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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of implementing
classroom tasks in a comparative case study concerning the practice of informing and
not informing learners of the objectives of the task. An experimental study was
conducted to collect quantitative and qualitative data from Mathayom Suksa One
learners at a secondary school in Lopburi, Thailand. Two hundred subjects were
divided into two treatment groups, the experimental group (n = 100) and the control
group (n = 100), and the groups were given two different treatments: a) the
experimental group was informed of the objectives of the task; and b) the control
group was not informed of the objectives of the task. Subjects of both groups took a
pre-test and a post-test to assess their progress in English. During the study, classes
were observed to see if and how the teacher informed learners of the objectives of the
task. Questionnaires and semi-structured interviews were then conducted to collect the
data about the learners’ attitudes toward implementing the tasks. The K-R 20 of the
pre-test and post-test was 0.85, and the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the
questionnaires was 0.87. Data were analyzed by mean, standard deviation, and t test.

The results of this research were as follows. First of all, both groups improved
significantly on their post-tests, as compared to their pre-tests. Secondly, the
improvement in the post-test scores of the experimental group (M = 2.46, SD = 3.05)
was higher than the improvement in the post-test scores of the control group (M =
2.06, SD = 3.05). Lastly, the experimental group had a more positive attitude toward
implementing classroom tasks, although they faced many problems when they were
trying to complete their tasks.

KEY WORDS: TASK-BASED LANGUAGE TEACHING / IMPLEMENTING
TASKS / LEARNERS’ ATTITUDES
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents an overview of this study including the ten following
sections. The first three sections introduce the background of the study, the rationale
of the study, and the statement of the problems. The next four sections discuss the
purposes of the study, the research questions of the study, the significance of the
study, and the conceptual framework of the study. The last three sections conclude
with the limitations of the study, the definition of terms, and a chapter summary. This
chapter is outlined as follows.

1.1 Background of the study

1.2 Rationale of the study

1.3 Statement of the problems

1.4 Purposes of the study

1.5 Research questions of the study

1.6 Significance of the study

1.7 Conceptual framework of the study

1.8 Limitations of the study

1.9 Definition of terms

1.10 Chapter summary

1.1 Background of the study

In the educational world, English is widely used in three varieties: English as a
first language, English as a second language, and English as a foreign language
(Kachru, 1985). First, English as a first language is taught in the English speaking
countries. Second, English as a second language is taught in the countries, which use
English as an official language. Third, English as a foreign language is taught as a

subject in schools, but it is not used as a medium of instruction nor as a language of
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communication (Richards, Platt, & Platt, 1999). English language teaching is thus
inevitable in the world citizen’s education (Nunn, 2005).

The English language has been taught as a foreign language in Thai schools
(Hayes, 2009). The 1977 national curricula classified English as an elective subject in
the secondary schools since it was believed that foreign language learning should be
introduced only after children had mastered the first language (Wongsothorn,
Hiranburana, & Chinnawongs, 2002). At present, English has become a compulsory
subject at both primary and secondary levels. Its goal is still to transform teaching and
learning English to communication skills in real life situations, careers, and further
education (Ministry of Education, 2006). Teaching English was thus driven by the
need for intelligibility in international communication (Yano, 2000).

To respond to such needs, there were many changes in English teaching to
promote English for communicative purposes during the 1970s (Brumfit & Johnson,
1979). In English teaching, it was not enough to focus only on language structure, but
it was also necessary to focus attention on expressing meanings (Widdowson, 1978).
At that time, the rationale for communicative approaches was introduced to English
classes throughout the world (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979). Also, communicative
activities were used to provide opportunities for learners to use English for real
communication (Willis, 1996a). The communicative activities were then renamed as
‘tasks’, although they made use of the same concepts (Rubdy, 1998). Such changes
thus offered more options for English language teaching to be more communicative.

To do so, English language teaching has shifted from traditional teacher-
centered instruction to more learner-centered instruction (Nunan, 1988; Tudor, 1996).
Teachers have to take the role of facilitators to help learners learn how to learn rather
than to transform the students’ knowledge (Willis, 1996a). At the same time, learners
take more responsibility for managing their own learning (Nunan, 2004). The learner-
centered approach thus offers more opportunities for learners to participate in
communicative tasks in which they negotiate actively in meaningful interactions in
order to interpret and construct meaning by themselves (Breen & Candlin, 1980). The
shift in English teaching thus requires both the teacher and learners to change their

roles in creating and maintaining a new learning environment in which learners can
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develop their language and learning skills through communicative tasks (Willis,
1996a).

In 1996, The Ministry of Education adopted the notion of task-based language
teaching in Thai schools (Sumate, 1996) for the reason that its rationale was
compatible with a learner-centered educational framework (Willis, 1996a; Ellis, 2003;
Nunan, 2004). Under such a framework, viewing the learner’s own experiences is the
key contributor to language learning (Brown, 2007; Willis, 1996b). The learner has
more opportunities for free and meaningful use of the target language and then gets
more confidence to co-operatively work with his or her classmates to achieve the
objectives of the task (Willis, 1996a).

Under the National Education Act of B.E. 2542 (1999), the Thai government
attempted to shift the focus from teacher-centeredness to learner-centeredness (Office
of National Education Commission, 1999). The new shift was stated as follows.

Education shall be based on the principle that all learners are capable of

learning and self-development, and are regarded as being most important. The

teaching-learning process shall aim at enabling the learners to develop

themselves at their own pace and to the best of their potentiality. (p.11)

Additionally, the National Education Act of B.E. 2542 (1999) proposed by
Office of National Education Commission (1999) organized the learning process so
that it would include the six following guidelines. First, substance and activities
should be designed to match with learners’ interests and aptitudes while bearing in
mind individual differences. Second, learners should be trained in thinking processes
in order to apply their knowledge and solve problems in various situations. Third,
learning activities should draw on authentic experiences and allow learners to think
critically and acquire the reading habit and a continuous thirst for knowledge. Fourth,
activities should achieve a balanced integration of subject matter, integrity, values, and
desirable attributes. Fifth, teachers should create the ambiance, environment,
instructional media, and facilities for learners to learn and be all-round persons and to
benefit from research as part of the learning process. As a result, learners and teachers
may learn together from different types of teaching-learning media and other sources

of knowledge. Finally, individual learners can learn at all times and in all places. For
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example, they co-operate with their parents, guardians, or all parties in the community
to jointly develop their potential. Thus, within the learner-centered approach, learners
can learn and develop their English competence by joining with their teacher and
persons in their communities.

Thus, both the notions of learner-centeredness and task-based language
teaching are used to promote teaching-learning English in Thailand. The tasks offer
more opportunities for learners to participate in communicative tasks and to learn
English from their own experience. This study intends to investigate the effectiveness
of task-based language teaching within the learner-centered classroom. Also, learners’
attitudes, comments, and suggestions were obtained to examine the suitability of task-

based language teaching in the Thai context.

1.2 Rationale of the study

English language teaching in Thailand has failed to build up competencies in
using English for communication and seeking knowledge from various sources in the
Information Age (Ministry of Education, 2004). The research study of Praphal (2001)
showed that Thai learners had a lower English ability than did international learners.
Additionally, the national surveys conducted by the Office of Educational Testing, the
Department of Curriculum and Instruction, the Ministry of Education (1999a, 1999b)
reported that the writing skills of Thai learners were below average and other language
skills were also far from satisfactory (Wiriyachitra, 2001). According to those
findings, Thai learners were weak at using English for communication.

To respond to such a problem, tasks are thus used as a pedagogical tool
emphasizing learning how to communicate through interaction in the target language
(Nunan, 2004). Through interaction, the tasks require learners to focus on meaning
rather than on grammatical forms so that they deploy grammatical knowledge to
express meaning (Willis, 1996a). In other words, learners are free to use a range of
language structures to achieve the learning outcomes of the task (Willis & Willis,
2001). Besides, the tasks allow learners to manage their own conversations; as a result,
they acquire many discourse skills they need for achieving the objectives of the task
(Willis, 1996a). Moreover, the tasks offer a greater opportunity for learners to

experience various communicative situations; for instance, learners perform language
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tasks within different-sized groups, for different audiences, with different linguistic
strategies, and in different circumstances (Willis, 1996a). The tasks thus provide a
greater opportunity for language learners to convey their meaning in various
communicative settings in which they have to take their own responsibility in
managing a conversation with their classmates.

Although there is a wide variety of literature about task-based language
teaching, the empirical research related to its application is quite rare in foreign
language contexts in schools (Candlin, 2001). The literature on task-based language
teaching has mostly been done on adult ESL classes whose practicalities and
challenges are very different from teaching English as a foreign language (Carless,
2003). This thus provides a call for a more critical study of the feasibility of using
pedagogical tasks in the context where task-based language teaching may be in
conflict with traditional educational norms (Carless, 2007). Such a study would
provide information on how teachers implement a new innovation in both managing
changes and developing task-based language teaching in school settings (Carless,
2003).

In addition, the characteristics of tasks were exhaustively debated in Ellis’s
(2003) work. With regards to his study, two different versions of task-based language
teaching (TBLT) provide flexibility in communicative language teaching. The two
versions are the strong and the weak versions that are discussed as follows. The strong
version of TBLT advocated by Willis (1996a) utilizes communicative tasks offering
the learners a natural learning condition from the holistic to the specific experiences of
language in use. The task cycle offers learners an opportunity to freely use language
features they already know in order to carry out the task and then to improve their
language under teacher guidance during planning the report of the task to the class.
The weak version of TBLT proposed by Ellis (2003), in contrast, illustrates how
unfocused tasks and focused tasks are used in task-supported language teaching in his
framework. Unfocused tasks predispose learners to choose from a range of forms, but
they are not designed with the use of a specific form in mind. In contrast, focused
tasks intend learners to process a particular linguistic feature in which learners
possibly achieve only some non-linguistic outcomes. This kind of focused task is thus

considered a grammatical task. In summary, communication driven tasks proposed by
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Willis (1996a) provide greater opportunity than weak variations for learner choice of
language; in contrast, task-supported teaching advocated by Ellis (2003) facilitates the
communicative practice of language items introduced in a traditional way (Skehan,
1998).

Similar to Ellis’s version, Carless (2007) thus investigated the suitability of the
weak version known as task-supported language teaching in an EFL schooling context.
The Hong Kong teaching-learning context included large class sizes, competitive
examinations systems, and the lack of teaching expertise in the task-based approach.
The findings suggested that a weak version of TBLT seemed to be a preferable option
in the EFL secondary school context where the task was interpreted as communicative
practice incorporated within traditional teaching.

However, the application of task-based language teaching is still controversial
in English teaching as a foreign language (Nonkukhetkhong, Baldauf Jr, & Moni,
2006). This study thus attempted to explore the teaching-learning situation in a Thai
secondary school where the educational context is quite similar to Carless’s research
study. Instead of obtaining data from the teachers like Carless (2007) did, this study, in
contrast, intended to make use of learners’ voices about the feasibility of

implementing classroom tasks in the Thai schooling context.

1.3 Statement of the problems

The task is defined as a goal-oriented communicative activity with a specific
learning outcome (Willis, 1996a). Learning outcomes are the result of a fairly
unpredictable interaction between the individual learner, the task, and the teaching
situation (Kumaravadivelu, 1991; Murphy, 2003). It is possible that a pre-designed
task is changed by the way the learner interacts with it; as a result, the learning
outcome may not be consistent with intended teaching objectives (Murphy, 2003).

Thus success of implementing the pedagogical task depends on the degree to
which teacher intention and learner interpretation of a given task converge
(Kumaravadivelu, 1991; Murphy, 2003). One potential source of mismatch between
the two parties is the pedagogic aspect that relates to teacher and learner perception of
stating the objectives of pedagogical tasks (Kumaravadivelu, 1991). To avoid such a
mismatch, the teacher should make clear the instructional objectives of the task to the
learners (Willis, 1996a).
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As indicated by Breen (1987), the learner’s purpose can be viewed on a
continuum between ‘achievement orientation’ and ‘survival orientation’. If learners
perceive the task as closely relevant to their own learning needs, they will adopt an
achievement orientation. In contrast, if they are unable to see the relevance of the task
to their perceived needs, they are likely to adopt a survival orientation, and perform
the task with minimal effort, thereby possibly subverting the intended pedagogic
objectives of the teacher. Thus ‘the task-as-workplan’ is used as a pedagogical tool to
accommodate objectives seen by learners as directly in harmony with their own
perceived and stated learning needs. If the objectives of the task are seen as relevant,
learners adopt an achievement orientation. Although learners may select procedures to
carry out the task differently from the directions given in the task-as-workplan, the
task allows them alternative procedural ways to achieve the same goal. Information
obtained from learners would explain ways in which they carry out the tasks so that
the teacher can then devise future task-based lessons appropriately. From this claim,
the purpose of this study intends to investigate the effect of informing or not informing

learners of objectives of the task before implementing classroom tasks.

1.4 Purposes of the study

The purposes of the study are as follows:

1. To investigate the effectiveness of implementing classroom tasks

2. To investigate the effect of informing or not informing learners of the
objectives of the task

3. To explore attitudes toward the treatment of informing learners of the
objectives of the task and task-based language teaching

4. To reveal comments and suggestions toward the treatment of informing

learners of objectives of the task and task-based language teaching

1.5 Research questions of the study

The study attempts to answer the four following questions.

1. Was there significant progress in learning English for learners who were not
informed of the objectives of classroom tasks in the control group?

2. Was there significant progress in learning English for learners who were
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informed of the objectives of classroom tasks in the experimental group?

3. Was there a significant difference in the rate of improvement between the
control group and the experimental group?

4. What were learners’ attitudes, comments, and suggestions toward

implementing classroom tasks?

1.6 Significance of the study

This study expects to obtain useful information from learners through both
quantitative and qualitative data collection. Learners reflected on their attitudes,
comments, and suggestions toward implementing classroom tasks. Also, their learning
outcomes helped to determine the effectiveness of informing or not informing
Mathayom Suksa One learners of the objectives of the task. Information obtained
from this investigation will be thus beneficial as follows.

First, findings of the study will be helpful for language teachers to determine
whether they should inform learners of objectives of the task or not.

Second, information obtained from the study will offer suggestions on
implementing classroom tasks to enhance learning outcomes and improve learner’s
attitudes toward English learning.

Last, the methodology of this study might suggest further ideas for conducting

research related to task-based language teaching in the Thai teaching context.

1.7 Conceptual framework of the study

This study employs an experimental research approach to investigate the
effectiveness of implementing classroom tasks. This experimental research attempts to
reveal the effect of the treatments of informing and not informing Mathayom Suksa
One subjects of the objectives of the task through a comparative case study used to
understand a phenomenon in-depth (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). The effect of
the treatments is reported in two aspects: learning outcomes and learners’ attitudes
toward implementing classroom tasks. The details of the treatments and data collection

procedures are discussed in chapter three.
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Learning outcomes
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of objectives of the task

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study

1.8 Limitations of the study

1. Subjects were Mathayom Suksa One learners; therefore the findings of this
study might not be applicable for adult learners.

2. Attitudes, comments, and suggestions toward the treatments and TBLT
were obtained from a sample group of the whole population.

3. The study might contribute to English language teaching rather than to the
teaching of other subjects.

4. The study compared the treatments of informing and not informing subjects
of objectives of the task.

5. There were two classroom tasks used in this research investigation.

1.9 Definition of terms

1. Tasks refer to pedagogical tasks used in task-supported lessons advocated
by Ellis, (2003).

2. Task-based language teaching refers to an approach to language teaching
organized around tasks rather than language structures (Nunan, 2004).

3. Task-supported language teaching refers to a weak version of task-based
language teaching in which tasks were used to facilitate the communicative practice of

language items (Carless, 2007).
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4. A strong version of task-based language teaching refers to language
teaching in which transacting tasks is the main focus and everything else is subsidiary
(Carless, 2007)

5. A weak version of task-based language teaching refers to language teaching
in which is similar to general communicative language teaching (Carless, 2007).

6. Subjects refer to two hundred Mathayom Suksa One learners, who were
studying at a secondary school in Lopburi, Thailand.

7. The control group refers to one hundred subjects, who were not informed of
the objectives of the task.

8. The experimental group refers to one hundred subjects, who were informed
of the objectives of the task.

9. Objectives of the task refer to a statement of what learners would be able to

do after finishing task-supported lessons.

1.10 Chapter summary

This chapter briefly summarized the rationale and the significance for the
design of the study. The study also intends to investigate the effect of informing and
not informing learners of the objectives of the classroom task through assessing
learning outcomes and learners’ attitudes and comments. In addition, the problems of
and the comments about implementing classroom tasks are explored to reveal the
teaching-learning situation of task-based language teaching at a Thai secondary
school. The findings thus offer suggestions obtained from learners about what they

wanted to improve future task-based language lessons.
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CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews the literature related to key concepts, theories, and
applications of task-based language teaching. It also reveals the instructional contexts
of task-based language teaching in existing research studies. To do so, the chapter first
defines the word ‘tasks’, and presents an overview of task-based language teaching,
and discusses theoretical perspectives of task-based language teaching, and then
describes the framework for task-based language teaching. Implementation and
assessment of task-based language teaching are also illustrated in an EFL schooling
context. Related research and literature are outlined as follows:

2.1 Definitions of tasks

2.2 Overview of task-based language teaching

2.1.1 Communicative language teaching
2.1.2 Experiential learning
2.1.3 Leaner centeredness
2.3 Theoretical perspectives of task-based language teaching
2.3.1 Interaction hypothesis perspective
2.3.2 Cognitive perspective
2.3.3 Socio-cultural perspective
2.4 The framework of task-based language teaching
2.5 Implementation of task-based language teaching
2.5.1 The suitability of TBLT for EFL schools
2.5.2 The flexibility of TBLT for EFL schools
2.5.3 The adaptation of TBLT for EFL schools
2.6 Assessment of task-based language teaching

2.7 Chapter summary
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2.1 Definitions of tasks

Prior to defining the word ‘tasks’, a brief distinction between ‘drills’,
‘exercises’, and ‘activities’ needs to be presented. Drills are a technique commonly
used in language teaching for practicing sounds or sentence patterns in a language,
based on guided repetition or practice in order to practice some aspects of grammar
(Richards, Platt, & Platt, 1999). Exercises refer to a procedure in which the aim is to
give learners controlled practice in many forms of lexical, phonological, or
grammatical systems (Nunan, 2004). Activities are perceived as a kind of ‘half-way
house’ between exercises and tasks (Nunan, 2004). In other words, a drill is a small
piece of an exercise used for practicing sounds and sentence patterns. Activities are
developed from the exercises in which they provide manipulative practice of a
restricted set of language items; simultaneously, the concept of tasks is reserved for
meaningful communication.

Skehan (1998a) suggests four criteria for distinguishing a task from an
exercise, as follows. First, the meaning is primary. Second, the task has a goal, which
a learner needs to work toward. Third, the outcome is evaluated in terms of whether
the learner is successful in achieving the goal of the task. Lastly, there is some sort of
relation to comparable real-world activities. Nunan, (2004), Willis (1996a), and Willis
and Willis (2001) also propose similar criteria in differentiating a task from an
exercise. Willis (1996a) classifies a task as a goal-oriented activity with a specific
outcome. Nunan (2004) suggests that a task involves communicative language use and
focuses the learner’s attention primarily on meaning rather than on grammatical form.
This means that a task allows the learner to deploy a grammatical form to express
different communicative meanings. Willis and Wills (2001) discuss the discourse of
the task in which the learner is free to use a range of grammatical forms to achieve the
communicative outcome. Thus, a task does not specify the forms in advance so that
the discourse occurs naturally similar to communication in real world situations.

Tasks are defined differently according to the purposes for using tasks
(Bygate, Skehan, & Swain, 2001). Tasks are classified by their use into two
categories: real-world or target tasks and pedagogical tasks (Nunan, 2004). Real-
world or target tasks refer to using the target language in the real world beyond the

classroom; in contrast, pedagogical tasks are using the target language inside the
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classroom (Nunan, 2004). Tasks thus have two functions: the target language can be
used in real life and in the classroom.

Long (1985) describes the target tasks used in the real life as tasks that are
pieces of work undertaken for oneself or for others, freely or for some reward. Thus,
examples of tasks include painting a fence, dressing a child, filling out a form, buying
a pair of shoes, making an airline reservation, borrowing a library book, taking a
driving test, typing a letter, weighing a patient, sorting letters, taking a hotel
reservation, writing a cheque, finding a street destination, and helping someone across
a road. In brief, tasks as defined by Long (1985) are things which people do in their
everyday lives with non-linguistic outcomes; for instance, people paint a fence without
talking.

To adapt the target tasks to the classroom, tasks are thus classified as activities
or actions which are carried out as a result of processing or understanding language
(Richards, Platt, & Weber, 1985). Such an understanding of language may or may not
produce linguistic outcomes; for example, learners could draw a map while listening
to a tape. According to this example, tasks are seen as things the learners do in their
class rather in the real lives and need not to have a linguistic outcome.

