THE EFFECTS OF PRE-TASK PLANNING TIME AND TASK
STRUCTURE ON SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNER’S
WRITING PERFORMANCE

KEIVAN SEYYEDI

Thesis submitted in fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

July 2014



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

First and foremost, | would like express my dee@ sincere gratitude to my
supervisor, Dr. Shaik Abdul Malik for his detail@sd constructive comments on
every inch of my work. | am also grateful for hisderstanding, continuous support,
moral encouragement and personal guidance througioy PhD journey,
particularly during those difficult as well challging moments. His support has been
the key to my success. It has been a real pleaswerk with him and | am deeply

indebted to him.

| would also like to thank Professor Rashid and Bazri Jamil from the
School of Educational Studies, USM who always eraged me during my study in
the School of Education. | would also like to thamly thesis examiners, for the

insightful comments and reviews of my work.

| am obliged to the staff and students of Languageool, USM, whose help

and cooperation gave me the chance to operatientlig study.

Last but not least, my deepest gratitude goes tommyderful mother, my
amazing wife and my lovely children, Sana and Santheir constant support and

encouragement and for making my life easier.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ...t eeeeme e eeee e seeee e i

TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ttt eeeeeeseeeeeeeeeseeeeeeseeee e sseeeeesseeeseseeeneeed i

LIST OF TABLES .....cteeieeeeeeeeeeee oo eeee e seee e eseee e es s es s seeeeesesneseeas ix
LIST OF FIGURES .....oeoveeeieeeeeeeeeseeeesseeees s eeeeeesseeseees s es s eseeseseesseo iii
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ......ooeiveeeeeeeeeeme e seeeeeeeeseees e XV
LIST OF PUBLICATIONS ....cvveeeoereseeeeeseeeeeseeseseseseesessssseeseesesseeeseeessseeeeessessseeeeons xvi
ABSTRAK (BM) ... eeee e e seee e eeee e eneeenee XVii
ABSTRACT (ENGLISH) ...t eeeeee e XX

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

00 R | 11 £ To (8 [ox 1o o [ PP TPPPUPRPPTPPPPPPN 1
1.2 Background of the StUdY............ooiieeeeemiiiii e 2
121 English Language Teaching (ELT) in Malaysia..............cccoeevvevivinnnnne 2
1.2.2  The Malaysian University English Test (MUET)..............cccceeceiieeeennn. 5
1.2.3  WIriting iN MalaySia ........cuvuuumuimmmmmieie e e 8
1.3  Statement of the Problem ... 10
1.4 Rationale of the StUAY ...........uiiiccc e 13
1.5 Objectives of the StUY .......coooii i 18
1.6 Research QUESLIONS ...........uuiiieeiimmmmmmmm e eetiee e e e e eertie e e e e e eata e e e e e eerennnaanens 15
R o 1Y o0 1 1= = 15
1.8 Significance of the Study ..........oovvveciiiiii e 16



1.9 Limitations of the Study..........coovieeeeer i e 19

1.10 Definition Of K&Y TEIMIS .....eeuuiiiiiiieeeeeiiiiiiiiieee e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeennnnnees 21
1.11 Organisation oOf the STUY...............emmmmmereemmmiiiire e 22
112 SUMMAIY ettt e e e e et e e e ettt e e e e e eeta e e e e eesanaeaaaeeeeeennnnns 23

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 INTOAUCTION ...t e e e 24
2.2 Approaches to Language Teaching.........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 24
2.2.1  Grammar-based ApPProaches.........oooccceeeeeiiiiiii e 44
2.2.2  Communication-based AppProaches ........ccccccuueiiiiiniieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeiieens 45
2.2.3  Task-based Language Approaches ......cccccceuvviiiiiieiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeiiinnns 45
2.3 Task DefiNitioN........ccuuiiiiii et 30
2.4  Task-based Syllabus.............uuiiiimiii e 30
2.5 Task Types, Task Variables, and Task DImessIion...............cccceevveeeeennnns 30
2.6 NAITHVE TASKS ...coiiiiiiiiiii e 33
2.7  Aspects of Production: Complexity, Accuraayd &luency ............ccccceennn. 35
2.8 MeaSUNNG CAF ... ermmmm et eeeeean e e as 38
2.9 Tasks in Second Language Acquisition Research...........cccccoeveeiiieeeennn.. 43
2.9.1 A Psycholinguistic Approach to Interaction............cccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeinnennen. 44
2.9.2 A Sociocultural Approach to Interaction................cooevvveiiiviiiiiiinnennn. 45
2.9.3  Structure-focuSEed TaSKS........cviiiieeeeeemeiiiiie e 45
2.9.4 A Cognitive PerspectiVe ..........euvieeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiinnee e e e eeeeeeeeeeeananaennd 48



2.10 Task COMPIEXILY ....ccceeeieieeereeeiesmmmmmm e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeetraann e e e e e e e e e e e enaaaeaaaaees 51

2.11 Limited Attentional Capacity Model and theg@iion Hypothesis.............. 52
2.12 Allocation of Attention between Aspects offBEmance............ccccccceeeeeennnn. 56
2.13 Task CharacCteristiCS ...........coiiiiceeeeeeee et e e 61
2.14 Task Planning TIME ..........uuuiiiiiicceceeeeeeeninissa s s eeeeeeeeeseeeseeesessssnnnnnnnesnes 63
2.15 Types of Task Planning TiME ...........commmmmeeeieeeeeeeeeeeereeereininninnne e 68
2.16 Task Type and OULPUL.......ccooeeiiii e e e e eeee e 70
2.17 Previous Research on Task Planning Time amh\@/.................ccceeeeeeee. 75
2.18  TaSK SHIUCLUIE ...t e e e e e e 81

2.19 Lessons Learned from Past Studies.. . o eeeeeiceiiciiieiiiienee. 85

2.20 Theoretical FrameWOrK .............cuimeeeeeiieeiiiieee e 86
2.20.1 Information Processing Theory and LimitgteAtional Capacity ........ 87

2.21 Conceptual FrameWOorK .............uuuimmmmmmmiiiiieeeeeeeceeeeeeee e 90

2.22  SUMIMAIY ..ottt e e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e e esba e e e e eeesanaaaaaeeeeeennnnns 93

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

0 N [ 011 70 Yo 18 Tox 1 o o PP P PP PRSPPI 95
3.2 Independent Variables...........cooo e 95
3.3 RESEArCh DESIGN......cccc it e e e e e e e e e e e e renneeeanne 96
I e L1 [od] 0 T= T g | £ T 97
3.5  Research INStrUMENt ... 100

3.5. 1 NAIAIVE TaASK....eeeeeiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 100



