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Abstract

Task-based Language Approach has emerged as a significant component in the development of the
language curriculum. One of its basic principles is the use of tasks, which are goal-oriented and learner-centered,
as classroom learning activities in which learners use real-life language to achieve a specific outcome. However,
few task-based related research studies have been conducted in Taiwan, especially in a college EFL context.
Therefore, the present study aims to explore college EFL students’ perceptions of their own learning attitudes,
classroom activities, and pair/group work with task-based approach, and teachers’ and students’ reflections on
task-based approach and its assessment. The qualitative method was used in this study to investigate whether
task-based approach served to improve students’ oral proficiency, learning motivation, and positive attitude.

Regarding college students’ learning attitude, the research findings indicate that all students valued their
speaking ability, and the majority agreed that their oral proficiency was improved: they neither saw ‘speaking’ as
a difficult skill to learn nor passively learned English in a teacher-directed environment. More opportunities were
provided in engaging pair/group works for English conversation practice without anxiety, students’
self-confidence therefore positively increased. In terms of their perceptions on the classroom activities, students
considered that task-based activities which came with more explicit learning goals not only provided them with
better understanding the usage of language, but also enhanced their motivation—through which they learned
practical communicative skills to apply into real-life situations, and they also felt self-fulfillment when
completing the tasks. Regarding teachers’ and students’ reflections on task-based learning approach and its
assessment, both of them showed positive views: students preferred the analytic rating for its explicit feedback
showing which parts they did well and which parts needed to be improved, according to the rating sheet. They
also pointed out that task-based assessment was more challenging but also more objective than the traditional
tests. Some pedagogical implications also provided to the classroom teachers who are interested in applying

task-based approach into their lesson plan and assessment.
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speaking assessment.
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I. Introduction
1.1 Background and Purpose

Many language experts have argued that
interaction and communication are key elements in
language learning (Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 2006), and
they credited CLT which emphasize the interaction.
Nunan (1992) stated that ‘task learning’ increases
student talks, makes the classroom atmosphere
relaxing, and reinforces students’ comprehensible
input. He also pointed out that task-based language
approach may play a crucial role in the
communicative language classroom: a variety of
tasks could be employed depending on students’
needs, interests, and language proficiency levels. Lee

(2004) suggested that TBLT has improved the

learners’ self-confidence, learning attitudes, and

thinking skills.

From a pedagogical point of view, a variety of
issues regarding task-based course design have been
addressed including needs analysis, task design, task
cycle, task sequencing, and task-based assessment
(Long, 2007). However, very little research has
provided empirical evidence supporting the benefits
of TBLT in EFL learning in the classroom contexts.
In addition, the extent to which TBLT promotes L2
learning compared to other language teaching
approaches has not been empirically tested. Therefore,
the effects of TBLT on Taiwanese college EFL
students’ oral proficiency development and their
perceptions are examined in the present study. With
this in mind, the author conducted the present study
to investigate the following research questions:

1. What are college students’ perceptions on (a)
their English learning attitude, (b) classroom
activities, and (c) pair/group work in the English
classroom through task-based approach?

2. What are teachers’ and students’ reflections on

oral

using TBLT and assessing students’
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proficiency?

1.2 Significance of the Study

This study used qualitative method to explore
the implementation of task-based approach in the
college English classroom. During the 16-week
school term, students were required to engage in
different types of task-based activities for oral
practice and peer interaction, and the teachers were
required to score students’ performance by using
holistic and analytic rating scales as their learning
outcomes. Task implementation would be examined
by analyzing the data from classroom observations,
in-depth interviews with the teachers and the students,
and pre-task and post-task evaluation questionnaires.
To confirm that the task-based innovations and
benefits were echoed in practice, this study aimed at
seeing whether the TBLT served the function of
improving students’ oral

proficiency, learning

motivations, and positive attitudes.

Il. Literature Review

2.1 Task-based Language Teaching and
Learning

Tasks have been seen a primary unit of
instruction or as building block of in-class language
learning over the past few decades (Bygate, Skehan,
& Swain, 2001; Ellis, 2003). This growing interest
has been motivated by the fact that tasks provide
contexts for L2 use and acquisition. Consequently,
tasks have become principal to both L2 pedagogy and
research, and have provided a productive common
ground between these two areas (Mackey, 2007).
Task, according to Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001),
could be simply defined as “an activity which
requires learners to use language, with emphasis on
meaning, to attain an objective” (p. 11). Therefore,

TBLT referred to an approach that used tasks as the
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core unit of planning and instruction in L2 teaching.
TBLT was a natural extension of CLT since it
emphasized the task rather than the language itself
(Harmer, 2007). For language learning, Willis &
Willis (2007) broke TBLT into three sections: the
pre-task (where students are introduced to the topic
and told what the task will be), the task cycle (where
the students plan the task, gathering language and
information to do it, and then produce the piece of
writing or oral performance that the task demands),

and the language focus (students analyze the

language they wused for the task, making
improvements and practicing any language that needs
repair  or development). TBLT, Ilike the

communicative methodology, allowed learners to
concentrate on how they achieved things with
language, and how they could use language for
certain tasks. It was a significant departure from the
original PPP  (presentation-practice-production)
sequence, since it took the third element as the

starting point, not the end-point of the procedure.