Breen (1987) also provides another definition of pedagogical tasks in which
tasks are seen as structured language learning plans which have a particular objective,
appropriate content, a specified working procedure, and a range of outcomes for the
learners, who undertake the tasks. The tasks can start from a brief practice exercise to
a more complex workplan required for spontaneous communication of meaning. Thus,
Breen’s definition of tasks is very broad as everything the learners do in the classroom
is qualified as a task.

Willis (1996a) introduces her definition of what are called as tasks in the
language classroom. Tasks are activities in which the target language is used by the
learners for a communicative purpose (goal) in order to achieve an outcome. In
summary, according to her definition, tasks require interactive communication as a
result of a successful learning outcome so that learners can learn the target language
through an exchange of meanings.

Additionally, Ellis (2003) links the definitions of Breen (1987) and of Willis

(1996a) to create his own definition of pedagogical tasks. Tasks are thus workplans



Benjawan Praphantateva Literature Review / 14

which require learners to process language pragmatically in order to achieve an
outcome; they are assessed in terms of whether the correct or appropriate propositional
content has been conveyed. To this end, it requires them to give primary attention to
meaning and to make use of their own linguistic resources, although the design of the
task may predispose them to choose particular forms. Tasks are regarded as a result in
language use that bears a resemblance, direct or indirect, to the way language is used
in the real world. Like other language activities, a task can engage productive or
receptive, and oral or written skills, and also various cognitive processes. With regard
to Ellis’s definition, tasks are guided by the workplans of the teacher which require
learners to choose particular forms to achieve the learning result by using their own
linguistic skills to convey their meaning in pedagogic settings.

Nunan (2004) says that meaning and form are highly interrelated in the
classroom; tasks, thus, are pieces of classroom work that involve learners in
comprehending, manipulating, producing or interacting in the target language while
their attention is focused on mobilizing their grammatical knowledge in order to
express meaning, and in which the intention is to convey meaning rather than to
manipulate form. The task should also have a sense of completeness, be able to stand
alone as a communicative act in its own right, with a beginning, a middle and an end
(Nunan, 2004). According to Nunan, pedagogical tasks need to occur in the classroom,
involve communicative language use, focus on meaning rather than grammatical form,
and enable learners to deploy grammatical knowledge to express different
communicative meanings.

In addition, maxi-tasks can be combined as a project work that sequences and
integrates many tasks to arrive at the final project (Nunan, 2004). Ribe and Vidal
(1993) illustrate how a project involves three generations of tasks. First-generation
tasks focus primarily on the development of communicative ability. Second-generation
tasks are designed to develop not only communicative competence, but also the
cognitive aspects of the learner; they therefore incorporate a learning strategies
dimension, developing thinking skills, cognitive strategies for handling and organizing
information. Lastly, third-generation tasks combine first-generation tasks and second-
generation tasks, but additionally foster the learner’s personality development through

foreign language education. In other words, elaborate tasks are integrated into a
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project which learners have to complete over the course of a semester. They are also

viewed as a versatile vehicle for fully integrating language and content learning

(Stoller, 1997).

2.2 Overview of task-based language teaching

Task-based language teaching (TBLT) is regarded as the latest methodological
realization of communicative language teaching (Nunan, 2004; Skehan, 2003;
Littlewood, 2007). Teachers in several countries have turned their interests from
earlier forms of communicative language teaching to task-based language teaching
(Nunan, 2004; Littlewood, 2007). Task-based teaching emphasizes classroom
interaction, experiential learning, and learner-centeredness (Brown, 2007; Nunan,
1991). Tasks are thus designed to train learners to focus on meaning and to convey
information to one another on their own (Willis, 1996a; Ellis, 2003; Brown, 2007). To
understand key concepts of TBLT, this part thus provides an overview of TBLT
framed by the concepts of communicative language teaching, learner centeredness,

and experiential learning as follows.

2.2.1 Communicative language teaching

Since the 1980s, communicative language teaching (CLT) has become
dominant in world education (Littlewood, 2007) in the effort to push language learners
to be more communicative (Skehan, 2003). To do so, the construct of communicative
competence has been defined and redefined to explore the functions of language that
learners need to achieve in real communication (Savignon, 2005). The language
functions include spoken and written discourse and pragmatic conventions that are
considered as the goal of communicative teaching (Brown, 2007). CLT is thus a
language teaching approach that is framed by the nature of language and the notion of
language teaching. Under this frame, there are four main characteristics regarded as a
definition of the CLT approach (Brown, 2007). These four characteristics are as

follows.
1. Classroom goals are focused on all components of communicative
competence; simultaneously, they are not restricted to grammatical or linguistic

competence.
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2. Language teaching techniques are prepared to engage learners in the
pragmatic, authentic, functional use of language for meaningful communication. The
learners are able to accomplish the purposes of language rather than simply manipulate
forms.

3. To keep learners meaningfully engaged in language use, fluency may
sometimes gain more dominance than accuracy; although fluency and accuracy are
complementary principles for communicative language teaching.

4. In the communicative classroom, learners ultimately have to use the
language, productively and receptively, in unrehearsed contexts.

In summary, the four characteristics of CLT thus tell language teachers that
grammatical structure might better be subsumed under various functional categories.
This aims to build fluency so that learners experience much more spontaneous
communication in their language classroom (Brown, 2007).

In language classrooms, task-based language teaching is an extension of the
communicative language teaching innovation, but takes different routes to achieve the
goals of communicative teaching (Richards, 2005). For instance, Nunan (2004)
explains key concepts of CLT in the broad sense of the language curriculum, but
Nunan (1991) regards TBLT as an element of syllabus content and instructional
processes. However, Littlewood (2004) points out that TBLT is a development of the
CLT approach in which the crucial feature is that communicative tasks serve not only
as important components of the methodology, but also as units of course organization.
Tasks are thus used as a tool to organize the content of the course and teaching
methodology to engage learners in the language learning process in the

communicative classroom.

2.2.2 Experiential learning
Task-based language teaching also makes use of the instructional concept of
experiential learning (Nunan, 1991; Ellis, 2003; Nunan 2004). In experiential learning,
learners work from what knowledge they already have and can then do to the
incorporation of new knowledge and skills. This kind of learning is similar to Willis’s
(1996a) claim about TBLT. In language teaching, it is better to let learners do the task

first so that they use their own linguistic resources and then study the language that



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 17

fluent classmates or their teacher use in the task situations (Willis, 1996a). Moreover,
immediate personal experience is a key element of experiential learning that balances
personal meaning with abstract concepts and public sharing with concrete actions
during the learning process (Kolb, 1984). This concept is similar to Widdowson’s
(1978) rationale in developing the new innovation known as TBLT. In language
teaching, it is not enough to focus only on language structure, but it is also necessary
to develop the learner’s capacity to express meanings (Widdowson, 1978). As Hatch
mentions (1978), learners engage in performing tasks in order to learn how to make
conversations, how to interact orally, and out of this interaction, syntactic structures
are developed.

In addition, the application of experiential learning seems to be related to
language teaching when Kohonen (1992) proposes a model of a theoretical blueprint
for TBLT (Nunan, 2004). In his model, six actions in performing the task are required,
as shown in the following list (Nunan, 2004).

1. Encourage the transformation of language knowledge within the learner
rather than from the teacher to the learner.

2. Encourage learners to participate actively in collaborative groups.

3. Embrace a holistic attitude toward subject matter rather than a static,
atomistic, and hierarchical attitude.

4. Emphasize process rather than product, learning how to learn, self-inquiry,
social and communication skills.

5. Encourage self-directed rather than teacher-directed learning.

6. Promote intrinsic rather than extrinsic motivation.

In the TBLT framework, the task offers learners the chance to learn language
from a holistic to a specific picture of language in use; as a result, the learners have a
greater chance to use whatever language they already know to carry out the task, and
then to improve that language under teacher feedback (Willis, 1996a). Also, the tasks
can encourage learners to participate actively in collaborative groups so that learners
became increasingly self-directed and responsible for their own learning (Nunan,

2004).
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2.2.3 Learner centeredness

Learner centeredness is a philosophical approach to instruction in which
content and learning procedures are based on data about the learners for whom the
course is designed and, where feasible, on data supplied by learners themselves;
therefore, learners learn through doing (Nunan, 1988, 2004). With regard to this
definition, experiential learning is also linked with the key concepts of learner-
centeredness (Nunan, 1988, 2004). The link to those concepts is explained by
Kohonen (1992) as follows.

Experiential learning theory provides the basic philosophical view of learning

as part of personal growth. The goal is to enable the learner to become

increasingly self-directed and responsible for his or her own learning. This
process means a gradual shift of the initiative to the learner, encouraging him
or her to bring in personal contributions and experiences. Instead of the
teacher setting the tasks and standards of acceptable performance, the leaner

is increasingly in charge of his or her own learning. (p. 37)

In the learner centeredness framework, learners play an active role in
managing their own learning (Tudor, 1996) and view their learning experiences as
important contributions to language teaching (Brown, 2007). To do so, the tasks thus
provide an opportunity for learners to participate and negotiate their meaning within
collaborative groups (Willis, 1996a). The learners are free to choose whatever
language forms they wish to convey what they mean in order to achieve the objectives
of the task (Willis, 1996a).

In addition, the tasks are used to remove teacher domination from the language
classroom so that learners get a better chance to engage in communicative activities
(Willis, 1996a). In pair or group work, the learners have more opportunities to use
language for meaningful negotiation (Willis & Willis, 2007), but their teacher needs to
find ways to relinquish much of the linguistic control and to motivate them to interact
more freely and more often in the target language (Willis, 1996a). To pursue this goal,
the tasks are seen as a workplan for the learner’s activities (Ellis, 2003) in which the
teacher must accommodate pedagogical objectives of the task seen by learners as
directly in harmony with their own perceived and stated learning needs (Breen, 1987).

Importantly, the objectives of the task need to be made clear to the learners (Murphy,
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2003). Once the learners understand the objective and utility of the task, they
appreciate knowing why they do the task (Willis & Willis, 2007). In summary, task-
based language teaching attempts to link classroom language learning with language
use in the real world outside the classroom. The learners are free to use their own

resources and communication skills to achieve a linguistic outcome.

2.3 Theoretical perspectives of task-based language teaching

Task-based language teaching has an essential role in research studies of
second language (L2) acquisition (Seedhouse, 2005; Pica, 1997). Tasks are viewed
differently depending on theoretical perspectives of language use and pedagogy (Ellis,
2000). Theoretical perspectives, which underlie task-based language teaching, view
tasks as devices for determining the kind of language use, opportunities for learning
that arise, and constructing an activity that learners engage in while performing the
activity (Ellis, 2003). This section intends to explain three theoretical perspectives: the
interaction hypothesis perspective, the cognitive perspective, and the socio-cultural

perspective discussed respectively as follows.

2.3.1 Interaction hypothesis perspective
A task and its acquisition have an indirect relationship (Ellis, 2003).
According to Ellis, the task requires learners to engage in interpersonal interaction so
that such a task is used as a pedagogic tool for generating interaction involving second
language learners and through this interaction affecting the course of acquisition.
Consequently, interaction has been regarded as central to the course of second
language acquisition.

The first influence on the use of tasks in language teaching is proposed by
Michael Long. Long (1983) argues consistently for tasks to promote the negotiation of
meaning in order to draw attention to the importance of interactional adjustments in
two-way communication. Such interactional adjustment is explained by Long (1983)
as follows. The learners obtain comprehensible input and then produce modified
output during a communication breakdown. In other words, feedback from the teacher,
which learners receive on their own productions, allows comprehensible input for

learners to reformulate their productions in order to make their language more
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understandable. Thus, the negotiation of meaning allows learners to primarily focus on
meaning; simultaneously they are led to focus attention on linguistic form. Such
attention is seen as the necessary condition for second language acquisition to take
place. The crucial issue is how learners engage in the negotiation of meaning, because
it is viewed as a means by which learners can obtain language input effectively.

In task-based language teaching, communication tasks can stimulate
negotiation of meaning, since they provide opportunities for exposure to the target
language use required for language development to take place (Willis, 1996a). Tasks
also offer learners opportunities to open and close talk, to interact naturally, to
interrupt and challenge, to ask their classmates to do things, and to check what they
have been done; as a result, they use the target language to communicate with other
people to increase fluency and acquire language naturally (Willis, 1996a). In order to
meet fully the negotiation of meaning condition, the teacher should provide more
opportunities for interaction in the classroom so that learners interact more freely and

more often in the target language (Willis, 1996a).

2.3.2 Cognitive perspective

Skehan (1998a, 1998b) presents the cognitive perspective to support his
empirical investigations of tasks. He examines learners’ language performance under
three goals for language performance. These three goals are accuracy, complexity, and
fluency. Firstly, accuracy refers to how well learners perform the target language
related to the rule system of the target language (Skehan, 1996a, 1996b). Learners
primarily focus on accuracy, and tend to seek control over grammatical rules they have
already learned in order to perform a communicative task (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005).
Secondly, complexity relates to the stage and elaboration of the underlying
interlanguage system in which the teaching process is restructured in order for learners
to produce more complex language (Skehan, 1996b; Ellis, 2000). Performing the task
requires the learners to expand their language resources to meet the communicative
challenge so that learners reorganize their own resources to develop and then frame
new hypotheses; as a result, they can act upon the feedback received from such an
experimental study (Skehan, 1996b). Lastly, fluency refers to the learner’s ability to

communicate to mobilize his/her meaning in real time without undue pausing or
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hesitation (Skehan, 1996b; Ellis, 2003). Different learners can focus on different goals
while performing a task; for example, the first learner performs the task by
concentrating only on grammar rules, another learner concentrates only on lexical
modes, the other learner worries only about complex language production.

In performing a task, learners sometimes focus primarily on accuracy,
sometimes on complexity, and sometimes on fluency (Skehan, 1998a). They cannot
pay full attention to each of those three goals; consequently, achieving one of these
goals can easily be at the expense of the others (Skehan, 1996b). Skehan (1996b)
suggests that it is important for the teacher to balance goals of the task between
syntactic and lexical modes of communication by balancing restructuring and accuracy
against fluency or between conservative and ambitious syntactic use on the other hand

by balancing restructuring against accuracy.

2.3.3 Socio-cultural perspective

The socio-cultural perspective was originally introduced by Vygotsky
(1987). Vygotsky explains learning through social tasks that learners collaboratively
construct knowledge in a joint activity; therefore, co-construction of knowledge
engages learners in cognitive processes that are supported by secondary language
acquisition. Vygotsky also proposes the concept of dialogic interaction that is a crucial
trigger for language learning. Dialogic interaction helps many learners to jointly
perform tasks and solve linguistic problems that lie beyond their individual abilities.
When they have difficulty implementing the task, they cooperate with other classmates
to perform a new language function and then perform it unassisted. In other words,
social interaction mediates learning through scaffolding, which is a technique that an

adult uses to help a child to carry out a task.
There are six devices for helping learners perform a task (Tharp & Gallimore,
1988). The first way, modeling, is a process of providing a model for the child to
imitate. This reflects Vygotsky’s ideas of social interaction. Pupils could simply
imitate actions from the adult’s model. The second way, contingency management is a
way of supporting a performance or an action with a reward such as praise and
encouragement or punishment, depending on whether it is wanted or not. The third

way, feedback, is to scaffold pupils. They get a response from the teacher to confirm
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their understanding about the goals and standards for learning. The fourth way,
instruction, is a scaffolding way that is essentially linguistic in nature. It is usually
used for two purposes: giving directions for performing the tasks, and giving hints
when pupils have disciplinary problems. The fifth way is used to help learners in the
learning process and questions lead them further in the Zone of Proximal Development
(ZPD). The ZPD describes the distance between the actual developmental level as
determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with
more capable peers. In answering questions, learners make a linguistic or cognitive
response; in turn they may have new ideas or understanding about doing the task. The
last way, cognitive structuring, provides rules to regulate our own and others’ lives.
These rules could guide our actions and cognitive processes. The socio-cultural
perspective explains well the role of both learners and the teacher involved in the task-
based classroom.

According to three theoretical perspectives, language learning should foster
three types of language learning strategies: metacognitive, cognitive, and social
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). In this perspective, the metacognitive strategy stimulates
the learner to learn language through organizing interactive communication, then by
having the learner monitor others’ language, and lastly by having the learner evaluate
his or her own speech. The cognitive strategy proposes the preparation of classroom
activities to exercise three goals of language performance: accuracy, complexity, and
fluency. The social strategy supports language learning through social tasks in which
the learners help one another to collaboratively construct their new language and
develop their skills in a joint activity.

In the joint activity, learners can learn a target language with reasonable
efficiency under four essential conditions (Willis, 1996a). The four conditions are

discussed as follows



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 23

Conditions for Task-based Language Teaching

Essential Desirable
Exposure Use Motivation Instruction

m to a rich but m of the language | m to listen and m in language
comprehensible to do things read the language (i.e. chances to
input of real (i.e. exchange and to speak and focus on form)
spoken and written | meanings) write it
language in use (i.e. to process and

use the exposure)

The first condition is exposure to a rich language input. An advantage of such
exposure is to observe how others express the meaning that they want to be able to
express. For instance, learners can notice small chunks of language used in particular
contexts in order that they discover what those chunks mean and how they are used.
This exposure to authentic language is thus viewed as a learning input and helps
language acquisition.

The second condition is use of language. While learners speak and/or write in
the target language, their language is developed simultaneously. Learners realize that
in class they are expected to make real use of the target language by themselves; as a
result, they pay more attention to what they hear and read and process the input more
analytically. Thus learners can produce their meaning on their own. In this case, they
need opportunities to communicate what they want to say and express what they feel
or think to use the language they already know.

The third condition is motivation to learn. That motivation comes from the
learners’ need for language use and on the learner’s chance to use the target language
as often as possible. Learners may admire and identify with the target language and
culture or may see language as a means to further study or a future job. In addition, the
teacher can select topics and activities that serve to motivate them in the short term.
The topics and activities should thus simulate their interest and involvement while
doing the task. If motivation can be sustained, learners can see their success and gain
satisfaction from implementing classroom tasks. The teacher needs to set achievable

goals and to highlight learners’ success.
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The last condition is instruction which focuses on language form. Such
instruction can speed up the rate of language development and raise the ultimate level
of learners’ attainment. Tasks aim to promote awareness of language features, make
learners conscious of particular language features and encourage them to think about
these concepts. They are likely to be more beneficial in the long run than form-focused
activities designed to obtain production of a single item. In spontaneous talk, learners
acquire the language naturally while they discover linguistic features needed to
perform spoken or written language on their own. Instruction by focus on form is thus
not essential for teaching a particular grammatical rule, but gives learners adequate
exposure and the right conditions for acquiring language systems similar to people
who acquire the language naturally.

In brief, the four conditions emphasize language learning through using tasks
to combine naturalness of communication with opportunities to focus on form.
Simultaneously, learners learn by themselves how to balance between form and
meaning to produce the target language. In addition, tasks should promote explicit

teaching of language form rather than form-focused activities.

2.4 A framework for task-based language teaching

A framework for task-based language teaching involves consideration of three
stages that has a task as the central element in language teaching (Willis, 1996a; Ellis,
2003). Although many different frameworks for task-based language teaching have
been promoted by Skehan (1996a), Willis (1996a), and Ellis (2003), they all have in
common three principal phases: pre-task, during task, and post-task. Since Ellis’s
framework of task-based language teaching is closely linked to teaching-learning
situations in this study, the following framework proposed thus belongs to Ellis
(2003). Ellis (2003) proposes a framework for task-based language teaching that
illustrates a methodological procedure for using tasks to support language learning.
His procedure also gives details on how tasks are used in a task-based lesson as
follows.

A task-based lesson consists of three phases. The first phase is pre-task during
which the teachers and learners implement various activities before they start the task,

namely planning time in completing the task. The second phase is during task which
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is the center of the task itself, with various teaching options, namely setting time
duration in completing the task. The last phase is post-task which is about follow up
activities on task performance, namely reporting the task result. One of three phases is
obligatory in task-based language teaching: the tasks performed in the during task
phase. Thus tasks performed in the pre-task and post-task phases have a role in

ensuring whether the task performance enhances developing language effectively.

Ellis’s framework for designing task-based lessons

Phase Examples of options
1. Pre-task = Framing the activity
(e.g. establishing the outcome of the task)
= Planning time
= Doing a similar task

2. During task = Time pressure
= Number of participants
3. Post-task = Learner report

= Consciousness-raising
= Repeat task

To elaborate more on these three phases, the following paragraphs describe a
framework for combining the three phases into a task-based lesson. A lesson starts
with pre-task, during task, and post task respectively. It has to provide a clear picture
to the learners on how they will follow each phase to achieve the pedagogic outcomes
of the task. Such a framework also offers various options for the activities used in each
phase.

