced significantly fewer clauses per AS-unit than the no-revision groups. It can be
said that in interactive tasks, the involvement of further revision, instead of promoting
a more complex performance, may discourage learners from doing so. thus more
simple language emerged in the interactive task performance. Unlike most of the
previous research on revision which found it supportive in L2 language learning
(Hyland and Hyland.2006; Ferris, 2003}, this finding reveals a negative role of
- revision on complexity. and this will be further discussed in section 5.4 briefly and in

Chapter 7 in detail.

5.2.3 Accuracy

This section concerns the effects of individual/pair work and the effects of
revision on accuracy. The descriptive statistics show that for the comparison between
the individual and pair based post-task transcribing, the pair condition produced fewer
errors per 100 words, but shorter accurate clauses than the individual condition, while

the two conditions got similar ratios of error free clauses. When the revision groups are
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compared to the no-revision ones, the revision condition produced larger ratios of

error-free clauses, lengthier accurate clauses, and fewer errors per 100 words than the

no-revision condition. The results are given in Table 5.17.

Il

Table 5.17. Descriptive statistics of the four treatment groups in interactive tasks:

Accuracy
ratio of error-free clauses errors per 100 words accuracy length
conditions individual pair individual pair  individual pair
mean (S} mean (SD) mean (SD) mean {SD}_—_ mean (SDY mean (SD)
revision .18 (.03) T7(.05) 6.03 (1.91) 6.21(2.72)y 5.63(1.78) 5.06(2.09)
no revision . .70 (.07) T 7.52(2.70) 5.50(2.38) 5.00(1.1%) 5.19(1.28)

-~

A two-way MANOVA revealed that although there was no interaction effect
between the two factors or no significant effects of the individual/pair-based post-task
conditions, a significance was reported concerning the effects of revision:
F(3,58)=7.16, p=.000, which was related to one of the accuracy measures: the
proportion of error-free clauses. That is, the revision groups produced a significantly
larger proportion of error-free clauses than the no-revision condition (p=.000, Cohen’s
d=1.09, a large effect). No significances are noted for the other two accuracy measures.

As we can see, the mvolvement of further revision afier transcribing leads to a
significant improvement in terms of accuracy, in particular to encourage the adoption
of error-free clauses. It can, therefore, be indicated that to revise the task performance

transcripts at the post-task stage brings about a clearly supportive impact on accuracy
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in interactive tasks.

5.2.4 Lexical Performance

In this section, we look at the effects of individual/pair-based post-task
transcribing and the effects of revision in terms of lexical performance. The descriptive
statistics (see Table 5.18) show that with regard to the comparison between the
individual and pair based post-task groups, the individual condition got a higher mean
score for lexical sophistication, but a lower mean score for lexical diversity than the
pair condition. As compared to the no-revision groups, the revision condition got lower
mean scores for both lexical sophistication and lexical diversity.

Table 5.18. Descriptive statistics of the four treatment groups in interactive tasks:

lexical performance

lexical diversity lexical sophistication
conditions individual pair individual Pair
mean (SD) mean (SD) mean (SD) mean (SD)
revision 5439 (11.53)  57.46 (9.97) L72(14)  1.45(.15)
no revision  57.70 (11.45) 57.93 (8.20) .64 (.25) .54 (.13)

Two-way MANOVA results show that there is a significant difference between
the individual- and the pair-based pbsl-task transcribing in terms of lexical
sophistication, but not on lexical diversity. [n particular, the individual post-task groups

employed significantly more infrequent words than the pair groups did (p=.000,
1
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Cohen’s d=1.08, a large effect). There is no significant effect of revision and no

interaction between the two factors.

5.2.5 Summary

In this section, the independent factors in research question 2 and 3 have been
considered at the same time in a series of two-may MANOVAs. Research question 2
attempts to look for the difference between the individual and the pair-based post-task
transcribing in terms of the four aspects of interactive task performance. The analyses
reveal partial effects of either condition with regard to syntactic complexity and lexical
sophistication respectively. On the one hand, the pair condition encourages learners to
adopt more words per AS-unit; on the other hand, the individual post-task transcribing
favours the employment of more infrequent words. There were no significant

"differences between the two conditions on tluency or accuracy.

Research question 3 explores the effect of revision after post-task transcribing in
the interactive task performance. The post-task revision has demonstrated its impact on
the two important aspects of language form: accuracy and complexity, but in

contrasting ways: a supportive role for accuracy, but a negative impact on complexity.

5.3 Data Analysis regarding Research Question 4
Research question 4 concerns the different effects of revision. The three revision

groups are taken into consideration, and the major concern in this research question is
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about the role of teacher in revision as compared to the role of students own
involvement in revision. One-way MANOVAs were performed to examine the

different aspects of performance in the interactive tasks.

5.3.1 Ifluency

This section focuses on the effects o‘f three revision conditions with regard to
fluency. The descriptive statistics (see Table 5.19) show that among the three groups.
the teacher revision group used most filled pauses and most false starts, whereas the
pair revision group produced most words per minute and most repetitions, and the
individual revision group used the most reformulations and repetitions.

Table 5.19. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups regarding

Fluency in the Interactive Task

conditions filled pauses waords per nun refonmulation repetition teplucement false stants
(n=16 for each N2 N2 N2 N2 N2 N2
group) mean SD mean 5D mean sD mean sD mean sD mean 5D
individual

263 115 6799 935 94 68 41 270 119 98 i1 18
revision
pair revision 3.56 190 7198 1681 56 63 544 } 50 81 75 s 45
teacher tevision 4 0§ 3145 6870 1335 50 52 519 160 119 83 69 a8

One-way MANOVA results show that there are no significant differences among
the three groups in terms of all the fluency measures which may suggest that the three

different revision conditions have similar effects on fluency.

5.3.2 Complexity
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This section concerns the difference of the three revision conditions in terms of
complexity. The descriptive statistics show that the pair revision group produced most
clauses and words per AS-unit, whereas the teacher revision group took the second
place concerning both complexity measure. The results are given in Table 5.20.

Table 5.20. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups regarding Complexity

in the Interactive Task

clauses per AS-unit  words per AS-unit

conditions
9
(n=16 for each group) N2 N2
mean SD mean SD
individual revision 1.76 15 6.87 2.03
pair revision L 1.86 15 9.46 1.39
teacher revision 1.85 A3 8.04 2.03

One-way MANOVA results show that there is a significant difference among the
groups on complexity: F(4,88)=4.5, p=.002. Further univariate tests show that a
significant difference is reported with regard to the number of words per AS-unit
(p=.001), but not on the number of clauses per AS-unit. Post-hoc analyses (Tukey HSD)
reveal that the significant difference is between the individual révision and the pair
revision groups (p=.001) which may be due to the different effects of individual or pair
condition (for detailed analyses see section 5.2.2). When the teacher revision group is
considered, the descriptive statistics show tha¥this group was in the middle between

two students groups, and MANOVA results show no significant difference between the
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teacher revision group and both student revision groups.

[t may be suggested that first, the teacher revision group did not show any
advantage over the students counterparts with regard to complexity: secondly, the
student-involved groups were significantly different from each other which reflected
the differences between the individual and pair-based condition: the pair-based

revision is more helpful for the adoption of words per AS-unit in the interactive tasks.

5.3.3 Accuracy

This section focuses on the relative effects of student revision and teacher
i
revision on accuracy. The descriptive statistics show that the three groups got similar
error-free scores. The two student-involved groups were similarly better than the
~ teacher revision group in terms of the accuracy length. However, the teacher revision
group produced the fewest errors per 100 words among the three groups. The results

are presented in Table 5.21.

Table 5.21. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups in the Interactive Task:

Accuracy
error-free ratios errors per 100 words accuracy length
condition
N2 N2 N2
{n=16 for each group)
mean sD Mecan SD mean 8D
individual revision .78 05 6.03 1.91 5.63 1.78
pair revision 77 .05 6.21 2.72 5.06 205
teacher revision 76 .05 5.31 1.86 494 1.81

A one-way MANOVA was carried out and no significance was reported regarding
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accuracy. The results suggest that the three revision conditions generate similar effects

on accuracy.

5.3.4 Lexical Performance
Lexical performance is analysed in this section when the differences of three
revision conditions are considered. The descriptive statistics show that the individual
revision group got the highest mean score for lexical sophistication, but the lowest
mean score for lexical diversity among the three groups, and the teacher revision group
took second place for both lexical measures. The results are presented in Table 5.22.
Table 5.22. Descriptive Statistics for the Three Revision Groups regarding

Interactive Task Lexical Performance

lexical sophistication lexical diversity

condition
] DM2 DM2
(n=16 for each group)
mean SD mean SD
individual revision 1.72 14 54.39 11.53
pair revision 1.45 1S 57.46 - 9.97
teacher revision 1.54 21 56.58 9.55

One-way MANOVA results show that there is a significant difference among the
groups in terms of lexical sophistication, but no significance regarding lexical diversity.
Post-hoc analyses revealed that the individual revision group was significantly better

than the other two revision groups. The results are presented in Table 5.23.
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Table 5.23. Significance among the Three Revision Groups: Lexical

Sophistication in the Interactive Tasks

~ comparison groups sig. effect size -
individual revision > pair revision .000* 1.92, very large
individual revision > teacher revision  .Q012* 1.04, large
(*p<.05)

In terms of lexical sophistication, the individual revision seems to be superior to
the other types of revision. We can say, in other words, that the involvement of teacher
in revision did not have significant benefits on lexical sophistication. No significance

is reported among the three groups in terms of lexical diversity.

5.3.5 Summary

Research question 4 explored differences among the three revision conditions,
especially the role of the teacher revision. The results with different aspects of task
performance consistently suggest that a) when the teacher revised the task performance
transc%)ts for the students. this did not seem to have any significant benefits on the
various aspects of task performance as compared to student-involved revision.
Furthermore, with regard to lexical sophistication, the individual revision group
outperformed the teacher revision group significantly: b) there are some differences

between the two student-involved revision groups. When revision at the post-task stage
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was conducted by the students, pair revision had a limited effect on complexity, and
individual reviston on lexical sophistication, which correspond to the findings

concerning the effects of individual/pair-based condition at the post-task stage (c.f.

section 5.2). This will be further discussed in Chapter 7.

[

3

5.4 Summary of post-task transcribing effects on both task performances

So far, we have analysed the effects of post-tagk transcribing on both the narrative

(Chapter four) and the interactive task performance. This section summarizes the

results and the findings on both task performances. The results are given in Table 5.24.



: *(sdnos3 uatmean .E.Gua:.m JO Jaqunu Y SIIBITPUT SYSLIDISE JO ISqEIMU 23 :210N )

UOISIAST 1a(JE3)
su =is su su su su su su su su
pue Jled< [enpiAlpul :
M dAIDRIANUL SUONIPUoD
TOISIAQI JayJe3) UO0ISIAII 331}
su == su su su su su su su su oy
puE ned < [enpiAIpul aAneueu Jo page +0OY
o : 19932 _ ’
su su su su 1S su | su su su
. _ JATIESOU ERVIR IR
npIAIpul :
su [EnpiApH su su su su su su su | su VR AR
Yitm UotoRIajul aAneLrReu Jo 1P3g2 O
o [EnpIAIpUl ’
su ited < [enpIAIpUl su su su T su su su su
. < EXURLIE
s Suquosuen
TSTASI 2 Alpa Tied BOpIAIpUI
su ki e .w-«:Eo.v . su su su |.Ini| I _u|=% : su su su 1ved / [enpialput
TDIWI3] UORIEI < [EnpiAIpuUl <ite aAneLeu 70 132 7O
- A&umﬁﬁw su A.__..WHL A*HMI*L . (xss) T.WH.L su i su su s
1S . [ 1S 31s [ered IS AR v
(s) Custns) (x) e
v % *kkk¥k E 4% J
su su su - m su 3 su su | su yser-jsod
) SIS [PRe - e aAneLeu Joag2 10y
~ AysmAIp .
"X3] uoneonsiydos "xaj ua[0e | SpA (QI/ D3 | ONEIdAL-IOLd | SV /Spiom SV/ sasne[d Id us | di 2
aoueuLiojsad [BIIX3| L{oemooe Arxajduod Ksuanpy

‘ SOUBILIO}Ia] YSBL Ylog Ul N0, 0] 3uQ) uonsand) Yyoreasay 10§ sNsY $7'S 3qel

-



As far as the general effects of post-task transcribing are concerned, with
regard to accuracy, the results in both the narrative and the interactive task
performances pattern in the same way. In both task perfqnnan;:e analyses, as
compared to the non-post task group (the control group), the treatment groups
show significant effects on accuracy. Furthermore, the results in the interactive
task performance show a more consistent effect on accuracy: first. among the
three accuracy measures, significance is reported with regard to one measure (the
percentage of error free clauses) in the narrative tasks, however, in the interactive
task performance, significances are reported concerning two accuracy measures
(the percentage of error-free clauses and errors per 100 words); second. in the
interactive task performance, in view of the significant results, larger effect sizes

are noted as compared to those reported in the narrative task performance which

_———
-~

shows théi the magnitude of the treatment effect is larger in the interactive tasks
than that in the narrative task performance.