2.2 The Framework of TBLT

According to Halliday (1985), language in
general could be used for three macro-functions: to
exchange goods/services, to socialize with others, and
for enjoyment. Based on this concept, the point of
departure for TBLT was a real-world or target task
using the language. In order to create learning
opportunities for the learners, these real-world tasks
must be transformed into pedagogical tasks—on a
continuum from rehearsal tasks to activation
tasks—in the classroom (Nunan, 2004). Consequently,
the teacher’s role was modified to that of a helper.

How should an EFL class prepare the students to
develop their oral proficiency? In general, the aim
was to enable students using the target language for

social functions, to convey their ideas, to handle basic

interactive skills, as well as to present their needs,
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such as making requests, showing directions, and
expressing opinions. For those purposes, teachers
might design a syllabus in which students first
developed simple conversation skills, and then built
on those skills in order to achieve increasingly more
complex skills (Brown & Yule, 1983)—this was what
the task-based approach should be. The key
assumptions of task-based instruction which were
summarized by Feez (1998) included:

1. The focus is on process rather than product.

2. Basic elements are purposeful activities and

tasks that emphasize communication and
meaning.
3. Learners learn language by interacting

communicatively and purposeful while engaged

in the activities and tasks.

4. Activities and tasks can be either those that
learners might need to achieve in real life, or
those that have a pedagogical purpose specific to
the classroom.

5. The difficulty of a task depends on a range of
factors including the previous experience of the
learners, the complexity of the task, the language
required to undertake the task, and the degree of
support available.

In short, TBLT is an approach which seeks to
allow learners to work somewhat at their own pace
and within their own level and area of interest to
process and restructure their inter-language. It moves
away from a prescribed developmental sequence and
introduces learner freedom and autonomy into the
learning process in the classroom. In other words,
TBLT provides opportunities for students to
experiment with spoken language through tasks
designed to engage them in authentic, practical, and

functional uses of the target language for meaningful

purposes (Long & Robinson, 1998).
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2.3 The Overview of Previous Studies

Some previous studies regarding task-based
application in the EFL classroom were summarized in
this section to give an overview of what researchers
had done so far in this new field. Fan-Jiang’s (2005)
study aimed to investigate the effectiveness of
implementing TBLT in a Taiwanese primary school,
and her finding revealed that TBLT could enhance
students’ motivation and attitudes toward learning
English. Chao (2008) conducted a detailed qualitative
study to explore the implementation of task-based
learning and teaching in an elementary English class
in Taiwan. The overall results of her study evinced
that the implementations of task-based learning was
challenging for both the teacher and students
involved; however, students did enjoy working on the
tasks at different levels.

Guo (2006) examined the characteristics of
task-based interactions in senior high school students,
their communicative competence throughout the
process, and their opinions about collaborative
activities. Her results revealed that there were longer
turns in spontaneous speech and increasing use of
interactional adjustments toward the end of the
treatment and using

period, supplementary

cooperative  materials  involved students in
comprehending and producing the target language
more willingly and more effectively. Based on those
previous studies, TBLT brought about positive
learning outcomes and motivation. Especially, the
task-based speaking activities helped students to
cultivate better communicative skills and social skills
in negotiating meaning.

In conclusion, TBLT is advantageous to the EFL
students because it is more student-centered, allows
more meaningful communication, and often provides
practical extra-linguistic skill building. Although the

teacher may present language in the pre-task, the
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students in the classroom are ultimately free to use
what grammar constructs and vocabulary they want.
This allows them to use all the language they know
and are learning, rather than just the ‘target language’
of the lesson. Furthermore, as the tasks are likely to
be familiar to the students, students are more likely to
be engaged, which may further motivate them in their

language learning.

I11. The Method
3.1 Participants and Instruments

Participants involved in the present study were

sophomore non-English major students at a
technological university in southern Taiwan. At the
beginning of academic year, they were asked to take
an English placement test to identify their English
proficiency level in order to place them into
appropriate classes. The intermediate-level group
sophomore classes were selected. The study was
conducted for the whole semester (16 weeks):
participants were taught by TBLT designed by the
researcher in their English classes. In the period of
experiment, all the students met twice a week, one
hundred minutes a time.

In the first class period, all students were asked
to complete a written English proficiency test as the
pretest that focused on some grammar points (e.g.
simple past time and past continuous expressions,
making requests and asking permission, and
countable and uncountable nouns) which were going
to be taught during the semester. After the treatment
period, students were asked to complete another
similar test as the post-task to see their improvement
of grammatical competence. In-class task activities
used during a 16-week period were designed by the
researcher according to each topic and language
focus of the teaching units. Two in-class teachers met

with the researcher two weeks before the semester
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began, and all the steps of the procedure and related
materials were given and explained, they were
informed about the purpose and objectives of the
study as well. Regarding task types used in this study,
due to the goal of the teaching being oral
communication, the tasks and activity types which
the researcher set out were: questions and answers,
dialogues and role-playing, matching activities,
picture stories and description, and discussions and
decisions, as shown in Table 3.1.

All participants were required to complete a
pre-task questionnaire, including their personal

information, general attitudes toward English
learning, and their experience about in-class activities
and group/pair work. Also, a post-task questionnaire
had to be completed at the end of the semester. The
teachers conducted six task-based activities in class
designed by the researcher, and while those tasks
were carried out in the classroom, they were also

tape-recorded or video-recorded.