3.5.2  Planning ConditiONS.........uuuuuuiiiiieeieee e e e e e eeeas 101

3.6  Measures of Language Production (CAF) . .veeeeeriiiiiiieeeeeeeneeeeeeennnn. 102

3.7 InsStrument Validity ........oueeeeiiiis e 105
3.8 Instrument Reliability.........ccoouiiiiioei 106
3.9  Statistical ANAIYSIS .........ceeveeeeetmmmmmeeeevtere s e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeaeeree s n—————————— 108
3.10  EthiCal ISSUES......oiiiiiiiiiiie et 109
R 701 5 R S U1 0 =1 YU PPPRTP 109

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

4.1 INErOAUCHION ... e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e ennn e e 110

A B T = B A = 1Y £ 1 110
4.2.1  The Effect of Planning Condition .....ccceeeovvvvvvieeiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 110
4.2.1.1 Structured Task; Complexity Measure.......c.cccceuvvvvveiiiiiieeeeeeeennn. 111

4.2.1.2 Structured Task: Accuracy MeasUre ... ooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieinnnnnnnn. 113
4.2.1.3 Structured Task; Fluency Measure. ..o ..coooovvviieeeiiiiiiiiieennn 115
4.2.1.4 Unstructured Task: Complexity Measure..............ccceeeeevvvvevnnnnnns 117

4.2.1.5 Unstructured Task; ACCUraCy MEaSUIC . .cceevrverrinriiiiiieananannn. 119

4.2.1.6 Unstructured Task; FlueNnCYy MEASUIe mevvvvveviiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeee, 121
4.2.2  The Effect of Task StruCture.........cceeeeeeiieiiiii 123

4.2.2.1 Planned Condition: Complexity Measure............cccceeeeevveeeeeeinnnns 123

4.2.2.2 Planned Condition: ACCUraCy MeasUr€ . ........cuvvvuiiiieieeeeeaeannn. 125

4.2.2.3 Planned Condition; FIUENCY MEASUIE e rvvvnniiieeeeeeeaeeenrennannnnnn 127

vi



4.2.2.4 Unplanned Condition; Complexity Measute...............cccceevvvvvnnns 129

4.2.2.5 Unplanned Condition: Accuracy Measure..........cccccceeeeeeeeeeeeeenn. 131
4.2.2.6 Unplanned Condition: Fluency Measure.....cc....ooeeeeeeeiiiiveeieinnnnns 133
4.3 SUMIMAIY .ottt e et e et e et e e e e e eeta e e e e aeesnan e e aaaeeneesnnnnns 135
4.3.1  DeSCriptive StatiStiCS......uuuuiiiiiieeeeeeeiiiiiiiiiisee e e e e e e e e e e s eeeeeeeaeenenes 135
4.3.2  Summary of HYpOtheSeS......ccooee e e 140
s YU | 010 1= 1 PSP 143

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

S0 R [ Vi £0 o [0 [od 1 o] o ST PP 144
5.2 DISCUSSION c.ciiieiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s mnnnne e e e e e e as 144
5.2.1  The Effect of Pre-task planning TiMe. .coe.covvvevevriiiiiiiiiieeeee e, 144
5.2.2  The Effect of Task StruCtUre........ccccee e 147
5.3 Pedagogical IMpliCatioNS ...........ooiieeeeeeiiiieee e 150
5.4  Conclusion and SUMMANY .......coooeiiiiiiiimiieii e 152
5.5  Suggestions for Further Research ..........cccccccieieeiiiiiiiieeiieeeeii 154
REFERENCES. ... ..oiiiiiiiiiii ettt 156
APPENDICES ...ttt 179

Appendix A: Studies Investigating the Effects ohRarsal and Strategic Planning on

Vi



Appendix B: Background Information about Particifgan...............cccceevvvvvvvnennnns 188

Appendix C: Instructions for Calculating CAF ... 93l
Appendix D: Task Given to the Participants in E&up ..............cccccvvvviiinnnnnee. 193
Appendix E: Instructions Given to the Participant&ach Group..........ccccceeeeeen.n. 195
Appendix F: Raw Scores of the Participants ...........ccccceeeviiieiiiieeeieivieeeeiiiies 196

viii



Table 1.1

Table 2.1

Table 2.2

Table 2.3

Table 3.1

Table 3.2

Table 3.3

Table 4.1

Table 4.2

Table 4.3

Table 4.4

Table 4.5

LIST OF TABLES

MUET Bands and Descriptions

The Triadic Componential Framework for Task Clasatfon

Categories, Analytic Procedures, and Charactesistic

Task Characteristics and Influence Upon Performance

Research Basis

Kellogg’s (2001) Model of Working Memory in Writing

Tasks and Their Design

Participant Characteristics

Test of Homogeneity of Variances for Planned angdlaimed

Groups

Group Statistics for Comparing Complexity of Stured Task in

Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Independent Samples Test to Compare Complexityratired

Task in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Group Statistics for Comparing Accuracy of Struethifask in

Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Independent Samples Test to Compare Accuracy ottBned

Task in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Group Statistics for Comparing Fluency of Structufask in

55

62

92

97

98

104

111

112

113

114

116



Table 4.6

Table 4.7

Table 4.8

Table 4.9

Table 4.10

Table 4.11

Table 4.12

Table 4.13

Table 4.14

Table 4.15

Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Independent Samples Test to Compare Fluency ott8tad 116

Task in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Group Statistics for Comparing Complexity of Unstured Task 117

in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Independent Samples Test to Complexity of UnstrectTask 118

in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Group Statistics for Comparing Accuracy of Unstawet! Task 119

in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Independent Samples Test to Compare Accuracy diruitared 120

Task in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Group Statistics for Comparing Fluency of UnstruetlTask in 121

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Independent Samples Test to Compare Fluency ofrubtated 122

Task in Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Paired Samples Statistics for Comparing Complerifylanned 124

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Test to Compare Complexity in Plhnne 124

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Statistics for Comparing Accuradylamned 125

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks



Table 4.16

Table 4.17

Table 4.18

Table 4.19

Table 4.20

Table 4.21

Table 4.22

Table 4.23

Table 4.24

Table 4.25

Table 4.26

Paired Samples Test to Compare Accuracy in PlaGoedlition

of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Statistics for Comparing Fluend®lamned

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Test to Compare Fluency in Planoedi@on

of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Statistics for Comparing Complerity

Unplanned Condition of Structured vs. Unstructufadks

Paired Samples Test to Compare Complexity in Unmadn

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Statistics for Comparing Accuradynplanned

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Test to Compare Accuracy in Unpthnne

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Statistics for Comparing Fluendyriplanned

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Paired Samples Test to Compare Fluency in Unplanned