When the post-task effect is examined with regard to complexity. the resuits
from both the narrative and the interactive task performances show, a supportive
role of post-task activity, but to a diﬁ"cren; extent in different task types. In
particular, in the narrative task performance, one treatment group outperformed
the control group significantly with regard to one complexity measure (the
number of clauses per AS-unit), while in the interactive task performance, most

treatment groups are significantly better than the control group in terms of both
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complexity measures. In line with the findings regarding accuracy, the results here
reveal that the interactive task is more promising to demonstrate the effects of
post-task transcribing on complexity.

With regard to lexical sophistication, the results are encouraging as well. In
the narrative task performance one treatment group (the individual r_e_vision group)
significantly outperformed the control group which may only suggest a partial
effect of post-task transcribing on lexical sophistication. [n the interactive tasks.
most treatment groups are significantly better than the control group. It is evident
that in the interactive task performance, the e;ﬂ“ects of post-task transcribing in ,

terms of lexical sophistication are more significant than that in the narrative task

L1

performance.

No significances are found conceming fluency and lexical diversity in both
tasks, which shows that there are no effects of post-task transcribing on those two
aspects.

The above findings concern the general effects of post-task transcribing
activities. The following focuses on the results regarding the effects of different
condifions in post-task transcribing.

In the present study, post-task transcribing is performed either individually or
in pairs. First of all, some consistent findings are revealed in both the narrative
and the interactive task performances. The results show that the effects of the

individual vs. the pair conditions are mainly related to language complexity which
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can be further classified as syntactic complexity and lexical sophistication. In both
tasks, the pair condition significantly promotes the use of more complicated
synta?{ than the individual condition does. On the other hand, the individual
cgndition consistently fosters the adoption of more sophisticated lexicon relative
to the pair condition.

However, there are some inconsistent resuits in both task performance
analyses. When fluency is considered, whereas no significant effect of either
condition is found in the narrative tasks, the results from the interactive task
performance analyses suggest a selective effect of individual transcribing by
producing fewer repair fluency indicators in the tnteractive task performance. That
is, individual transcribing tends to encourage a more fluent speech than pair
transcribing does.

In both tasks, there is no significant effect of either the individual or the pair
condition on accuracy and lexical diversity.

In addition to the division between the individual vs. the pair condition, the
post-task transcribing in the present study was carried out with or without further
revision. The analyses on both task performances show inconsistent even contrast
findings regarding the effect of revision. In particular, in the interactive task
performance, the involvement of revision results in a more accurate language, but
a less complicated and more dysfluent performance than the non-revision

condition. There is no significance reported with regard to lexical performance.
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However, in the narrative task performance, except the interaction effect between
individual transcribing and revision, no other significant effects are reported with
regard to revision effects.

The role of the teacher’s involvement in post-task revision is another focus of
the present research. Whereas no significance is reported in analyses for both task
performance in terms of syntactic aspects (i.e. accuracy, complexity and fluency),
a significant result is noted in both tasks: lexical sophistication. The individual
revision group outperformed the other two revision groups significantly in terms
of lexical sophistication. This means that in the present research. the teacher
involved revision shows no significant advantage over the learner involved
revision, while on the other hand, a certain type of learner revision (i.e. the
individual revision) is more effective than the teacher revision.

All in all, in the present study, post-task transcribing, as a focus on form
activity at the post-task stage, proves to be effective in producing more accurate
and complicated language in task performances. Furthermore, given that post-task
transcribing is operated in various conditions, the distinctive role of the
individual/pair transcribing and _the effect of revision after transcribing are
explored. Encouraging findings are reported, although they are not consistent or

even in contrast in different types of task performances. Detailed discussion is

presented in Chapter 7.
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Chaptei" Six Data Analysis on the Effects of Task Practice and Task Types

6.0 Introduction

.' Building on the literature in post-task research in which panicipants have
been generally invelved in one or two task sessions (Skehan & Foster, 1997,
Foster & Skehan, forthcoming; Lynch, 2001, 2007), in the present research
participants are engaged over a longer .period. Altogether five task sessions are
involved—one training session and four experimental sessions. The adbption of
multiple task sessions makes it possible t.o explore longer-term effects of both task
practice and post-task transcribing. The present chapter focuses on the effects of
multiple task practices. In addition, two different types of tasks are adopted in the
present study which enables the exploration of task effects on learners’

performance.

6.1 Data Analysis on Research Question 5 and Research Question 6

Research question 5 focuses on the effects of multiple task practices and
research question 6 aims to explore the effects of different task types on various
task sessions. Both the control group and the treatment groups are considered..
Since an additional factor—the effect of post-task transcribing is involved among

the treatment groups, when the within-subject effects of task practice and of task

types are explored, the treatment groups and the control group should be
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examir‘wd separately. Given that all the groups are engaged in two task sessions

“ for éach task types, repeated measures MANOVAS are performed for the control

| g,r(‘)up and the treatment groups respectively a) to compare the task performance in
the first and the second sessions to explore the practice effect; b) to compare the
diffefg_;at performances in different task types. The results are presented with
respect to different aspects of task performance. For the within-subject analyses,

Figures are used to demonstrate clearly the differences between the two sessions

and the two task types.

6.1.1 Fluency

With regard to fluency, first. the control group is examined. Figure 6.1 shows
that in both task sessions, participants in the control group produced more words
per minute in the interactive tasks than they did in the narrative tasks. Figure
6.2-6.6 show that in both task sessions, the narrative task performances produced
more filled pauses, reformulations, repetitions, replacements and false starts than

the interactive task performances.
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Figure 6.1. Mean Number of Words per Minute in the Control Group
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Figure 6.2. Mean Number of Filled Pauses in the Control Group
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Figure 6.4. Mean Number of Repetitions in the Control Group
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Figure 6.5. Mean Number of Replacements in the Control Group
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Figure 6.6. Mean Number of False Starts in the Control Group
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The results of repeated measures MANOVA show that in the control group
whereas there are no significant differences between different task sessions, there
are significant differences with regard to task types: F(6,10)=12.54, p=.000. In

™

addition, there is no significant interaction effect between task sessions and task
types. Given the above significant result concerning the effects of task types, ;t 1S
necessary to conduct further univanate tests to see which fluency measures are
significantly different between the two task types. The results showed that with
regard to words per minute, participants in the interactive tasks produced
significantly more words per minute than they did in the narrative task
performance; while with respect to a number of repair fluency and break down
fluency measures, participants adopted significantly more filled pauses.
reformulations and repetitions in the narrative task performance than they did in
the interactive task performance. In view of the significant results, effect sizes
(Cohen’s d) were calculated, and the effect sizes were large or very large. The
results are given in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1. Univariate Tests of the Differences between Two Task Types in the

Control Group: Fluency

Source dependent variables F sig. effect size

task type words per minute (I>N)** 14.35 002*  1.38, very large
filled pauses (N>[) 4.55 050*  0.78, large
Reformulations (N>I) 12.33 003% .28, very large
Repetitions (N>1) 27.89 000*  1.93, very large

(* p<.05) (**: | refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)
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[n brief, the above results show that as far as the control group is concerned,
the interactive tasks produced a higher speech rate (reflected by words per minute).
and fewer repair and breakdown ﬂuen;:y indices than the narrative tasks. Both the
higher speech rate and the fewer repair fluency indicators consistently reflect a
more fluent speech in tl-le interactive task performances.

Next, the treatment groups are considered. Figure 6.7 shows that there is a
clear increase from the first session to the second session in terms of words per
minute for both tasks. Furthermore in the first session, the narrative task
performance produced fewer words per minute than the interactive task
performance. However, in the second session, the former produced more words
per minute than the latter. Figures 6.8-6.12 show that when the two task types are
compared, in both task sessions participants in the narrative tasks produced more
breakdown and repair fluency indicators than they did in the interactive tasks.
When the two task sessions are considered, there are small increases in the second -
session in terms of reformulations, replacenients and false starts in both tasks.
There are slight decreases with respect to repetitions in the second session in both
tasks. However, with regard to filled pauses, the narrative task performances used
more filled pauses, whereas the interactive task performances produced fewer

filled pauses in the second session.
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Figure 6.7. Mean Number of Words per minute in the Treatment Groups
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Figure 6.8. Mean Number of Filled Pauses in the Treatment Groups
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Figure 6.10. Mean Number of Repetitions in the Treatment Groups
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Figure 6.11. Mean Number of Replacements in the Treatment Groups
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Repeated measures MANOVA shows that among the treatment groups there
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are significant differences between the first and the second sessions: F(6.70)=4.27.
p=-001. In addition, there are significant differences between the two task types: F
(6,70)=29.50, p=.000. There ate no significant interaction between task sessions
and task types. Further univariate tests are carried out and the results show that for
the effects of task practice, the second session for both task types produced
significantly more words per minute (p=.000) and more reformulations (p=.046)
than the first session. As far as the differences between task types are concerned.
significances are reported with regard to all the fluency measures except one
(words per minute). In other words, the narrative tasks produced significantly
more breakdown and repair fluency measures than the interactive tasks which
suggests that in the interactive tasks, the treatment groups produced a more ﬂuent‘
speech than they did in the narrative tasks. Effect sizes calculations are performed

%
and Cohen’s d values range from small to very large. The results are presented in

Table 6.2.

Table 6.2. Univariate Tests of Within-subject Eﬁ(‘ects in the Treatment Groups:

Fluency
source dependent F 5ig. effect sizes
variables
Task session words per minute 17.48 000> 0.67. medium
reformulations 3.98 050% 0.32, small
Task type filled pauses 32.65 000* 0.91, large
(N=>D** reformulations 31.92 .000* 0.90, large
repetitions 103.81 000* 1.62, very large
replacement 54.37 000* 117, very large
false starts 40.26 .000* 1.01, very large

* p<.03) (**: I refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)
P
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Given the results regarding both the control group and the treatment groups.
the following findings are reported: first, with regard to the effect of task types.
the results consis;cently show that the interactive tasks promote a more fluent
speech than the narrative tasks. Second, with regard to the effect of task practice.
in the control group, no significant improvement is reported on fluency. However,
when the treatment groups are considered, significant effects are reported for both
task types to produce a more fluent speech in the second session than they did in
the first session. In view of the fact that all the treatment groups are involved in
multiple sessions of post-task transcribing and the control group shows no effect
of simple task practice, it can be suggested that the improvement of fluency from
the initial to the last session for both task types is due to the multiple post-task

- \

. > . o .

_practices, ratheMthe mere task practice. One thing is worth mentioning here.
Table 6.2 shows that with regard to the effects of task types. large or very large
effect sizes are noted. whereas with regard to the difference of task sessions. the

effect sizes are small or medium. It may further suggest that the effect of multiple

post-task practices is not as strong as that of task types.

6.1.2 Complexity
This section focuses on the effects of task practice and of task types on
complexity. The control group and the treatment groups are examined separately.

As far as the control group is concerned, Figure 6.13 and Figure 6.14 show
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that when the two task sessions are compared, there are improvements in the
narrative tasks in the second session in terms of both complexity measures,
whereas there is no clear improvement in the interactive tasks in the second
session with regard to both complexity measures. Furthermore, when the two task
types are compared, Figure 6.13 shows that participants produced more clauses
per AS-unit in the interactive tasks than they did in the narrative tasks, and Figure
6.14 reveals that in the latter participants produced more words per AS-unit than

they did in the interactive tasks.

Figure 6.13. Mean Number of Clauses per AS-unit in the Control Group
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Figure 6.14. Mean Lenéth of AS-unit n the Control Group
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Repeated measures MANOVA results show that with regard to complexity.
whereas there is no significant difference between task sessions, there is a
significant difference between the two task types: F(2,14)=71.99, p=.000. In
addition, no significance is reported for the Iinteraction between task sessions and
task types. In view of the significance with regard to the effects of task types.
further univariate tests are performed and the results show that significances are
reported with regard to both the number of clauses per AS-unit and the mean
length of AS-units (words per AS-unit), with huge effect sizes noted. The results

are given in Table 6.3.