Table 3.1 Six Tasks

Task | Topic & Language Task skills
No. Focus
Task | Food and Drink (I) Question-and-answer,
1 Countable and sharing personal
uncountable nouns information, report
Task | Food and Drink (II) Matching, sharing
2 Countable and personal information
uncountable nouns
Task | Interests Question-and-answer,
3 Simple past time interview,
expressions role-playing
Task | Telling a Story Telling personal
4 Simple past and past | experience,
continuous question-and-answer,
decision-making
Task | Telling a Story Story description
5 Simple past and past
continuous
Task | Getting Along Problem-solving,
6 Making requests; role-playing
asking for permission

Regarding the assessment, TBLT defining the
skills were assessed in terms of the situations and

roles simulated in the test, and expressed scores in
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terms of the students’ ability to deal with the tasks
that were included. As the first task, students were
asked to design a conversation with a partner and do
role-playing and other tasks; assessing scales were
also provided by the researcher for teachers’ marking.
For the assessing scales for marking the scores in this
study, the researcher provided two types for the
teachers (raters): the first scale was Analytic Ratings
which involved the rating systems in which the
ability of various speaking skills was analyzed, and
the rater evaluated a test-taker’s performance in
different sub-skills (such as vocabulary, grammar,
pronunciation, organization), and the second scale
was Holistic Ratings which referred to one overall
evaluation given to a speech sample, which might be
a rating or a designation (i.e. pass or not pass), or the
specific designation in systematic categories. In this
study, the students were asked to complete six
task-based activities for oral assessment during the
semester. Of the six tasks, three tasks of the students’
oral performance were rated by the analytic rating
scales, and the other three were rated by the holistic
rating scales. The scores marked by the two teachers

were also analyzed after the period of data collection.

3.2 Data Collection and Analysis

3.2.1 Classroom Observation

According to Pawar (2007), the classroom
observation method not only can collect rich and
insightful data in natural settings, but also help to
overcome some of the limitations of other data
collecting methods such as interview and
questionnaire. In the present study, the classroom
observations were conducted from September 2009 to
January 2010. The classroom observations were also
video-recorded and tape-recorded by the research
assistants. Finally, those tapes were transcribed

verbatim as the major source of data analysis.
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3.2.2 Student and Teacher Interviews

There were 98 college sophomore students in
total who participated in this study. Semi-structured
interviews were conducted in the present study, and
then ten participated students who were randomly
selected by the researcher were interviewed
face-to-face individually at the end of the research
instructors were also interviewed

process. Two

separately at the end of the semester by the researcher.

All interviews were tape-recorded by the research
assistants on the side in order to obtain transcription
for further qualitative analysis. In terms of the
research data analysis, the qualitative data played an
important role in the present study. The collected
qualitative data, including interviews and classroom
observations, were computed by ATLAS. ti 6.0, a
powerful workbench for the qualitative analysis of
large bodies of textual, graphical, audio and video

data.

V. Results and Discussions

4.1 The Results of the Open-ended
Questions

Four open-ended questions, regarding students’
opinions and reflections on the task-based activities
in which they engaged, were included in the
questionnaire. Their responses and feedback could
provide the instructors with valuable advice for
further consideration and revision of their lesson
planning. The open-ended questions were:

1. Please describe one part you like the most about
the task-based activities.

2. Please describe one part you like the least about
the task-based activities.

3. In your opinion, what aspects of TBLT differs
from your previous learning experience in the

English class which impressed you the most?

4. In your opinion, how do (a) activities and (b) the
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instructor need to be improved regarding TBLT

implementation in the classroom?

The ATLAS.ti 6.0 software was used to assist
the researcher in analyzing the data of open-ended
questions. The open-coding and code-manager
functions were the two major tools of this qualitative
software that were used in the present study. In
general, the participants might have “used the same
or similar words and phrases to express their idea”
that were close to the relevant literature review
(Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003, p. 37). When the
same or similar words repeatedly showed up on the
participants’ responses, then the researcher assumed
that this idea was important.

The researcher categorized the participants’
repeated responses of Question 1 and 2 into two
sections: the part(s) they like and dislike the most
about the task-based activities which they
experienced in class during the semester. The
researcher calculated the frequency and percentage of

the responses as shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 Participants’ Likes and Dislikes about
Task-based Activities

Opinions about Frequency  Percentage

Task-based

Activities

Like
Information 29 30%
sharing/exchange
Interactive group work 22 22%
Creative role-playing 20 20%
Self-fulfillment 19 19%
Brainstorming 5 5%

Dislike
Individual work 34 35%
Oral report 24 24%
Too noisy in class 21 21%
Decision-making in a 8 8%
short time

According to Table 4.1, what the participants
liked the most about task-based activities was that
they could share and exchange information with their
partners; doing exciting interactive group works and

creative role-playing also interested them. It meant
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that students preferred working and learning with
partners rather than individually. In addition, they
liked the feeling of self-fulfillment when completing
the task. A few participants also pointed out that
‘brainstorming’ not only made the class lively but
also made them smart. On the other hand, what the
participants liked the least about task-based activities
was the individual work (the story-telling activity),
and giving oral reports which they perceived as
frightening. Some participants felt the noisy class
bothered them during the activities, and a few felt
that some tasks which required making decisions in a
very short time were too challenging.