The pre-task phase guides the teacher in the kind of preparation that should be
done beforehand and also identifies the steps in setting up a task. This phase relates to
framing a task-based lesson in which the teacher introduces the topic and the words
and phrases related to the topic. The framing of the task is thus needed to provide an
advance organizer as to what learners will be required to do and what the intended
outcome will be (Ellis, 2003). Lee (2000) suggests that it is important for learners to
hear the purpose and utility of the task. In addition, task preparation should guide
learners as to what strategies should be used in performing the task (Dornyei, cited in
Ellis, 2003). For example, the teacher asks learners to guess what linguistic features

will be used to perform the task.
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There are four optional ways to prepare learners before moving to the next
phase. Firstly, learners perform a task similar to the task they will perform in the
during-task phase. Secondly, learners observe a model of how to perform the task.
Thirdly, learners engage in non-task activities designed to prepare them in performing
the during-task. Lastly, learners are given time to plan how they will perform the
during-task. The teacher can select one of these four options to frame the lesson prior
to entering the during task phase.

The during task phase introduces various optional activities relevant to how
the task will be undertaken. In the during task phase, three things need to be
considered prior to performing the actual task. The first concern is the issue of
deciding whether the learner performs the task under time pressure. This means the
teacher has two choices. The teacher allows them to complete the task in their own
time or sets a time limit. The second concern is the issue of deciding whether learners
are allowed access to the input data offered in spot-the-difference, describe-and-draw,
or many information-gap tasks. The last concern is the issue of introducing some
surprise elements into the task. This helps the teacher to extend the time in performing
the task; therefore it increases the amount of talk to solve the issues raised by those
surprise elements.

Ellis (2003) elaborates on the process of involving the teacher and learners in
online decision making. The process illustrates how the teacher conducts the
discourse. The teacher ensures learners adopt an active role in the task-based lesson.
The teacher thus guides the learners to participate fully by playing an initiating as well
as a responding role in classroom discourse. The learners have a chance to use
whatever language they already know in order to carry out the task and they can then
improve their language by using feedback given from the teacher. Thus teaching such
a lesson turns to the sense of learning by doing within a learner-centered classroom.

Lastly, the post-task has three options for achieving pedagogic goals. The first
option is to repeat the performance of the tasks. The tasks can be carried out under the
same conditions as the first performance so that learners can, for example, produce
language more clearly and they then become more fluent. The second option is to
encourage reflection on the task. In such a reflection, the teacher can understand how

they performed the task and what they decided or discovered. For instance, the teacher
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asks learners to make a report on the task, possibly summarizing outcomes of the task
and evaluating their task performance. The third option is to allow focusing on forms
with no danger. This means that learners are assigned to report on their performance,
giving incorrect forms produced while performing the task. The teacher then attempts
to address errors or gaps in the learners’ language knowledge; as a result, learners
learn language from their own errors. The last phase thus offers both the teacher and
learners a chance to evaluate both language performance and learning progress.

In summary, the central element of the task-based framework is the learners
themselves in the three phases. The way they do the task supports them in expressing
their meanings with appropriate forms. The first stage is to create a need to convey
meanings. Then, the teacher challenges the learners to go beyond the initial stage; as a
result, the learners understand how to move to a later stage, where, with appropriate
prompting, they can incorporate the same ideas to make their own expressions. The
third stage is more cognitive. For instance, the task pushes learners to achieve a more

justified conclusion in order to produce more advanced language.

2.5 Implementation of task-based language teaching

In implementing task-based language teaching, pedagogical tasks serve not
only as an essential element of the language teaching methodology, but can also be a
unit of the language course (Littlewood, 2004). Different versions of TBLT are
discussed in the current literature. Skehan (2003) distinguishes the strong and weak
versions of TBLT by saying that the strong version sees engagement of acquisitional
processes as central while the weak version uses tasks as an adjunct to structure-based
teaching and creates structures through tasks without promise. Willis (1996a) suggests
using tasks with the strong version of TBLT since it provides greater opportunity than
the weak one does for learners to freely use choices of language. Conversely, Ellis
(2003) advocates the weak version of TBLT through introducing the term ‘task-
supported language teaching’. He argues that the weak version facilitates the
communicative practice of language items along with the traditional way. Those two
versions of TBLT are useful in providing teachers with the flexibility of using

pedagogical tasks in language classes (Carless, 2007).
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2.5.1 The suitability of TBLT for EFL schools

There is a lack of empirical research on TBLT conducted in EFL schools
(Candlin, 2001); therefore, there is a need for more critical investigations of the
suitability of those versions in these particular schooling contexts (Carless, 2003,
2007). To do so, Carless (2007) conducted a research study in Hong Kong to explore
the implementation of task-based language teaching and its feasibility in that
schooling context. Carless concludes that the weak version of TBLT seems to be the
preferred option in the Hong Kong school context, with tasks used with
communicative practice. The study also points out four concerns related to adaptations
of TBLT: the challenges for implementation, the role of direct grammar instruction,
the impact of task-based language examinations, and the balance between oral tasks
and other modes of communication.

The first concern was the challenge in loss of control. Noise and discipline in
doing pair or group work seem to run counter to the regulations of secondary schools.
Also, completing each task is time-consuming and not easy to fit into the teaching
schedule. Besides, the teachers fear that learners might make excessive use of the
mother tongue while implementing tasks. Because of such challenges, the teachers in
this study thus recommend the need for compromise and adaptations in using TBLT.
They want to find some other method, not a task-based one and not a traditional one,
but something between the two. In incorporating two methods in this way, the weak
version seems to fit in their teaching with the language focus coming at the beginning
so that language input has to be given at quite an early stage even before they
introduce the task, topic, and context.

The second concern was the role of direct grammar instruction. The teachers
thought if their learners are not given enough grammatical input, they produce
ungrammatical utterances. The teachers thus comment that learners need to be given
more help with basic English grammar before they adopt the task-based approach.
Instead of setting the context as Willis mentions, the teachers should present and
practice for accuracy in order to build up learners’ confidence. They are then ready
with adequate input to do the task. With regard to the teachers’ comments, the strong
version of TBLT proposed by Willis (1996a) is not suitable for their EFL schooling
context. The problem with Hong Kong teachers is that they do a lot of feeding in of



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 29

language at the beginning of the task cycle, but language analysis is very rare at the
end.

The third concern was the impact of task-based language examinations. The
teachers all recognize that internal school examinations seem to be a barrier to
implementing TBLT. The comments are as follows. The test format is still traditional
in areas of grammar; it is not integrated and not contextualized. Conversely, the
external public examinations have become more integrative and task-based in their
assessment of language learning. The impact of external examinations thus seems to
be an opportunity rather than a threat to the implementation of TBLT. The teachers
express the feeling that if task-based learning is tied firmly with assessment, the
internal school examinations can assess language learning of the learners within task-
based classes.

The last concern was the balance between oral tasks and other modes of
communications. The teachers comment that task-based approaches emphasize oral
work too much. During group discussion, learners try to speak and the teachers cannot
guarantee the quality of that discussion. Because of too much emphasis on speaking,
there seems to be a bias toward oral work while reading and writing are relegated to
the role of reinforcement. Some teachers add that reading and writing tasks can reduce
learner enjoyment while oral work can be more fun for a lot of learners. One teacher
suggests that the teachers should balance speaking and other skills equally in a course;
consequently, the task coheres better with assessment and the nature of Hong Kong
schools and internal examinations.

In conclusion, the teachers’ voices reflect their point of view that the weak
version of TBLT sounds suitable for their secondary schools, but some elements of the
task-based framework which are in conflict with traditional educational norms need to
be adapted: large class sizes, competitive examinations, a preference for grammar
instruction, and a balance of the four skills in the task-based framework. These norms
for EFL contexts can explain the reason that the official system does not advocate
implementing TBLT widely. Inhibiting factors from Carless (2007) show barriers in
implementing TBLT successfully.



Benjawan Praphantateva Literature Review / 30

2.5.2 The flexibility of TBLT for EFL schools

To reduce such barriers, Willis (1996a) and also Willis and Willis (2007)
provide for advance preparation for flexibility in the task-based framework. Advance
preparation can be explained as follows. The preparation starts from the objective of
the task. Each task should have a specified objective that must be achieved, often in a
given time. The task is thus driven by that objective. Also, implementing the task
emphasizes understanding and conveying meanings in order to complete the tasks
successfully; consequently, learners use language in a meaningful way. Moreover, the
task with its outcome are further built on at a later stage in the during task phase. Such
an outcome provides for the challenge of achieving the objectives of the task and
enhances learners’ motivation in language learning at the same time.

The first problem in language classrooms is getting learners to talk. At first,
learners are not familiar with TBLT so they have difficulties in understanding what to
do. Learners normally want to know how they should begin and what will happen
once they have finished the task. Willis suggests that the more specific the teacher’s
explanation the objective of the task, the more likely learners will feel secure about
implementing the task. Before implementing the task, the teacher should introduce the
objectives of the task to their learners so that they can understand what the task
involves, what its objectives are, and what outcomes are required. Then, the teacher
should demonstrate the task with a good learner. With that demonstration, learners
know how to use the target language to complete the oral task. Moreover, the teacher
should allow a few minutes for learners to prepare and to practice speaking
individually. Learners thus plan how to tackle the task, think of what to say, and how
to say it. Besides, each learner should get an equal chance to contribute in the pair or
group work. In other words, one learner acts as a chairman in group discussion in
order to ensure all members have equal chances to express their ideas and opinions.

The second problem relates to controlling a large class. Learning to speak the
target language involves noise and indiscipline in the class. Willis suggests that text-
based tasks work best, since they are quieter and easier to control. To do so, the
teachers use the tasks that make greater use of writing as another form of
communication with short intervals of quiet pairwork. If the task goes on too long, the

noise level rises. Thus, the teacher sets a limited time and never waits for everyone to
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finish. The next time, learners will remember the teacher sticks to time limits and will
work harder. In addition, the teacher sometimes tries some tasks done in whispers and
decides on a signal, which means that learners should lower their voices. Another
signal means that they should stop until there is total silence, and then start off again in
a whisper.

The third problem comes from mixed level classes. Many teachers fear that the
weak learners cannot do the task. Willis thus comments that learners of different
abilities naturally find their own level and ways of coping. In mixed level groups,
weaker learners can benefit by hearing what better learners say and at the same time
better learners improve through having to paraphrase and explain. To do so, varying
groupings is a good idea to avoid pairing weak learner with weak learner. The teacher
should change groups according to gender, language ability, and feelings toward
learning language.

The last problem is creating a need for accuracy in the communicative task.
The ultimate goal of the task is to help learners to develop fluency in the target
language and strategies for communication. The main focus is on getting their
meaning rather than on the form of language itself. To avoid the risk of achieving
fluency at the expense of accuracy, another stage is needed after the task itself. It is
important to give feedback about learners’ errors that helps the push for accuracy after
reporting to the class. Learners naturally strive for accuracy and fluency together in the
report stage. Also, learners discover how others achieved the same objective while
performing the task. In the last stage, learners need to use their best language and try
to avoid making mistakes that others may notice. They thus have to organize clearly
what they want to say, use appropriate language, and check that it is correct. The
report stage gives learners a natural stimulus for upgrading and improving their
language. For learners, it is challenging to communicate clearly and in accurate
language appropriate to the task situation. Additionally, praising or positively reacting
to learners’ achievements is more likely to increase their motivation to show greater
efforts next time.

The Willis framework for TBLT is a useful guide for language teachers. Those
teachers can not only adopt a learner-centered approach to their teaching, but also use

alternative suggestions presented earlier to incorporate TBLT in their learning-
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teaching contexts. Although concepts of TBLT are in conflict with their educational
systems, TBLT provides flexible procedures for them to choose from. Those
procedures can then respond to the needs of both the teacher and the learners in

language classes.

2.5.3 The adaptation of TBLT for EFL schools

Instead of rejecting the implementation of TBLT, Li (1998) recommends
that the teachers should adapt TBLT rather than adopt it. Hong Kong teachers
reinterpret the use of communicative tasks as the contextualized practice of discrete
items rather than activities in which learners engage in negotiation of meaning
independently of the teacher (Carless, 2004). Teachers in Korea also reinterpret TBLT
in a similar way to the Hong Kong teachers, using teacher-led interaction and the
mastery of correct language models before engaging in language use (Mitchell & Lee,
2003). Thus, language teachers should find their own abilities, beliefs, and experiences
to adapt the innovation of TBLT to their schooling contexts (Carless, 2004). The
influence of TBLT does not depend on what the teachers understand by its concepts,
but that they better recast those concepts to suit their learning-teaching situations
(Widdowson, 1989).

Since the definition of the central concept of tasks is not clear, the Hong Kong
teachers have difficulty in interpreting tasks and their interpretations do not coincide
with that proposed by the curriculum documents (Carless, 2004). Littlewood (2004,
2007) proposes a five-category framework centered on ways of adapting TBLT. These
five categories range along a continuum from activities which focus on discrete forms
with no attention to meaning to the most successful one for the communication of
meanings. The five categories are outlined as follows.

1. At the most form-focused end of the continuum is non-communicative
learning which includes grammar exercises, substitution drills, and pronunciation
drills.

2. The second category moves to pre-communicative language practice in
which the focus is still primarily on language, but also oriented toward meanings. An
example of this move is question-and-answer practice, in which the teacher asks

questions to which everyone knows the answer.
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3. The third category fits in communicative language practice in which
learners still work a predictable range of language, but use it to convey information.
These include activities, in which learners use the language taught to do information
exchange and conduct a survey amongst their classmates.

4. In the fourth category, structured communication helps learners move to
communication of meanings, but the teacher structures the situation to ensure that
learners can cope with it with their language resources including perhaps what they
have recently used in more form-focused work. This category includes more complex
information-exchange activities or structured role-playing tasks.

5. At the most meaning-oriented end of the continuum, authentic
communication comprises activities in which there is the strongest focus on the
communication of messages and the language forms are correspondingly
unpredictable. Examples are discussion, problem-solving, content-based tasks, and
larger-scale projects.

Since the teachers are accustomed to a tradition dominated by form-oriented
activities, Littlewood’s framework thus proposes dimensions for expansion of the
task’s characteristics. In his framework, learners can move from easy to difficult tasks,
from familiar to unfamiliar tasks, and from form-focused to meaning-focused tasks.
The teachers can select one of five categories or use all of them to facilitate efficient

language learning and teaching in their EFL classrooms.

2.6 Assessment of task-based language teaching

The need for adaptation of TBLT leads teachers to reinterpret characteristics of
the task in their contexts (Carless, 2007; Littlewood, 2007). The term ‘task-supported
language teaching’ seems to fit in those situations since they use the tasks to support
language teaching on some occasions (Elllis, 2003). To assess its effectiveness, task-
supported language teaching is relatively easy and unthreatening to try by using one or
two tasks (Ellis, 2003). Just a few tasks can be assessed to establish whether the tasks
have resulted in language learning, so the evaluator therefore needs to conduct some
kind of pre-test and post-test similar to Swain and Lapkin (2001) do (Ellis, 2003).

Testing is thus a means of assessment (Nunan, 2004) that the teachers use to

investigate learners’ achievement in a particular circumstance (Brindley, 1989) and to
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assess the proficiency level of the learners in another circumstance (Cram, cited in
Nunan, 2004). Task-supported teaching has a greater chance of being adopted than
task-based language teaching and can be tried with experiments through individual
tasks alongside the existing practices and through research (Ellis, 2003).

Teachers can serve as an effective way of carrying out action research
conducted in their own classrooms in order to discover the strengths and weaknesses
in designing or selecting tasks (Ellis, 2003). Such assessment helps teachers to revise
and improve tasks for subsequent use. Moreover, assessment of learning achievement
should involve learners’ attitudes and explore the rate of improvement in the
motivation and confidence of learners (Willis, 1996a).

Most teachers often talk about what works in their lessons, but they do not
know much about what their learners think about the tasks they use. Much of what
teachers know is thus collected from summative assessments, or intuitive reflections
(Burns, 1999). Stewart (2007) thus investigates an approach for assessing TBLT that
considers the opinions of both learners and teachers in written responses to narrow the
gap between learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward learning tasks. To do so,
Stewart obtained qualitative and quantitative data from an English teacher, a subject-
matter teacher, and Japanese university learners studying abroad in English speaking
countries.

With regard to classroom-based assessment, Stewart comments that the teacher
can assess only one or several tasks in a course. Although the process of collecting
written responses 1s time-consuming, it creates understanding about task
appropriateness and facilitates decision-making about TBLT. Stewart suggests that the
data of task assessment should be directly sent to course developers; hence, they can

respond to learners’ and teachers’ concerns in the next course.

2.7 Chapter summary

This chapter has reviewed literature and existing research studies related to
aspects of the definitions of tasks, concepts, the framework, implementation, and
assessment of TBLT. This was to enable readers to understand and appreciate the
value of TBLT and to prepare them with information related to this research study.

Although there have been a large number of studies in this field, only a few research
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studies have been conducted in EFL schooling contexts. Thus, only relevant thinking
pieces and research studies were presented in this chapter. Willis, Ellis, and Nunan,
who have the most expertise in this field, are the most cited in this chapter. They wrote
books to promote TBLT in different contexts. Willis (1996a) advocates the strong
version of TBLT to promote negotiation of meaning for ESL learners. Ellis (2003) and
Nunan (2004) attempted to promote TBLT in EFL contexts. With regard to this
chapter, readers will realize that learning from tasks not only fits into form-focused
activities, but could also move learning from form-focused activities to meaning-

focused activities to reach a communicative class in the end.
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CHAPTER 1
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research methodology for the study. The description
begins with a rationale for the experimental research. Details about subjects and
sampling will then be given. The next part explains the instructional setting for the two
treatment groups. Afterwards, research instruments, data collection procedures, and
data analysis will be described in detail. The chapter can thus be outlined as follows.

3.1 Research design

3.2 Population and Subjects

3.2.1 Population
3.2.2 Sampling and subjects
3.3 Instructional setting
3.3.1 Learning context
3.3.2 Tasks
3.3.3 Lesson plans
3.4 Research instruments
3.4.1 Pre-test and post-test
3.4.2 Questionnaires
3.4.3 Semi-structured interviews
3.4.4 Classroom observations

3.5 Data collection procedures

3.6 Data analysis

3.7 Chapter summary

3.1 Research design
This study employs an experimental research approach to investigate the
effectiveness of implementing classroom tasks. The experimental research attempts to

establish cause-and-effect for the treatments of informing and not informing subjects
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of the objectives of the task through a comparative case study used to understand the
phenomenon in-depth (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). The effect of informing or
not informing learners of the objectives of the task is thus explored, focusing on the
learning outcomes and learners’ attitudes toward the treatments (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2008). To do so, two groups of subjects receiving different treatments were measured
by four research instruments -- pre-test and post-test, questionnaires, semi-structured

interviews, and classroom observations -- to see if they differed.

The experimental group
with informing
the objectives of tasks
Questionnaires,
Classroom Observations,
& Semi-structured interviews

Pre-test Corpg '} Post-test
(Before the case study (After the
experiment one between two experiment one
week) treatments month)

The control group
with not informing
the objectives of tasks
Questionnaires,
Classroom Observations,
& Semi-structured interviews

Figure 2. Research design of the study

3.2 Population and subjects
3.2.1 Population
The population was 1202 Mathayom Suksa One learners at a secondary
school in Lopburi, Thailand. They were studying English as a foreign language during
the academic year 2008. They were native speakers of Thai. The target population

came from twenty-one classrooms comprised of 504 male and 698 female learners.
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3.2.2 Sampling and subjects

The sample for the study was selected from the target population. The study
first drew a random sample from twenty-one classrooms. Fifty learners per classroom
multiplied by four classrooms equals two hundred learners which was the desired
sample size. Two good English ability classrooms were randomly chosen from the
total of six good English ability classrooms and the other two mixed English ability
classrooms were then randomly chosen from the total of fifteen mixed English ability
classrooms. This sampling strategy is considered as cluster sampling which has been
used to select groups of individuals rather than individuals from a defined population
(Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).

In addition, it is very time-consuming to interview two hundred sampling
subjects. A purposive sampling technique was used to select three different English
ability learners from the four sample classrooms. The interview sample thus included
twelve learners from the four classrooms. This was likely to be information-rich with
respect to the purpose of the interviews (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). It could also
increase the utility of information obtained from a small sample (McMillan &
Schumacher, 1997). Three subjects from each of the four classrooms were
representatives of different English ability: one high level, one moderate level, and one
low level subject.