Table 6.3. Univariate Tests of Within-subject Effects in the Control Group:

Complexity
Source dependent variables F sig. effect size
task type clauses per AS-unit (I>N)**  84.29 .000*  3.35, huge
words per AS-unit (N>} 33.33 000*  2.11, huge

(* p<.05) (**: L refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)

In brief, the above results show that in the control group, different task types
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have distinct leffects on the two measures of complexity. While the interactive
tasks pushes leamers to produce more clauses per AS-unit, the narrative tasks
encourages them to employ more words per AS-unit.

Then, the treatment groups are examined. Figure 6.15 and Figure 6.16 show
that with regard to the differences between two task sessions, in both task types,
participants in the second session got higher scores in both complexity measures
_than they did in the first session. With respect to the differences between two task
types, the interactive tasks produced a larger number of clauses per AS-unit than
the narrative tasks, whereas the latter produced more words per AS-unit (mean

length of AS-unit) than the former.

Figure 6.15. Mean Number of Clauses per AS-unit in the Treatment Groups
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Figure 6.16. Mean Length of AS-unit in the Treatment Groups
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A repeated measures MANOVA was performed and the results show that
significances are reported with regard to both the effects of task sessions: F
(2.78)=70.69, p=.000, and of task types: ¥ (2,78)=203.89, p=-000. There is no
significant interaction between task types and task sessions. Further univariate
tests show that there are significant differences with regard to both complexity
measures, with medium, very large or huge effect sizes noted. The results are

given in Table 6.4.

Table 6.4. Univariate Tests of Within-subject Effects in the Treatment Groups:

Complexity
source dependent vanables F sig. effect sizes
task session clauses per AS-unit 95.25 000* 155, very large
words per AS-unit 78.49 .000* 1.41, very large
task type clauses per AS-unit (I>N) ** 412,179 .000*  3.23, huge
words per AS-unit (N>1) 13.89 000*  0.59, medium

(* p<.05) (**: | refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)

In brief, when the treatment groups are considered, with regard to the effects
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of task types, the interactive tasks show a significant advantage over the narrative
tasks in promoting learners to produce more clauses per AS-unit, whereas the
narrative task performance outperformed the interactive task performance in terms
of mean length of AS-units. This finding is consistent with the results concerning
the contro! group. In addition, with regard to the differences of task sessions,
when the treatment groups are considered, there is a significant improvement in
the second task session in both the narrative and the interactive task performances.
The improvement in the treatment groups may be attributable to the effects of
multiple post-task practices, rather than of mere task practices. [n other words,
due to the involvement of post-task transcribing on three occasions, learners are
encouraged to use more complicated language in the both narrative and interactive
task performance.

The results concerning both the control group and the treatment groups show
that there are clearly significant but different effects of the two task types on
complexity. In particular, while the interactive tasks encourage learners to use
more clauses per AS-unit, the narrative tasks promote more words per AS-unit.
However, there is no significant effect of mere task practice on complexity, since
in the control group, the involvement of task practice is not beneficial to improve
learners’ language complexity. Given the compiexity improvement in the second
session among the treatment groups, it may be suggested that the involvement of

multiple post-task practices is effective to promote learners’ language complexity.
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6.1.3 Accuracy

This section focuses on the effects of task practice and of task types on language
accuracy. First, the control group is considered. Figures 6.17, 6.18, 6.19 show that when
the two task sessions are compared, there is no clear improvement in the second task
session as far as the ratio of error-free clauses is concerned. When the mean nun;ber of
errors per 100 words is considered, there is a consistent reduction of errors in the second
task session in both tasks. Furthermore, regarding the means of accuracy length, in both
tasks, participants produced longer accurate clauses in the second session than they did in
the first one. Both the reduction of the errors per 100 words and the increase to longer
accurate clauses show that participants made progress in the second session with regard
to accuracy. When the two task types are compared, with regard to the three accuracy
measures, the Figures show that the interactive task performances are more accurate than
the narrative task performances in that the former got a higher ratio of error-free clauses,
fewer errors per 100 words and longer accurate clauses than the latter in both task

sessions.

Figure 6.17. Means of Ratio of Error-free Clauses in the Control Group
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Figure 6.18. Means of Errors per 100 words in the Control Group

errors per 100 werds

taskype
----- mtahve
e Nves

Figure 6.19. Means of Accuracy Length in the Control Group
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A repeated measures MANOVA was carried out and the results show that

with regard to the effect of task practice, for both task types, there is no significant

difference between two task sessions. As far as the effects of different task types

are concerned, significance is reported: F(3,13)=40.40, p=.000, whereas there is

no significance concerning the interaction between task sessions and task types.

Further univariate tests are performed to see which accuracy measures are

significantly different. The results show that when the effect of task types is
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concerned, significances are reported with respect to the ratios of error-free
clauses and errors per 100 words, whereas no significance is reported concemning
the accuracy length. Effect sizes were calculated and Cohen’s d values are large or
huge.. The results are given in Table 6.5.

Table 6.5. Univariate Tests of Within-subject Effects in the Control Group:

Accuracy
source dependent variables F sig. effect sizes
task type ratio of error-free clauses (I>N)**  109.3  .000*  3.82, huge
errors per 100 words (N>1) 4.79 .045* 0.8, large
accuracy length (I>N) 97 341 ns

(* p<.05) (**: I refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)

The analyses on the control group show that whereas there is no significant
effect of task practice on accuracy, there is a significant effect of task types. In
particular, the interactive tasks encourage a more accurate use of language than
the narrative tasks by producing more accurate clauses and fewer errors per 100
words.

Then, we take the treatment groups into consideration. Figures 6.20, 6.21 and
6.22 show that as compared to the first task session, participants in both tasks
made progress by producing more accurate clauses, fewer errors per 100 words,
and longer accurate clauses in the second task sessions.

When the comparison is between the two task types, Figure 6.20 and 6.21
show that with regard to the ratios of error-free clauses and errors per 100 words,

the interactive task performances are more accurate relative to the narrative task
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performance in that in the interactive task, participants used more error-free
clauses and produced fewer errors per 100 words than they did in the narrative
tasks. However, in Figure 6.22, with respect to accuracy length, the narrative tasks
encouraged participants to improve more than the interactive task did, since in the
first session, the narrative task performance was worse than the interactive task
performance, but in the second session, the former was much better than the latter
in terms of accuracy length.

Figure 6.20. Means of Ratio of Error-free Clauses in the Treatment Groups
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Figure 6.21. Means of Errors per 100 Words in the Treatment Groups
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Figure 6.22. Means of Accuracy Length in the Treatment Groups
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A repeated measures MANOVA was performed and the results show that
there are significant effects of task practices: F=(3,77)=107.19, p=.000, and of
task types: F=(3,77)=146.44, p=.000 on language accuracy in the treatment
groups. However, there is no significant interaction between task practices and
task types. Univariate tests were carried out and the results show that with regard
to the effects of task practice, significances are reported concerning all the three
accuracy measures, while when the effect of task types is considered, two
accuracy measures (ratio of error-free clauses and errors per 100 words) show
significances between two task types. The results are given in Table 6.6.

Table 6.6, Univariate Tests of Within-subject Effects in the Treatment Groups: Accuracy

source dependent variables F sig. effect sizes

task session  ratio of error-free clauses 324.25 .000* 2.87, huge
errors per 100 words 68.46 .000* 1.32, very large
accuracy length 34.05  .000* 0.93, large

task type ratio of error-free clauses (I>N) **  318.40 .000* 2.84, huge
errors per 100 words(N>I) 68.71  .000* 1.32, very large
accuracy length (I>N) 127 723 ns

(* p<.05) (**: | refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)
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The above results show that in the treatment groups, there are significant
effects 6f task practice and of task types. With regard to the effects of task types,
the treatment groups in the interactive tasks produced a more accurate language
than they did in the narrative t;isks. Furthermore, with regard to the effect of task
practices, all the treatment groups, in both task types, improved language accuracy
in the second task sessions.

In sum, the above analyses show that first, it is clear that there is a consistent
effect of task tjpes on accuracy in both the control group and the treatment groups.
In particular, all the participants produced a more accurar€) performance in the
interactive tasks than they did in the narrative tasks. Second, as far as the effect of
task practices is concerned, the results from the control group and the treatment
groups are not consistent. While there is no significant improvement in the control

h gfoup as a result of the multiple task practices, there is significant enhancement in
the treatment groups. Given that there is an additional factor in the treatment
groups—the involvement of multiple posr-task practices, we may suggest that the

improvement of the treatment groups in terms of accuracy results from the effects

of multiple post-task practice instead of mere task practice.

6.1.4 Lexical Performance
This section describes the analyses of the effects of task practice and of task

types. Repeated measures MANOVA are performed for the control group and the
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treatment groups separately.

When the control group is examined, Figure 6.23 and Figure 6.24 show that
participants improved in the second session for both task types. When the two task
types were compared, in the interactive tasks participants got higher scores for
lexical diversity than they did in the narrative tasks, which meant that while doing
the interactive tasks, participants did not repeat the used words as many as they
did in the narrative tasks. On the other hand, in the narrative tasks participants got
higher scores for lexical sophistication than they did in the interactive tasks which
suggested that participants in the narrative tasks employed more in frequent words
than they did in the interactive tasks.

Figure 6.23. Means of Lexical Diversity in the Control Group
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A repeated measures MANOVA was performed and the results show that

significances are reported for the effects of task practice: F(2,14)=14.4, p=.000,
T

and of task types: F(2,14)=46.14, p=.000. There is 1 significant interaction
between task types and task practices. Further univariate tests revealeci that with
regard to the effects of task practices and of task types, both aspects of lexical
performance (i.e. lexical diversity and lexical sophistication) were significantly
different. Effects sizes were caiculated for the significant results and Cohen's d
values were large or huge. The results are given in Table 6.7.

Table 6.7. Univariate Tests of Within-subject Effects in the Control Group:

Lexical Performance

source dependent variables F sig. effect sizes
task session lexical diversity 2541 .000* 1.84, huge
lexical sophistication 5.504 033* 0.86, large
task type lexical diversity (I>N) ** 69.35 .000* 3.04, huge
lexical sophistication (N>I} 35.01 .000* 2.16, huge

(* p<.05) (**: I refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)

The analyses show that ther:e are significant effects both of task practice and
of task type on lexical performance in the control group. The following are the
analyses on the treatment groups. Figures 6.25 and 6.26 show that the two lexical
aspects improved in the second session for both task types. When the two task
types were comparea:.l, the interactive tasks got a higher score of lexical diversity
than the narrative tasks, whereas the latter got a higher score of lexical

sophistication than the former.
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Figure 6.25. Means of Lexical Diversity in the Treatment Groups
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Figure 6.26. Means of Lexical Sophistication in the Treatment Groups
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- A repeated measures MANOVA was performed and the results show that

there are significant effects both of task practice: F(2,78)=60.62, p=.000, and of

task types: F(2,78)=478.84, p=.000). In addition, with regard to lexical

sophistication, there is a significant effect of the interaction between task practice

and task types: F (2, 78)=4.87, p=.010. Further univariate tests were conducted

and the results show that both lexical diversity and lexical sophistication are

significantly different when the effects of task practice and of task type are

concerned. In view of the significant results, effect sizes were calculated and ‘/

Cohen’s d values ranged from small, medium to huge. The results are given in
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Table 6.8.

Table 6.8. Univaniate Tests of Within-subject Effects in the Treatment Groups:

Lexical Performance

source dependent variables F sig. effect sizes
task session lexical diversity 1543  000* 0.63, medium
lexical sophistication 96.78  .000*  1.57, huge
task type lexical diversity (I>N)** 551.43 .000*  3.74, huge
lexical sophistication (N>I) 389.21 .000* 3,14, huge
task session * task lexical sophistication 5.86 018*%  0.39, small
type

(* p<.05) (**: I refers to the interactive tasks; N refers to the narrative tasks)
p

The analyses of the treatment groups show that when the effects of task
practice are considered, the two task types have distinctive effects on both aspects
of lexical performance. In- particular, the interactive tasks promote significantly

~ less use of repeated lexicon (or phrases) than the narrative tasks, while the
narrative tasks encourage significantly more use of infrequent words than the
former. Where the effects of task practice are concerned, participants improved
significantly in the second task session in terms of both lexical aspects, although
the effect of task practice on lexical sophistication is larger than that on lexical
diversity, with larger effect sizes noted for the former. Furthermore, there is an
interaction effect between task sessions and task types. This means that both

effects are supportive to each other—the effect of task types is increased when

more task sessions are involved.