The researcher used the same method above to
analyze data of the open-ended Questions 3 and 4.
Question 3 focused on the comparison of the new
English learning method with the traditional one,
based on students’ impressions. The participants’
responses generally could be categorized into two
aspects: the difference in their personal and the
difference in their learning outcome. In terms of
personal aspect, the big difference which the majority
of participants indicated was that they interacted a lot
with peers when they engaged in task-based activities,
so the learning motivation was different from their
past learning experience. In addition, they pointed out
TBLT tended to be learner-centered, and their
learning became active, not passive as before.
Therefore, they found fulfillment of their aspirations
through their own efforts when they completed the
tasks in class. In terms of learning outcome, the
participants indicated that a great deal of oral practice
in class enhanced their English speaking skills, and
the tasks they asked to complete were practical and
similar to real-life situation. Furthermore, some
participants pointed out that the task-based activities
trained not only their oral skills, but also their
problem-solving and critical thinking skills. Based on

participants’ opinions about the difference between
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and traditional in-class

could be

task-based experiences

learning activities, their responses

categorized into two aspects: personal aspect and

learning outcome.

Table 4.2 Task-based Activity: The Differences from
Traditional Activity (n=98)

The Difference Frequency Percentage

Personal

Interaction with peers 36 37%

Positive Motivation 28 29%

Learner-centered 21 21%

Self-fulfillment 10 10%
Learning Outcome

Oral practice 58 60%

Practical skills 25 26%

Problem-solving & 8 8%

thinking skills

In terms of personal aspect, the big difference
was that they had more opportunities to interact with
their classmates during the tasks, and they believed
that this positively motivated their learning attitudes.
Also, they enjoyed not only the type of
learner-centered activity but also the feeling of
self-fulfillment when they completed the task through
teamwork. In other words, the way of traditional
activities which tended to be teacher-centered or
individual work made it harder to enhance students’
motivation. The same result was shown in Table 4.2:
the participants did not prefer the activities like
story-telling.

In terms of learning outcome, the majority of
participants reflected that the biggest difference from
the traditional in-class activity was the focus on oral
practice. Also, through task-based activities, they
learned more practical oral skills rather than
traditional ones. A few participants also voiced that
task-based activities engaged students in the
problem-solving phase which could train their
thinking skills.

Question 4 aimed to explore the imperfections
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of task-based activities conducted for the semester,
from the participants’ point of view, to find out the
needs for improvement. The participants’ responses
to the aspects of activity and teacher were illustrated
in Table 4.3. In terms of activity, the participants
expected the in-class learning tasks to be more
creative and interesting, and a varied and wide range
of topics could be provided to be discussed in the
classroom, such as global issues and news. Indeed,
the classroom observation record data also showed
that the classes were full of noise when the
task-based activities were conducted. In addition,
when completing the tasks, the participants would
like to have some valuable feedback from the teacher,
including suggestions of students’ performance, error
corrections, and even a short time for group
processing. Group processing, a very important part
of cooperative learning even in the college classroom
(Johnson et al., 1998), exists when group members
discuss how well they are achieving their goals and
maintaining effective working relationships. Many
educators believe that continuous improvement of the

processes of learning results from the careful analysis

of how members are working together and
determining how group effectiveness can be
enhanced.
Table 4.3 Task-based Activity: The Needs for
Improvement (n=98)
The Needs for Frequency  Percentage
Improvement
Activity
More creative/interesting 39 40%
tasks
More varied topics to 35 36%
discuss
Integrate multimedia into 4 4%
activity
Teacher
Classroom management 26 27%
Provide valuable feedback 25 26%
Controlled practice 21 21%
Clear procedure of task 9 9%
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Some participants also suggested that the teacher
could conduct some controlled practice before the
students actually started the task. For this reason,
students could be familiar with the new language
structures and patterns, and then the following

required task could be done efficiently.

4.2 Results and Discussions

4.2.1 Research Question One
“What are college students’ perceptions on (a)
their own English learning attitude, (b) classroom
activities, and (c) pair/group work in the English
classroom before and after task-based approach?”
Actually, students’ perceptions on the three
aspects all appeared quite different before and after
task-based approach according to the research results.
Regarding college students’ English learning attitude
toward four skills, the results revealed that students
believed that speaking skill was necessary to learn,
and they believed that their speaking skill was quite
improved after TBLT. In addition, the majority of
them no longer saw ‘speaking’ as a difficult English
skill to learn and as not their weakest skill anymore.
Furthermore, the results indicated that students’
interest in attending English class increased a lot, and
most of them enjoyed classroom discussion.
Comparing with the past experience, students no
longer considered that they learned English passively
in a teacher-directed environment. On the contrary,
they expressed that they had more opportunities to
engage in pair/group work through TBLT, so that
they could practice English without pressure and
anxiety. Also, their self-confidence could positively
increase, and they believed that their oral skills could
be improved through continuously practice.
students’

In terms of perceptions on the

classroom activities, students considered that

task-based activities came with more explicit learning

goals, gave students better understanding the usage of
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English language, and were more interesting to
enhance their learning motivation. In addition,
compared with traditional activities, the results
indicated that more students enjoyed task-based
activities through which they learned practical
communication skills, and the important point was
that they could apply the oral skills they learned into
real-life situations. students’

Finally, regarding

perceptions on in-class pair/group work, their
feedbacks appeared the surprisingly positive results.
Most students agreed that the dialogues which they
used in task-based pair/group work were practical to
use in real-life situations, and they felt
self-fulfillment when they completed the task. Also,
they believed that the pair/group discussion was the
best way to learn new concept or subject and to make
learning interesting. In other words, students
preferred the way of cooperative learning—they
learned the new language from each other in an
anxiety-free environment, and the learning became

interesting without competition and pressure.