All interview subjects were selected based on the pre-test scores conducted for
this study. High achieving subjects were representatives of good English ability
learners, moderate achieving subjects were representatives of moderate English ability
learners, and low achieving subjects were representatives of low English ability
learners from both good ability classrooms and mixed ability classrooms. In-depth
information obtained from those subjects is considered as informative about other
students who have the same level of English ability (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997).
The purposive sampling of interview subjects and the overall sampling of the study are

shown in Table one and Figure three respectively.
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Table 1 Twelve interview subjects’ pre-test scores

Classes English ability levels Subjects | Pre-test scores
30
. _ High achieving level CG1 26
A good ability class in the i
Moderate achieving level CG2 18
control group (CG)
Low achieving level CG3 10
) P _ High achieving level CM1 22
A mixed ability class in the S
Moderate achieving level CM2 12
control group (CM)
Low achieving level CM3 3
- ) High achieving level EG1 26
A good ability class in the -
) Moderate achieving level EG2 18
experimental group (EG)
Low achieving level EG3 7
) | ) High achieving level EM1 21
A mixed ability class in the
) Moderate achieving level EM2 12
experimental group (EM) s
Low achieving level EM3 5

Note. Because of ethical issues, real identities are not revealed in the study.
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Purposive sampling by
English ability attributes

A good ability
classroom (n = 50)

A 4

A good ability learner
A moderate ability learner
A weak ability learner

Learners from 21
classrooms at a
secondary school
(N =1202)

A mixed ability
classroom (n = 50)

\ 4

A good ability learner
A moderate ability learner
A weak ability learner

A good ability
classroom (n = 50)

A 4

A good ability learner
A moderate ability learner
A weak ability learner

A mixed ability
classroom (n = 50)

A good ability learner
A moderate ability learner
A weak ability learner

A 4

Research instruments

\ 4

Achievement
pre-test

Semi-structured interviews

A

Questionnaires

A

Classroom
observation

A 4

Achievement
post-test

Figure 3. Sampling and subjects
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Subjects were all in schools using the Thai national curriculum. In these
classrooms, the English teachers occasionally employed classroom tasks to support
English teaching. Two hundred subjects came from four classes which each had fifty
learners. The control group consisted of one good English ability class and one mixed-
English ability class. The experimental group also consisted of one good English
ability class and one mixed-English ability class. Each group thus contained one
hundred subjects with equal ranges of English ability. The two treatment groups were
given different instructional treatments: 1) the control group was not informed of the
objectives of the task and 2) the experimental group was informed of the objectives of
the task. Moreover, twelve subjects from four classes were then interviewed to

discover their attitudes toward implementing the classroom tasks.

Two treatment groups Subjects
1. The control group (n = 100) 1.1 A good English ability class (n =50)
was not informed of objectives of the task 1.2 A mixed English ability class (n = 50)
2. The experimental group (n = 100) 2.1 A good English ability class (n =50)
was informed of objectives of the task 2.2 A mixed English ability class (n = 50)

3.3 Instructional setting
3.3.1 Learning context

The experimental study was conducted in the second semester of 2008 by
employing task-supported English teaching as advocated by Ellis (2003). The
experimental study was based on unit 13 of the textbook ‘Super Goal 1’ written by
Santos (2003). Each class lasted for about an hour. In the regular English hours, the
two treatment groups were taught by the same English teacher, who was their own
teacher, in order to avoid teacher bias. This was to prevent a negative affect on the
internal validity of the study. Before the experiment, all subjects were informed that
they were participating in the study, and also signed a consent statement authorizing
the collection of this research data. They were taught using the same classroom tasks
and were treated in the same way, with the same teaching materials, and with the same
directions for implementing two classroom tasks. The only treatment that was different

for the experimental group was that this group was informed of the objectives of the
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task and the control group was not informed of the objectives of the task. The two
tasks were designed to teach grammar and vocabulary under the teaching theme ‘I’'m
going to wear my jeans’. The two tasks used in this study were: a form-focused task

and a text-based task. Those tasks are described further in the next section.

3.3.2 Tasks
The two tasks used in the study were a form-focused task and a text-based

task. Details of the two tasks are as follows.
A form-focused task

The first task was a form-focused task designed to elicit the use of the future
form ‘am going to wear’ rather than other forms. The task aimed at focusing on a
particular structure used to complete the task, a procedure that is called ‘a focused
task’” (Ellis, 2003). The task was easy to complete because the task elicited a particular
form required in the task (Loschky & Bley-Vroman cited by Nunan, 2004). Thus, the
learners could achieve the outcomes of the task since they knew what linguistic form
should be used to complete the task (Ellis, 2003).

The first task was under the theme “What are you going to do on this coming
New Year's Day?’. Teaching materials in this task were designed by the researcher
under the guidance of the subject teacher and the current textbook. Its teaching theme
was sharing the personal plans of the learner with classmates within his or her group.
At the end of this task, learners would be able 1) to talk about their plans and 2) to tell
their classmates about the clothes they planned to wear for a coming event.
A text-based task

The second task was a text-based task designed to stimulate a question-answer
conversation exchange based on a reading text. The reading text from their textbook
was about the history of jeans. The sentences consisted of both the future form ‘is/are
going to ...” and the present simple form. This task was designed to make learners
think about and ask questions related to the text and then reply to those questions. The
text-based task engaged learners in processing the text for meaning in order to achieve
the objectives of the task. In completing the task, learners read, listened, asked, then
answered, and perhaps wrote notes about the content of the text in English (Willis,
1996a).
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The second task used a reading text integrated with the designed task. The
teaching materials were the reading text in unit 13 of the textbook ‘Super Goal 1’
written by Santos (2003). Its teaching theme stimulated a question-answer exchange in
which learners had to ask questions with their friends answering those questions. At
the end of this task, learners would be able 1) to make questions about the reading text

and 2) to answer questions related to the reading text.

3.3.3 Lesson plans
The lesson plans for the two tasks followed the methodology of TBLT
proposed by Ellis (2003) in which the stages of a task-supported lesson were pre-task,
during task, and post-task. The pre-task stage consisted of activities that the teacher
and learners could undertake before implementing the task. Secondly, the during task
stage centered on the task itself, during which learners had to complete the
communicative task. Lastly, the post-task stage provided procedures for following up

on task performance. Only the during task stage is obligatory in TBLT (Ellis, 2003).

Task 1: Share your personal plan

Under the theme “What are you going to wear on this coming New Year Day?”

Stage Lesson plan of the first task
A. Pre-task Students find their own group consisting of 5 members.

(10-15 mins)

N

Teacher asks them (in a group) to list vocabulary related to
clothes on the board, and they then give the meaning of
these words to the class.

3. Teacher introduces the topic and the task and shows
students how to talk about their plans and tell about the

clothes planned for that event.

B. During task 1. Within each group, each student has to think about a plan

(20-25 mins) for this coming New Year Day. S/he has to describe what
s/he’s is going to wear on that day.

2. S/he interviews three group members about their plans and

their clothes chosen for that day.
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Task 1: Share your personal plan (cont.)

Under the theme “What are you going to wear on this coming New Year Day?”

Stage Lesson plan of the first task
B. During task 3. Each member then notes down information from three
(20-25 mins) members on the handout.
(cont.) 4. Teacher randomly calls on a student from each group to

report to the class.

C. Post-task 5. Teacher asks the whole class what they learned from the
(15 mins) task.

6. Teacher asks students to summarize linguistic forms and

vocabulary learned and then illustrates how to use these

items in the correct way.

Teaching Materials for Task 1
‘Share Personal Plan’

Work in group. Asking at least a group member about the plan and clothes they’re
going to wear on this coming New Year Day.

What are you going to do on this coming New Year Day? And what are you going to wear on
that day?

1.
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Task 2: Make and reply questions

Reading text “The story of jeans”

Phase Lesson plan of the second task
A. Pre-task Teacher starts the lesson by asking learners to guess from
(10-15 mins) the topic what the story of the reading is about.

Teacher lists the topic that learners think of.

B. During task
(20-25 mins)

Teacher asks learner within a pair to list possible questions
used for asking the class with the answer key.

Teacher calls a learner to ask his/her friend in different
groups to answer the question. The learner, who can answer
the question, will have to call the next pair to implement

guestion-answer exchange.

C. Post-task
(15 mins)

Teacher asks the whole class what they had learnt from
reading.
Teacher summarizes the story of jeans and then illustrates

how possible they can make and reply those questions.

Teaching Materials for Task 2

The year is 1853, and the place is California. People are coming to California
from many countries. They are looking for gold. Thev think that they are going
to get rich. Levi Strauss is one of these people. He's twenty-four vears old, and
he too wants to get rich. He is from Germany. He has cloth from Germany to

_ make tents for the gold miners.

5 A Rl
il -"‘; ﬁ%@ \'ﬁ?

A man asks him: "What are yvou going to do with that cloth?"
Strauss answers: "I'm going to make tents.”

The man says: "l don't need a tent, but | want a strong pair of pants.
Look at my pants. They're full of holes."

Levi makes a pair of pants from the strong cloth. The man is happy with the
pants They're a big success. Soon everyone wants a pair of pants just like the
man's pair. Levi makes one more, ten more, hundreds mom1 thousands more.
That's the history of your jeans.

e = A ok
G T E RS e e ~
S :

e —

Source. Page 87 in Unit 13 of the textbook ‘Super Goal 1’ written by Santos (2003)
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3.4 Research instruments
3.4.1 Pre-test and post-test
The main research instrument was an English achievement test constructed

by the researcher. The achievement test was used as both a pre-test and a post-test.
Both sample groups took the same test before and after the experiment. Its aim was to
assess achievement of individual subjects’ learning when they were taught by TBLT
under the two treatment settings (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997).

With regard to constructing the test, the content of unit 13 in the textbook
‘Super Goal 1’ was used as guideline. The test intended to assess three main parts: 1)
conversational dialogues, 2) reading comprehension, and 3) writing ability. In the first
part, there were three passages consisting of ten items. In the second part, there were
five items for a short passage and another five items for story completion. In the third
part, there were five items for error identification and another five items for a cloze
test. All thirty items were in multiple-choice format, with four items to choose from
for each question.

The difficulty level of each test item is as follows.

Item 1 0.83 Item 16 0.50
Item 2 0.47 Item 17 0.80
Item 3 0.70 Item 18 0.53
Item 4 0.63 Item 19 0.63
Item 5 0.63 Item 20 0.50
Item 6 0.43 Item 21 0.43
Item 7 0.33 Item 22 0.30
Item 8 0.53 Item 23 0.30
Item 9 0.53 Item 24 0.33
Item 10 0.57 Item 25 0.27
Item 11 0.83 Item 26 0.60
Item 12 0.57 Item 27 0.73
Item 13 0.10 Item 28 0.53
Item 14 0.17 Item 29 0.70

Item 15 0.23 Item 30 0.57



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 47

To ensure content validity of the test, it was cross checked by the subject
teacher as to whether it was related to the content of Unit 13 before being used in this
study. Also, the test was piloted with thirty learners who were in the target population
and then it was revised and rewritten. Also, a test is considered as reliable if the
reliability value is at 0.80 or higher (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). The reliability of the
test was calculated by the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (K-R 20) and it was 0.85.
Additionally, the average difficulty level of the thirty items was 0.51.

3.4.2 Questionnaires
Questionnaires were used to explore learners’ attitudes toward the
treatments and TBLT; information was gathered from all subjects in both groups; to
have the overall attitude of a large group, questionnaires are effective tools. (McMillan
& Schumacher, 1997). The questionnaires included four parts: 1) demographic
information, 2) general attitude toward studying English, 3) attitude toward the
treatment of informing students of the objectives of the task, and 4) attitudes,
comments, and suggestions concerning TBLT.
In parts one and two, closed-ended questions were used to ask for
demographic information and general attitudes toward studying English. The questions
for both parts are as follows.

Part 1: Demographic information

1. Name:

2. Age:

3. Gender: O Male O Female

4. Grade: O M. 1/3 O M. 1/4 O M. 1/5 O M. 1/13

Part 2: Attitude toward English

5. Is your favorite subject English?

O Yes O No
6. Do you think English is useful for your life?
O Yes O No

7. Did you get a good grade from the English subject?
O Yes O No
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In parts three and four, a five-point Likert scale was used to indicate
respondents’ level of agreement, disagreement, or indecision with a series of
statements (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). The five-point Likert scale included strongly
agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree; where 5 indicated strongly
agree and 1 indicated strongly disagree. Descriptive statistics were used to show the
rating scores of subjects in both groups toward four investigative issues. The average
mean scores were translated according to the formula cited by Lerdchayantee (1996)
in which each class interval was equal to the result of the maximum minus minimum
divided by number of classes. With regard to that formula, five was the maximum, one
was the minimum, and five was the number of the classes. The class interval was thus

equal to 0.80, used in the translation of average mean scores as follows.

Likert scale Level Average mean range
Strongly disagree (SD) Lowest 0-1.80
Disagree (D) Low 1.81 -2.60
Undecided (U) Medium 2.61-3.40
Agree (A) High 3.41-4.20
Strongly agree (SA) Highest 4.21-5.00

The Likert scale items examined subject’s feelings and beliefs with regards to
four investigative issues: a) understanding objectives of the task, b) preferences toward
informing learners of the objectives of the task, c) preferences for task-based language
teaching, and d) appreciation of the value of task-based language learning. The
statements for the four issues are as follows.

a. Understanding objectives of the task

Teacher ...

a.1 explains what learners have to do

a.2 informs learners of objectives of the task
Learner ...

a.3 is clear about objectives of the task

a.4 knows what learning outcomes are
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a.5 completes the task

a.6 thinks the task is not difficult

a.7 achieves the preset objectives of the task

a.8 think his/her learning outcomes match with preset objectives of the task
b. Preferences toward informing learners of the objectives of the task

Informing students about objectives of the task ...

b.1 is necessary for implementing the task

b.2 helps learner to know what the teacher expects

b.3 helps learner to see how to apply language knowledge

Learner ...

b.4 wants to know objectives of the task before implementing it
c. Preferences for task-based language teaching

Learner prefers tasks rather than ...

c.1 lectures

c.2 textbook exercises
d. Appreciation of the value of task-based language learning

Learner thinks that ...

d.1 the tasks are useful

d.2 the tasks are enjoyable

d.3 the tasks improve his/her language

d.4 the tasks offer more opportunities to use English

d.5 s/he sees value of learning from the tasks

d.6 s/he has more confidence to implement the tasks

d.7 s/he feels satisfied with learning outcomes

Part four additionally asked respondents to write more details about problems,
language knowledge gained from the tasks and suggestions for devising future task-
supported lessons. The open-ended questions in part four generated salient factors
affecting the effectiveness of TBLT in this study (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997).

To assure the validity of the questionnaires, they were constructed based on a
review of the relevant literature and the purposes of the study. Prior to distribution, the

questionnaire was constructed by the researcher under the advice of a specialist. The



Benjawan Praphantateva Research Methodology / 50

questionnaires were then piloted to ensure the reliability of this research instrument.
The piloting consisted of administering the questionnaire to thirty learners from the
target population. The pilot form of the questionnaires also provided space for
respondents to make comments and suggestions for improving the questionnaires.
Because of criticisms by the respondents, statements and open-ended questions on the
questionnaires were changed to make items easier for respondents to understand. The
Coefficient Alpha reliability coefficient of the Likert scale items in this study was
0.87. The acceptable range of reliability is 0.70 to 0.90 (McMillan & Schumacher,
1997).

3.4.3 Semi-structured interviews
Semi-structured interviews were used to find in-depth information about

treatment conditions and the suitability of TBLT in classroom practice. The questions
were similar to the open-ended questions in the questionnaires, but asked for more and
deeper details of learners’ attitudes and comments about what they gained from
learning from these two treatment settings.

The semi-structured interviews consisted of eight oral questions as a guideline.

1. Did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the task? If yes, please
identify those objectives.

2. Do you think informing you of the objectives of the task is necessary for
implementing classroom tasks? Why or why not?

3. Do you think your learning outcomes match with what your teacher
expected you to do in the class? How?

4. How different is learning English from the tasks from normal lectures?

5. Do you see value of learning English from classroom tasks? Why?

6. What do you think about implementing classroom tasks?

7. Do you think the tasks help you to learn English? How?

8. Do you feel satisfied with the learning outcomes for the classroom tasks?
Why or why not?

In this study, face-to-face interviews were preferred so that both parties could
see each other while talking. The semi-structured interviews involved only one subject

at a time, who was interviewed by the researcher. Before the interviews, the researcher
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briefly explained the purposes of the interviews and assured the subjects that the
interviews were confidential. The verbal questions were similar to the open-ended
questions of the questionnaires, but they were deeper to obtain additional information
from selected subjects. The semi-structured interviews also allowed the subjects to
express themselves at length, but the researcher guided the interviews so as to prevent
aimless talk. Moreover, the semi-structured interviews were audio-taped in order to
increase the validity of the qualitative data and then transcribed verbatim to ensure
high reliability of the data (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997).

3.4.4 Classroom observations

Classroom observations are effective when they are combined with other
research instruments (Coleman & Briggs, 2002). Such observations assured that the
findings of this study could be validated through triangulation. Classroom
observations were thus used as a secondary data collection tool to cross-check if what
subjects reported in questionnaires and semi-structured interviews converged with
what happened in the actual classrooms. Moreover, the use of observations is related
to the credibility of data collection (Coleman & Briggs, 2002). To do so, the
researcher used the observation form proposed by Hunter, (1990) as a guideline so that
the observational data were noted according to lesson presentation components. The
lesson components consisted of objectives of the lesson, standards, anticipatory set,
teaching, guided practice, independent practice, and closure and note-taking
respectively.

During the treatment, the two treatment groups and their teacher were
observed by the researcher. The teacher was observed to determine if and how the
teacher informed learners of the objectives of the task. The researcher acted as an
observer and maintained a posture of independence from the instructional settings
being studied (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). The researcher thus observed the activities
of a group without in any way participating in those activities (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2008). Thus, the observations were least likely to affect the actions of the group of
learners being studied (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2008). The duration of each observation
was limited to thirty minutes and the observations were conducted by the researcher

twice per each classroom. The total number of classroom observation was equal to
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eight. The findings from the observations can be considered more valid if observations
are repeated in the same study and more reliable if they replicate the same results for
the entire study (Merriam, 1991). In summary, classroom observations were conducted
to reveal a holistic view of implementing the classroom task in four classrooms for

both the control group and the experimental group.

3.5 Data collection procedures

Data collection was carried out during the sixth week of the second semester.
Firstly, all subjects took the pre-test in the sixth week before the first treatment week.
During the seventh and eighth weeks, the treatments of informing and not informing
subjects of the objectives of the task were given to the experimental group and the
control group. In the seventh and eighth weeks, the form-focused task and the text-
based task were used to teach both groups respectively. The experimental group was
informed of the objectives of the tasks, while the control group was not informed.
Questionnaires were distributed to all subjects immediately after the treatments had
been completed. Additionally, all subjects and their teacher were observed while the
two tasks were being implemented. Semi-structured interviews were conducted and
audio-taped in the tenth and eleventh weeks. In the last week of data collection, all
subjects in both groups took the post-test. The total duration for data collection was

about two months.

Data Collection Procedure

1 | Pre-test Week 6
5 Treatments with two ta§ks (each task/a week) Weeks 7 — 8

and classroom observations
3 | Questionnaires Week 8 (after the treatment)
4 | Semi-structured interview Weeks 10— Week 11
5 | Post-test Week 13
Total duration for data collection Two months
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3.6 Data analysis

The pre-test and post-test scores were calculated and reported as mean scores.
Standard deviation was calculated and a paired samples t test was carried out to find
out whether there were any significant differences between the pre-test and post-test
gains for the two groups. Also, the rating scales for the questionnaires were calculated
and reported as mean scores and standard deviation was calculated to see which
treatment group was more positive about being informed of the objectives of the task
and about task-based language teaching. In addition, data from open-ended questions
were then grouped to explore problems and suggestions related to task-based language
teaching in this context. Lastly, learners’ opinions reported in the semi-structured
interviews were then transcribed verbatim to explore in-depth information about being

informed about the objectives of the task and about task-based language lessons.

3.7 Chapter summary

In this chapter, the design of the experimental research study has been
discussed to investigate the effect of informing the experimental group of the
objectives of the task and of not informing the control group of the objectives of the
task. To investigate such an effect, both quantitative and qualitative research
instruments were employed to assess learning outcomes and attitudes of Mathayom
Suksa One learners at a secondary school in Lopburi, Thailand. Kuder-Richardson
Formula 20 was used to assess the reliability of the pre-test and post-test and the alpha
coefficient was calculated to ascertain the reliability of the questionnaires. The data
obtained from both instruments was then analyzed by arithmetic mean, and standard
deviation was calculated and a t test was carried out. The next chapter reports the

results of this research study to explain the effects of both treatment conditions.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the study are presented to explore both learning
outcomes and learners’ attitudes toward the treatment conditions and TBLT. This
chapter first provides demographic characteristics and general attitudes toward
learning English for the control and experimental groups. Afterwards, the findings for
the first, second, and third research questions are described to show learning outcomes
of each treatment group. The last section reveals the learners’ attitudes in the form of
quantitative and qualitative data in order to understand whether the treatment worked
well in this teaching setting. The findings are reported as follows.