205



In.brief, the above results show that firstly, there are consistent effects of task
practice on both the control group and the treatment groups with regard to both
lexical aspects. As a result of being involved in multiple task practice sessions,
participants significantly improved in terms of both lexical diversity and lexical
sophistication. Secondly, there are clearly distinct effects of different task types on
lexical diversity and lexical sophistication. In particular, the interactive tasks push
learners to avoid repeating words to a larger extent than the narrative tasks do,

while the latter contrive opportunitiss for learners to use more inftequent words

than the former in task performance.

6.2 Summary of the Chapter

Research questions 5 and 6 concern the within-subject effects in the present
study—the effects of task practice and of task types. The results are summarized
in the following:

As far as the effects of task practice are concemed, the findings in terms of
the syntactic aspects of task performance can pattern together. The control group
was involved in multiple task practices, but no significant improvements were
noted with regard to all the syntactic aspects of task performance. Given that
significant improvements were reported for those aspects in the treatment groups
which were involved in not only multiple task practice but also multiple post-task

practice, it may be suggested that there are consistent effects of multiple task and
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post-task practices, rather than of mere multiple task practices on fluency,

complexity and accuracy.

In contrast to the above findings, the results on lexical performance show
that there are effects of multiple task practices on lexical diversity and lexical
sophistication. The two aspects of lexical performance improve in both the control
group and the treatment groups. It can, therefore, be concluded that the
involvement of multiple task practice encourages learners to use a variety of
different words and to adopt more infrequent words in both interactive and the
narrative tasks.

When the effects of task types are considered, the results with respect to
fluency and accuracy consistently show a favorable effect of interactive tasks. In

_particular, interactive tasks promote a more fluent and accurate language than the
narrative tasks do. However, the results regarding complexity and lexical
performance reveal distinctive effects of different task types. In terms of
complexity, the interactive tasks encourage learners to produce more clauses per
AS-unit, while the narrative tasks push learners to adopt more words per AS-unit.
This finding may be interpreted in another way: while in the interactive tasks,
participants produce more clauses or clausal elements but shorter ones, in the
narrative tasks, participants used longer but simple sentences.

In terms of lexical performance, the interactive tasks encourage learners to

avoid repeating words and to use a variety of different words, whereas the
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narrative tasks offer the opportunities for learners to employ more infrequent
words in the task performance. This result shows that lexical diversity and lexical
sophistication are the two distinctive aspects of lexical performance (Skehan,

2009) and different task types have distinct effects on those aspects. The above

results are discussed in detail in Chapter 7.
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Chapter Seven Discussion

7.0 Introduction

Based on the findings from the quantitative analyses on learmers’ task
performance in the previous three chapters, this chapter attempts to interpret those
findings from both theoretical and pedagogical perspectives in second language
acquisition. The interpretation and discussion is presented according to the
different research questions, in particular in terms of the effects of post-task
transcribing, the effects of various conditions in transcribing, the influence of
different task types, and the role of multiple task practice sessions on task
performance. At the end, a summary table is provided to give a clear picture of the
supportive experimental conditions for the different performance aspects, and the

significant findings of the study are summarized as well.

7.1 Effects of post-task transcribing: get it right in the end

Most research on focus on form in task-based language teaching (TBLT)
concentrates on its operation at the pre-task or during task stages. The present
study chose a different perspective—the post-task stage—to explore the effects of
focu-s on form in TBLT. In particular, at the post-task stage, participants were
engaged in transcribing their own task performance. The primary concern of this
study is to see whether the involvement of post-task transcribing is beneficial for

the improvement of learners’ task performance. The results reveal that
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® rhere are effects of post-task transcribing on formal aspects of task
performance;
® the effects are not consistent in different aspects of tusk performance. In
particular, the effects decrease in the sequence of accuracy, complexity,
and lexical sophistication.
7.1.1 General effects of post-task transcribing

To account for the effects of post-task transcribing, two issues may be related
a) the foreknowledge of post-task transcribing; b) the operationalization of
transcribing.

Prior to task performance, participants were informed that they would
transcribe their performance recordings afterwards. It appeared that the
foreknowledge of transcribing played a role in directing participants’ attention to
formal aspects of performance since the foreknowledge may remind them that
“task performance is not an end in itself, but connects with wider pedagogic
concerns” (Foster & Skehan, forthcoming). This connection emphasized the
importance of the quality of task performance—to achieve a fluent
communication, and at the same time to present a better performance. Participants,
therefore, were cautious during performance to keep a balance between fluent
communication and language forms. Accordingly, they may not only pay attention
to meaning transmission for task accomplishment, but also allocate certain

attention to the formal aspects of performance for a more satisfactory transcribed
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performance, although it was not clear whether they shifted their attention

unconsciously or intentionally.

The operationalization of post-task transcribing had effects on task
performance as well. One of the most evident advantages of post-task transcribing
is that it affords participants opportunities to attend to formal aspects of language
performance. When doing tasks, most of the learners’ attentional focus was
inevitably on communication and meaning in order to get the task accomplished,
while at the post-task stage, it was likely that more attention can be released to the
formal aspects of the task performance, since meaning would not compete for
major attention any longer (Foster & Skehan, forthcoming; Lynch, 2001, 2007).
Noticing, as such, may occur more easily and naturally at the post-task stage
which is a prerequisite for language change and acquisition (Schmidt, 2001).

However, much attention available for formal aspects only offers the
possibility for noticing to take place, but does not guarantee its occurrence. In the
present study the performance transcripts pushed participants to notice, remember,
and reproduce the processed language forms (Lynch, 2007). On the one hand,
transcripts transformed the oral task performance into written form which was
beneficial for learners to attend to the performance since attentional capacity is
increased when the information is presented in different modalities (Doughty &
Williams, 1998a). On the other hand it reactivated the task performance even after

its completion and thus offered a foundation for deeper processing, e.g. cognitive
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comparison. “If the verbatim format of recent speech remains activated in
memory and available for use in subgequent utterance formulation, this can be
taken to be an important cognitive underpinning for facilitating the opportunity to
make cognitive comparisons”™ (Doughty, 2001: 253). Cognitive comparisons may
be made between the transcripts and the target language (i.e. noticing the gap) or
between the missing forms in the transcripts and the existing counterparts in target
language (i.e. noticing the hole) both of which functioned effectively for the
improvement of formal aspects in the current research.

Further, post-task transcribing may be viewed as a type of task repetition. In
a strict sense, it can be treated as a retrial of the task performance process, rather
than a duplication of task performance. In terms of Levelt’s Speaking model, task
recycling of this sort may allow learners to exploit their familiarity on all the three
| components of speaking (Bygate, 2001), especially the conceptualization and the
formulation stages. During task performance, participants were informed of the
task type, task topic, task content and the corresponding task demands which were
all concerned with the Conceptualizer. At the same time, they have already
experienced the process of formulating the desired meanings. In transcribing, the
need for meaning formulation has been minimized, thereby freeing attention for
learners to attend to form (Gass et al, 1999; Lynch, 2007). This explanation is
strengthened by the previous findings that task repetition promotes language

performance in various aspects of task performance, such as accuracy, lexical
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performance, complexity and language fluency (Bygate, 1996; 2001; Gass et al,

1999; Lynch & Maclean, 2000, 2001; Wang, 2009).

7.1.2 Different effects on various aspects of task performance

Post-task transcribing proved to be effective for language improvement.
However, the focus on form effects are not consistent for different aspects of task
performance, with the strongest effect of transcribing on accuracy, a more limited
effect on complexity and lexical sophistication, and no effect on fluency and
fexical diversity. What follows is a discussion of the different influences on those
formal aspects.

In line with the previous post-task studies (Skehan & Foster, 1997; Foster &
| Skehan, forthcoming; Lynch, 2001, 2007), the present study reveals that accuracy
is the best indicator to show the striking effect of post-task transcribing. Accuracy
in language use can arise from three interacting sources: the degree of accuracy of
the language representation itself: the strength of competing representations; and
the degree of automatization of language production (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998).
The first source of accuracy is dependent upon the established interlanguage (IL)
system and long-term memory, and the other two pertain to the on-line real-time
language use and rely on the allocation of attention. As cross-sectional rather than
loﬁgitudinal research, the present study is mainly concerned with the factors

related to on-line accurate language use, namely the competition between different
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representations and the degree of automatization of language production. 1t is

reasonable to assume that between the two competing representations (i.e.
accuracy and complexity), participants focused most of their attention on the
language conformity to the target forms and avoided errors in their attempts to
achieve such a goal. Further, the multiple involvements of task practice and
post-task transcribing increased the likelithood for language use to be automatized
to some extent and consistently channeled learners’ attention to the accuracy
aspect of performance.

Despite the fact that most of participants’ attention was directed to accuracy
as a result of post-task transcribing, there are stiil certain effects on complexity
and lexical performance, although the effects are not as strong and consistent as
those on accuracy. Unlike the accuracy effect which occurred among all the
post-task groups in both narrative and interactive tasks, the effects of post-task
transcribing on complexity were shown in all the pair-transcribing groups and an
individual-transcribing group in the interactive tasks and one pair-transcribing
group in the narrative tasks. Thus, it may be inferred that it was the interactivity
resulting from either the pair transcribing activity or the interactive task type,
rather than the simple involvement of post-task transcribing itself, that generated
positive effects on complexity. The role of interaction in the pair transcribing
condition is discussed in section 7.2.1 and also in section 7.4.1 when the

interactive and the narrative tasks are compared.
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The current research reveals that focus on form at the post-task stage may be
facilitative for the improvement of accuracy and complexity, although to different
extents. [n the literature, many of the focus on form studies are just concermned
with the effects on accuracy since measures are generally in terms of target forms
(Doughty & Williams, 1998a). In fact, the emergence of many intermediate IL
forms that often represent increasing 1L complexity rather than increasing
accuracy (Skehan, 19965), may be facilitated by focus on form as well. Doughty
& Williams (1998c¢) argued that “Focus on form does not always immediately lead
to IL changes that are reflected in increased accuracy. It may also lead to \
restructuring that reflects increased complexity, an equally important aspect of 1L
development. In this respect, focus on form has the advantage of affecting both [L
| development and IL accuracy” (p.254) .

At the same time, it is not surprising to see no effects of transcribing on
fluency. Post-task transcribing is designed as a focus on form activity in the
present study in attempt to explore its effects on the formal aspects of task
performance. Fluency, which is more concerned with the meaning aspect of 1ask
performance (Skehan & Foster, 1997), was not expected to be influenced by the
focus on form activity.

In the above, the discussion concerns the general effect of post-task

transcribing, regardless of the differences between various transcribing conditions.

In view of the pedagogical applications of this study, post-task transcribing was

215



operationalised through various conditions. The following sections present

discussion on the different condition effects in greater detail.

7.2 Transcribing condition 1: pair-based vs. individual-based transcribing

The post-task groups fall into two categories: the individual-based and the
pair-based transcribing groups. The effects of both of these conditions impact on
one aspect of language: complexity, particularly syntactic complexity and lexical
complexity (i.e. lexical sophistication). As far as lexical complexity is concerned,
in both task types, the individual-based transcribing promoted a more complicated
use of lexis, i.e. the use of more infrequent words. As far as syntactic complexity
is concemned, results are not clear-cut concerning the two measures of complexity
in both task types. In the narrative task, the pair condition produced more clauses
per AS-unit than the individual condition; whereas in the interactive task the pair
condition produced longer AS-units than the individual condition. Both results
meant that the pair condition encouraged more complicated language than the
individual condition did. However, an additional result blurred the above clear
pattern: in the narrative tasks, individual transcribing, although resuiting in fewer
clauses per AS-unit, promoted longer AS-units than the pair condition. Possible
explanations for the complicated results are provided in the next section, and then

the role of individual transcribing on lexical complexity is discussed.
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7.2.1 The role of interaction in pair-based transcribing

Despite the slightly contradictory result concerning the mean length of
AS-unit in the narrative tasks which is discussed in the next section, in a most
general sense, pair-based transcribing in both tasks encouraged a more complex
syntax than the individual condition, although the effects on complexity were
reflected in different measures.