Condition of Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks

Descriptive Statistics for the Complexity of theuF@onditions

Descriptive Statistics for the Accuracy of the FQanditions

Xi

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

134

134

135

137



Table 4.27  Descriptive Statistics for the Fluency of the FQanditions 139

Table 4.28  Summary of Hypotheses 141

xii



Figure 2.1

Figure 2.2

Figure 2.3

Figure 2.4

Figure 4.1

Figure 4.2

Figure 4.3

Figure 4.4

Figure 4.5

Figure 4.6

Figure 4.7

LIST OF FIGURES

Types of Task Planning Time (Ellis, 2005)

Information Processing Theory (Huitt, 2003)

Baddeley’s (2007) Working Memory System

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework of Pre-taskrithg

Time and Task Structure Effects on Written Perfamoe (CAF)

Mean Differences in the Rate of Structured Task plerity

between Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Mean Differences in the Rate of Structured Taskubacy

between Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Mean Differences in the Rate of Structured TasleRby

between Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Mean Differences in the Rate of Unstructured Taskn@lexity

between Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Mean Differences in the Rate of Unstructured Taskukacy

between Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Mean Differences in the Rate of Unstructured Tdslelcy

between Planned vs. Unplanned Conditions

Mean Differences in the Rate of Complexity betw8¢muctured

vs. Unstructured Tasks under the Planned Condition

Xiii

69

88

89

113

115

117

119

121

123

125



Figure 4.8

Figure 4.9

Figure 4.10

Figure 4.11

Figure 4.12

Figure 4.13

Figure 4.14

Figure 4.15

Mean Differences in the Rate of Accuracy betweencitred

vs. Unstructured Tasks under the Planned Condition

Mean Differences in the Rate of Fluency betweencitred vs.

Unstructured Tasks under the Planned Condition

Mean Differences in the Rate of Complexity betw8¢muctured

vs. Unstructured Tasks under the Unplanned Comditio

Mean Differences in the Rate of Accuracy betweencatred

vs. Unstructured Tasks under the Unplanned Comditio

Mean Differences in the Rate of Fluency betweencitred vs.

Unstructured Tasks under the Unplanned Condition

Mean Differences in the rate of Complexity under Bour

Conditions

Mean Differences in the rate of Accuracy underRbar

Conditions

Mean Differences in the rate of Fluency under tberF

Conditions

Xiv

127

129

131

133

135

136

138

140



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

No. Abbreviations Full Form

1 CAF complexity, accuracy, fluency

2 CLT communicative language teaching
3 CPU central unit processing

4 EFC error-free clauses

5 EFL English as a foreign language

6 ESL English as a second language

7 IL interlanguage

8 IP information processing

9 L1 first language

10 L2 second language

11 LTM long-term memory

12 MOE Ministry of Education

13 MUET Malaysian University English Test
14 SLA second language Acquisition

15 SR sensory register

16 ST™M short-term memory

17 TBLT task-based language teaching

18 TBT task-based teaching

19 TSLT task-supported language teaching
20 USM Universiti Sains Malaysia

21 VSSP visuo-spatial sketchpad

XV



LIST OF PUBLICATIONS

JOURNALS:

1. Seyyedi, K., Mohamed Ismail, S., Orang, M., & SliaNejad, M. (2013).
The Effect of Pre-Task Planning Time on L2 Learh&tarrative Writing

Performancge6(12), pp. 1-10.

2. Seyyedi, K., & Mohamed Ismail, S. (2012). Task-lasmstruction.

International Journal of Linguistics,(8), pp. 242-251.

3. Seyyedi, K., & Mohamed Ismail, S. (2012). Grammaonf context: The
effect of explicit focus on form instruction in keéng English question

formation.Language in Indigpp. 485-495.

4. Raftari, S., Seyyedi, K., & Mohamed Ismail, S. (2D1Reading strategy

research around the worlthternational Journal of Humanities and Social

Science Invention,(1), pp. 24-30.

XVi



KESAN MASA PERANCANGAN PRA-TUGASAN DAN
STRUKTUR TUGASAN TERHADAP PENCAPAIAN

PENULISAN PELAJAR BAHASA KEDUA

ABSTRAK

Tumpuan utama kajian ini adalah untuk mengkaji lagaa masa
perancangan pratugasan mempengaruhi prestasi ggmpkelajar bahasa ked{l2)
apabila melaksanakan tugasan berstrukterbandingtugasan tidak berstruktur.
Peserta kajian ini terdiri daripada 50 orang pel@mzah pertama yang sedang
mengikuti pengajian di Universiti Sains Malaysiayl& Pinang. Semua peserta
memperolehi band empat dalam peperiksaan MUET (dea University English
Test). Peserta kajian dipilih secara rawak danhdigikan kepada dua kumpulan
yang mempunyai bilangan peserta yang sama jumlahajta kumpulan yang
melaksanakan masa perancangan pratugasan dan knnypualy tidak melaksanakan
masa perancangan pratugasan Setiap kumpulan dilpémtzrita dua jenis cerita
yang berbeza, iaitu secara berstruktur dan tidaktrioktur di dalam dua keadaan
ilaitu melaksanakan masa perancangan pratugasanid#n melaksanakan masa
perancangan pratugasan. Peserta dalam kumpulan gaeigksanakan masa
perancangan pratugasan dikehendaki merancang pmsamselama 10 minit dan
membuat catatan sebelum menulis tugasan utamaigs@nuSebaliknya, kumpulan
tanpa masa perancangan pratugaans memulakan pendésgan segera Prestasi
penulisan peserta diukur dari aspek kekompleksaepktan dan kelancaran
(complexity, accuracy, and fluency, CAFRagi menguji cara bagaimana dua
variabel tidak bersandalaripada masa perancangan pratugas dan struktur tugasan

memberi kesan terhadap variabel bersandar, skar kggeserta dimasukkan ke

XVii



dalamperisian komputer SPSS (versi 20). Kesan darippdeancangan, pemboleh
ubah antara-peserta, dianalisis menggunakan ujsamipel tak bersandar Ujian t
sampel berpasangan digunakan untuk menentukan ingrgkada struktur tugasan,
pemboleh ubah antara peserta pada prestasi pdé&gptausan menunjukkan bahawa
masa perancangan pratugasan secara signifikannelaggalakkan kelancaran dan
kompleksan antara kumpulan apabila peserta melakaantugasan berstruktur
tetapi aspek ketepatan tidak menunjukkan keputyaag signifikan. Senentara itu,

keputusan analisis statistik menunjukkan bahawajgreltidak mendapat faedah
daripada masa perancangan pratugasan dalam aspgieksian, kelancaran dan
ketepatan apabila melaksanakan tugasan tidak tiexstr Akhirnya, analisis statistik