4.2.2 Research Question Two

“What are teachers’ and students’ reflections on
using TBLT and assessing students’ English oral
proficiency?”

In order to explore teachers’ reflections on
TBLT, face-to-face interviews were arranged with
the teachers (raters) who involved in the present
study. The four interview questions were: (1) In your
opinion, what do you think of the ‘teacher’s role’ in
task-based learning? (2) In your opinion, what were
the advantages of task-based teaching in the college
English classroom? (3) In your opinion, what is your
perception toward the two types of assessment
methods (holistic and analytic) used in the
experimental semester? (4) In your opinion, what

type of task-based activity do you prefer to use in the

English classroom in order to evaluate/test college
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students’ oral proficiency? Why?

On the other hand, the data used to analyze
students’ reflections on TBLT was based on students’
open-ended questions of the post-test questionnaire.
Finally, the ATLAS.ti 6.0 software was used again to
analyze the teachers’ tape-recorded interview and

students’ written responses.

4.2.2.1 Teachers’ Reflections on TBLT
Based on the summaries of the two teachers’

interview responses for these two questions, their

reflections of ‘teacher’s role’ in TBLT could be
categorized into three aspects:

1. The teacher as a selector of tasks: The teacher
needed to select, adjust, and create appropriate
in-class tasks or activities, and then he or she
needed to shape these tasks in keeping with
students’ language proficiency levels, needs, and
interests.

2. The teacher as a trainer to prepare students for
tasks: The teacher needed to train students at the
stage of pre-task, such as to introduce topics, to
describe task instructions, to demonstrate task
process, and to help students to learn or recall
useful words and phrases to make the task easy
to complete.

3. The teacher as a facilitator: The teacher needed
to use some form-focusing techniques, including
attention-focusing pre-task activities, studying
the given text, guiding exposure to similar tasks,
and using selected material.

In terms of the TBLT advantages, the two
teachers’ interview responses could be summarized
as follows:

1. The teachers became more open to the students’
needs. TBLT allowed students to use their L2
knowledge and apply it productively in the task
as a practical experience for learning.

2. TBLT promoted students active participation in
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the activities with more opportunities to display
their thinking through actions—which in turn
increased their positive motivation for learning.

3. Through task-based interaction, students put
great emphasis on communicating meanings, and
not necessarily worry about the language forms
they used—the more they spoke out, the more

progress they made in their oral proficiency.

4.2.2.2 Teachers’ Reflections on TBLT Assessment
Regarding the teachers’ perception of the two

types of assessment methods (holistic and analytic)
used in the experimental semester, interview data
revealed that both of the two teachers tended to agree
to use rating scales to assess students’ oral
proficiency, and their responses could be summarized
as follows:

1. One teacher confessed that she had never used
any rating scales to evaluate her students’ oral
proficiency before—she wusually marked the
scores based on her subjective judgment.
However, she showed a high willingness to try
using those rating scales in the future.

2. In terms of selecting the types of rating
instrument, both teachers said that it should be
based on their class situations or specific needs;
for example, they would like to use the holistic
ratings for the beginning level students, and they
might use the analytic ratings for the advanced
level students.

3. Regarding the task-based activity which the
teacher preferred to use for college students’ oral
assessment, both teachers chose ‘role-playing’.
Their reasons included that 1) ‘role-playing’
seemed to be more enjoyable for adult learners, 2)
‘role-playing’ could highly motivate students: to
design their plot and lines in a creative way, 3)

students would prefer to practice their English

speaking in a team/group work rather than
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individually.

4. One teacher suggested that if any task-based
activity could be integrated, not only to assess
students’ oral skills but also their critical

thinking skills, and then it would be practical and

perfect for the learners.

4.2.2.3 Students’ Reflections on TBLT
The students’ reflections on TBLT, as the

research data shows in the open-ended questions of

the post-test questionnaire, evince the following four
aspects:

1. In general, the participants expressed a positive
attitude toward engaging in the task-based
activities during the experimental semester.

2. The part of task-based activities the participants
liked best was that they could share and
exchange information with their partners, and
doing interactive tasks and creative role-playing
were also interested them. They also expected
more challenging tasks in the future.

3. The participants preferred working with partners
rather than individually, and they enjoyed the
feeling of self-fulfillment when completing the
task.

4. The participants disliked the most about

task-based activities was the individual work (the

story-telling activity), and the task of giving an

oral report also frightened them.

4.2.2.4 Students’ Reflections on TBLT Assessment

The data of students’ reflections on TBLT
assessment was based on the ten volunteer student
participants’ individual interviews which were
conduced at the final week of the experimental
semester. Those students were asked about their
general perception regarding their English oral
proficiency being evaluated by the form of TBLT

assessment and rating scales. Their reflections could
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be summarized as followings:

1. Students agreed that they were told clearly about
how the task-based assessment would be
conducted by the instructor and how the rating
scales would work the first week of the
experimental semester.