4.1 Subjects in the control group

4.2 Subjects in the experimental group

4.3 Finding One: Was there significant progress in learning English in the
control group?

4.4 Finding Two: Was there significant progress in learning English in the
experimental group?

45 Finding Three: Was there a significant difference in the rate of
improvement between the control group and the experimental group?

4.6 Finding Four: What are learners’ attitudes, comments, and suggestions
toward implementing classroom tasks?

4.7 Chapter summary

4.1 Subjects in the control group

Demographic characteristics and the general attitude toward learning English
of subjects in the control group are presented in Table two. The demographic
characteristics reveal that the control group consisted of forty-seven male learners and
fifty-three female learners so that the total number of subjects in this group was one

hundred. The majority of the control group was thirteen years old.
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Table 2 General information for subjects in the control group (n = 100)

Information n P
1. Demographic information
1.1 Sex:
Male 47 47.0
Female 53 53.0
Total 100 100.0
1.2 Age:
12 yrs old 26 26.0
13 yrs old 73 73.0
14 yrs old 1 1.0
Total 100 100.0

2. Attitude toward learning English
2.1 Is English your favorite subject?

Yes 56 56.0

No 44 44.0

Total 100 100.0
2.2 Is English useful?

Yes 100 100.0

No 0 0.0

Total 100 100.0
2.3 Is your English grade good?

Yes 73 75.0

No 25 25.0

Total 100 100.0

The next part shows the general attitude toward learning English of the control
group. Fifty-six learners responded that English was their favorite subject and the
other forty-four learners responded that English was not their favorite subject.
Moreover, all learners rated English as useful. Additionally, seventy-five learners
reported that they got good grades in English and the rest of learners thought that they
did not get good grades in English.

4.2 Subjects in the experimental group

The demographic information presented in Table three, the experimental group
consisted of one-hundred learners. There were thirty-five males and sixty-five females.
Sixty-eight learners were thirteen years old and the other thirty-two learners were
twelve years old. The majority of the experimental group was thirteen years old.
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Table 3 General information for subjects in the experimental group (n = 100)

Information n P
1. Demographic information
1.1 Sex:
Male 35 35.0
Female 65 65.0
Total 100 100.0
1.2 Age:
12 yrs old 32 32.0
13 yrs old 68 68.0
Total 100 100.0

2. Attitude toward learning English
2.1 Is English your favorite subject?

Yes 72 72.0

No 28 28.0

Total 100 100.0
2.2 Is English useful?

Yes 100 100.0

No 0 0.0

Total 100 100.0
2.3 Is your English grade good?

Yes 81 81.0

No 19 19.0

Total 100 100.0

Table three reports the general attitude toward learning English in the
experimental group. Seventy-two learners responded that English was their favourite
subject while the other twenty-eight learners replied that English was not their
favourite subject. Interestingly, all learners in the experimental group responded that
English was useful as did the control group. In addition, eighty-one learners thought
that their English grades were good and the other nineteen learners reported that their
English grades were not good.

In the next section, the findings of the study are reported to answer the four
research questions. Findings one, two, and three are represented by quantitative data to
assess the learning progress of both groups and to compare the rate of improvement of
the two groups. In addition, finding four first reports quantitative data and then follows

up with qualitative data in order to explore in-depth information about learners’
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attitudes toward informing them the objectives of the task and toward task-based

language teaching. The four findings of the study are reported as follows.

4.3 Finding one

Finding one reports the learning outcomes of the control group. The control
group consisted of one hundred subjects from two classes: a good ability class and a
mixed ability class. Each class had fifty subjects. To assess whether subjects in the
control group made any significant progress in English after the treatment of not
informing them of the objectives of the task, scores for the pre-test and the post-test
were calculated and analyzed by means of a dependent paired sample t test. The
results of the analysis are shown as statistics for the mean scores, standard deviation, t
value, and two-tailed p value. The results of finding one are thus presented in three
parts. The first part is overall findings for the learning outcomes of the control group.
The second part is sub findings for the learning outcomes of the good ability class in
the control group. The third part is sub findings for the learning outcomes of the mixed
ability class in the control group. The results of the three parts are presented in Tables

four, five, and six respectively.

Table 4 Scores for the control group (n = 100)

Scores Mean SD t p
Pre-test 14.99 4.88
6.75 .000*
Post-test 17.05 4.76

*p < .05, two-tailed

Table four shows the overall learning outcomes of the control group both
before and after treatment. The total score for the pre-test and the post-test was 30.
The mean post-test score was higher than the mean pre-test score. The gain, which was
calculated from the mean for the pre-test subtracted from the mean for the post-test
score, was equal to 2.06. The test results also show the t value was equal to 6.75 and p
value was less than 0.05. This indicates that there was a statistically significant
difference between the mean scores on the pre-test and the post-test taken by the

control group. The mean post-test score was significantly higher than the mean pre-
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test score for the control group. The control group thus made significant progress in
English after being given the treatment of not informing subjects of the objectives of
the task.

Table 5 Scores for the good ability class in the control group (n = 50)

Control Group Scores Mean SD t p
Good ability class | Pre-test 17.78 3.42
4.72 .000*
Good ability class | Post-test 19.74 3.47

*p < .05, two-tailed

Table five shows sub findings for learning outcomes obtained from the fifty
subjects in the good ability class in the control group. This part indicates whether the
the good ability class in the control group made any significant progress in English
after the treatment of not informing subjects of the objectives of the task. The findings
show that the mean score for the post-test was higher than the mean score for the pre-
test. The gain was 1.96 out of a total score of 30. Also, there was a statistically
significant difference between the mean pre-test and the mean post-test scores in the
good ability class of the control group. This means that the mean post-test score was
significantly higher than the mean pre-test score in the good ability class of the control
group. Thus the good ability class in the control group made significant progress in
English after being given the treatment of not informing subjects of the objectives of
the task. Interestingly, the fifty subjects in the good ability class in the control group
made progress in learning English similar to the overall learning outcomes obtained

from the one hundred subjects in the control group presented in Table four.
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Table 6 Scores for the mixed ability class in the control group (n = 50)

Control Group Scores Mean SD t p
Mixed ability class Pre-test 12.20 4.53
4.79 .000*
Mixed ability class | Post-test | 14.36 4.36

*p < .05, two-tailed

Table six reports the sub findings for learning outcomes obtained from the fifty
subjects in the mixed ability class in the control group. This part intends to reveal
whether the mixed ability class in the control group made any significant progress in
English ability after the treatment of not informing subjects of the objectives of the
task. The statistical results show that the mean score for the post-test was higher than
the mean score for the pre-test. The score increased by 2.16 out of 30. Obviously,
there was a statistically significant difference between the mean pre-test and the mean
post-test scores in the mixed ability class of the control group. In the mixed ability
class of the control group, the mean post-test score was significantly higher than the
mean pre-test score. The mixed ability class in the control group made statistically
significant progress in English after the treatment of not informing subjects of the
objectives of the task. In addition, the results for this part were similar to those for

learning progress for the good ability class in the control group.

4.4 Finding two

Finding two shows the learning outcomes of the experimental group. The
experimental group consisted of two classes: a good ability class and a mixed ability
class. Each experimental class had fifty subjects; therefore the total number of subjects
in the experimental group was one hundred. The results of finding two show whether
subjects in the experimental group made any significant progress in English after the
treatment of informing them of the objectives of the task. To do so, mean scores for
the pre-test and the post-test taken by the experimental group were compared in terms
of means, standard deviation, t value, and two-tailed p value. The learning outcomes in
finding two are reported in the following three parts. The overall findings for the
learning outcomes in the experimental group are first shown in Table seven, sub

findings for learning outcomes for the good ability class in the experimental group are
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then presented in Table eight, and sub findings for learning outcomes for the mixed

ability class in the experimental group are then displayed in Table nine.

Table 7 Scores for the experimental group (n = 100)

Scores Mean SD t p
Pre-test 15.63 4.84
8.08 .000*
Post-test 18.09 4.63

*p < .05, two-tailed

In Table seven, the overall learning outcomes of the experimental group are
represented by the mean scores on the pre-test and the post-test taken by the one
hundred subjects. The mean post-test score for the experimental group was 2.46 points
higher than the mean pre-test score for the experimental group. The t value was equal
to 8.08 and the two-tailed p value was less than 0.05. In other words, there was a
statistically significant difference between the mean pre-test score and the mean post-
test score taken for the experimental group. The mean post-test score of the
experimental group was significantly higher than the mean pre-test score of the
experimental group. The experimental group thus made significant progress in English

after the treatment of informing subjects of the objectives of the task.

Table 8 Scores for the good ability class in the experimental group (n = 50)

Experimental Group | Scores | Mean SD t p
Good ability class Pre-test | 17.86 | 4.69

6.59 .000*
Good ability class Post-test | 20.42 4.43

*p < .05, two-tailed

Table eight reports sub findings for learning outcomes collected from the fifty
subjects in the good ability class in the experimental group. This intends to show
whether the good ability class in the experimental group made any significant progress
in English after the treatment of informing subjects of the objectives of the task. To do
so, the mean post-test score and the mean pre-test score were compared to see their
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learning progress. According to Table eight, the mean post-test score was higher than
the mean pre-test score. Those scores showed that the gain for the good ability class in
the experimental group was equal to 2.56. The t value was equal to 6.59 and the two-
tailed p value was less than 0.05. There was thus a statistically significant difference
between the mean pre-test score and the mean post-test score in the good ability class
of the experimental group. This indicates that the mean post-test score was
significantly higher than the mean pre-test score for the good ability class of the
experimental group. Thus the good ability class in the experimental group made
significant progress in English after being given the treatment of informing subjects of
the objectives of the task. Obviously, the sub findings obtained from the fifty subjects
in the good ability class in the experimental group made significant progress in
learning English, similar to the overall learning outcomes obtained from the one

hundred subjects in the experimental group as shown Table seven.

Table 9 Scores for the mixed ability class in the experimental group (n = 50)

Experimental Group | Scores | Mean SD t P

Mixed ability class Pre-test | 13.40 3.90

4.99 .000*
Mixed ability class Post-test | 15.76 3.54

*p < .05, two-tailed

Table nine shows the sub findings for learning outcomes obtained from the
fifty subjects in the mixed ability class in the experimental group. The sub findings
intend to determine whether the mixed ability class in the experimental group made
any significant progress in English after the treatment of informing subjects of the
objectives of the task. The results shown in Table nine demonstrate that the mean post-
test score was higher than the mean pre-test score. The increase amounted to 2.36. The
t value was equal to 4.99 and the two-tailed p value was lower than 0.05; therefore
there was a statistically significant difference between the mean pre-test and the mean
post-test scores in the mixed ability class of the experimental group. In the mixed
ability class of the experimental group, the mean post-test score was significantly
higher than the mean pre-test score. Hence, the mixed ability class in the experimental

group made statistically significant progress in English after the treatment of



Benjawan Praphantateva Results / 62

informing subjects of the objectives of the task. In conclusion, the results for this sub
investigation were similar to the learning progress of the good ability class in the

experimental group.

4.5 Finding three

This section compares gains obtained by the control group and by the
experimental group to determine whether there was any significant difference in the
rate of improvement between the control group and the experimental group. The
improvement for the control group and the experimental group is reflected in the mean
gains. To determine if there was a significant difference for the mean gains obtained
by both treatment groups, the pre-test scores were subtracted from the post-test scores
and the result was analyzed by means of a dependent paired sample t test. In order to
arrive at finding three, the mean gains from both groups were compared in regard to
means, standard deviation, t value, and two-tailed p value. The learning outcomes for
finding three were compared and then reported in three parts. Table ten first shows the
overall findings about the rate of improvement in mean scores for both treatment
groups. Table eleven then indicates sub findings in the rate of improvement between
the good ability class of the control group and the good ability class of the
experimental group. Table twelve then reports sub findings in the rate of improvement
between the mixed ability class of the control group and the mixed ability class of the

experimental group.

Table 10 Gains for the control group and the experimental group (n = 100)

Groups Mean Gain Scores SD t p
Control 2.06 3.05
0.92 .362
Experimental 2.46 3.05

*p < .05, two-tailed

As can be seen in Table ten, the mean gain for the experimental group was
slightly higher than the mean gain for the control group. The mean gains for both
groups increased by only 0.30. The t value was equal to 0.92 and the two-tailed p

value was greater than 0.05. Hence, there was no statistically significant difference
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between the mean gains for both treatment groups. In other words, the mean gain of
the experimental group was not significantly higher than the mean gain for the control
group. The rate of improvement for the control group and the experimental group
showed no significant difference. In conclusion, the experimental group, which was
informed of the objectives of the task, had no significant difference in the rate of
English improvement compared to the control group, which was not informed of the

objectives of the task.

Table 11 Gains for the good ability class in the control group and the good

ability class in the experimental group (n = 50)

Groups-Classes Mean Gain Scores SD t p
Control-Good 1.96 2.93
1.04 .306
Experimental-Good 2.56 2.75

*p < .05, two-tailed

Table eleven shows sub findings in the rate of improvement when comparing
mean gains for the good ability class in the control group and the good ability class in
the experimental group. The difference in mean gains for the good ability classes in
the control group and the experimental group was 0.6. Table eleven shows that the
mean gain the good ability class in the experimental group was slightly higher than the
mean gain for the good ability class in the control group. The t value was equal to 1.04
and the two-tailed p value was greater than 0.05. This indicates that there was no
statistically significant difference between the mean gains for both classes. The rate of
improvement of the good ability class in the experimental group was not significantly
higher than the rate of improvement of the good ability class in the control group.
Thus, the good ability class in the control group and the good ability class of the
experimental group had no significant difference in learning English. Due to this
finding, the sub class of the experimental group and the sub class of the control group
had no significant difference in the rate of English improvement similar to the results

presented in Table ten.
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Table 12 Gains for the mixed ability class in the control group and the mixed

ability class in the experimental group (n = 50)

Groups-Classes Mean Gain Scores SD t p
Control-Mixed 2.16 3.19
0.30 763
Experimental-Mixed 2.36 3.34

*p < .05, two-tailed

Table twelve reveals the rate of improvement of the mixed ability classes of
the control group and the experimental group. Similar to the findings shown in Table
eleven, the mean gains of the mixed ability class in the control group and the mixed
ability class in the experimental group were compared to determine whether there was
any significant difference in the rate of improvement between the mixed ability class
of the control group and the mixed ability class of the experimental group. According
to Table twelve, the mean gain for the mixed ability class in the experimental group
was slightly higher than the mixed ability class in the control group. The difference for
both mean gains was 0.02. The t value was equal to 0.30 and the two-tailed p value
was greater than 0.05. This shows that there was no statistically significant difference
between the mean gains for both classes. The rate of improvement of the mixed ability
class in the experimental group was not significantly higher than the rate of
improvement of the mixed ability class in the control group. Thus, the mixed ability
class in the control group and the mixed ability class of the experimental group had no
significant difference in learning English. Due to this finding, the mixed ability class
of the experimental group and the mixed ability class of the control group had no
significant difference in the rate of English improvement similar to the results for the
good ability classes of both treatment groups.

Findings one, two, and three are briefly described in this paragraph. There was
a statistically significant difference between the mean scores on the pre-test and post-
test taken by both treatment groups. This indicates that the mean post-test score for the
control group was significantly higher than the mean pre-test score for the control
group. Also, the mean post-test score for the experimental group was significantly
higher than the mean pre-test score for the experimental group. Although the mean

gain for the experimental group was higher than the mean gain for the control group,
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there was no statistically significant difference between the mean gains for the two
groups. Although the mean post-test scores of the mixed-ability classes in both groups
were lower than the mean post-test scores of the good-ability classes in both groups,
both groups made significant progress in learning English. However, no statistical
differences were found in the rate of English improvement between the control group

and the experimental group in the good-ability classes and mixed-ability classes.

4.6 Finding four

Finding four reveals learners’ attitudes toward the treatment of informing them
of the objectives of the task and toward task-based language teaching. The research
results are presented as both quantitative data and qualitative data. Both types of data
were obtained from two hundred subjects and cross-checked with each other to ensure
that the learners said their actual attitudes, comments, and suggestions toward
implementing classroom tasks. Likert scale responses to the questionnaires are
reported first to describe learners’ attitudes on the four issues under investigation: a)
understanding objectives of the task, b) preferences toward informing learners of the
objectives of the task, c) preferences for task-based language teaching, and d)
appreciation of the value of task-based language learning. The responses to open-
ended questions then reveal more details about problems and suggestions for
implementing the tasks. Moreover, semi-structured interviews of twelve learners next
show information in-depth about the treatment of informing them of the objectives of
the task and information about what those learners gained from learning English from
the classroom tasks. Lastly, classroom observation of the four classes in both the
control and experimental groups was used to check if learners’ opinions on both
quantitative and qualitative instruments matched with things that happened in their
English classrooms.

Finding four can be outlined as follows.

4.6.1 Findings from Likert scales responses to the questionnaires

4.6.2 Findings from responses to open-ended questions on the questionnaires

4.6.3 Findings from semi-structured interviews

4.6.4 Findings from classroom observations
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4.6.1 Findings from Likert scales responses to the questionnaires
A five-point Likert scale was used to measure the degree to which subjects
in both groups appreciated the treatment of informing them of the objectives of the
task and the implementation of task-based language teaching. Twenty-one
investigative items are reflected in the scale as follows.

Scale 5 reflected ‘strongly agree’ to the item statements.

4 reflected ‘agree’ to the item statements.

3 reflected ‘undecided’ to the item statements.

2 reflected “disagree’ to the item statements.

1 reflected ‘strongly disagree’ to the item statements.

The twenty-one items are divided into four main investigative issues. Eight
items first analyze the issue of understanding the objectives of the task and are shown
in Table thirteen. Four items then examine the issue of preferences toward informing
students of the objectives of the task and are shown in Table fourteen. Two items next
examine the issue of preferences for task-based language teaching and are shown in
Table fifteen. Seven items then consider the issue of appreciation of the value of task-
based language learning and are shown in Table sixteen. The questionnaire items were
rated and translated according to Lerdchayantee (1996, p. 149) as follows.

Likert scale Level Average mean range
Strongly disagree (SD) Lowest 0-1.80
Disagree (D) Low 1.81-2.60
Undecided (V) Medium 2.61 - 3.40
Agree (A) High 3.41-4.20

Strongly agree (SA) Highest 4.21-5.00
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Table 13 Issue of understanding objectives of the task

_ _ Control Experimental Both groups
Ques_tlonnalre group (n =100) group (n = 100) (N = 200)
'tems M SD Level M SD Level t p PN
Teacher ...
a.1 explains what
s/he has to do 428 064 SA 436 058 SA 097 033 0.86
a.2 informs learners
of objectives of the
tasks 414 064 A 432 063 SA 195 0.6 0.87

Learner ...

a.3 is clear about

objectives of the

tasks 394 072 A 407 067 A 1.27 021 0.86
a.4 knows what

learning outcomes

are 384 078 A 410 067 A 2.50 0.01* 0.86
a.5 completes the

tasks 367 075 A 404 071 A 3.52  0.00* 0.86
a.6 thinks the tasks

are not difficult 3.89 0.80 A 3.89 0.78 A 0.00 1.00 0.86

a.7 achieves the

preset objectives of

the tasks 353 070 A 363 075 A 099 033 0.86
a.8 thinks his/her

learning outcomes

match with preset

objectives of the

tasks 3.67 0.68 3.89 0.65 250 0.01* 0.86

Overall average 387 075 © A 404 072 _A 4,78 0.00* 0.86
*p < .05, two tailed

>
>

As can be seen in Table thirteen, learners in both groups strongly agreed that
their teacher explained what they had to do and there was not a significant difference
between the mean ratings of the two groups. Also, learners in the control group agreed
that the teacher informed them of the objectives and learners in the experimental group
strongly agreed that their teacher informed them of the objectives but there was not a
significant difference in mean ratings between the two groups. Moreover, learners in
both groups agreed that they were clear about the objectives of the tasks and there was
not a significant difference in mean ratings between the two groups. In addition,
learners in both groups agreed that they knew what the outcomes of the tasks were and

that they could complete the tasks at. Although learners in both groups gave responses
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at the same level, the mean rating of the experimental group was significantly higher
than the mean rating of the control group. Furthermore,_learners in both groups agreed
that the task was not difficult and that they achieved the preset objectives of the tasks
and there was not a significant difference in mean ratings between the two groups.
Finally, learners in both groups agreed that their learning outcomes matched with the
preset the objectives of the tasks. Although both groups gave responses at the same
level, the mean rating of the experimental group was significantly higher than the
mean rating of the control group. Finally, learners in both groups agreed on the issue
of understanding the objectives of the tasks. Both groups gave responses at the same
level on this issue, but the mean rating of the experimental group was significantly

higher than the mean rating of the control group.