menunjukkan bahawa struktur tugasan mempunyaiinkgaag signifikan terhadap

ketepatan dan kelancaran daripada prestasi pemupstajar apabila dirancang
terlebih dahuluu. Sebaliknya, kekompleksan darigaéatasi penulisan pelajar tidak
ditingkatkan oleh struktur tugas yang terancang &kafa, struktur tugasan tidak
menjejaskan aspek kekompleksan dan kelancaran,anlipisg menggalakkan

ketepatan walaupun dilaksanakan tanpa perancabggatan kajian ini menguatkan
pengetahuan tentang proses kognitif L2 yang diagktem oleh teori pemprosesan
maklumat Selanjutnya , ia mencadangkan pelaksadaanteori dalam prestasi

penulisan L2 pedagogi bagi para pelajar dan jugea mpuru. Operasi masa
perancangan pratugasan dan struktur teks membolehldhadaptasi dengan mudah
bagi konteks pengajaran Bersandarkan tugasan lamd&onteks pedagogi akan
menggalakkan kelancaran, kekompleksan dan ketepapabila tugasan dilakukan

pada situasi yang berbeza, maka radikal yang tkéjhga berbexa. Faktor lain yang

boleh mempengaruh prestasi senasa pengujiann atitalp kemahiran pelajar atau

situasi komunikasi, dan ciri-ciri tugasan, yangakelditunjukkan dengan jelas

XViii



pengaruhnya terhadap prestasi. Dapatan kajian ugea jboleh menyumbang

maklumat berguna dalam bidang pengujian berdasangsan.

XiX



THE EFFECTS OF PRE-TASK PLANNING TIME AND TASK
STRUCTURE ON SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNER’S

WRITING PERFORMANCE

ABSTRACT

The main focus of this study is investigating hove-fask planning time
influences the writing performance of second lagguaL2) learners when
performing structured vs. unstructured tasks. Hifst year undergraduate students
studying at Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM), Penaegved as the participants of
this study. All the participants achieved band fdtom Malaysian University
English Test (MUET). They were randomly selected aivided into two equal
groups of those with pre-task planning time andséhavithout pre-task planning
time. Each group was asked to narrate two diffetgoes of stories, structured and
unstructured, under the two different conditionghvand without pre-task planning
time. Participants in the pre-task planning timeugr were required to plan their
performance for 10 minutes and take notes befarg gerformed the main task of
writing, whilst the participants in the group withtopre-task planning time began
writing immediately. Their writing performance waseasured for complexity,
accuracy, and fluency (CAF). To test the way the imdependent variables of pre-
task planning time and task structure affect thigeddent variables, the raw scores of
the participants were fed into the computer softw&iPSS (version 20). The effect of
the planning conditions, the between-participantgsiable, was then analysed,
employing an independent samples t-test. The paaeples t-test was adopted to
determine the impact of task structure, the witbanticipants variable, on the
participants’ performance. Results indicated thiattpsk planning time significantly

promoted fluency and complexity in learner writipgrformance across the groups

XX



when participants performed the structured task,the accuracy measure did not
yield significant results. Meanwhile, the resultdhe statistical analysis showed that
learners did not benefit from pre-task planningetimith respect to complexity,

fluency, and accuracy while performing the unsuited task. Finally, the statistical
analysis revealed that task structure had a sogmfi effect on the accuracy and
fluency of learner writing performance when plannedt complexity of learner

writing performance was not enhanced by the tasicttre of the planned condition.
Meanwhile, task structure did not affect complexhd fluency, while promoting the
accuracy without planning. The findings of this dstustrengthen the knowledge
regarding the cognitive process of L2 productiompaised by information processing
theory. Furthermore it suggests pedagogical andrétieal implications in L2

writing performance for both learners and teach€h& operationalizations of pre-
task planning time and task structure make theniyeadaptable to instructional

contexts. Using these tasks in pedagogic conteaxts be easily manipulated to
promote fluency, complexity, and accuracy. Theeddht conditions under which

tasks are performed have shown to generate raddiffiérent results. Beyond other
factors that may influence performance during testsuch as the learners’ level of
proficiency or the communicative stress of the atitin, task characteristics have
been clearly shown to influence performance. Hetiezfindings in this thesis may

also contribute useful information to the areaasktbased testing.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

For decades, teaching and learning of languagéd®s an area of interest to
many researchers, syllabus designers, teachergvahgators. As a result, a number
of approaches, based on different theories, havergad in the field (Schmidt,
2001). As a researcher, the growing interest in TBhotivated me to conduct
research in order to determine the role of “task’second language (L2) writing
performance. As | went on with my studies, | readizthat according to Skehan
(2003) tasks can have different characteristicg.,(e/- task structure; +/- familiar
information) and can be performed under different conditions.(e+/- pre-task
planning time; +/- within task planning time (EJIi2005)). Although there has been
progress in the influence of different task chaastics and task conditions on oral
performance (Samuda & Bygate, 2008), fewer stutliege been undertaken into
how these characteristics and conditions influethee written performance of L2

learners (Kuiken & Vedder, 2008; Ong & Zhang, 2010)

Consequently, this study used a task-based apprmaexplore how task
implementation features and task conditions (is tidse task structure and pre-task
planning time) influence Second Language (L2) leesnwriting production during

task performance.

! A component which may be present or absent iresacteristic is represented by +/-.



1.2 Background of the Study
1.2.1 English Language Teaching (ELT) in Malaysia

Malaysia is a multi-racial and multilingual commiyni The country’s
national language is Bahasa Malaysia and is useslidhout the primary and
secondary education as the main means of teacWeacular schools such as
Chinese and Tamil schools are allowed to use #thiric languages as the language
teaching as a medium to maintain diversity of aeuand languages. However, at
the tertiary level, Bahasa Malaysia and Englistlyleage are used as the medium of
teaching. In Malaysia common languages of Malayin€se, and Tamil are spoken
according to the three main racial communities. ddtrall Malaysians have a certain
amount of proficiency in the spoken Malay and itthe language used in daily
relations among members from different ethnic comitres (Musa, Lie, & Azman,

2012).

The education system in Malaysia is essentiallydew into three levels:
primary, secondary and pre-university. Children eggistered in primary school
when they are 7 years old. Primary level educatbich consists of 6 years starts
with Primary 1 and ends at Primary 6. In lower @iy (Primary 1-3) English is
taught for 240 minutes per week, and in the uppengy (Primary 4-6) for 210
minutes per week. At the end of primary schooldstus sit for the Primary School

Assessment Test, known E§ian Penilaian Sekolah Rendd/PSR?. English is a

2 At the end of the six years of primary schoolipgpils are required to sit for a common public
examination called the Ujian Penilaian Sekolah Rén@UPSR)/Primary School Achievement Test
(PSAT).



compulsory subject in th&PSR examination (Ministry of Education Malaysia,

2009).