2. Because their scores were marked based on their
oral performance during the activities, some
students complained that their own performance
was somewhat affected by their partner(s).

3. In students’ opinion, the scores rated by the
analytic rating scale could give them more useful
and detailed feedback than the scores using the
holistic rating scale. In other words, they

preferred the analytic rating since they could

receive an explicit feedback from the teacher’

marking—for vocabulary or word choice,
pronunciation, flow of speech/ fluency, and
comprehensibility—which parts they did well
and which parts they should improve, according
to the rating sheet.

4. Based on the students’ point of view, task-based
assessment was more challenging but objective
than the traditional English proficiency

evaluation, such as pencil-paper tests. Based on

their presentation of oral skills during the task,
the teacher could assess their learning
achievement from various angles, not only
grammar and pronunciation but also their

attempts, efforts, and engagement.

4.3 Classroom Observations

From the perspective of teacher-student

interaction in the classroom, there were two major
findings regarding

college non-English major

students who engaged in task-based speaking
activities based on the recorded data of the classroom
observations. First, when the instructors explained

some tasks or procedures that students were not
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familiar with, instructors had to rely on L1 heavily. In
addition, students also used plenty of L1 during
discussion within groups or asked their teacher for
help, and they tended to focus on finding ways to
‘complete’ the task, not on using and practicing the
target language. Second, only using task-based
activities in the class period was impossible. Some
language drills and other types of activities or
exercises provided by the teacher during the process
of new language acquisition were crucial for the
learners’ reinforcement of learning.

Besides the teacher-student interaction in the
the recorded data of

classroom, according to

classroom observations during the experimental
period, three features were deduced from the extracts
of the tasks: one regarded classroom atmosphere that
(1) working in pairs or groups gave the learners
opportunities to learn from each other and boosted
their willingness to speak out. The other two regarded
the analysis of participants’ discourse during the
tasks that (2) the participants tended to use lots of
modal particles and discourse markers, such as such
as mm, ah, hey, and okay, and, so, I think, well, you
know, just, etc.; and (3) the majority of mistakes and

errors that the participants made in their oral

production were subject-verb agreement and tense.

V. Conclusions and Pedagogical
Implications

5.1 Conclusions

The purpose of the study is to examine whether
the TBLT served the function of improving college
students’ English oral proficiency, learning
motivations, and positive attitudes. Through using
task-based language approach in the college English
classroom, the researcher believes that teachers’
belief could guide learners toward a real-life

communicative environment, and students would
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benefit by interacting with peers through task-based
activities—participants could have more chances to
communicate in the target language and enhance their
language ability. Therefore, creating a real-life
environment in the classroom was needed, and
pedagogical tasks provided a good model. In a
teacher-centered lecture classroom, all students could
do was to sit still and do the language drill
practice—their motivation and interaction skills were
not enhanced. On the other hand, students built up
their self-confidence and self-fulfillment through
task-based activities, dared to express their ideas, and
learned to work together in class through task-based
activities—not only their language ability but also

their communicative ability improved rapidly.

5.2 Pedagogical Implications

As the advocates of TBLT have argued the most
effective approach to teach a language is by engaging
learners in real language use in the classroom,
language teachers began with the notion that ‘tasks’
should be central to teaching, and then they could go
on to set up or refine an approach which fits their
own students and classrooms (Willis & Willis, 2007).
In other words, TBLT offers an alternative teaching
approach for language teachers. Unlike the traditional
way of teacher-lectured classroom, the teacher does
not pre-determine what language will be studied in a
task-based lesson—the lesson is based on the
completion of a central task, and the language studied
is determined simultaneously as the learners complete
the task.

The results and research findings of the present
study positively proved the hypothesis that if the use
of task-based approach in the college EFL classroom
promotes students’ confidence by providing them
with plenty of opportunities to use the target language
in the classroom without being constantly afraid of

making mistakes. The research results also confirmed
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that once students began to use the target language
for communication, their language could become
more complex and more grammatical while they
were given form-focused activities to help them
develop that language. They practiced through
repeated tasks which gave them the opportunity to
incorporate some of the language they had focused on
at an earlier learning stage. In other words, the initial
aim of the TBLT was to encourage students to
engage in meaningful exchanges with the language
resources they already had at their disposal—this
made students acutely aware of what they needed to
learn.

As the literature and present findings have been
observed, the communicative tasks could be regarded

as one of the most promising pedagogic approach to

enhance EFL students’ natural language development.

The attempt of the present study was a good starting
point for Taiwanese college EFL teachers to ponder
over the teaching approaches and in-class learning
tasks and activities they have implemented, besides
the always focus-on-form method. Without a doubt,
teachers cannot ignore the communicative purpose of
learning a foreign language and deprive the learners
of the opportunities to try out the forms of target
language. In addition, the students reflected that they
valued the setup in which they could face-to-face
communicate with their partner/group members to
negotiate their information: they had chances to
become translators between the messages and the
listeners, which in turn increased their own depth of
understanding, and the pair/group work allowed more
interaction rather than a

intensive  verbal

teacher-confronted situation.

References

Auerbach, C. F., & Silverstein, L. B. (2003).

Qualitative data: An introduction to coding

uli



andanalysis. New York: New York University
Press.