From the perspective of cognitive SLA, restructuring may be the leaming
process which causes growth in complexity (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998). The
process of restructuring “increases the chances that new forms will be
incorporated into IL systems; promotes risk-taking and requires attention being
devoted to the new forms of language which are being assembled” (Skehan,
1996:50). In this sense, unlike accuracy which is reflected by contro} over the
internalized forms, complex‘ity 1s more related to the internalization of new forms
(Swain & Lapkin, 1995). There are at least two potential ways to promote IL
restructuring: production of output plus metatalk, and production of output plus
feedback (Swain, 1995; 2005). Both metatalk and feedback can result from
interactions between speakers. It is also proposed by Skehan (l9l;)6a) that'
intera_gti\a;e opportunities are important to achieve IL restructuring and higher
complexity.

From a psycholinguistic perspecti_ve, pair-based transcribing seemed to offer

participants the opportunities to engage in the kind of moves which are facilitative
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of L2 leaming (Long, 1983, 1996), such as seeking and receiving confirmation,
and providing each other with explanations about the original task performance.
Swain & Lapkin (1998) point out that requests for confirmation about language
form or language choice direct learners’ attention to a specific language item.
During pair transcribing, there were cases when participants could not fully
understand what her/his partner exactly said in the recordings or why the partner
said so. Requests for confirmation and the corresponding explanations may occur
in the interaction. On the one hand the explanation-giver improved much from
providing explanations concerning language forms because “it forces the learner
to clarify and organize their own knowledge and thus enhances their own
understanding™ (Storch, 2007, p.155). On the other hand, the recetver of the
explanation may also benefit since s/he was the person who first noticed the
focused language forms, and also raised the check for confirmation and received
the explanations. It was also possible that in pair transcribing, participants may
give and receive immediate feedback on the earlier task performance, an
advantage missing when participants transcribed individually. Joint responsibility
over the creation of the transcripts means that students may be more receptive to

peer suggestions and feedback comments (Storch, 2007).

7.2.2 Matching of transcribing conditions and task types

The above discussion had not accounted for the whole story concerning the

-
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effects of pair transcribing on complexity. An additional result showed that
whereas in the interactive tasks the pair-based transcribing groups produced
longer AS-units than the individual condition, in the narrative tasks the individual
transcribing condition promoted longer AS-units than the pair transcribing. It may
be inferred that once there is a matching between task types and transcribing
conditions (i.e. both performed individually or both in pair), there would be
supportive effects on the ‘mean length of AS-unit.

Domyei’s (2002, 2005) motivational task-processing system may be used to
account for this matching effect. The motivational task-processing system consists
of three interrelated mechanisms: task execution, task appraisal and action control.
“These involve the students continuous monitoring and evaluating how well they
are doing in a task, and making possible amendments if something seems to be
going amiss” (Domyei & Tseng, 2009, p.119). The transcribing activity
functioned well for task appraisal.

In individual transcribing, participants may perceive the transcribing as
self-reflection and task appraisal on his/her own earlier task performance. The
negative signals from the task appraisal may trigger the need to activate action
control processes, i.e. to apply the seif-regulatory mechanisms for a better task
execution in the subsequent tasks. In the narrative tasks, the action control was

soiely operated by the participant alone. In contrast, in the interactive tasks, due to

the dynamic involvement of the partner, action control and task execution was not
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determined by just one of the pair. Thus, the individual transcribing condition can
only have effects on the narrative task performance, but not on the interactive one.

Things are different with the pair transcribing activity. When the pairs were
reviewing and transcribing performance collaboratively, the transcribing may
serve as a joint task appraisal not only of one’s own performance, but also of one's
peer’s performance. The peer appraisals may threaten the “face™ of the peer and
cause a sense of peer competition, thereby bringing about different action control
in different tasks. In the interactive task, the presence of a partner may strengthen
the sense of “face saving™ and of peer competition. As such the peers may pay
more attention to action control, and contribute a better task execution. However,
in the narrative tasks where the task was done with the absence of the partner. it
may be speculated that the influence of the joint task appraisal was not as strong
as that in the interactive tasks. As such, the individuals may not give as much
attention to action control and task execution as they did in the interactive tasks.
In this way, only the interactive task execution was promoted as a result of pair

transcribing.

Given that the present study only focused on the quantitative aspects of task

J ) . . . .

performance and no attention was given to the quality of transcripts and leamers
reflection processes on task performance, the above discussion is mainly

exploratory in nature. Further study would need to be conducted to examine the

qualitative aspects of task appraisal and their refationship to task performance.
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7.2.3 The role of intrape_rsonal communication in individual transcribing

Whereas pair-transcribing showed its effects on syntactic complexity, a fresh
finding conceming the individual transcribing condition was noted. In both task
types, individual transcribing promoted the use of moge infrequent words,
although this effect in the narrative tasks interacted with the role of further
revision.

In the SLA literature, much research focus is on the effects of pair work
(Lantotf, 2006; Long, 1983; 1996; Storch, 2001, 2005, 2007; Swain, 1995, 2005),
and relatively little attention has been paid to the role of individual work. As for
the comparison between the two conditions, some previous studies in first
language acquisition found that pair and group work will not necessarily generate
more gains relative to individual work. In one study, children working in pairs
performed less well than individuals (Salomon & Globerson, 1989).

In the current research, the favorable effects of individual transcribing on
lexical sophistication may be explained by the notions of private speech and
intrapersonal communication within the sociocultural theoretical framework.
When the individual participant transcribed the performance alone, without the
presence of partners, s’he could only engage private speech for the clarification or
modification of ideas, concepts and language focuses. Based on Vygotskian’s
theory of private and inner speech, intrapersonal communication is proposed by

Vocate (1994) as a conversation whereby the I-you of social interaction becomes
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an l-me dialogue, in which “I"” makes choices on what to talk about and “me”
interprets and critiques these choices (Lantolf, 2006, p. 96). In individual
transcribing, when the narrative task performance was transcribed by the
participant alone, essentially it was a process of seif-reflection on the earlier
performance. This self-reflection may be viewed as an *“1-me” intrapersonal
communication. “I” identified the idea or language focuses used in the
performance and “me” critiqued these choices. When the interactive task
performance was transcribed, the inferpersonal communication during the tasks
had an influence on the ongoing infrapersonal communication. The intrapersonal
communication in the interactive performance transcribing. therefore, not only
focused on the speech produced by the transcriber her/himself but also on the
partner’s speech, bringing about double benefits to the individual transcriber.

In contrast to the interactive task performance, in the narrative tasks
individual transcribing alone cannot generate significant improvements in lexical
sophistication, and it was the interaction between individual transcribing and
further revision that brought about such effects on lexical sophistication. It
seemed that it was more of a challenge to influence the narrative task performance
by individual transcribing alone, since the participants were required to hold the
floor in the whole process of task performance with little room left for online
reflection and no opportunities to fearn from their partner. However, when further

revision is involved, the revision process can be viewed as a deep reflection on
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earlier task performance and a reinforcement of the forgoing intrapersonal
communication. The interaction between individual transcribing and revision has
strengthened the effects of intrapersonal communication and provided participants

with opportunities to use more infrequent words in the narrative tasks.

7.3 Transcribing condition Il: further revision
7.3.1 With or without further revision after transcribing ?

In pedagogical practice, mere transcribing, although in different forms (e.g.
individually or in pairs), may not be desirable because it inhibited learners’ further
reaction to the transcripts. Once leamers are asked to transcribe their task
performance, they tend to revise the transcripts to produce a better version by
means of error correction, or text editing etc (Willis & Willis, 2007). The present
study revealed that in the interactive tasks, the involvement of further revision
after transcribing promoted learners’ accuracy, but at the same time it had a
negative effect on complexity.

These results are in alignment with the previous research in second language
writing (Ferris, 2003; Hyland & Hyland, 2006) which shows that the involvement
of revision has positive effects on language accuracy. When participants were
asked to revise their transcripts, they were pushed to produce “modified output™.
As Swain (1993) put it, for interlanguage development, learners need to “reflect

on their output and consider ways of modifying it to enhance comprehensibility,
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appropriateness, and accuracy” (p.160-161). In the modifying and revising

process, learners’ primary concern was on the process of error correction which

was related to a monitoring process for the control of forms (Ellis, 2008; Kormos,

1999). Based on Kormos’ (1999) proposal for the role of monitoring in

error-correction, the effects of revision on accuracy can be derived in the

following ways.

i)

)

Prior to correction, needing to judge whether it was an error or not
(1.e. the identification of errors) channeled participants attention to
reflect on the earlier performance, make use of their language
resources and notice the gaps between their own IL system and the
target language. In addition, the errors themselves, producing
negative evidence in L2 language use, may push learners to alter their
performance priorities by assigning greater importance to accuracy in
task performance (Leeman, 2007), which may initiate the attempt to
avoid the errors in task performances.

Monitoring in revision made it more likely that learners’ receptive
knowledge would be converted into productive knowledge. The
involvement of revision may redress the imbalance between the
linguistic recogt;itiun knowledge and the linguistic production ability
evident in their task performance. Therefore, it was reasonable to

assume that monitoring during revision bridged the distance between
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receptive and productive knowledge, and contextualised the
newly-adopted productive knowledge as well. With the establishment
of productive knowledge, accuracy was more likely to be enhanced in
language use.

iii) When correcting errors, the participants rehearsed error-free solutions
to language problems in short-term memory and this laid the
foundation for the storage of the error-free solution in long-term
memory for IL acquisition (Ellis, 2008). It may be inferred that the
degree of the conformity of the L2 knowledge to the target language
was enhanced by the inclusion of more error-free forms in long-term
memory. thjrther, it was possible that participants might repeat the
same errors in the task performance (e.g. ~ ed ending for simple past
tense). The revision process made those errors perceptually salient,
and the frequency and the salience of the errors may further promote
the establishment of the co;'rect IL system in long-term memory (Gass,
1997).

In contrast to the active role revision played on accuracy, a negative effect of
revision was noted as well: once the participants had been involved in revision
after transcribing, their language performance became less complex than that of
the no-revision groups. This finding is in line with previous research which found

that once learners paid attention to corrected errors, they tended to simplify their
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writing to avoid situations in which they might make errors (Kepner, 1991:
Sheppard, 1992). The existence of avoidance was identified in early error analysis
studies which observed that learners who found a construction difficult tended to
avoid it, using it only when especially confident that they can get it right, or when
they had ne choice (Truscott, 2007). This kind of strategy is termed the strategy of
avotdance. It was possible that in the present study, due to the involvement of
revision, the participants were more aware of the accuracy of the task
performance. Responding to the error avoidance strategy, the counterproductive
risk-avoidance strategy was used in the interactive tasks.

From a psycholinguistic perspective, the contrasting effects of revision on
accuracy and complexity may be explained by the trade-off between these two
performance areas (Skehan, 1998). In the present study the learners’ primary
concern during revision was on accuracy. Given the limited attentional resources
available for the formal aspects of performance, complexity, as a competing area
for attention, therefore received less attention during revision. In the task
performance, participants tended to use simpler structures which they could
control well without need for extra attentional resources. As such, more accurate
but simpler performances were produced among the revision groups.

Given that the involvement of revision was not consistently supportive for
different language aspects, whether or not to adopt revision in task-based

language pedagogy may depend on the different goals of instruction. In contrast to
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the revision effects on accuracy and complexity in the interactive tasks, further
revision in the narrative tasks generated a favorable effect on lexical
sophistication only when revision followed the individual transcribing. The
interaction effect of revision and individual transcribing on lexical sophistication

were discussed in detail in section 7.2.3.

7.3.2 Different revision conditions: individual, pair or teacher revision?

When the different conditions of revision (i.e. individual, pair or teacher
revision) were compared, the pfesent study noted that the only supportive role was
provided by the individual revision condition on lexical sophistication. This result
is in contrast to the previous revision research which showed favorable effects of
pair revision or teacher revision on language accuracy in L2 writing (Ferris, 2004;
Hyland and Hyland, 2006)

The account of the effect of individual transcribing on lexical sophistication
(cf. section 7.2.3) may also be applied ;o explain the role of individual revision on
the same lexical aspect since both of the activities were conducted individually.
Put simply, it may be the case that the individual condition, either in revision or in
transcribing, encouraged private speech and intrapersonal communication in the
individuals. The individual revision group was engaged in the intrapersonal
“l-me” communication which was basically focused on the lexical performance:

to review and critique the use of words in the earlier task performance. Then,
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relying on their own internal lexicon, participants retrieved more infrequent word

as substitutes for the more general words.