Secondary education consists of two levels, loweosdary (Form 1 - Form
3) and upper secondary (Form 4 and Form 5). Ins#wondary level, English is
taught for 200 minutes per week. At the end of F@nstudents sit for the Lower
Secondary Assessment, known Rsnilaian Menengah RendaPMR)® and the
Malaysian Certification of Education the end of fRob. After two years of upper
secondary education, students sit the public commamination known aSijil

Pelajaran MalaysiaSPM* (Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2009).

The pre-university level consists of Lower Form ®daUpper Form 6.
Matriculation programs are also part of pre-uniitgraducation. Approximately 240
minutes per week are allocated for Malaysian UmivgrEnglish Test (MUET)
coaching with the sixth form classes. The studesitsfor MUET which is a
mandatory requirement for admission into publicversities in Malaysia (Lee,

2004).

In Malaysia English is considered as an L2 in teahis significance in the
educational system and international interactidsglish language is taught as a

subject in schools and tested in the school andmadtexaminations. The changes of

3 At the end of the third year at the lower secopdavel, students will be required to sit a public
examination called the Penilaian Menengah Renda@fiRjR.ower Secondary Assessment Test
(LSAT).

* After two years of upper secondary education, esttsl sit the public common examination Sijil
Pelajaran Malaysia (SPM)/Malaysian Certificate duEation (MCOE).



method and methodological approach to languageurtigin in the West have also
impacted the language teaching approach in MaldiRoaani Mohd Zain, 2007). In
Malaysia, the English language program for the prinschool is aimed at providing
pupils with critical language abilities to allowettm to employ the language and
communicate successfully in any circumstances (WMahd Zahid, 1998 cited in
Rohani Mohd Zain, 2007). This aim is evidently spedn the English language
syllabus. To provide Malaysian students with nemgsabilities and knowledge of
the English language and to enable them to comrateiboth orally and in writing,
in and out of school English language teachingdsed on the Communicative
Approach (Rohani Mohd Zain, 2007). As communicatiam be attained by means
of grammatical sentences or series of sentencaesmahbly connected (Close, 1991
cited in Rohani Mohd Zain, 2007), then the sigm@ifice of grammatical competency
in communication cannot be underestimated. Herdbgiaim of English language
program is to be accomplished, English languageuc®rs are entrusted with a task
of assisting students to gain grammatical compegteapart from communicative

competency and proficiency (Rohani Mohd Zain, 2007)

English language instructors have the liability develop in learners the
knowledge and skills of grammar. These instructare required to choose
‘appropriate’ and ‘effective’ strategies and methdd teach grammar in English
language classrooms within the Communicative Apgroto language teaching.
Their personal understandings and insights of tiklalsis are impacted by their
personal beliefs and assumptions about the natuggacnmar and its learning and
teaching, the role of teachers and learners as agelthe teaching context. The

various views and beliefs about grammar and itghieg and learning lead to



diverse views about the critical skills of teachgm@mmar and different approaches

to teaching grammar (Rohani Mohd Zain, 2007).

1.2.2 The Malaysian University English Test (MUET)

Malaysian University English Test (MUET) is a congmry requirement for
admission into public universities in Malaysia (l.&904). Before the year 2000,
Malaysian universities had to rely on students’ Iishglanguage grade in tH&PM
examination as a measurement of their overall cominaod language or in technical
words ‘English language proficiency’ for universagmission. Nevertheless, it was
thought that such practice has created adminigtragiroblems in identifying
students’ actual proficiency for placement purpo&isan & Wong, 2004). Since
there was a two-year gap at the pre-universityesthging which English was not
taught as a subject, many researchers and acadkefieged that there should be a
standardized English proficiency test similar ta TS and TOEFL, which could be
used as a measure to determine students’ languadieigncy level in English.
Consequently, MUET was introduced by the MinisthyEducation in late 1999 and
fully implemented in 2000. MUET is administered thyee Malaysian Examination
Council and it specifically aims to “bridge the gap language needs between
secondary and tertiary education” (Chan & Wong,£Q@0 35). The MUET syllabus
tries to strengthen and enhance the English laregahbdity or language proficiency
of pre-university students to enable them to pernf&ffectively in their academic

pursuits at tertiary level, in line with the goalsthe National Education Policy.

The MUET evaluates candidates’ ability in four laage skills: listening,

speaking, reading, and writing. The MUET scoresieadd by the candidates are
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reported in a six-band scale with correspondingreggied band score that ranges
from 0-300. Candidates’ performances on four lagguskills or sub-test is scored
separately and then averaged to attain the ovemld score. Each band has
descriptions which explain the candidate’s overabmmand of language,
communicative ability, understanding and task pemince. A summary of the

MUET format and weighting is given in Table 1.1 mage 7.

In most Malaysian universities, undergraduates witained bands 1, 2 and
3 in MUET are required to go through remedial cesrsvith the objective of
providing them with sufficient proficiency in ordéo proceed to other advanced
English proficiency courses. For example, in Ursier Sains Malaysia,
undergraduates in the category of band 1 to baate3equired to go through the
Preparatory English course and achieve a minimwadegC before they are allowed
to sign up for other English language courses saglEnglish for Business and
Communication, Creative Writing and Effective Rewdi This measure is deemed
necessary to ensure that the undergraduates aget@hllope with the advanced

English language courses.



Table 1.1

MUET Bands and Descriptions

Aggregated

Score

Band

User, Command of language, Communicativeitpil

Understanding, and Task Performance

0-99

Extremely limited user. Poor command of the langui
Unable to use language to express ideas: inaccusatef the
language resulting in frequent breakdowns in comoation.
Little or poor understanding of language and caistei{dardly

able to function in the language.

100-139

Limited user. Limited command of the language. lsack

expressiveness, fluency and appropriacy: inaccursgeof the
language resulting in breakdown in communicatiomited
understanding of language and contexts. Limitedityakio
function in the language.

140-179

Modest user. Modest command of the language. Miyd
expressive and fluent, appropriate language buth
noticeable inaccuracies. Modest understanding n§uage
and contexts. Able to function modestly in the laage.

est

wit

180-219

Competent user. Satisfactory command of the langu
Satisfactory expressive and fluent, appropriatguage but
with occasional inaccuracies. Satisfactory undaditey of
language and contexts. Functions satisfactorily tire

language.

ag

220-259

Good user. Good command of the language. EXxpres
fluent, accurate and appropriate language but wiihor
inaccuracies. Good understanding of language antexts.

Functions well in the language.

sive

260-300

Very good user. Very good command of the langublighly
expressive, fluent, accurate and appropriate laggyubardly
any inaccuracies. Very good understanding of lagguand

contexts. Functions extremely well in the language.