Brown, G.A., & Yule, G. (1983). Teaching the
spoken language. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Bygate, M. (1999). Quality of language and purpose
of task: Patterns of learners Language on two
oral communication tasks. Language Teaching
Research, 3(3),185.

Bygate, M., Skehan, P., & Swain, M. (Eds.). (2001).
Researching pedagogic tasks: Second language
learning, teaching, and testing. London:
Longman.

Candlin, C. N. (December, 2001). Rethinking text
within a task-based approach to language
teaching. The Language Teacher, Retrieved
March 24, 2009, from
http://www.jalt-publications.org/tlt/articles/200
1/11/candlin

Chao, J. C. (2008). A study of task-based learning
and teaching in a large EFL class. Unpublished
master thesis, National Taiwan University of
Science and Technology, Taiwan, R.O.C.

Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based language learning and
teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

(2005).

Fan-Jiang, 1. C. The effectiveness of

implementing task-based instruction in a
primary school in Taiwan. Unpublished master
thesis, Yuan Ze University, Taiwan, R.O.C.

Feez, S. (1998). Text-based syllabus design. Sydney:
National Centre for English Language
Teaching and Research.

Guo, I. C. (2006). Implementing a task-based

approach with senior high school students:

Characteristics of interactions and students’

perceptions. Unpublished master thesis, the

National Taiwan,

R.O.C.

Cheng Hwa University,

49

57 A 1% By

(N JeF A 2 F]) 1 37-52

Halliday, M. A. (1985). An introduction to functional
grammar. London: Arnold.

Harmer, J. (2007). How to teach English (2™ ed.).
England: Pearson Education Limited.

(2000). and

Larsen-Freeman, D. Techniques

principles in language teaching. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Long, M. H. (2007). Recasts in SLA: The story so far.
Long, M., & Robinson, P. (1998). Focus on
form: Theory, research, and practice. In C.
Doughty & J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on form
in classroom second language acquisition (pp.
15-63). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Mackey, A. (Ed.). (2007). Conversational interaction
in second language acquisition: A collection of
empirical studies. Oxford: Oxford. University
Press.

Nunan, D. (1992). Research methods in language
learning. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Nunan, D. (2004). Task-based language teaching.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Nunan, D. (2006). Task-based language
teaching in the Asia context: Defining ‘task’.
Asian EFL Journal, 8 (3), 12-18.

Pawar, U. S., Pal, J., Gupta, R., & Toyama, K. (2007).
Multiple mice for retention tasks in
disadvantaged schools. In Proceedings of the
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (pp. 1581-1590), San Jose,
California, USA. ACM Press, New York, NY.

Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T. S. (2001). Approaches
and methods in language teaching (2™ ed.).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Willis, D., & Willis, J. (2007). Doing task-based

teaching. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

uli



B SRR SV A 1o ] (N e D)) 37-52

Appendix

1 1%
Lo B o b 2. Rl FBEH o & o Rl o AR

3 SRR o R o

5Y- #BE 1 ST PRFIELR
4. T PDCFEAEE - B W OB P SRGTRLIAESO ? () 1~4 AT MBS o 1 13
THEE 4ANEMNES) o oF o oWl
5. SIFYIF » P HRALE | SRR ? (] 14 AT SRR IR 4 5T HED
o3 oF oFH oW
6. T EF PP B 1 BT SRR | S ,l[azglcmlﬁm
o3 o oFH oW
T SRR PR o 2 o g o s
e ST (e Djﬁ*ﬂ% o il o ¥ESL o PRIT o TR
9. i} J—alij:kﬂf{ A }F‘ S J[EF{ {f' 4o [ﬁJf_E‘:'L Tt
10, R SRR
o PRI o i oL o TR o 2RI
A SRR
a] j[}ﬁfj[ﬁjf—é{ o fi# o AL o PREE o :J'Eﬁfﬁ\{ﬁlﬁi
12. Fpe aE"EJJE YU ‘J'ﬁﬂﬁﬁm@i%ﬁ Bl
JEF{ 18 o [l o =dSl o PR d’;ﬁpj\{ﬁ 7
13. ‘&FH uﬁﬂﬁngmhmﬂ TR T IR S -
JEF{ 1% o fl# o dpl o PRHET o J’;ﬁj{rl‘

51 0 B
14, 1) RO e RSO - THSUSSHE. (5 )9 BOREER + FALFRE B
?—r 50 > T [:Hl ]JFF E

. llwff 2. B A

3. %‘J\ﬁuﬁﬁﬁ%l 4. [EEAEEE

5. fEg 6. TEIfF T

7. MEREGTR S RN Y R ) 8. AR HIRE CREL VU e OB 0 08)
9. Sk 10. FRAFRFTL

. T Hmee 12, FIEpiifiUmiEs. )