Regarding the pair revision condition, it is expected that interaction during
the pair revision process may be facilitative for the improvement of language
performance. However, the participants in the present study were homogeneous in
that they shared the same L1 background and were at the similar level of L2
proficiency. [n general, it appears that “the less shared background interlocutors
possess and the more heterogeneous the groupings are, the higher the amount of
negotiation that can be expected in pair or group interactive practice™ (Ortega,
2007, p.194; Varonis & Gass, 1985). It was likely therefore that relatively little
negotiation and interaction occurred between the pairs in the revision process so
that fewer opportunities for learning from peers arose, even though revision was
performed in pairs.

To account for the insignificant effects of teacher-revision, some previous
studies lend support to the result (Ferris, 2002; Lee, 2004; Lee & Schallert, 2008).
Ferris (2002) found that students improved language accuracy as a result of either
finding their own errors or making their own corrections, rather than receiving
corrections from the teacher. What seems to be a crucial factor is having the
students do something with the error correction besides simply receiving it (Lee,
2004). In the present study, when the transcripts were revised by the teacher and

then were returned to the participants just for them to read the revised version,
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there would not be any deep involvement of the revised transcripts which may
only lead to surface processing of the revised transcripts. As a result, the teacher
revision condition did not significantly influence task performance in the current

study.

7.4 Task effects : interactive tasks vs. narrative tasks

In the current study, two different task types were adopted, and the
comparison between performances in the two task types revealed that first,
interactive task performance produced more fluent and accurate language than
the narrative task performance. Second, the differences benveen the hwo task types
on complexity and lexical performance are mixed. With complexity, the
interactive tasks produced more clauses than the narrative tasks, whereas the latter
produced longer AS-unit than the former. For lexical performance, the interactive

tasks produced more varied lexis than the narrative tasks, whereas the latter used

more infrequent words than the former.

7.4.1 The effects of interactive tasks on accuracy

Based on their series of task-based studies, Skehan & Foster (2001) proposed
that interactive tasks are associated with greater accuracy and slightly greater
complexity, but lower fluency. Results in the current research revealed similar

results concerning accuracy and complexity, but different effects with fluency.
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When language accuracy is concerned, interactive tasks encouraged more
accurate language. In the dyadic communication, participants produced the L2 in
the presence of their peers. To produce the second language is different from
comprehending it in that whereas for L2 comprehension, semantic processing may
be sufficient, for L2 production syntactic processing is unavoidable which is
beneficial for language development (Swain, 1995). In interactive communication,
participants were pushed to achieve control over syntactic and semantic
processing for precise communication without much misunderstanding. Further,
the speech produced by one partner served as the input for the other. The listener’s
‘input processing can alert him/her to potential gaps in his/her interlanguage
system which required specific attention to language forms. As such, the IL
system ﬁay be expanded by including more target norms or be improved by
eradicating more erroneous forms, both of which were beneficial for the

improvement of accuracy.

7.4.2 Task effects on different aspects of complexity

One point concerning the measure of complexity is noteworthy. In.the
present study, when complexity was measured in terms of clauses per AS-unit, the
interactive task produced more clauses per AS-unit than the narrative task
performance. However, when complexify is measured in terms of mean length of

AS-unit, the results were in the contrast to the above—the narrative task
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performance consisted of longer AS-units than the interactive performance.

The unexpected results, although in contrast to the assumption that jonger
AS-unit would consist of more clauses, can find support in other research on
complexity. Bymes, Maxim & Norris (in preparation), in a large-scale study
concerning syntactic complexity development in L2 German writing, find that in
both longitudingl and cross-sectional contexts, while the mean length of T-unit
developed in a linear relationship with proficiency development. the number of
clauses per T-unit improved at the first three lévels in their study but decreased at
the highest proficiency level. These results may suggest that the two measures of
complexity do not always reflect the same aspects of complexity. Accordingly.
Norris & Ortega (2008) propose that syntactic complexification occurs in distinct
ways at different points in the development process, and multivariate measures of
complexity are necessary corresponding to the multifaceted nature of the
construct.

Regarding the present result, this may suggest that the number of clauses per
AS-unit and the mean length of AS-unit do not necessarily positively correlate
with one another. A longer AS-unit does not absolutely mean more clauses in that
unit. In the literature, some researchers seem to hold the same position and have
argued that length measures “do not discriminate between the various ways length
can be achieved” (O’Donnell, 1976:33; Cooper, 1976; Yau, 1991; Wolfe-Quintero

et al, 1993). Foster et al (2000) claimed that a lengthier turn can represent either



being better in productivity or in complexity where these two are different from

one another.

So, it is worthwhile to explore the sources for the longer AS-units in the
narrative tasks. In L2 writing research, researchers propose that there are two
possible ways to account for the increase in T-unit length: **1) a writer can add
more dependent clauses to the T-unit and 2) a writer can lengthen the existing
clauses by adding phrases and words™ (Cooper, 1976, p. 177; Wolfe-Quintero et al,
1998). Put it differently, words pe.r T-unit can increase either through longer
clauses with phrases and words or with more subordinate clauses. Kameen (1979,
cited in Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998) suggests that good writers produce longer
T-units as a result of using more words rather than more clauses, most likely
because they reduce clauses to prepositional, infinitive and participle phrases. In
this same vein, in the current study, when participants were performing the
narrative tasks (i.e. to describe the cartoon stories), they tended to use adjective,
adverbial, and nominal phrases to refer to characters, motions and scenes.
Therefore, they produced longer AS-units which included many phrases rather
than clauses. On the other hand, when participants were involved in the interactive
. tasks, they attempted to reason and to deduce the solutions for the problems in
which infinitives with clausal elements, adverbial clauses and relative clauses
were more likely to be used. However, due to the limited available attention for

on-line communication, they could only handle the shorter ciauses or clausal
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elements in the interactive tasks.

7.4.3 Task effects on different aspects of lexical performance

Similar to the distinctive task effects on syntactic complexity, the two task
types had different effects on the two aspects of lexical performance. [n particular,
the interactive tasks produced higher lexical diversity, whereas the narrative tasks
produced higher lexical sophistication, which echoes the findings from a
meta-analysis of a series of task studies (Skehan, 2009).

In the narrative tasks, the only lexical resource for the participant is his/her
internal lexicon, that is when describing a cartoon story, the participant who
worked individually could only rely on his/her existing internal lexicon. However,
the selection of words in the internal lexicon was constrained by the different
cartoon episodes since the narrative task performance is input-driven and
non-negotiable (Skehan, 2009). In other words, it is heavily reliant on the specific
content of the narrative materials (e.g. pictures, or TV series). It may be inferred,
therefore, that the sophisticated lexis in the narrative task performance was
influenced by the two issues: the infrequent lexis which was embedded in the
specific narrative task and the attempt to use advanced or infrequent words in the
monologic context. As for the first issue, it was likely that certain advanced or less

general words were implicated in the narrative tasks and were unavoidable to

some extent when participants were describing the story in detail. As for the
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second source, the attempt to use the less frequent words was related to the nature
of the monologic tasks which were done individually. In section 7.2.3, the role of
individual work and lexical sophistication was discussed in detail. In brief, the
monologic tasks encouraged private speech, thereby resulting in intrapersonal
communication concerning lexical use. This then pushed participants to adopt
more advanced and less frequent words in the narrative tasks.

In the interactive tasks, more lexical sources are available for the participant.
Due to the negotiable nature of interactive tasks (Skehan, 2009), in addition to
one’s own internal lexicon, the partner’s speech afforded another source for
lexical reference. As compared to retrieving from the advanced internal lexicon.,
noticing wotds from one’s partner and using them online seemed to be more
easily managed during communication. Another possibility was that partners’
speech may have activated certain lexical items which already existed in the IL
system. The participant did not need to learn from their partner, but relied on the
triggered words in the interaction. Thus, the participant used a variety of words
derived from his own mental lexicon or from the partner’s speech.

Another feature of nteractive tasks—unpredictability—also fostered the use
of a variety of words in the interactive performance (Skehan, 2009). Different
from narrative tasks adopted in this study in which the participants had the full
knowledge of the story prior to the task performance (since participants watched

the video before they retold the story), in interactive tacks there was no fixed
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direction for the dyadic communication to develop. i.e. the upcoming task
performance was unpredictable. A flexible communication flow may then make
participants less likely to repeat the same sets of words in the interactive tasks so
that a higher lexical diversity occurred in them.

The two lexical measures (i.e. lexical sophistication and lexical diversity)
have been found to be independent of one another. Previous research (Laufer,
1994; Skehan, 2009) has also revealed no correlation between a measure of
lexical sophistication and a measure of lexical diversity. It is inferred, therefore,
that the two measures measure different aspects of lexical performance. As Laufer
(1994) claimed, lexical vanation (i.e. lexical diversity) does not measure how
large the lexicon is, only how varied it is for that particular individual. but lexical
sophistication does measure the size of the lexicon against an external standard.
Different features of the two task types therefore had different influences on the

two aspects of lexical performance.

7.5 Task practice effects

The participants in the present study were engaged in four task sessions.
Although it may not be treated as a longitudinal study, the present study is
different from the others in this area in that it attempted to explore the effects of
being involved in multiple task sessions, i.e. a practice effect in task-based

language teaching. The results showed that i) although the contro! group did not
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receive any post-task treatments, the multiple task sessions promoted lexical
performance among both the control group and the post-task groups; ii) Whereas
there were no significant effects of mere task practice on other performance
aspects in the contro! group. there are effects of multiple post-task practice on
other aspects among the post-task experimental groups.

Levelt’s Speaking Model (1989) may account for the practice effect on
lexical performance. The multiple involvements of task practice gave participants
ample opportunities for conceptualizing, formulating, and articulating in contexts
where they were encouraged to convey messages relying on thetr existing lexical,
grammatical, and phonological knowledge. In Levelt’s Speaking Model, lexis
takes precedence over grammar during formulation in that lexical items are the
primary generator in promoting grammatical encoding in the L2. Thus, it may be
the case that participants prioritized lexical performance during task practice.

The priority towards lexical items benefited the two lexical aspects in
different ways: As far as lexical sophistication is concerned, multiple task practice
familiarized the participants to some extent with the conceptualization of the
messages. This may leave more attentional resources for lexical selection in the
formulation process. As such, when participants were searching for the lexis at the
formulation stage, they tended to access more infrequent or advanced words for
grammar encoding and syntactic building. As for lexical diversity, the multiple

task practices afforded participants opportunities to perform at the formulation
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stage with less control (i.e. to become more automatic) so as to free more attention
for leammers to make decision for online lexical use by avoiding recycling of words

in the tasks.

In sum, it may be inferred that although multiple task sessions generated
significant effects on both aspects of lexical performance, different underlying
speaking components were involved for the different aspects.

Except for the effect on lexical performance, there was no task practice effect
on other performance aspects. Levelt (1989) claims that a lexical items’ lemma
contains not only semantic information but also syntactic information. A lemma
is activated when its meaning matches part of the preverbal message, and certain
syntactic building procedures would be activated at the same time. Levelt
regards this syntactic building process as procedural knowledge for L1 speakers.
But for L2 speakers, it is evident that the syntactic building processes will not
become proceduralized without sufficient practice. [n the present study,
participants were engaged in four sessions which were far from sufficient for the
proceduralization of the syntactic building processes. Given that both accuracy
and complexity are related to the syntactic aspects oi language processing, mere
task practice, of a relatively short duration, could only lead to improvement at
the lexical level. In particular this concerns the use of more infrequent words
(which were mainly concerned with the semantic information in the lemma) or

less recycling of sets of words.



However, among the post-task groups, multiple post-task practice plus
multiple task practice did lead to improvement of some syntactic aspects in that
the post-task practice, unlike the meaning-orfented task practice, channeled
participants attention to form in an intentional way. Multiple post-task practice.
therefore, afforded participants opportunities to gradually proceduralize the
matching between the preverbal message and the syntactic building process, and
this promoted a more automatic formulation stage in speaking. Therefore. the
syntactic-based aspects of performance (i.e. accuracy and complexity) were

improved as a result of multiple post-task practices.