1.2.3 Writing in Malaysia

Language is a medium of interaction that can berah or written forms. In
the modern world of information, communication, @adhnology we need to convey
our ideas and achievements to other people thromgting. Writing, even in
someone’s first language, can be a difficult andnglex activity for language
learners. For many language users, learning howrite accurately, fluently, and
communicatively requires great effort regardless/béther the language in question
is first, second or an entirely foreign languageur{éin, 1989). Hinkel (2006)
considers writing to be a highly complicated pracefich can be difficult for many
L2 learners. Ferris (2002) believes that writinghis most difficult part of a language

to acquire, because the improvement and mastefiwgting skills can take years.

For the second and foreign learners, writing idialift to the extent of
spelling, limited vocabulary, grammar, and spegtitictures for each genre and text
as well as the writing skills, i.e. cohesive desiceoherence, punctuation and
organization. In spelling they usually miswrite wsrlike “excelent” instead of
“excellent” or “tomorow” instead of “tomorrow”. At grammar, they usually put
V2 after modal, such as “She must worked hard y@ay8 or in some cases they use
V1 after verb to be as in “I am agree with you”.syntax, the learners sometimes do
not follow the rules of grammar used for well-fominerdering of phrases and
sentences. An example of the wrong vocabulary sisesing the word “eat” instead
of “drink” or “breast” instead of “chest”. Sometiiethere is no close semantic or
grammatical relationship between different partsaafentence (cohesion). In some
other cases, there is no consistency or reasoaadl@atural connection between the

parts of their writings (coherence) (Shokrpour &atlahzadeh, 2007).



In the Malaysian education programme, the Engligheps in the national
examinations such agjian Penilaian Sekolah RenddblPSR, Penilaian Menengah
Rendah (PMR), Sijil Pelajaran Malaysia (SPM or Sijil Tinggi Persekolahan
Malaysia (STPM° focus on the writing skills of the students; irdihg sections
requiring them to write either guided or unguidesbags. The results of these
examinations indicate whether the students haveplmely accomplished the
essential language aspects of writing skills, thaak is clearly seen among the low
proficiency learners (Malaysian Ministry of Educati(MOE), 1998). According to
the studies and analysis of national examinatiomsdacted by the Examination
Division of MOE, most low and intermediate proficay level students seem to have
difficulty with writing English (Puteh, Rahamat, Karim, 2010). Some Malaysian
students write in simple sentence structures wiiiohnot reflect their level of
thinking as a university student (Rahim, Abdull&h)shak, 2008). In some cases
students write very short and incomprehensible atiag, employ the national
language (Bahasa Malaysia) or even just copy fluwsé who do have the ability of
writing longer narrative (Puteh et al., 2010). the¢ tertiary level some students have

problems in generating ideas for writing (Rahinalet2008).

Furthermore, Hiew (2012) outlines some impedimeatsountered by
Malaysian L2 learners in different stages of wqgtitask (pre-writing, writing, and
revising). She suggested that learners spend @idgegiod writing on a given topic
when they experience difficulty in thinking of ide&0 outline in the pre-writing

stage. Others, especially those with low proficienmeed more time to write in the

® The Sixth Form (Lower and Upper Form for one artli years) prepares students for the common
public examination, namely, Sijil Tinggi Persekaah Malaysia (STPM) which is equivalent
Malaysian Higher School Certificate (MHSC).



writing stage since they have to make sentencekiein first language (L1) before
converting into English, and their speed in writingll therefore be decreased.
Finally in the revising stage, some learners haveetcertain that they write logically
and grammatically as well as ensuring that thesag] sentences and paragraphs are

organised coherently and cohesively.

According to Manchon and Larios (2007) some of whiging problems are
related to planning for writing. Manchon and Lari¢8007) asserts that the
significance of conducting planning studies forting can be easily understood if
attention is paid to the complex nature of compgpsihich consists of different
kinds of rhetorical and linguistic knowledge whichight be in competition for
limited attentional resources, and there is a rfeec kind of planning that might
help learners to overcome these problems. Furthesn&kehan (2003) claims that
every kind of task given to the learners can hatferdnt affects on their writing

performance.

Therefore, it appears necessary to conduct diffestudies regarding the
effects of pre-task planning time and task structan learner’s writing skill to
ascertain as to whether it can be as a solutionrthght affect learner’s writing

performance.

1.3 Statement of the Problem

In Malaysian education students spend 11-13 yearsihg English (6 years
in primary school and 5-7 years in secondary s¢ghbat a large number of students

have been unable to master English writing skilerucompleting secondary school
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(Hiew, 2012). Malaysian students consider writimgghsh to be one of their greatest
weaknesses (Michael, 2003). Chitravelu, Sithamparamd Teh (2005) have
described that most Malaysian students are ledgigrtt in their writing skills and

do not know how to carry out their written assigmtsesatisfactorily.

There are various factors that could have contithud this failure. One of
these factors is related to the methods and apipesaowards teaching grammar that
have been adopted by Malaysian English languageheéesa (Maros, Tan, &
Salehuddin, 2007). Koo (2008) writes on the impmr&aof national examinations,
which make the teachers to adopt Grammar-Translddethod which is mainly
grammar based and focuses only on teaching langttagegh translation and
neglects teaching other language skills such aaksmg and writing. Therefore, the
translation mode is the primary means utilized he tvriting processes and this
invariably contributes to the production of poorality written output containing
communicative failures and grammatical errors (Yamammadi, 2002; Birjandi et
al., 2004). Although grammar is “a necessary corepbof any language teaching
program” (Rutherford, 1987, p.9), and plays a kelerin language teaching;
however, focusing on grammar can draw learner @dteraway from meaning and
eventually communicative competence will be dintieid. On the other hand where
English language teaching is based on the commuwecapproach in Malaysia
(MOE, 2003) some teachers try to emphasize on mgarand neglect forms, which
causes students to have difficulty using the corfemglish grammar in their writing

(Maros, Tan, & Salehuddin, 2007).
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As a result, these two extremes towards teachiramgrar discourage
students from having a good command of EnglishingitOn the one hand, paying
attention to grammar will impede the effort to asta fluency. On the other hand,
paying too much attention on communication and kessgrammar will impede
accuracy (Garrett, 1986 cited in Rohani Mohd Zai#tQ07). Although the
communicative approach focuses on fluency, one atabe fluent without some
degree of accuracy. So, it is required to helpesttglto achieve accuracy and at the

same time promote fluency in writing.

In Malaysia educational system English languageamasnportant role as a
compulsory subject and means of instruction (Ch2®Q7). Students who have the
capability and proficiency in writing in English Wihave more privilege when
applying for any job compared to other studentsiigan private companies and that
are sectors involved at international level. Thieréherefore an urgent need to find
effective ways for improving learner writing penfieance. A lot of techniques and
procedures have been used for teaching writing,t mbsvhich have not been
practical or communicative or have not yielded gaoedults. As a result, many
researchers and teachers have demanded for a maeeds task-based language
teaching (TBLT) as a new and validated approacthéoteaching of writing which
giving attention to all aspects of language, coxipfe accuracy, and fluency (CAF)

(Izadpanah, 2011).