Table 14 Issue of preferences toward informing students of objectives of the task

_ _ Control Experimental Both groups
Questionnaire  group (n=100)  group (n = 100) (N = 200)
'tems M SD Level M SD Level t R
Informing about
objectives ...
b.1 is necessary for
implementing the
tasks 399 076 A 434 077 SA  3.07 0.00* 0.86
b.2 helps him/her to
know what the
teacher expects
him/her to do 404 070 A 427 069 SA 232 0.02* 0.86

b.3 helps him/her to

see how to apply

language knowledge 4.20 083 A 416 074 A -0.38 0.71 0.86
Learner thus ...

b.4 wants to know

objectives of the

tasks before

implementing them  4.11 0.84 421 0.77 SA 0.82 0.42 0.86

Overall average 409 078 A 425 0.74 SA 287 000 0.86
*p < .05, two tailed

>

The findings reported in Table fourteen reveal learners’ attitudes toward the
issue of preferences toward informing them of the objectives of the task. Learners in

the control group agreed and those in the experimental group agreed strongly that
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informing them of the objectives of the tasks was necessary for implementing the tasks
and also helped them to know what the teacher expected them to do. The mean rating
of the experimental group was significantly higher than the mean rating of the control
group. Moreover, learners in both groups agreed that informing them of the objectives
of the tasks helped them to see how to apply language knowledge and there was not a
significant difference in the mean ratings scores of the two groups. Additionally,
learners in the control group agreed that they wanted to know the objectives of the task
those in the experimental group strongly agreed that they wanted to know these
objectives before implementing the tasks. Although they gave responses at different
levels, there was not a significant difference in the mean ratings of the two both
groups. On the issue of preferences toward informing them of the objectives of the
tasks, learners in the experimental group agreed while learners in the control group
strongly agreed. In summary, the mean ratings for the experimental group were

significantly higher than the mean ratings for the control group

Table 15 Issue of preferences for task-based language teaching

_ _ Control Experimental Both groups
Quegtlonnalre group (n =100) group (n = 100) (N = 200)
L M SD Level M SD Level t p PN
Learner prefers the
tasks rather than ...
c.1 lecture 407 095 A 414 087 A 0.52 0.60 0.87
£ I 408 102 A 427 090 SA 135 018  0.87
exercises
Overall average 408 098 A 421 088 SA 134 0.18 0.87

*p < .05, two tailed

The findings for preferences for task-based language teaching are shown in
Table fifteen. Learners in both groups agreed that they preferred tasks to lectures and
there was not a significant difference in the mean ratings of the two groups. In
addition, learners in the control group agreed and those in the experimental group
agreed strongly that they preferred tasks to doing textbook exercises. Thus, the
findings for the issue of preferences for task-based language teaching indicate that

learners in the experimental group agreed at the highest level and learners in the
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control group agreed at the high level, but there was not a significant difference

between the mean ratings for the two groups.

Table 16 Issue of appreciation of value of task-based language learning

_ _ Control Experimental Both groups
Quegtlonnalre group (n =100) group (n = 100) (N = 200)
Items M SD Level M SD Level t P e
Learner thinks ...
d.1 the tasks are
useful 434 069 SA 437 065 SA 031 0.76 0.86
d.2 the tasks are
enjoyable 400 078 A 407 073 A 0.72 0.47 0.86
d.3 the tasks improve
his/her language 410 077 A 423 071 SA 126 021 0.86
d.4 the tasks offer
more opportunities
to use English 4,16 0.78 A 420 0.80 A 0.35 0.73 0.86

d.5 s/he sees value of

learning from the

tasks 408 076 A 419 071 A 1.04 0.30 0.86
d.6 s/he has more

confidence to

implement the tasks 3.88 064 A 395 070 A 075 046 0.86
d.7 s/he feels

satisfied with

learning outcomes. 407 078 A 417 074 A 1.07 0.29 0.86

Overall aversg 409 075 A 417 073 A 207 0.04* 086
*p < .05, two tailed

The last findings relate to the issue of appreciation of the value of task-based
language learning and are shown in Table sixteen. Learners in both groups agreed
strongly that the tasks were useful. Also, learners in both groups agreed that the tasks
were enjoyable. Moreover, learners in the control group agreed and learners in the
experimental group strongly agreed that the tasks improved their language.
Furthermore, learners in both groups agreed that the tasks offered them more
opportunities to use English; therefore they saw the value of learning from the tasks
and had more confidence in implementing the tasks. Finally, learners in both groups

agreed that they felt satisfied with their learning outcomes. In brief, learners in both
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groups agreed that they appreciated the value of task-based language learning and
there was a significant difference in the mean ratings of the two groups.

Learners’ attitudes toward the four issues under investigation are summarized
in this paragraph. Learners in both groups agreed at the highest level that their teacher
explained the directions for implementing the task. Although learners in the control
group were not informed of the objectives of the task, they rated this aspect at the high
level. However, learners in the experimental group rated the same item at the highest
level. Although learners in both groups agreed that they knew what learning outcomes
were, the mean ratings of the experimental group was significantly higher than the
mean rating of the control group. Additionally, learners in both groups agreed that
they could complete the tasks and their learning outcomes matched with those preset
objectives, but the mean ratings of the experimental group were significantly higher
than the mean ratings of the control group. In addition, learners in both groups agreed
and with the same mean rating that the tasks were not difficult. Furthermore, learners
in the control group agreed and those in the experimental group agreed strongly that
they preferred being informed of the objectives of the tasks and the mean rating score
of the experimental group was significantly higher than the mean rating of the control
group. Learners in the experimental group agreed strongly that they preferred tasks to
lectures and textbook exercises, while the control group simply agreed. Finally,
learners in both groups agreed that they saw the value of the tasks, but the mean rating
of the experimental group was significantly higher than the mean rating of the control
group. More details on comments and suggestions on task-based language teaching

will be discussed in the next section.

4.6.2 Findings from responses to open-ended questions on the questionnaires
The findings in this section provide information about learners’ opinions

and comments related to implementing classroom tasks. This section explores details
about implementing the tasks carried out by both groups. These descriptions and
explanations thus illustrate what those learners perceived about the treatment of
informing them of the objectives of the task and using tasks in their English classes.

The findings are grouped and analyzed according to three topics: 1) experiential gains
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from task-based language learning, 2) problems in implementing the tasks, and 3)
suggestions toward task-based language teaching.

With regard to written responses, experiential gains from task-based language
learning were analyzed to ensure that they appreciated the value of the tasks. For
example, learners reported that they gained a lot from practicing English skills, namely
listening, reading, speaking, and writing. Due to learning from a variety of
communicative activities, learners felt happy and relaxed so that they had more
confidence in speaking English and expressing their ideas to the class. Moreover,
learners found that they had greater opportunities to participate and engage in the
tasks. They thus recognized how to apply what they had learned in their daily routine.
Furthermore, working in groups was required many skills so that they recognized the
value of unity, co-operative working, and brainstorming of ideas within the group. In
addition, they commented that in implementing the tasks, they practiced their critical
thinking ability; hence they understood the lessons and learned English. Lastly,
learners said that they learned from their own experience. They thus learned how to
correct their own errors from their friend’s advice and could also remember
knowledge gained from implementing the tasks.

Furthermore, learners revealed problems that happened in implementing
classroom tasks. The problem which the majority of learners faced in implementing
the task was loud noise. They stated that they could not concentrate on things they
were doing. Learners also wrote that they had no confidence in speaking English.
Some did not answer the teacher’s questions, because learners were afraid their
answers would be wrong. Moreover, the tasks were quite difficult so that they wanted
more time to complete them. In addition, learners were not confident enough to ask the
teacher when they were unclear about directions and the objectives of the task. In
addition, they said that they could not speak or write English. Furthermore, learners
reflected that they did not have enough knowledge to complete the task. For example,
they did not know meaning of vocabulary and ways of using vocabulary. Lastly,
learners complained that it was hard to get the task done since their friends did not
help them to work and to answer the teacher’s questions. Some friends did not pay

attention to implementing the task.
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Additionally, learners had a number of suggestions for improving task-based
language teaching. The tasks should be enjoyable so that learners would not feel bored
with implementing the tasks. To do so, learners suggested a variety of teaching
materials and outside class tasks. Learners also needed more time to complete the
tasks. In addition, the teacher should offer equal opportunity for everyone to express
ideas and communicate through English; as a result, everyone could perform to his or
her English ability. Moreover, the teacher should provide more content in English
lessons, especially vocabulary. This might help them to learn more and make the tasks
more challenging. Furthermore, the teacher should teach more in a more enjoyable
manner and explain more about vocabulary and making sentences. Interestingly,
learners thought that the teacher should explain more details about the directions and
the objectives of the tasks. Many learners added that they wanted to learn English
from a foreign teacher. Definitely, the tasks were preferred in English classes. Some
learners suggested that the tasks should continue to be used to support the English
lectures. Although most learners needed more tasks in their English teaching, some
learners responded that they were more familiar with the normal lectures than with
task-based language teaching.

In summary, learners found that they gained a lot from implementing the
classroom tasks, namely application of language skills, the value of group work,
practice in critical thinking, and learning from their own errors. Simultaneously, they
faced many problems when they were trying to complete the task. The problems were
loud noise in class, no confidence in communicating through English, unclear
directions and objectives for the tasks, inadequate English knowledge, and time
limitations. Learners finally suggested many ways to improve task-based language
teaching in their teaching-learning context. The suggestions were more enjoyable
tasks, more time to implement the tasks, equal opportunity for everyone to speaking, a
variety of content, more challenging tasks, clear directions and objectives for the tasks,

and the desire to continue using tasks to support English teaching.

4.6.3 Findings from semi-structured interviews
The findings from semi-structured interviews describe in-depth reasons

related to preferences for informing students of the objectives of the task and learning
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values from the tasks. Many questions were used to ask twelve learners from both the
control group and the experimental group to reflect their actual feelings and opinions.

One of the interview questions thus aimed to investigate whether the
experimental group recognized that they were informed of the objectives of the task
and the control group recognized that they were not informed of the objectives of the
task. The findings show that both groups could not distinguish the difference between
directions and the objectives of the task. For example, subjects in the control group
replied as follows.

“Inform...we know what else clothes you would learn”

“Inform...tell that learning English was for”

“Inform...ask us to arrange the sentence”

“Inform...err...does not know...want us to enable doing the exam”

Although the experimental group was informed of the objectives of the task,
they did not remember or might not have been able to identify what the objectives of
the task were. For instance, subjects in the experimental group said as follows.

“Inform...but can’t remember”

“Inform...asked me to give comments about learning English”

“Inform...suppose that in doing an exercise, the teacher will teach before

performing the task so that we will understand and then enable to do it”

As for preferences toward informing learners of the objectives of the task,
learner attitudes for both groups seem to be positive toward informing them of the
objectives of the task. For example, learners reported their opinion in the semi-
structured interview as follows:

“Informing the objectives of the task is necessary.... know what | have to do”

“Necessary ...know how to do the task”

“Make us know what we will do and what we get from it”
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With regard to learning values from the classroom tasks, learners found that
they learned a lot from implementing the tasks. They said that:

“I practice thinking, analyzing, and applying ...”

“l do the task by myself”

“| satisfied ... to speak English out to make questions”

“We learned more skills, after we already learned, we can do exercises better”

Additionally, learners experienced many types of language practice so that
they tended to prefer English learning from tasks. Their comments were as follows.

“Most practices were the speaking skill”

“Speaking and also writing ...reading too”

“Speak English sentence by sentence”

“Making sentences and answering questions”

“Speak with my friend...listen to the teacher’s questions™

“Speaking...interact with the teacher...also counsel with friends”

Clearly, learners from both groups seemed to have a positive attitude toward
informing them of the objectives of the task, although they could not distinguish the
difference between directions and objectives. They realized that informing them of the
objectives of the task helped them to know what to do, how to do it, and what they
would get from the task. Finally they had more confidence in speaking English since
they had more chances to practice English skills. In addition, learners added more
about learning the value of task-based language learning. They said that they had more
opportunities to practice thinking, analyzing, and applying English. They were proud
that they could complete the task by themselves. For instance, they were satisfied with
their learning outcomes that they were able to speak English to make questions.
Finally, they obtained experience in using more language skills, especially speaking.
They interacted with their teacher and counseled friends to achieve the learning

outcomes of the task.
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4.6.4 Findings from classroom observations
Classroom observations were the last method used as a secondary data
collection tool to 1) determine if and how the teacher informed learners of the
objectives of the task and to 2) cross-check if what subjects reported on the
questionnaires and semi-structured interviews converged with what happened in the
actual classrooms. Observational data provided details of the teaching-learning context
in order to report what actually happened in the English classes.

In the classes of the experimental group, the teacher first informed learners of
the objectives of the task before asking them to do the task. The teacher then explained
about vocabulary and the specific language form used in the task. After that the
teacher showed learners how to use vocabulary and the form needed to implement the
task. Learners could thus work together to complete the task within the limited time.
Obviously, many learners were unclear about directions or the objectives of the task,
but a few learners felt free to ask the teacher to explain more. The other learners in
contrast counseled one other. They tried to open resource textbooks or even a
dictionary to find more vocabulary and examples for applying those words and the
form. Since the task was for a communicative purpose, the classes were noisy. The
teacher often asked learners to lower the noise. Moreover, a few groups seemed not to
concentrate on completing the task; therefore they could not finish the task in time.
When the teacher asked volunteer learners to answer her questions, nobody responded.
The teacher thus called on four to five learners to report their work to the class.

In the classes of the control group, the teacher first explained vocabulary and a
specific form used in the task and then demonstrated how to use them. Learners
needed to complete the task within a limited amount of time. Some learners were not
clear about directions or the objectives of the task. Similar to the experimental group,
some asked the teacher to individually explain more while some were trying to work
together by themselves. They counseled one other so that they knew that what the
teacher expected them to do. The teacher walked around the room like in the classes of
the experimental group; therefore learners felt comfortable to ask questions about
implementing the task. Again, learners did not have adequate knowledge of
vocabulary and grammar so that they tried to ask the teacher whether what they were

doing was correct or some tried to find examples in the book. After finishing the task,



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 77

learners were afraid to answer the teacher’s question or to report their work to the
class. The teacher thus called on good ability learners to report their group work.

In brief, learners in both groups faced similar problems in implementing
classroom tasks. They thus attempted to solve those problems by themselves. Only a
few learners asked their teacher to explain more if the teacher walked around the class.
Learners tended to work with their friends rather than asking their teacher. The second
task used in the four classes seemed to be smoother than the first task. This might be
because they were familiar with learning English from implementing tasks. The
classes were less noisy and learners spent less time completing the task. In the second

task, learners tended to respond to the teacher’s questions more than for the first task.

4.7 Chapter summary

In this chapter, the results of the study were presented to assess the
effectiveness of implementing classroom tasks and the effect of informing them of the
objectives of the task. The findings show that informing learners of the objectives of
the task did not help to develop the English ability of the experimental group; in
contrast, it could enhance learners’ attitude toward informing them about the
objectives of the task. Both groups commented that informing them of the objectives
of the task was necessary for achieving the learning outcomes. Although the treatment
did not affect the learning outcome, task-based language teaching helped both groups
make significant progress in their English ability. Learners in both groups appreciated
the value of the tasks that which provided greater opportunities to engage in

communicative activities and to enhance confidence in language use.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

This chapter discussed the findings of the study reported in the chapter four.
The discussions began with interpretations of the four research question findings. The
first three sections revealed the effect of treatment conditions. The fourth section then
explored learners’ attitudes toward informing the objectives of the tasks and task-
based language teaching. The last section provided implications of the study that
suggested ways in applying the results of the study in the Thai secondary schooling
contexts. The chapter five was thus outlined as follows.

5.1 Discussion of finding one: Was there significant progress in learning
English for learners who were not informed of the objectives of the task?

5.2 Discussion of finding two: Was there significant progress in learning
English for learners who were informed of the objectives of the task?

5.3 Discussion of finding three: Was there a significant difference in the rate
of improvement between learners who were informed of the objectives of the task and
who were not informed of the objectives of the task?

5.4 Discussion of finding four: What are learners’ attitudes, comments, and
suggestions toward implementing classroom tasks?

5.4.1 Discussion for quantitative data
5.4.2 Discussion of qualitative data

5.5 Implications of the study
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5.1 Discussion of finding one

Was there significant progress in learning English for learners who were not
informed of the objectives of the task?

Task-supported teaching is relatively easy and unthreatening to try out one or
two tasks (Ellis, 2003). Just a few tasks can be assessed to establish whether the tasks
have resulted in language learning that the evaluator therefore needs to conduct some
kind of pre-test and post-test similar to Swain and Lapkin (2001) do (Ellis, 2003). To
do so, the first finding discussed the results of language learning from pre-test and
post-test scores. According to the results of finding one, the mean pre-test score (M =
14,99, SD = 4.88) and the mean post-test score (M = 17.05, SD = 4.76) of not
informing objectives of the tasks showed that one hundred Mathayom Suksa One
learners, who were not informed of objectives of the tasks, made significant progress
(p < 0.05) in learning English. Moreover, the results of the pre-test and post-test scores
were also reported whether learners of the good ability class and of the mixed ability
class made significant progress in learning English. The mean pre-test score (M =
17.78, SD = 3.42) and post-test score (M = 19.74, SD = 3.47) of learners of the good
ability class indicated significant progress (p < 0.05) in learning English. The mean
pre-test score (M = 12.20, SD = 4.53) and post-test score (M = 14.36, SD = 4.36) of
learners of the mixed ability class also showed significant progress (p < 0.05) in
learning English.

In brief, without informing objectives of the tasks did not effect to learning
outcomes of Mathayom Suksa One learners. Learners in the good ability class and in
the mixed ability class made significant progress in learning English. Unsurprisingly,
learners in the good ability class made higher progress in learning English than
learners in the mixed ability class. This could prove the claim of Ellis (2003) that task-
supported teaching has much chance of being adopted than the task-based language
teaching and could try out with experiment through individual tasks alongside the exist

practices.
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5.2 Discussion of finding two

Was there significant progress in learning English for learners who were
informed of the objectives of the task?

Mismatch between teacher and learner perception of stating objectives of
pedagogical tasks was seen as a problem of unsuccessful implementing the task
(Kumaravadivelu, 1991); therefore the teacher should make clear about the
instructional objectives of the task to the learners (Willis, 1996a). Thus, the second
finding discussed the effect of informing learners of objectives of the task shown in
the mean scores of the pre-test and post-test. According to finding two, one hundred
Mathayom Suksa One learners, who were informed of objectives of the tasks, made
significant progress (p < 0.05) in learning English that their progress was reported
from the mean pre-test score (M = 15.63, SD = 4.84) and the mean post-test score (M
= 18.09, SD = 4.63). Additionally, the results of the mean pre-test and post-test scores
were reported significant progress of two sub classes in the group of learners, who
were informed of objectives of the task. The mean pre-test score (M = 17.86, SD =
4.69) and post-test score (M = 20.42, SD = 4.43) of learners of the good ability class
reported significant progress (p < 0.05) in learning English. Also, the mean pre-test
score (M = 13.40, SD = 3.90) and post-test score (M = 15.76, SD = 3.54) of learners of
the mixed ability class showed significant progress (p < 0.05) in learning English.

In brief, with informing objectives of the tasks helped to stimulate good
learning outcomes of one hundred Mathayom Suksa One learners, although their
progress was slightly higher than Mathayom Suksa One learners, who were not
informed of objectives of the task. Learners in the good ability class and in the mixed
ability class also made the same results of the significant progress (p < 0.05) in
learning English. In accordance with this assessment, Ellis (2003) points out that the
teachers can serve as an effective way of carrying out action research conducted in
their own classrooms in order to reflect strengths and weaknesses of designing the

tasks. This also helps the teachers to revise and improve tasks for subsequent use.
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5.3 Discussion of finding three

Was there a significant difference in the rate of improvement between learners
who were informed of the objectives of the task and who were not informed of the
objectives of the task?

Testing is one of assessment (Nunan, 2004) that the teachers use to assess
learners achievement of specific curricular objectives (Brindley, 1989) to assess the
proficiency level of language skills shown in the gain scores (Cram cited in Nunan,
2004). To doing so, the third finding discussed language gains and a significant
difference in the rate of improvement between learners, who were informed and not
informed of objectives of the task. The finding three indicated, learners, who were
informed of objectives of the task (M = 2.46, SD = 3.05), had slightly higher gain of
language development than did learners, who were not informed of objectives of the
task (M = 2.06, SD = 3.05). Also, there was no a significant difference (p > 0.05)
between mean gain scores of learners, who were informed, and learners, who were not
informed of objectives of the task. The results of the mean gain scores also indicated
whether there was a significant difference of learning gains in two sub classes in
which were informed and not informed the task objectives. The mean gain score of
learners in the good ability class, who were informed of objectives of the task (M =
2.56, SD = 2.75) had slightly higher than learners in the good ability, who were not
informed of objectives of the task (M = 1.96, SD = 2.93). Thus, there was no a
significant difference (p > 0.05) between the mean gain scores of learners in the two
good ability classes. The mean gain score of learners in the mixed ability class, who
were informed of objectives of the task (M = 2.36, SD = 3.34) had slightly higher than
did learners in the mixed ability, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M =
2.16, SD = 3.19). Thus, there was no a significant difference (p > 0.05) between the
mean gain scores of learners in the two mixed ability classes.