7.6 Summary and synthesis of the findings

The present research establishes that the post-task stage has provided
desirable opportunities to achieve a focus on form effect. Specifically, post-task
transcribing directs learers’ attention to the formal aspects of language. In
addition, this study explored the benefits of muitiple task practices, and also the
different task effects of narrative and intéractive tasks. The multifaceted design of
the study brought about interesting results. Table 7.1 summarizes the supportive

experimental conditions for the different aspects of performance.
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Table 7.1 Supportive experimental conditions for different aspects of task

performance

Task Performance

Supportive Experimental Conditions

post-task transcribing practice
task effect
transcribing condition effect
accuracy Yes revision interactive No
complexity
pair trans. in
clauses per AS-unit Yes interactive No
narrative
mean length of AS-unit  Yes not consistent narrative No
individual
lexical sophistication Yes transcribing & narrative Yes
revision
lexical diversity No No interactive Yes )
fluency No No interactive No

This chapter accounts for the results based on different theories, including

both cognitive psychology and sociocultural theory. From the stand point of

learning theory, the results of the present study generally indicated a series of

significant findings, some of which are in line with the previous research, while

the others may be regarded as new in the field:

Findings in alignment with the literature:

® The adoption of post-task transcribing is efficient for different formal

aspects of task performance. The foreknowledge and the

operationalization of post-task transcribing are responsible for the
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benefits demonstrated in that they provide opportunities for noticing and
deep processing in participants’ language performance.

® Interactive tasks proved to be more promising for better overall task
performance. The interaction engaged in by the pairs promoted
collective scaffolding for each other and provided opportunities for
negotiation of meaning, as well as negative feedback for language
improvement.

New findings from the current research:

® The individual condition at the post-task stage led to an improvement in
lexical sophistication, no matter whether the individual condition was
concerned with transcribing, revision or task types (i.e. the narrative
task). This effect may be due to private speech and the intrapersonal
communication resulting from the individual work.

® Revision has complex effects on accuracy and complexity. The
monitoring process involved in revision encouraged a positive effect on
accuracy, whereas a risk avoidance strategy may account for a negative
effect on complexity.

® The only effect of task practice is on lexical performance. Cfon(;epts in
Levelt’s Speaking Model which are concerned with the role of lexical
encoding and syntactic encoding provide possible explanations for such
a result.

® Measures of task performance need to be multivariate, since the
construct underlying certain performance aspect, e.g. complexity and
lexical performance, are multi-faceted. Different measures may reflect

distinct features of the same construct.



In sum, it is fair to say that this research, on the one hand provides
convincing evidence for the adoption of post-task activities (e.g. transcribing) in
task-based instruction to achieve a focus on form effect. On the other hand this
study affords new insights concerning task-based research and pedagogy which

will be presented in the next conclusion chapter.
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Chapter Eight Conclusion
8.0 Introduction

The effect of post-task activities has been unfortunately neglected by most
researchers. The supportive role of post-task transcribing demonstrated in the
present research provides striking evidence to show its importance, especially for
a focus-on-form effect. The findings are particularly interesting in relation to
task-based language teaching which emphasizes meaning transmission as a
primary concern, as well as focus-on-form research which pays most attention to
pre- and during-task activities.

In this con\c\l\ﬁsion chapter, first of all, the theoretical and the practical
significance of the present research are explored. Then the pedagogical
implications for task-based classrooms are considered. Based on the analysis of

- the limitations of the study, several suggestions are proposed for further studies

concerning post-task focus on form research.

8.1 Significance of the Research

This task-based research study, which has examined post-task focus-on-form
activity, is of both theoretical and practical significance. Transcribing, which can
be implemented in a variety of ways, can shed light on the contribution that
post-task activities can make to a focus on form effect. The consistent effect on

-

accuracy among most post-task groups proves that post-task transcribing is
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facilitative for second language improvement. Further, the different conditions of
transcribing led to significant progress in various formal aspects. In accordance
with previous related studies (Skehan & Foster, 1997; Foster & Skehan,
forthcoming; Lynch, 2001; 2007), the present study argues that the inclusion of a
post-task stage is indispensable in a task-based framework and studies on
post-task activities are of valuable significance in task-based focus on form
research.

This study affords insights about the role of noticing in a broader sense. In
the literature on SLA, the role of noticing has been researched in terms of either
input processing (Schmidt & Frota, 1986) or output production (Swain, 1995,
Swain &.Lapkin, 2001) separately. In the present study, during post-task
transcribing, noticing input and output took place simultaneously. The task
performance recordings served as the input, while the production of transcripts
acted as the output (output-as-process and output-as-product) for noticing and
further processing. The incorporation of l?oti1 input and output perspectives
brought the research focus to be closer to the overall process of L2 use.

The study provides data that can be used to address such interesting issues as
the nature of interaction in pair work, the effect of private speech and
intrapersonal communication in individual work, and the underlying process of
revision. The role of interaction has receiyed a great amount of attention in both

cognitive psychology and socio-cultural theory with no consensus on its effect.

£
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The present study specified the effects of interaction on syntactic complexity. At
the same time, it revealed a new finding concerning the effect of individual work
on lexical sophistication. Both individual work and the lexical aspects of task
performance are rélatively little researched in the task-based literature. This
finding may stimulate further examination on those aspects. In addition, the
involvement of further revision after transcribing brought about contrasting effects
on accuracy and complexity, resulting from the monitoring process and
counterproductive communicative strategy use.

This study takes into account the multifaceted nature of performance
constructs, especially of complexity and lexical pérforn_lance. l’n previous
task-based research which measures {;erformance in terms of accuracy, complexity,
fluency and lexical performance, only a few studies have taken multivariate
measures for one construct so as to explore its multifaceted nature. This study
revealed, although as a post hoc finding, that the two measures of complexity (i.e.
clauses per AS-unit and words per AS-unit) do not necessarily correlate with each
other positively. More interestingly, it was found that different task types may
im'pact different complexity and lexical measures in a contrasting way.

The research is of obvious practical relevance to language teachers, as it
sheds light on how teachers can incorporate post-task transcribing in a task-based

pedagogy, and how they can manipulate the conditions of transcribing for

different performance achievement. Specifically, the research provides important
L
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clues about the procedures teachers need to adopt with post-task transcribing in
task-based classrooms. It also affords insights into how learners can achieve a
balance between the different formal aspects of task performance in difterent

&
post-task conditions. Moreover, the procedures and findings of this research can
be generalized to regular L.2 task-based classrooms, since a sufficiently large

number of participants were engaged in multiple experimental sessions, and the

experimental setting was similar to a normal classroom context.

8.2 Pedagogical implications

In view of the above theoretical and practical significances, the present
research has interesting implications for second language instruction. First and
foremost, teachers in task-based settings are recommended to include post-task
activities in their teaching practice. The present study took lran;cribing as one of
the candidates and showed a. striking effect for improvements in formal language
aspects. The procedure is perfectly feasible in regular classrooms in that only
recorders and pens are needed for transcribing and the average time for
transcribing a [-min extract is around five minutes, both of which are manageable
in L2 classrooms. In addition, other types of post-task activities can also be
examined in further research so as to provide more focus.—on-form options for

pedagogical application.

In the second place, the findings highlighted the need to monitor carefully
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the various conditions of post-task transcribing. Not all the transcribing conditions
are beneficial for overall language improvement. For example, the pair
transcribing condition is favorable for syntactic complexity improvement, while
the individual condition supports an increase in lexical sophistication. For L2
learners at different proficient levels, the emphases for language development
vary to a great extent. This means teachers should carefully design the
transcribing conditions for different achievements in language performance.
Thirdly, teachers need to understand the factors that impact in contrasting
ways on different performance aspects.'For instance, the effect of revision is
complex. It is generally accepted among teachers that the involvement of revision
is helpfut for L2 leamers (Willis & Willis, 2007). However, the results reveal that
revision in a general sense facilitates improvement in accuracy, but may hinder the
use of complex language. Thus, we should be cautious to adopt fusther revision in
post-task transcribing. One strategy that could be employed is to emphasize the
focus of revision on both error-correction and structural improvement prior to
revi;ion. This may help leamers direct their attention to both aspects. It is possible
that this might reduce the negativeﬁ effect on complexity to a certain extent.
Furthermore, teachers need to pay careﬁgl attention to the interaction effects
between different factors i‘n the study. The pregeﬁ{.study suggests that there is a

matching effect between pair/individual transcribing and the dialogic/monologic

tasks. When a transcribing condition matched the task type (either both in pairs or
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both individually), participants produced longer AS-units in performance. It may
be hypothesized that this kind of matching is facilitative for language complexity.
Similarly, it was found that when individual revision followed individual
transcribing, the effects on lexical sophistication are enhanced significantly. Put
differently, the two individual conditions positively interacted with each other.
Teachers are advised to be aware of those interaction effects of different elements
to achieve positive outcomes in L2 teaching.

Last but not least, teachers need to be informed of the distinctive task effects
on performance. Narrative tasks are popular in language assessment since they are
easily handled in examination settings. However, in line with the literature
(Skehan & Foster, 1997, 2001, Foster & Skehan, forthcoming), the present study
reveals that interactive tasks are more promising to demonstrate treatment effects
on most of the language aspects in performance. It is recommended, therefore,
that interactive tasks are adopted in both L2 classrooms and assessment settings.

‘Finally, it should be acknow]edged that all the above pedagogical
recommendations which are based on the present single stud)f cannot be
warranted unless further replication studies are carried out. It should be noted as
well that transcribing, when adopted as a type of post-task activity, may be
beneficial for learners to focus on form, but might not necessarily bring about an

immediate improvement in L2.
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8.3 Limitations and further research

Given the relative infancy of post-task research, it is important to recognize
the limitations of the present research. Further studies are proposed based on those
limitations.

In the current study, evidence provided for language improvement was based
on the quantitative analyses of the task performance. In discussing the results (c.f.
chapter 7), it was noted that it was difficult to ascertain what leammers did when
they were transcribing, and how they oriented their attention while performing the
tasks, transcribing or doing the further revision. As Ellis commented on most
production studies in task-based research (2003), this research is product-oriented
and has neglected process. Therefore, there 1s a need to extend comparable
research intq/ﬁ;t}kquantitative and qualitative perspectives. namely to adopt a
.process-product approach in further studies. A series of qualitative research
methods can be employed, for instance, think-aloud, stimulated recall or interview,
to induce the process oriented data. The findings based on both quantitative and
qualitative data could be used to provide a more comprehensive picture of
post-task transcribing and make clearer the role the fgreknowledge of post-task
requirement plays and the effects of its operationalization. Such research could
also guide more informed discussions about the benefits and the underlying

processes associated with different transcribing conditions.

This study investigated the achievement of participants during a period of
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four weeks. Although the time duration is relatively long as compared to previous
related studies, it is still not enough to establish whether the treatment effects are
durable or short-lived. Further, it is hard to judge whether the involvement of
post-task transcribing leads to L2 acquisition, since the language improvement
during the four weeks can only be regarded as the treatment effect on task
performance rather than on L2 acquisition. As such, there is a need for
longitudinal studies on the effects of task practice and post-task activities. In an
EFL context like the present one, long-term effects of treatments may be
investigated more readily since there is not as much extra exposure to the L2 as in
ESL settings.

The current research explored the effects of post-task focus on form activities
among EFL tertiary students. As non-English majors in a university, participants
did not need to pay as much attention to achievemest in language learmning as they
did in secondary schools. It 1s, therefore, necessary to inveétigate post-task
activities in different settings. For example, secondary students could be the
participants in future research. Further, in the present study, participants were
treated as a homogeneous pool with no account of different proﬁcienc}levels. In
the discussion, it was recognized that the homogeneity of participaﬁts would cause
problems in identifying and correcting peer’s errors, thereby generating no
signiﬁ;:ant improvements among pair revision groups. In further studies, the

proficiency differences can be taken into consideration so as to see whether

249



post-task transcribing has different effects on leamers of different proficient levels,
and to explore whether pair transcribing and pair revision would generate
significant effects in heterogeneous pairs.

This study attempted to investigate the role of teacher revision after post-task
transcribing, with no significant effect noted. One of the reasons appears due to
the operationalization of the teacher revision condition. The researcher, who is not
the regular teacher of the participants, acted as the teacher in the experiment.
There are two disadvantages for researcher revision. On the one hand, the
researcher is not aware of the participants’ developmental stage and their language
needs. The revision of participants” transcripts may not be as insightful as their
regular teachers would achieve. On the other hand, participants were asked only to
read the revised transcripts for a brief period at the beginning of next meeting
which may not push participants into further noticing and processing. As a
consequence, there was not any significant effect with the teacher revision
condition. Given the significant role teachers have played in post-task transcribing
in previous research (Lynch, 2007) and in a task-based pedagogy (Samuda, 2001;
Thomby, 1997). it is argued that teacher’s involvement in post-task activities is
necessary. In further stuflies, it would be helpful to invite the regular teacher to
revise the transcripts, and sufficient time needs to be organized for participants to
review or process the teacher-revised version at a deeper level.