As mentioned in section 1.1 tasks can have diftecbaracteristics (e.g., +/-
task structure; +/- familiar information) and cae performed under different

conditions (e.g., +/- pre-task planning time; +/ithw task planning time (Ellis,
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2005; Skehan, 2003)). Hence, taking into accouet ithportance of writing in
Malaysia context, and due to the fact that litHekhnown regarding the impacts of
task in writing performance (Kuiken & Vedder, 206&rmos, 2011; Ong & Zhang,
2010), this study intends to explore the effects-/efpre task planning time and +/-
task structure on L2 learner’s narrative writingfpemance in three language aspects

of CAF.

1.4 Rationale of the Study

The rationale of the study is based on four oveilagp reasons. First, in
TBLT the significant role of the learner is higtiigd. Study regarding TBLT
attempts to clarify the proposition that undertgkan task can cause interlanguage
(IL) change by having learners engage with andinretformation about the L2
when using it (Swain, 1995). Second, TBLT is a thewiented syllabus in the field
of second language acquisition (SLA) research #rajages cognitive processes
(Ellis, 2003). In this syllabus learners employ mitige processes such as
classifying, reasoning, and evaluating informationorder perform a task. Third,
tasks are considered an appropriate componentdéntifying learner needs and
designing courses for specific purposes. Studigarding task characteristics and
discovering their influence on learner’s languagecpssing help to provide sound
principles for syllabus design empirically rathban through more intuition-based
reasoning (Bygate, 1999; Tavakoli and Foster, 20Ejally, research sheds light
into the argument that task design, and the cantditof performing a task, can be
selected deliberately by teachers to help learfioerss their attention on the language

aspects being learned (Samuda, 2001; Skehan, 1998).
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15 Objectives of the Study

So far numerous studies have been carried ouh@nnfluence of pre-task
planning time and other tasks on different asp@ftdanguage performance in
speaking output (Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Maboodi, 2008tega, 1999; Sangarun, 2001;
Yuan & Ellis, 2003). However, the number of exandineaariables to date is not
adequate to lead to the establishment of accuexterglizations on the effects of
pre-task planning time on learner’s aspects ofgoarance in written output. Most of
these studies have examined the effects of diffeiends of tasks on oral
performance and the results have showed benefitsofaplexity and fluency while

remaining accuracy controversial (Ellis &Yuan, 2004

The objectives of the current study are to find the influences of pre-task
planning time and task structure on L2 Englishreds complexity, accuracy, and
fluency of written task performance. The writingripemances will be measured
based on the three aspects of language, i.e., eaityl accuracy, and fluency.

Hence, more particularly the objectives of the préstudy are as listed:

1. To examine the effects of pre-task planning timeLénlearner’s
complexity, accuracy, and fluency of narrative imgtperformance in

structured task.

2. To examine the effects of pre-task planning timeL@learner’s

complexity, accuracy, and fluency of narrative imgtperformance in

unstructured task.
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3. To examine the effects of task structure on L2rieds complexity,
accuracy, and fluency of narrative writing prodantiin planned

condition.

4. To examine the effect of task structure on L2 ledencomplexity,
accuracy, and fluency of narrative writing prodantiin unplanned

condition.

According to Weigle (2002), a rating scale with tiplé categories increases
the reliability of the findings. Therefore, in cangnce with the findings of earlier
studies, numerous of the most common methods tatutlized for measuring
complexity, accuracy, and fluency have been seleatel employed in the current
study (Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Mehnert, 1998; Orteg@99%; Rouhi, 2006; Skehan &

Foster, 1999; Yuan & Ellis, 2003) (see Appendix C).

1.6 Research Questions

Based on the issues related to planning time askdstaucture and in order to
investigate whether these characteristics, as tidependent variables, have a
considerable effect on L2 learner narrative writppgrformance as the dependent

variable, the researcher had raised the followungstjons:

1. What effect does pre-task planning time have on ledrner’s
complexity, accuracy, and fluency of narrative imgtperformance in

structured task.
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2. What effect does pre-task planning time have on lé&rner’s
complexity, accuracy, and fluency of narrative imgtperformance in

unstructured task.

3. What effect does structured task have on L2 leansymplexity,
accuracy, and fluency of narrative writing perforroa in planned

condition.

4. What effect does unstructure task have on L2 leasemplexity,
accuracy, and fluency of narrative writing perfonoa in unplanned

condition.

1.7 Hypotheses

In the light of these purposes, and based on #tedstesearch questions, the
following hypotheses are proposed. Research hypetheroposed for research

question number one:

1. Pre-task planning time will have a significant effen the complexity of

L2 learner narrative writing performance in struetlitasks.

2. Pre-task planning time will have a significant effen the accuracy of L2

learner narrative writing performance in structurasks.

3. Pre-task planning time will have a significant effen the fluency of L2

learner narrative writing performance in structurasks.
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Research hypotheses proposed for research quesiiaer two:

4. Pre-task planning time will have a significant effen the complexity of

L2 learner narrative writing performance in unstaued tasks.

5. Pre-task planning time will have a significant effen the accuracy of L2

learner narrative writing performance in unstruetltasks.

6. Pre-task planning time will have a significant effen the fluency of L2

learner narrative writing performance in unstruetltasks.

Research hypotheses proposed for research quesiioioer three:

7. Task structure will have a significant effect ore thomplexity of L2

learner narrative writing performance in planneddibons.

8. Task structure will have a significant effect ol #iccuracy of L2 learner

narrative writing performance in planned conditions

9. Task structure will have a significant effect om filuency of L2 learner

narrative writing performance in planned conditions

Research hypotheses proposed for research questioiner four:

10.Task structure will have a significant effect ore tbomplexity of L2
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learner narrative writing performance in unplanoedditions.

11.Task structure will have a significant effect ol #iccuracy of L2 learner

narrative writing performance in unplanned condisio

12.Task structure will have a significant effect om ftuency of L2 learner

narrative writing performance in unplanned condisio

1.8 Significance of the Study

How +/- pre-task planning time and +/- task struetaffect L2 performance
is significant to SLA researchers and language hiexac both theoretically and
empirically (Ellis, 2005). For SLA researchers, rplang helps answer questions
about how a balance is achieved in learner CAFemgithat limited attentional
resources lead learners to focus on one langugmpetaat the expense of others. It
explains the role of attention in language learnilmyestigating the effects of
planning on L2 performance therefore enhances ondenstanding of the cognitive

processes engaged in L2 performance.