In brief, with and without informing learners of objectives of the task helped to
stimulate language gains in the English class, but there was no a significant difference
in the rate of English improvement between learners, who was informed and not
informed of objectives of the task. Surprisingly, the tests are not only a tool of
assessment of learning achievement, but learners’ attitudes can also show learners’

gains in motivation and confidence (Willis, 1996a).



Benjawan Praphantateva Discussion / 82

5.4 Discussion of finding four
What are learners’ attitudes, comments, and suggestions toward implementing
classroom tasks?
5.4.1 Discussion for quantitative data
To assess learners’ attitudes, discussion of findings from Likert scales
intended to explore four issues of the research investigation. Those four issues
consisted of a) an issue of preferences toward informing objectives of the tasks, b) an
issue of preferences toward informing objectives of the tasks, c) an issue of
preferences for task-based language teaching, and d) an issue of appreciation of value

of task-based language learning discussed respectively as follows.

a) Issue of understanding objectives of the tasks

Before implementing the task, the teachers should introduce the objectives of
the task to their learners so that they can understand what the task involves, what its
objectives are, and what outcomes are required (Willis, 1996a; Willis & Willis, 2007).
Such this claim, the first issue showed levels of understanding objectives of the tasks
as follows. First of all, learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M =
4.28, SD = 0.64) and learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.36,
SD = 0.58) responded that their teacher actually explained what they had to do. Also,
learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.14, SD = 0.64) less
perceived than learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.32, SD =
0.63) that their teacher informed them of objectives of the tasks. Besides, learners,
who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 3.94, SD = 0.72) and learners,
who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.07, SD = 0.67) agreed that they
were clear about objectives of the tasks. Moreover, learners, who were not informed of
objectives of the task and learners, who were informed of objectives of the task both
knew what learning outcomes were and thus completed the tasks, but learners, who
were informed of objective of the task, much more perceived (p < 0.05) the result of
learning outcomes and higher believed (p < 0.05) in completing the tasks.
Furthermore, learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task and learners
who were informed of objectives of the task both believed that the tasks were not

difficult so that they both achieved the preset objectives of the task. In addition,
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learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 3.67, SD = 0.68) and
learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 3.89, SD = 0.65) perceived
that their learning outcomes matched with the preset objectives of the tasks, but
learners, who were informed of objectives of the task greater believed that their
learning outcomes matched with the preset objectives of the task.

In summary, learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M =
3.87, SD = 0.75) and learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.04,
SD = 0.72) confirmed that they understood the pedagogic objectives in implementing
the classroom task, but learners, who were informed of objectives of the task had
much more belief (p < 0.05) than did learners, who were not informed of objectives of
the task.

b) Issue of preferences toward informing objectives of the tasks

Learners normally want to know how they should begin and what will happen
once they have finished the task (Willis, 1996a). To affirm such preference, the second
issue showed the evidence of preferences for informing objectives of the tasks
obtained from this study as follows. Learners, who were informed of objectives of the
task (M = 4.34, SD = 0.77) appreciated the necessary of informing them objectives of
the tasks than did learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 3.99,
SD = 0.76), but learners, who were informed of objectives of the tasks higher believed
(p < 0.05) the necessary of informing objectives of the tasks than did learners, who
were not informed of objectives of the tasks. Also, learners, who were informed of
objectives of the tasks (M = 4.27, SD = 0.69) strongly agreed while learners, who were
not informed of objectives of the tasks (M = 4.04, SD = 0.70) agreed that this was
because they knew what their teacher expected them to do. Moreover, learners, who
were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.20, SD = 0.83) and learners, who
were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.16, SD = 0.74) both agreed that
informing objectives helped them to see how to apply language knowledge.
Furthermore, learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.11, SD
= 0.84) agreed while learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.21,
SD = 0.77) strongly agreed that they wanted to know objectives of the task before

implementing it.
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In summary, learners, who were informed and were not informed of objectives
of the task, preferred informing objectives of the task before implementing it.
Learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.25, SD = 0.74) needed it
more than (p < 0.05) did learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M
=4.09, SD = 0.78).

c) Issue of preferences for task-based language teaching

The third issue explored more about the issue of preferences for task-based
language teaching. Learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M =
4.07, SD = 0.95) and learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.14,
SD = 0.87) agreed that they preferred classroom tasks rather than lecture. Besides,
learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.27, SD = 0.90) strongly
agreed while learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.08, SD
= 1.02) agreed that they preferred the tasks rather than textbook exercises.

In summary, learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.21,
SD = 0.89) strongly agreed while learners, who were not informed of objectives of the
task (M = 4.08, SD = 0.98) agreed that they preferred the tasks rather than lecture and

textbook exercises.

d) Issue of appreciation of value of task-based language learning

Tasks provide three essential conditions for language learning that simulates
rich exposure to language in use, using the language in various situations, and
motivation to learn language (Willis, 1996a). The fourth issue therefore attempted to
collect learners’ attitudes of learning value from the tasks. With regard to this issue,
learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.34, SD = 0.69) and
learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.37, SD = 0.65) strongly
agreed that the tasks were useful. Also, learners, who were not informed of objectives
of the task (M = 4.00, SD = 0.78) and learners, who were informed of objectives of the
task (M = 4.07, SD = 0.73) agreed that the tasks were enjoyable. Moreover, learners,
who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.23, SD = 0.71) strongly agreed
while learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.10, SD = 0.77)

agreed that the tasks improved their English. Furthermore, learners, who were not
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informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.16, SD = 0.78) and learners, who were
informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.20, SD = 0.80) agreed that the tasks offered
more opportunities to use English. In addition, learners, who were not informed of
objectives of the task (M = 4.08, SD = 0.76) and learners, who were informed of
objectives of the task (M = 4.19, SD = 0.71) both reflected that they saw value of
learning from the tasks. Besides, learners, who were not informed of objectives of the
task (M = 3.88, SD = 0.64) and learners, who were informed of objectives of the task
(M = 3.95, SD = 0.70) agreed that they had more confidence to implement the tasks.
Finally, learners, who were not informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.07, SD =
0.78) and learners, who were informed of objectives of the task (M = 4.17, SD = 0.74)
agreed that they felt satisfied with learning outcomes.

In summary, learners, who were informed of objectives of task greater
appreciated (p < 0.05) value of task-based language learning than did learners, who
were not informed of objectives of the task After engaging in the pedagogical tasks,
learners express themselves in English and do fun tasks; consequently, their attitudes
are more likely to be positive (Wiilis & Willis, 2007).

According to the four issues, learners, who were informed and not informed of
objectives of the task strongly agreed that their teacher explained the directions for
implementing the task. Although learners were not informed of the objectives of the
task, they agreed that their teacher informed them of objectives of the task. However,
learners, who were informed of the objectives of the task, more perceived that they
were informed of objectives of the task than did learners, who were not informed of
the objectives of the task. As a result, learners, who were informed of the objectives of
the task, felt that they were clearer about objectives of the task and the results of
learning than did learners, who were not informed of the objectives of the task.
Additionally, learners, who were informed of the objectives of the task, greater
believed that they achieved the preset objectives of the task and their learning
outcomes matched with those objectives. In addition, learners, who were informed and
not informed of objectives of the task, responded equally that the task was not
difficult. Moreover, learners, who were informed of the objectives of the task, strongly
agreed that they wanted to know objectives of the task before completing them, while

learners, who were not informed of the objectives of the task, agreed that they also
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needed them. Furthermore, learners, who were informed of the objectives of the task,
strongly agreed that they preferred tasks to lectures and textbook exercises, while the
learners, who were informed of the objectives of the task, replied only with the level
of ‘agree’ for preference for task-based language teaching. Learners, who were
informed and not informed of the objectives of the task, agreed that they saw the value
of the tasks. More details on comments and suggestions for task-based language

teaching would be discussed in the next section.

5.4.2 Discussion for qualitative data

In accordance with written responses, Mathayom Suksa One learners
affirmed that they saw value of the classroom tasks. During implementing those tasks,
they had to use many English skills to complete the tasks. Also, they wrote that they
had greater opportunities to participate and engage in learning process. Moreover, they
expressed that group work was very skillful so that they recognized the concepts of
team work such as fostering group unity, working cooperatively, thinking critically,
and brainstorming ideas. Furthermore, they felt enjoyed and relaxed when they had
more chances to practice speaking and other language skills; therefore they had more
confidence to speak out English. Since they learned English from their own
experiences, they thus recognized how to apply what they had learned from the tasks
to the diary situations. Lastly, they knew how to correct their own errors from their
friends’ advices and they thought they could remember language knowledge gained
from implementing the tasks.

Comments reflected from the learners of this study were not new. Willis
(19964a) pointed out that the task naturally fostered combinations of language skills.
While the learners were talking to someone, they had to listen to them so that they
knew what they would say next. Nunan (2004) also stated that the key concept of the
tasks was experiential learning. The tasks encouraged learners to participate actively in
collaborative groups so that learners became increasingly self-directed and responsible
for their own learning. Willis and Willis (2007) emphasized importance of feedback
that identifying errors by the teacher and friends might help the push for accuracy

before reporting their work to the class. According to this finding, learners affirmed
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value of the tasks that they had positive attitude of learning English from the
classroom tasks.

Besides, the learners of this study added that they found many problems of
implementing the classroom tasks. The first problem came from the large size class
that was loss of control such as noise and discipline problems also reported in the
study of Carless (2007). The second problem came from no confidence of learners.
They were afraid their production would be wrong. The third problem came from
space between learners and their teacher. Learners noted that they were not brave to
ask the teacher when they were unclear about directions and objectives of the task.
The fourth problem came from inadequate language knowledge to perform the task.
For instance, they did not know meaning of new vocabulary and making sentences of
those new words. The last problem came from cooperation within a group. They
complained that their friends did not help them to complete the task.

The learners of this study suggested ways of improving task-based language
teaching. First, the tasks should be enjoyable such as games, various teaching
materials and contents, and outside classroom activities. Second, the tasks should offer
more time to complete the tasks. Third, the tasks should provide equal opportunity for
everyone to express and communicate ideas through using English. Fourth, the tasks
should be more challenging as learners and be continually along with the normal
lectures. Alternatively, learners wanted to learn English from foreign teachers. Lastly,
the teacher should teach more enjoyably and explain clearly about directions,
objectives of the tasks, and ways of using vocabulary to make sentences.

With regard to semi-structured interviews, learners, who were informed and
not informed of objectives of the task, could not distinguish the difference between
directions and objectives of the task, but they still preferred informing them of
objectives of the task. With informing objectives of the tasks helped learners to know
what to do, how to do, and what they will get from the task. This finding was similar
to Willis and Willis’s (2007) suggestion of informing directions, objectives, and
outcomes of the task. In addition, the learners of this study appreciated value of task-
based language learning and experiential learning from practicing many language

skills. They were proud to complete the classroom tasks by themselves. The finding of
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interviews was comparable to the findings from written responses of the
questionnaires discussed earlier.

Apparently, many learners were still unclear about directions or objectives of
the task, although the teacher explained them of directions of the task. Only a few
learners asked their teacher to explain more while others counseled their friends about
ways to complete the task. Similarly, Willis (1996) illustrated that weaker learners
could benefit by hearing what better friends explained and suggested within their
group. Due to collaborative work, the class was noisy and indiscipline. The teacher
thus asked the learners to lower their voice or stop altogether until there is total silence
and then start off again in a whisper. After finish the group work, the teacher
encouraged the learners to report their work. Obviously, the learners kept quiet while
the teacher called for volunteers. The teacher thus called specific learners to perform
their language. To stimulate learners’ speaking out, it is important to praise their
achievements and such those positive reactions are more likely to increase the

motivation of the learners to show their efforts next time (Willis, 1996a).

5.5 Implications of the study

The study attempted to collect useful information relevant to implementing
pedagogical tasks that they were already experimented at a secondary schooling
context with two hundred Mathayom One learners in two good ability classes and two
mixed ability classes Those classes were large size that were taught by the same
English teacher. The study also intended to find out suitable ways for using the
classroom tasks to support English instruction for more communicative in Thai
teaching-learning contexts.

To respond learners’ voices in this study, language teachers should make clear
about specific objectives of the task (Willis, 1996a), because it helped learners to
know what intended outcomes were (Willis & Willis, 2007). Such that framing, the
learners knew what they would be required to do and what outcome they would arrive
at (Ellis, 2003). The explaining the task objectives helped the learners to see how to
apply language (Lee cited in Ellis, 2003). Additionally, Breen (1987) suggested that
the task as a workplan must accommodate objectives of the tasks with learners’

perception and their learning needs. Once, the objectives of the task were made clear
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to the learners or even seen as relevant to their learning needs; they then performed the
task with maximal effort.

The study also suggested the weak version of task-based language teaching
known as task-supported language teaching. The tasks should be adapted to support
English teaching to be more communicative, although it was only contextualized
practice of discrete items rather than activities in which learners negotiated meaning
independently of the teacher (Carless, 2003; Littlewood, 2007). Learners could start
learning English from the easiest to the most different types of tasks (Littlewood,
2004). The continuum of using pedagogical tasks moved from non-communicative
learning, pre-communicative language practice, communicative language practice,
structured communication, to the most meaning-oriented end of the continuum
considered as authentic communication (Littlewood, 2004). Such Littlewood’s
suggestion, the teacher and learners could utility characteristics of tasks in order to

match their teaching-learning situations in English classes.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

Since the problem of a mismatch between teacher intention and learner’s
interpretation of a given task was found (Kumaravadivelu, 1991; Murphy, 2003), this
experimental study was conducted to investigate the effect of informing or not
informing learners of the objectives of the task in a Thai schooling context. The effects
of such an experiment were explored in forms of learning outcomes and learners’
attitudes toward a preference for informing learners of the objectives of the task. In
addition, the study intended to reveal problems in implementing classroom tasks and
suggestions for using those tasks to support teaching English at a secondary school in
Thailand. The study thus intended to answer four research questions as follows.

1. Was there significant progress in learning English for learners who were
not informed objectives of classroom tasks in the control group?

2. Was there significant progress in learning English for learners who were
informed objectives of classroom tasks in the experimental group?

3. Was there a significant difference in the rate of improvement between the
control group and the experimental group?

4. What were learners’ attitudes, comments, and suggestions toward

implementing classroom tasks?

6.1 Summary of the study

The first three research questions attempted to evaluate the effectiveness of
task-supported language teaching and also establish the effect of informing or not
informing Mathayom Suksa One learners of the objectives of the task. Learners who
learned English through task-supported language teaching made significant progress in
learning English. Interestingly, learners who were informed of objectives of the task
and learners who were not informed of objectives of the task did not have a significant

difference in their rates of English improvement. Thus, informing learners of the
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objectives of the task did not affect learning, but it affected learners’ attitudes toward
implementing classroom tasks.

The fourth research question thus attempted to reveal learners’ attitudes toward
the effect of informing learners of the objectives of the task. Learners also explored
their learning experiences to see if they gained knowledge and skills from
implementing classroom tasks. Learners lastly reported useful information about
problems and suggestions for devising task-supported language teaching.

Interestingly, learners who were informed or not informed of the objectives of
the task preferred that the teacher inform them of the objectives of the tasks before
implementing it. They responded that informing them of the objectives of the task
helped them to know what they had to do, how they could achieve the intended
teaching outcome, and what they would get from implementing the task. In addition,
learners said that they learned a lot from implementing the tasks. For example, they
said that they practiced thinking, analyzing, and applying English. They added that
they could do the task by themselves and that they felt satisfied that they could speak
English to complete the task.

Although learners who were informed and not informed of objectives of the
task had a good attitude toward informing them of the objectives of the tasks and
toward task-supported language teaching, they faced many problems in implementing
group work tasks. They found that they had no confidence in speaking English and
were also afraid to answer the teacher’s questions. When they were unclear about
directions and objectives of the task, they commented that they were not confident
enough to ask for the teacher’s help. Furthermore, they said that they did not have
enough knowledge of vocabulary and sentence structure; therefore they wanted more
time to complete the task.

Learners suggested that they needed more tasks to learn vocabulary and to
practice speaking. They also wanted equal opportunities for everyone in the class to
communicate in English. Moreover, they hoped to learn English from their friends’
errors. Besides, the tasks should be enjoyable for them. Importantly, they required
clear directions and task objectives before implementing classroom tasks. Learners
lastly suggested that if they continued to learn English from the tasks, they would have

more confidence to speak out and be familiar with meaningful communication.
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6.2 Recommendations for task-supported language teaching

The study recommends that English teachers in traditional classrooms can
diversify their instruction with classroom tasks used to provide more opportunities for
learners to experience meaningful communication. Learners with various English
abilities and needs can benefit from experiences of collaborative participation in pair
or group work. Also, task-supported language teaching is easier to implement in
foreign language settings, because it can fit in with normal schedules of teaching in
English lessons. This study ensures that the teacher can adapt and create her own
teaching materials and lesson plans successfully to increase the rate of English
improvement and to promote a good attitude toward learning English through
implementing classroom tasks.

No single method or set of procedures can fit all teachers and learners in all
contexts. Teachers should draw ideas and experiences from others in using task-
supported language teaching, but they should not simply adopt them in their
classrooms. Instead, they need to adapt them to their own contexts and their learners’
learning styles. In addition, the study does not expect all teachers to use task-supported
language teaching, but hopes they will experiment with it at least one time in their
courses. They can thus assess whether classroom tasks are suitable for their teaching-

learning preferences and how well the classroom tasks are achieved in English classes.

6.3 Recommendations for further research studies

Since the experimental study was conducted within three months, only two
classroom tasks were used to assess learning outcomes and explore learners’ attitudes
toward implementing those tasks at a secondary school in Lopburi, Thailand; therefore
the findings of the study came from learners’ perspective rather than the teacher’s
perspective. Thus, further research studies should employ the long-term use of
classroom tasks to see how language teachers and learners adapted and integrated new
ideas of using those tasks to suit their teaching-learning situations as follows.

1. The researchers should employ more varied classroom tasks to see the
effect of task-supported teaching in terms of language development and attitude

toward learning English through implementing those tasks.



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 93

2. The study should collect data from both the teachers and learners to see
what the problems and suggestions of task-supported language teaching are with
regard to the teachers’ and learners’ opinions.

3. Interviewing teachers is recommended for further research studies to find
out whether the learning outcomes of learners are consistent with the intended
teaching objectives for the tasks and/or whether teacher intention and learner
interpretation of a given task converge.

4. The investigation should be conducted in other schooling contexts or in
other regions in Thailand so that it could provide more aspects of using classroom
tasks to support teaching English in different situations.

5. The sample size should be larger in both groups of teachers and learners in
order to broaden generalizations to the field of language pedagogy.

6. Other data collection tools should be used for further research studies to

assess learning outcomes and attitudes of learners for each classroom task.
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APPENDIX A
LETTER AND CONSENT FORM

Faculty of Graduate Studies
Mahidol University
M.A. (Applied Linguistics)

Dear participants,

| am Ms. Benjawan Praphantateva, a M.A. in Applied Linguistic student at Mahidol
University. | am in the process of doing a thesis research project, “The Effectiveness of
Implementing Classroom Tasks: A Comparative Case Study of the Effect of
Informing or Not Informing Mathayom Suksa One Learners of the Objectives of the
Task™ under the consultation of Assoc. Prof. Songsri Soranastaporn.

It would appreciate it if you were able to participate and cooperate in collecting data
from the scores for a pre-test & post-test, data from classroom observation, answering
questionnaires, and responding to interview questions. Your information will be useful
for designing task-based lessons to improve English teaching for communicative
purposes and will be beneficial for future research in areas of task-based language
teaching.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Benjawan Praphantateva
Researcher
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Informed Consent Form

Research Title: The Effectiveness of Implementing Classroom Tasks: A
Comparative Case Study of the Effect of Informing or Not
Informing Mathayom Suksa One Learners of the Objectives
of the Task

Responsible person:  Ms. Benjawan Praphantateva,
a M.A. in Applied Linguistic student at Mahidol University.

| have read and understood all statements in the informed consent form. | have also
been explained the objectives and methods of the study, as well benefits that may
happen to myself upon participation in the study. | understand that the information will
be kept confidential and my name will not be disclosed in any case. I shall be given a

copy of the signed informed consent form.