13 JEHE R 14, F5E0FVPAHIREIRYS T [Fl

15, AHICE S puEss - A 16. 53~ Rzt

17. TPl ~ Tl 18. FHLNE RN R S

” S

uli



RS 5T B (B JeE ] T ) 3752

15. %E‘ﬁ@i-s@li{ﬁliﬁgﬁ.ﬁ ) liﬂ J[E[i&ﬁjﬁﬂglg‘w}g&
o RflE o ¥ o 2E@S o TRHE o ZRT R
16. B OBANEFE G| IR S -
JETH FE o [fl# o3=E&Sl o TR Dﬂﬂjfﬂ:é
17. %Efri;:]sgu%\'%@fﬁ;ﬁf F{ODES Y pUR [ .
o ZRifE o [ o ®ESL o TREC o BT
18. W@ﬁ@@#m%&mﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ@o
JIETF{ flde o fld o=dfl o TR#E o Eﬁ'ﬂ [ﬂﬁi
ﬁlnzﬁﬁ??ﬁﬁﬁ Sy @J~Lfﬁ“§\ Gl gzugﬂ
O ?Eﬁ”ﬂﬁn O [fJ o 3=dSL o T d?‘;:il lzqu
20. FRERE B A I DR '?@w%%ﬁjﬁ T wﬁuarfﬁg
J'ETF{ Flf o fl#& oRdfl o TRHE o f{j il

19.

_-EHH

Y= AT ¢ RS A (y * SBE )DiR

20, FPEAS PRS- SR - o g o [i% 0 Bl o TR

22. Rt o TSP EATSVES - SRR Pue
jlfﬁf’ﬁjﬁl o [fld o i=#SL o PR J[Eﬁ ~[fil
23. ZSEHEACHFIS - EO7 T G IR RS R IR Ep A -
J]Eﬁ i o [l o =dSl o TR o 2T ~[fil
24. T OIAENEEAR o R YRS P PV RISER
o 2R o [ﬂJ%L o L o TREC o 2RI
25. Fﬁlﬂlﬁ;ﬁl&l PRFIERH R STERANEFRFE P RIS -
Eﬁ Ad o [fld o 133%15 o TlE o 2RI
26. PEEGRAVEY BT D o T 'J~$5'§\}[:€d?§}iﬁ§ﬁpf@1¢
«IEF{J Al o [l o =Sl o TR o JIEF'JT [Fil A
27. 25 B P 23 AS N A I A E U S ST A e
'JEﬁf’[ﬁ [# o fl# ogdpl o PRI o Jl?r{ IR
28. FJ,IiJn FO ML 1595 i PO R - 25 T A -
o ZHAfAIT o [ide o =EpL o TREC o R IRE
29. PRI RS R s
Eﬁ fid o fl¥ oi=ESl o PHE o JEﬁﬂ [Fil
30. LRI SRR e
o ZRATAIE o [l o @bl o TR o ZRE
31 FHe bl | A EUEE VR (RS HE | Ll -
leﬁ fId o [ o mdSl o TR o ZER

51

s J[‘F*i?‘m le

o 2 Tl

R SRR LARE TR IR -

uli



0 R ARG 5T A B I (B e T F) 1 37252

"

74

1

B8 | SRR L P

Pty

LSRR S |91 R 2R

HoR

I*HJ [Jﬂréﬁji = Eli_[ Elfﬁt za{ﬂpg,r Eﬁ?{:ﬁt Hluﬁé;\';ﬂ‘[ = ]E'g,lj Fﬁj , g?fit‘%} e Ii F"Eﬂl
? puz 'gﬁgﬁﬁ?“ e i’ﬂ#ﬁALﬂjgﬁ’WE§§% EI Hjtfqiﬁgﬁﬁﬁfﬁlji’ T2 ’n Al f;%&; TR
i ERSHIEORE Rt e e T wﬁlwwMVﬁ@wa# O
BP9 O IR s GO *iﬁﬁrmﬂﬁ*bwé*ﬁ%W” Bl Ol - Py
B AR RIS T ST ¢ S pURTIERRY - I %E"# MR oS
ﬁfg@@@o o i
Wuﬁkjﬁl\[%]j s AR T e E{Iﬁfy— E[ujéu fi I [ﬁsuj JFIJ;[%I[&E B TET (5 F'Jd II;{}J
A IR P S %FWﬂW*ﬂwﬁ*%%W@wW$? sy
PERETL | IRGE( A SO RO QB M AT R i
f‘grll Jp o SRS [N Hﬁéﬁk&;};' F’[gﬁpj T 2 JFI—L‘EI FEf EF]J%&?%E g R E[E?Eﬁéu : In 3;& LA
S HER o S P I @SR RS iEe AL I D ;I*J?ﬁﬂ Fo v kEd E‘FF R
3%11&}*?!* P R S ?i;srﬂr‘&-ﬁa&& Lﬁ/‘éﬂgmi, ﬁﬁ'[ﬂlﬁfﬂ B Shp R I'n Fﬁﬂcﬁ:m ; 28

’E"N’F’?*rr VL E B e RN PSP A PRV RR T TR IS E SRty EE]
_g,ﬂﬁug #“EF!&.[& s (B lﬂaﬁ RGBT o BN ?EAﬂ*' *I;;;H ,iﬂm < ,;?Tuzyggﬁgc
Rl I/;:&Mﬁi;@ﬁ ‘)‘“ﬁi_g“lﬂj Iniﬁ;"srﬁg ii”’l;ﬁ *FEHLJP] I—E FE"’jjé

o

R © EETISTY  AFAT LR AR

LSRR SR It G SRS RAZ SR 2 840 B -
TEL: +886-7-731-0606
E-mail: chuang.kimberly@gmail.com

52

uli


mailto:chuang.kimberly@gmail.com