There are variables which interact in a highly complex way in this study. It is
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not easy to disentangle the effects of those factors. For example, the task effects
and practice effects interrelate with each other (c.f. chapter 6). Despite the fact
that participants were involved in four experimental sessions, the practice effects
were analysed separately for different task types. Put differently, since participants
did two narrative tasks and two interactive tasks, the second narrative task
performance was only compared to the first narrative so as to explore the task
practice effects, and the interactive task performances were treated in the same
way. The accumulated effects of task practice in the fowr task sessions were
ignored. However, if performances in each of the four sessions are compared to
one another, it would be hard to determine whether the improvement of the final
performance is due to the advantage of a certain task type (e.g. the interactive
tasks) or the involvement of task practice. This dilemma calls for further studies
which disentangle the interacting variables in different ways. For example, to
explore the task effects and practice effects in one study, task types can be
designed as the between-subject variable and practice session as the
within-subject factor. In this way, the two variables would not influence each
other in the experiment.
The last suggestion for future research is not based on any limitation of the
present research. The effect of individual work was found to be significant in
terms of lexical sophistication. In the literature, the effect of individual work has

seldom been researched. While it is reasonable for most researchers to advocate

.
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the adoption of interactive activities, the role of the individual condition needs
attention as well. Further studies are necessary to investigate the underlying
differences between the pair and the individual learning conditions, as well as the
effects of individual L2 learning activities on other aspects of language

performance.

8.4 Conclusion

Second language acquisition is a complex phenomenon. So is focus on form
research. “Researchers are torn between the desire to test theoretical claims about
L2 acquisition, which requires the investigation of precise and discrete
instructional options, and the desire to ensure that form-focused instruction is
ecologically valid, which leads to combining options into treatments that are
* pedagogically defensible” (Ellis, 2008, p.900). This research has been an
exploration in terms of both theoretical and pedagogical issues. In particular, the
current study a) tested the proposal for the adoption of post-task activities to
promote a focus on form effect; b) investigated the effects of different pedagogical
conditions during post-task transcribing; and c) examined the roles of task
practice and different task types. The findings have underscored the necessity for
task-based research and pedagogy to give equal weight to a post-task focus on
form option as they have previously to the pre- and during-task stages. As Skehan

noted (2007), a task-based approach has much to offer form-focused instruction in



a variety of ways. Focus on form at the post-task stage is a promising area which

is worthy of future exploration.
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Appendix [ Rating Scheme for Video Selection
Four tertiary teachers were asked to rate the four episodes in terms of required
background knowledge, understanding difficulty, retelling difficulty as follows. A, B,
C, and D represent the four video episodes which they have watched before marking.

1,2, 3,4 and 5 indicate the degree of difficulty regarding different aspects.

Example for marking:

o]
=

o

A
1 2 4 5
easy difficult

€
3

a. As far as the background knowledge is concerned, please mark the difficulty
level in the following rating scale:

1 2 3 4 5
easy difficult
b. As far as the understanding difficulty is concemned, please mark the difficuity
level:
1 2 3 4 5
easy difficult

c. Suppose you are to retel] the story. As far as the vocabulary is concerned,
please mark the difficulty level: '

Y
1 2 3 4 5
easy / difficult

.d. Suppose you are to retell the story. As far as the grammar is concerned, please
mark the difficulty level:

1 2 3 4 5
easy difficult
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A_ppendix Il Topics imd materfals for discussion tasks in Pilot I
Task introduction for the first topic-“Scholarship Award™

You are the student members in a selective corinnittee’ ofa universitj. Among the two
student candidates, one should be selected as qualified to -get the outstaniling student
scholarship. The profiles of the candidates are listed in the follciwi}gg:

Sti.rdent A: Maria is a senior student in this university. She 1s exciellent in her academic
-work. .She has won various prizes in académic_ campetitions. It is worthy of
mentioning that she won the $irst prize in an international academic competition this
year. However, some of her classmates think she is not active enough that she seldom
joins the class activities for sports and entertainment. As such, she has few friends in
the class.

Student B: Bob is a fresh student in this university. He is the monitor of his class. He
is the chief organizer and director of a project named *Hand in Hand with a Poor Kid”.
All his classmates are invited tci visit some poor kids in an undeveloped mountainous
area. Then, every student keeps in touch with a poor kid so as to support the kid to
ﬁniéh his/her elementary education. This project enjoys a well-known reputation in

this city. However, Bob's academic achievement is only at an average level.

Task Instruction for Jury Discussion :

It is adapted from a news story. After school, three boys went to the zoo which was
closed after the school time. The boys climbed to the crocodile pond and used some
branches to play with the crocodile. Suddenly, the crocodile got irritated and attacked
the boys. One of the boys was bitten to death. The zoo was charged of being guilty of
neglect, and the parents of the dead boy thought the zoo should take all the
responsibility for the death of the boy. As jury members, you are supposed to decide

whether the charge is reasonable or not.
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Appendix ITI Task Instruction for Decision-making Tasks in the Main Study

In this task, you have some letters which were sent to the Problem Page of a magazine,
to a “problem aunt” called Sue. She replied to each of them with advice to help writer

the writer solve each of the problems.

Imagine that the two of you together are “Sue” and that your task is to agree on the
advice to put in the letter you send to céch of these people. In each case, to think of
the different sorts of advice which are poss{ble, of why one bit of advice would work
better, or of why some bit of advice might contain difficulties or dangers. Wark out

what the best advice is that you could put in your letter of reply.

AR SN RERBH P, HEAEO O HE" HEBA” G REEEZENR
)
Bk H W, ER Rk EHRE, SO SREAESMRAES, RIS EMHL

B EAIBEAR L RAE i 20 O RSN Guo) . GOS0 T34 &
(5. WY it et AT B O A AV R MR T Ok, RS & - A SR R Y
RO(Bldo, A1to it A i B EEaEAE CHMEREAERS), BB 5L ML
WA BIFORARE.

k-
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Appendix IV Cloze Test

Passage I:

The task of being accepted and enrolled (1 #4) in a university begins early for some
students. Long __1 thc'y graduate from high school. These students take special
2 to prepare for advanced study. They may also take one of more examinations that
testhow __3 _ prepared they are for the university. In the final year of high school,
they __4 applications and send them, with their student records, to the universities
which they hope to __5 . Some high school students may be _ 6
interview with representatives of the university. Neatly, _ 7
frightened, they are _8

to have an
, and usually very
to show that they have a good attitude and the _ 9 to
succeed. When the new students are finally __10 _ . there may be one more step
they have to __ 11 before registering for classes and 12 1o work. Many
collcges and universities _ 13 an oriéntation (1§ ¥, /> 7 ) program for new
students. ‘14 _ thesc programs. the young people get to know the 15 for
registration and student advising. university rules, the _ 16 of the library and all
the other __ |7 services of the college or university. Beginning a new life in a new
place can be very __ 18 . The more knowledge students have _ 19 the school,
the casier it will be for them to __ 20

time to get uscd to college life.

to the new environment. However, it takes

{.A)as B} after C) since D) before

2. A) cowses B) disciplines ) majors D) subjects

3. A} deeply B) widely C) well D) much

4. A) fulfill B} finish C)complete D) accomplish

5. A)-attend B} participate C) study D) belong

6. A) acquired B) considered  C) ordercd D) required

7. A) decorated | B) dressed ) coated D) worn

8. A) decided B) intended C) sealed D) determined

9. A) power B) ability C) possibility D) quality

10. A) adopted B) accepted C) received D) permitted

11. A) make B) undergo ) take D) pass

12. A) getting B) putting C) falling D) sitting
 13. A) offer B) afford C) grant D} supply

14. A) For B) A:nong Cyln L)) On

15. A) processes B) procedures C) projects {3) provisions
. 16. A) application B) usage C)use D) utility

17. A) major B) prominent  C)key Dj) great

18. A) amusing B) misleadig  C) alarming D) confusing

19. A before B) about C)on D) al

20. A) fit B) suit C) yield D) adapt
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Passage II:

Most children with healthy appetites (1 ©) are ready to eat almost anything that is
offered them and a child rarely dislikes food __ 1 it is badly cooked. The_ 2 a
meal is cooked and served is most important and an 3 served meal will often
improve a child's appetite. Never ask a child __ 4 he likes or dislikes a food and
never _ S likes and dislikes in front of him or allow 6 else to do so. I
the father says he hates fat meat or the mother __7 vegetables in the child’s hearing
he is __8 _ to copy this procedurc. Take it _ 9  granted that he likes cverything
and he probably__ 10 . Nothing heaithful should be omitted from the meal because
of a __ 11 dislike. At meal times it 1s a good _I2 to give a child a smali portion
and let him __13 back for a second helping rather than give him as__ 14 as he is
likely 1o eat all at once. Do not talk too much to the child __ 15 meal times. but let
him get on with his [ood. and do not __16 him to leave the table immediately afier
a meal or he will __17 learn to swallow his food __ 18 he can hurry back to his

toys. Under 19 circumstances must a child be coaxed("4) 20  lorced to

eat.

1.A)iIf B} until C)-that D) unless

2. A) procedure B} process g C) way D) method
3. A) adequately B) attractively ‘ C) urgently D) eagerly
4. A) whether B) what C) that ) which

5. A) remark 13) tell C) discuss D) argue

6. Aj everybody B) anybaody C) somebody D) nobody
7. A) opposes B) denies C) refusecs D) offends
8. A) willing B) possible C) obliged ) likely

9. A) with B)as CY over D) for

10. A} should B) may C)will D) must
{1. A) supposed B) proved C) considered D) realized
12. A) point B) custom C) idea D) plan

13. A) ask B) come C) return ) take

14. A) much ) litte ) few 1>y many
15.A) on B) over C) by D) during
16. A) agrec B) allow C) force - D) persuade
17. A) hurriedly ) soon C) fast D} slowly
18. A) s0 B) until C) lest D) although
19. A) some B) any C) such ) no

20. A) ot B) nor i C) but ) neither
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Passage 111:

During recent years we have heard much about "race™: how this race does certain things and (hat
race believes certain things and so on. Yet, the __ 1 phenomenon of race consists of a few
surface indications. We judge race usually _2 _ the coloring of' the skin: a white race. a brown
race, a yellow race and a black race. But __ 3 you were to remove the skin you could not __ 4

anything about the race to which the individual belonged. There is _ 5 physical structure. the

brain or the internal organs(:##) lo __6 _ a difference. There are four types of blood. 7

types are found in every race, and no type is distinct to any race. Human brains are the __8 . No
scientists could examine a brain and tell you the race 1o which the individual belonged. Brains will
9__ in size, but this occurs within every race. _ 10 does size have anything 1o do with

intelligence. "Uhe largest brain __11  examined belonged to a person of weak _12_ . On the

other hand, some ot our most distinguished people have had __13  brains. Mental tests which are

reasonably 14 show no ditferences in intclligence between races. High and low test results

both can be recorded by different memnbers of any race. __ 15  equal educational advantages,
there will be no difference in average standings, ¢ither on account of race or geographical location.
Individuals of every race- __ 16 civilizalion to go backward or forward. Training and education
can change the response of a group of people. __ 17  enable them to behave ina _ 18 way. The
behavior and ideas of people change according te circumstances, but they can always go back or

go on to something new_ 19 is better and higher than anything __20__ the past.

1. A) complete B) full ) total D) whole

2.A)in B) from Cral D) on

3. A) since B) if C)as D) while

4. A) speak B) talk Cytell D) mention

5.A) soﬁwthing B} everything C) nothing D) anything

6. A) display B) indicate C) demonstrate [3) appear

7. A Al B) Most C)No 1)) Some

8. A) same B} identical C)similar D) alike

9. A) remain B) increase <) decrease D} vary

10. A) Only B)Or C) Nor D) So

11. Ayever 13) then C) never D} once

12. A) health B) body C) mind D) thought

13. A) big B) smail C) minor D) major

14. A} true B) exact C) certain D) accurate

15. A) Provided B) Concemning C) Given D) Following

16. Ay make B} cause C) move D) tum

17. A)and 3) but C) though D) so

18. A) ordinary B3 peculiar C} usual ) common

19. A) that B) what C) whichever D) whatever
B)to C') within Dy in

20. A) for
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