The pedagogic, practical importance of the prestmty is classroom-based.
The important problem from which TBLT has alway$feted is in establishing the
relevant grading and sequencing criteria for desgyand classifying tasks for task-
based syllabi (Long & Crookes, 1992; Robinson, 2G@®7b; Salimi, Alavinia, &
Hosseini, 2012). Thus, Robinson (2007b) raisesfdlewing question: “How do
teachers design and deliver a sequence of tasksusiains a learner effort to use the

L2, from beginning to end, which simultaneously deato L2 learning and
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development?” To answer this question, Robinson03202007b) argues that
empirical research in the field of TBLT can provaéeasible and empirical basis for

decision making regarding L2 task design and sezjogn

Consequently, the present research is conducted thie purpose of
providing an empirical basis for selecting, gradimgpd sequencing tasks while
developing a task-based syllabus which will consetjy facilitate language
learning and result in faster language developméntthe other words, if we
understand how our variables, +/- pre-task plan@ing +/- task structure, can be
manipulated to have an effect on CAF, it will bermpracticable to design an order
of pedagogical activities that equilibrates impnmest among these three aspects

(Farahani & Meraji, 2011; Robinson & Gilabert, 2007

1.9 Limitations of the Study

There are limitations related to this study whi¢towd be acknowledged.
These are connected with the need to incorpor&enmation from learner variables

and with the need to extend the hypotheses to tdakkitypes and task conditions.

In the first place, this study mainly deals withe timanipulation of two
variables and largely excludes other variables thay also explain differences in
performance. Hence, the study tries to isolateetifiect of cognitive variables by
using a measures design, in which the participaxgerience four different
conditions. It is quite possible that differentééy of aptitude and intelligence have
some kind of impact on learner production. As sstgge by Robinson (2002) and

Skehan (1989), much more research is needed iard#of individual differences.
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Even if information about learner affective andligpivariables cannot be used for
syllabus design purposes, future research shouwlorporate instruments that will
measure individual differences more accuratelyrdeoto achieve a wider picture of

what goes on with L2 performance.

Secondly, the statements in this research only tefa particular type of task
and a particular kind of condition. This research use narrative tasks that learners
narrate in a monologic fashion in an experimengdlirsy. Questions remain as to
whether the hypotheses and results advanced bttiiy would hold for different
task types (e.g., opinion or information-gap tasks) under different conditions of
performance, such as in two way fashion, in otim@renments, such as classrooms,
or in computer-mediated communication. Future neteahould aim to extend the
theoretical constructs, hypotheses, and findingshisfdissertation to other contexts

in order to confirm or reject their validity.

In spite of all these limitations, the writer beigs that it is worth carrying out
such research because every teacher should beaaiesr, at least within their own
classes. Altogether, these self-confined expermsay provide a comprehensible
view of the issue, but the provision of such a vieguires a multitude of studies
carried out in different situations. It can be clad that each situation is particular in

itself while having some characteristics in commeth other situations.
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1.10 Definition of Key Terms

Task: A piece of work or an activity in which the focus ®n meaning to
attain an objective. It requires learners to usguage in real-life context (Ellis,

2003).

Narrative Task: Writing or telling the story of something or repog an

event that is happened (Kiernan, 2005).

Pre-task Planning Time: The opportunity given to learners prior to their

performance in order to be prepared for their perémces (Wendel, 1997).

Structured vs. Unstructured Tasks: Structured tasks are narrative tasks
which contain a problem-solution with logical rétaiships between the elements of
the story. In this type of narrative a series oérés is unfolded over time, and the
story has a conventional beginning, middle and érdthe other hand, unstructured
tasks lack all these characteristics, so that ldmaents of the story are loosely related
to each other, and it's possible to reorder thenelds without changing the story

(Tavakoli & Foster, 2011).

Complexity: Complexity is associated with testing the boundawé the
underlying interchange language by attempting todpce new vocabulary and
structures that have not been well integrated imkrlanguage system. It is also the
capacity to use more advanced language lexicalty siructurally (Skehan, 1996;

Skehan & Foster, 1999).
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Accuracy: It is the ability to avoid error in performance,sgibly reflecting
higher levels of control in the language, as wslicanservative orientation, that is,
avoidance of challenging structures that might tm/gke error. It is also the extent
to which the language produced conforms to targeguage norms (Skehan, 1996;

Skehan & Foster, 1999).

Fluency: It is defined as the number of words that are pcedun a limited
time span, on the condition that the writer's magns comprehensible (Fellner &

Apple, 2006).

1.11 Organisation of the Study

The present thesis consists of five chapters. @hapnhe deals with the
background, statement of the problem and signiGeanf the study. Chapter Two
will provide the theoretical background and ratientor the study. Thus, a brief
history of TBLT will be dealt with. This will be ftowed by an explanation of the
role of task-based planning in L2 teaching andnlieg; along with some of the
studies conducted to examine the impact of planmngL2 performance. Next,
studies described in the literature concerning tsiskcture will be reviewed.
Finally, the conceptual and theoretical framewook this studywill be listed.
Chapter Three will focus on the empirical part o tproject. It will present the
methodology of the study and will include sectianswhich research design,
participants, instruments used to collect datacguaares for data collection and
statistical analysis will be discussé&chapter Four will be devoted to the statistical
procedure, both descriptive and inferential, figuend tables. Chapter Five will

primarily deal with the discussion and conclusionkis will be followed by the
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pedagogical implications and finally, a few suggews will be put forward for

further research.

1.12 Summary

Chapter One briefly introduced the main themes estlrd in this study,
including the importance of TBLT as a new and \atkdl approach to teaching
writing. This was followed by a consideration oftkignificant role of pre-task
planning time and task structure in L2 writing. @tea Two reviews the literature on

pre-task planning time and task structure.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a desoripof related literature,
past studies and conceptual and theoretical backdrtor the present study. To this
end, different approaches to language teachingbeilbiscussed. Then, task-based
teaching (TBT) and the significance of tasks in tirading and sequencing of
pedagogic tasks will first be discussed. This idlofeed by reviewing and
highlighting the studies in the literature concegiplanning time and task structure.

Finally, the conceptual and theoretical framewankthis study will be shown.

2.2  Approaches to Language Teaching

2.2.1 Grammar-based Approaches

For many years grammar was considered highly imaporin language
instruction. It was believed that the major obstaadl learning a foreign or second
language is learning its structures. Grammar rwege assumed to be the main
components of language and knowledge about thdse was adequate for language
learners. Therefore teaching grammar received apedtention and the whole
curriculum was based on grammar instruction (Céceeia, 2001). Grammar-based
or traditional approaches to language teaching wieagacterized by their emphasis
on form at the expense of meaning. Teachers adpptich approaches tended to
teach specific linguistic forms, and designed unextualized drills and exercises to

practice these forms.
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