RIQTEAUE Y. .0 oo 0 4 . Smd ... (Respondent/informant)
R VAN NS N AR 4 )

SIgNatUre. ... (Researcher)
(e, )

SIgNAtUre. ... e (Witness)
(e )

SIgNAtUre. ... (Witness)
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Letter and consent form

(Thai version)
anammmaniilizynd

a < a @ a
AuzAalmans unIneaeuaa

A ' A 3 9 o a A s
130N sll'f)ﬂ’ﬂll5'33JN@Gluﬂjﬂﬂﬂi'JU5'311‘“?)11“@]ﬂﬁgﬂ@ﬂﬂ15ﬂ13W81uWu'ﬁ

= Yt 1 ! o av
138U Ejllﬁ’Jui’Jll‘l‘L‘lﬂﬁﬂN"lu’JﬂEJ

Y a o @ E=1 a J J a
AeAN Y UNAIYITIH Useiusmn unanulSaanIn anmmanslizgna anzdall
o a @ a 1 1 o A a ¢ A [ = o A a wua Y
MTAT UN1INYIAINTIR] ’é)gi%‘l’i’JNﬂﬁ'ﬂTJﬂEﬂuW‘l‘l‘ﬁﬁ’l’N Nﬁﬁllt]‘l/l‘ﬁﬁll’E'Nﬂﬁﬂ'lﬂi]ﬂiiﬂﬂ{]ﬂ@ﬂﬂﬂ@ﬁﬁEJL!

A K

[ o [ 4 a
N3 ﬁmslmﬁﬂmﬁfJ‘uNaﬂiz‘VlmlaJmi‘uaﬂ‘ﬂ?ﬂ'13J‘Uf]ﬂi;mJizchﬂclumiﬁaummmﬂqyﬂ’mm}ﬂim

=t

a wvag Y T o A g;‘ % = = = 1 9 o =
‘]Ja A lviuninSeusulseNane1Ln 1 %Qﬂgﬂ”lﬂblﬁﬂ?iﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬂ\ii’t‘)\iﬂ"lﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ AT. NIIAT TIUTDING
£ oo : W P ' < y 4 gy o a A g
Tums# anulasvennusuioninniu 1uﬂ1§1ﬂﬂi’lﬂﬁ’lu‘llﬂllﬁﬂﬂ/‘lﬂi%’ﬂizﬂf)ﬂﬂ]iﬂTJ‘ﬂﬂ'luwu‘ﬁ
@ ' Aaov d 1 v a @ CR
PNNAI Iﬂﬂ@um?ﬁiﬁlﬂﬂulﬂﬂ%ﬂuﬂﬂlﬂﬁWﬁﬁ@ﬂﬂlﬂﬁll’ﬂ’ﬂ“ﬂﬂﬁﬂ‘ﬂﬂﬂullﬁgﬂﬂ\ilﬁﬂu L%’]ﬁ\?!ﬂ@]ﬂ?imﬁﬁ’]\?ﬂﬁ
v 9

@ Y a a va [ o 9 1
ﬁ@uﬂTHTﬂQﬂi]klﬂ')ﬂﬂ"l]ﬂiillﬂi‘]ﬂﬂ MIADULUUFDUDIN LUASNITADUNTAUN YU ﬂﬂﬁﬂ]@gﬁﬂlﬂﬂﬂWHﬂg

1¢5umsintlavoraziiuiiuaingy

Y av Y g ao A 4 a
“Ll’t']ﬂfﬂ'lﬂﬁﬁ18\3TL!Nﬁﬂ1iﬁ]%ﬂﬁi}$l’ﬂuﬂ§$18%u@]ﬂ\?'lu’mﬂﬁu A rJ]thlﬁ’t']\1‘ﬂ']§’f)’t']‘ﬂlL']J’]Jﬂ"l]ﬂiill‘fﬂiﬁ’ﬂu
Y ~ 3 v Cal @ a @ ) A A wa A
Gluﬁﬂﬂliﬁlu ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂilﬂuﬂigiﬂ‘vuiﬂﬂﬂgiuﬂ'liWﬁIu'lL‘l/lﬂuﬂﬂ']iﬁﬂuﬂ'l‘kﬂﬂﬂﬂi]‘]dﬂ’JElﬂi]ﬂiill’]Ja’U@ IN®

o 4 @ A A Yo A qs: o =2 A '
WGMUWﬂﬁﬂl‘b’ﬂTH’IE]Qﬂi]‘H!‘Wﬂﬂ"lﬁﬁﬁ]fﬁﬁcl‘ﬂuﬂﬁﬂu"]full'ﬁﬂllﬁﬂlﬂﬂﬂ 1 Glﬁlvll]

2
~

ToA o A o < o Aaw ' a A a A
winmulideasdeneanumsnudoyalumsiitell  Muaunsodaseasuniudoyamiu@un
Tnsfmnvunemy 086-9777944 1307 benjiton@hotmail.com
a o v VoA Yo ] A < 9 1 I
anuriuuednseiag ldsuanusuiolumsinusiuswdeyanini uazvoveusanily

. =
pd19g & Tomaidl

VOUTAINNVI VDD

UNANUVYIITIU UszWusmn

Y o

WY



Benjawan Praphantateva Appendix / 104

=) Y U
lugueanmeannuainsle

(o))
De

A @ Q’ 0o Aa a wva Y =) AR = =
NN Naﬁlli]ﬂ‘ﬁ"llﬂiﬂﬁ%1ﬂi]ﬂiill’lJ{(]UGlGlUﬂ’fN!iEJu nsalAnESeumeuNansENUYRINITUON
A ] o [ 9 a a vaq Y 1w A 3 7 =1 =
Wii’)llllﬂ?)ﬂ‘gﬂl]izﬁ\‘iﬂcl,uﬂﬁﬁﬂuﬂTHTE)\‘lﬂi]Hﬂ’)ﬂﬂﬂﬂiiuﬂgﬂﬁiﬁlmumi‘(’Ju‘lfuil'ﬁﬂilﬁﬂHWII

1

=KX o

' A a Y o au & Y 4 Yo a I o 4
ﬂﬂ‘lﬁ/]i]gﬁﬂ‘HWilGlusl“UﬂuElﬂilclﬂ‘Vl'lﬂ1i'3°'l]ﬂu ‘U"I‘Wﬁnvlﬂiﬂf‘niE]‘ﬁlHEJ"lﬂﬂ@'Ji]ﬂﬂ\i’f]ﬂﬂl]igﬁ\iﬂ“llﬂﬂﬂWS

a
ya v o 1

av ad av P a d? av =\ 9 a9 o 1 ~
e 35M5I90 Use Texneznaduanmsive uaziinnutn1aanal A3905U5999192A0 UMD IWAN an

U

draadedronnudnle

' v
Y Aan ad [

9 a Y 1 a A =% Y 1 Ao A
Pulansnezuenanmsns il lnsans? ﬂulwﬂﬁlﬂﬂhlﬂ a5 nInsaINsI9ei Iag

4
ﬁﬁﬂiGli]ua%fﬂiUﬂﬂmﬂﬂ?il‘f;ﬁ?ﬂﬂﬁ%%ﬂﬁ

Yoo o ' 3 9 A o w9 Y o o = v A g
AAvesusesinznudeyammenenustnduiuanuduuas sz dawe Idmmz lugiindu
agUnamsite viemsdamedeyanofuvrinnineadesnumsaivayuaz it uguanmsive

Yy Yy 9 Y 9 9 a Y q = P a sy
"U'lW!"l]'lvlﬂfﬂ‘Ll‘U?]ﬂ’ﬂiﬁlNﬁuLm’J uaznmmwﬂ%ﬂnnﬂi:mi Lmzllﬂmumsluimuﬂauuma

<
anuaula
9
BT ... N\ \ N /A fauvew
Coot.. DU A ey C & ) TsaveusodlIussos
COITRE. NEEW 45 J————— . WA - W
COITRI T N 5 W B Bow K0 B W5~ W

9 @ 1 an Y Yo a 9 9
Tunsaidgnnaaesdaliussqianne  wdesldsumssusonnndinaseanTodginmss Tasyou

AeNQ1Ne

kY 9/ Y
AU o e Alnasevdelmszlasveualengrue

(o ) TsaeousodlIussoe



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 105

APPENDIX B
PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST

=) o d‘ Y d‘ = o a
24/20NA1ADUNHNABINGAIWEIAINDULAEI

Conversation 1

Jane:  Hi Mary.

Mary: Hi Jane.

Jane: Are you going to go to Susan’s birthday party?
Mary: Of course, she is my close friend. And you?

Jane:  I’mnot sure. | don’t know what 1’m going to wear.
Mary: Me, too. We should go shopping for clothes.

Jane: That’s a good idea. I’m going to buy a new dress.
Mary: And I’m going to buy a new T-shirt and a skirt.

1. What are Jane and Mary talking about?
a. A shopping mall
b. Clothes for cold weather
c. Their friend’s birthday party
d. The plan for having a holiday

2. Is Mary going to have a birthday party?
a. Yes, she is.
b. No, she is not.
c. She’s not sure.
d. Jane and Mary are going to have their birthday parties.

3. Who is having a birthday party?
a. Jane
b. Susan
c. Mary
d. Jane and Mary

4. What do Jane and Mary have a problem?
a. They have no plan.
b. They have no money.
c. They have no idea to buy clothes.
d. They have no clothes to wear to their friend’s birthday.

Conversation 2

Jane:  What are you going to do tomorrow?

Peter: 1I’m going to meet my friends.

Jane:  What are you going to wear?

Peter: I’m going to wear a new blue T-shirt and black jeans.
Jane:  Oh, no. I didn’t wash the black jeans.

Peter: Are the white jeans washed?
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Jane.  Yes. They are already ironed.
Peter: Thanks, you are my lovely wife.

5.

What is relationship between two speakers?
a. Husband and wife

b. Father and daughter

c. Teacher and student

d. Boyfriend and Girlfriend

What is Peter going to wear tomorrow?

a. A blue T-shirt and new black jeans

b. A new black T-shirt and black jeans

c. A red T-shirt and white jeans

d. A new blue T-shirt and white jeans

What happens to Peter’s black jeans?
a. It is lost.

b. It isn’t ironed.

c. Itisn’t washed.

d. Peter has no black jeans.

Conversation 3
Jackie: Are you going to go to China next week?

Sandy:
Jackie:
Sandy:

Jackie: | don’t think you need a bathing suit.
Sandy: Why not?

Jackie:
Sandy:

gloves. Thank you for your advice.

Jackie: Never mind.

8.

9. What clothes does Sandy need to buy for the cold weather?

What is Sandy going to do today?
a. She is going to go to China.

b. She is going to buy new clothes.
c. She is going to swim with Jackie.

d. She is going to sell a sweater, a coat, and a bathing suit.

a. A sweater and a bathing suit

b. A coat and a bathing suit

c. A coat, a sweater, and a pair of socks
d. A coat, a sweater, and a pair of gloves

10. Why does Sandy need to buy new clothes?

a. She is going to go to China.

b. She is going to swim with Jackie.

c. Jackie wants to buy her new clothes.
d. Jackie wants to go to China with her.

Yes. I’m going to go shopping for clothes today.
All right, you need new clothes for cold weather.
I’m going to buy a sweater, a coat, and a bathing suit.

China is very cold and you should not swim in the cold weather.
That’s right. So I’m not going to buy a bathing suit, but I’m going to buy a new pair of
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11. What are you going to wearing to school tomorrow?
a. b. C. d.

12. My parents is going to go to the concert next Wednesday.
a. b c. d.

13. What color are the sneaker?
a. bgPe”

14. Jackie needs new cloth for cold weather.
a. b. d.

15. | am going to buy clothes for all kind of weather.
a. b Yy

a v A d‘ v d' = o = | v % Y
i]\i!ﬂ&lﬂ')!ai’)ﬂ‘i’lgﬂﬂi’)Q‘VI'Q’G]!'WENﬂWI@Ulﬂﬂ?ﬁﬂﬂ‘lﬁ’)x‘l’ﬂﬂﬂ@ﬂﬂ@ﬂ

Tomorrow, my mother 16) me to a temple fair. | will see many

things there. There will be a lot of people and many shops. I’m going to go to 17)
. I’m going to buy a 18) skirt, because my favorite color is

blue. Then we are going 19) a show until ten o’clock. Then 20)

are going to go home.

16. a. takes b. is going to take C. goes

17. a. a toy shop b. a book shop c. a clothes shop
18. a. blue b. long C. cheap

19. a. see b. to see c. to seeing

20. a. She b. I c. You

A o d' Y d' = o =)
1 NAIAUNYNAINAAUNYINTIABULIAED

d. is going to go

d. a stationery shop
d. beautiful

d. have seen

d. We

/Next week is “Book Week” and we’re going to do several acm

On Monday, we’re going to visit children’s author Jack Shaw. He will read
his latest book and give writing tips to us. On Tuesday and Wednesday,
we’re going to make our own class book of stories to present to a younger
class at the end of the week. On Thursday, we’re going to visit the
Children’s Literature Center. You will need to bring your lunch. The bus
leaves at 9 a.m. from the front of the school. On Friday from 9 to 11 a.m.,

@ing to read our book of stories to the younger class.
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21. Who is speaker?
a. Parent b. Tourist c. Teacher

22. What is the story about?
a. Plan b. Sport d. Lunch

23. What does “several” mean?
a. afew b. many c. interesting

24. What kind of activities are they going to do for next week?
a. camping b. picnicking c. listening

25. What is Jack Shaw?
a. a teacher b. author c. a bus driver

26. What is the main goal of doing several activities?
a. They want to visit many places.
b. They want to have lunch together.
c. They want to do several activities.
d. They want to make their own book of stories.
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d. Writer

d. Homework

d. enjoyable

d. writing

d. a book seller

y o 4' 4 d
aargentszlen @, b, ¢, wie d Nmualdluweshaunamuluunaunindrsastiauysel

I think she likes blue.
When are we going to buy?
I don’t know what to buy.
How about a new sweater?

oo

Smith: It’s our mom’s birthday next Sunday. What are you going to give her?

Jinny: 27)

Smith: Me too. | haven’t bought it.
Jinny: 28)

Smith: That’s a good idea, but I don’t know what color she likes.

Jinny: 29)

Smith: So we’re going to buy a new blue sweater.
Jinny: 30)

Smith: It should be tomorrow.
Jinny: Ok, tomorrow at 10 o’clock.
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APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRES

Title of paper:  The Effectiveness of Implementing Classroom Tasks: A Comparative
Case Study of the Effect of Informing or Not Informing Mathayom
Suksa One Learners of the Objectives of the Task

This questionnaire is designed to examine Thai EFL learners’ attitudes, and to
gather their comments and suggestions about implementing tasks for a case study of
the effect of informing and not informing Mathayom One learners of objectives for the
task. Information collected will be useful for effectively devising task-supported
language teaching in the Thai instructional context in the future. Please answer all of
the questions as best as you can. Your answers will be kept confidential. Thank your
for your cooperation.

Directions: The questionnaire is divided into four parts.

Part 1: Demographic information

Part 2: Attitude toward learning English

Part 3: Attitude toward informing or not informing learners of objectives of the task
Part 4: Attitudes, comments, and suggestions toward task-based language teaching

Part 1: Demographic information
Directions: Fill in the information and put v" in the box O that you choose

1. Name:

2. Age:

3. Gender: O Male O Female

4. Grade: O M. 1/3 O M. 1/4 O M. 1/5 O M. 1/13

Part 2: Attitude toward learning English
Directions: Put v" in the box O that you choose

5. Is your favorite subject English?

O Yes O No
6. Do you think English is useful in your life?
O Yes O No

7. Do you get good grades in English?
O Yes O No
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Part 3: Attitudes toward informing or not informing learner of objectives of the task
Directions: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements by putting v~ in the box.

Strongly
agree

Strongly
disagree

® |© O © [ 016 ® ® Agre

8. The teacher explains what you have to do.
9. The teacher informs you about objectives of
the tasks.

10. You are clear about objectives of the tasks.
11. You know what outcomes of the tasks are.
12. You think you complete the tasks.

13. You think the tasks are not difficult.

14. You see the value of learning from the tasks.
15. Informing about objectives of the tasks is
necessary for implementing the tasks

16. Informing about objectives of the tasks helps
you to know what the teacher expects you to do.
17. Informing about objectives of the tasks helps
you to see how to apply language knowledge.

18. You achieve the preset objectives of the tasks
19. Your learning outcomes match with the preset
objectives of the tasks

20. You want to know objectives of the tasks
before implementing tasks

© 0 06 0 0 000066 &
© O 006 0 0 00000 O |O|Undcided
® @ O O © OO0 |OPbiagree
© © |©e © © e eee ©
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Part 4: Attitudes, comments, and suggestions toward task-based language teaching
Directions: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements by putting v~ in the box and give comments and suggestion toward task-
based language teaching

2

3 s |tz

38| < | 5 |0 |53
21. You have more confidence in
implementing the tasks ®  ® | 6 0 O
22. You think the tasks are useful. ® @ O | 0
23. You think the tasks are enjoyable. ® @ O | 0
24. You prefer the tasks to lectures. ® @ | | O
25. You prefer the tasks to textbookexercises. | @ | @ | @ (@ | @®
26. The tasks help you to improve your
language. ® ® 6 0 O
27. The tasks offer more opportunities to use
English. ® ONNOREONNO
28. You feel satisfied with learningoutcomes. | ® | @ | @ @ | @®

29. What are problem(s) did you face while implementing tasks?

30. What are valuable experience(s) that you gained from implementing tasks?

31. Please give suggestion(s) and comment(s) about implementing tasks.

Thank you for your valuable opinion
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Questionnaires
(Thai version)
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

Classes English ability levels Subjects
. _ High achieving level CG1
A good ability class in the -
Moderate achieving level CG2
control group (CG) _
Low achieving level CG3
_ J _ High achieving level CM1
A mixed ability class in the _
Moderate achieving level CM2
control group (CM) 24
Low achieving level CM3
| ) High achieving level EG1
A good ability class in the o
) Moderate achieving level EG2
experimental group (EG) ot
Low achieving level EG3
\ . _ High achieving level EM1
A mixed ability class in the y/ /8
] Moderate achieving level EM2
experimental group (EM) A\
Low achieving level EM3

Note. With regard to ethical issue, real identities were not revealed in the study.
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CGl1

l: Did you know that your teacher informed you of the objectives of the task?

CG1: Yes, | knew.

l: What did you know? What did your teacher tell you?

CG1: Iknew.

l: What are the objectives of each task?

CG1: The teacher asked me to give comments about learning English.

l: No...lI meant the classroom tasks, what are their objectives? Did your teacher
inform you what are they?

CG1: No.

I: You were not informed ... OK...How did you know what you had to do?

CG1: She wrote it.

I: What did she write?

CG1: She gave directions for the tasks.

I: Did your teacher tell you or write them?

CGL1: The teacher both told us and explained them to us.

I: So your teacher only explained, but did not inform you of the objectives of the
tasks, right?

CG1: Yes.

I: OK. Do you think informing you of the objectives of the tasks before
implementing classroom tasks is necessary?

CG1: Yes, it’s necessary.

I: Why?

CG1: | will know what to do.

I: Know what to do. Did your teacher inform you what you would be able to do
after finishing those lessons?

CG1: Yes.

I: What did she tell you? After finishing the first lesson, what were you supposed
to be able to do?

CG1: I was to be able to apply the lessons in learning English.

I: What else? What about exchanging information?

CG1: Icould talk to foreigners.

I: | see. OK, very good. Do you feel satisfied with the learning outcomes of the
classroom tasks?

CG1: Yes.

I: Why do you feel satisfied with them?

CG1: Ican do it by myself.

I: To what extent do you feel satisfied? Give the answer as a percentage.

CG1: About 70 %.

I: What about the other 30 %?

CGI: That’s mostly caused by my errors.

I: How did you know they are errors?

CG1: Sometimes, I’m not sure.

I: You’re not sure. How did you know they are errors?

CG1: Umm.

I: How did you know they are errors? Are they errors of vocabulary or grammar
structure?

CG1: I’mnot sure about meanings of the vocabulary words.
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I: What about grammar structure?

CG1: | can do that fairly well.

l: Fairly well. When you can’t do it, what did you do?

CGI: 1read to understand it.

l: Read to understand it. What about your friends? Did they help you?

CG1: We help one another to think.

l: We help one another to think. If your friends can’t help you, what did you do?

CG1: | asked my teacher.

l: If she’s answering someone else’s questions, what did you do?

CG1: | used my talking dictionary or my dictionary.

l: | used my talking dictionary or my dictionary Do you think implementing tasks
in the classroom is useful?

CG1: Yes.

I: How?

CG1: Inour group, we help one another to think, but individually, I think by myself.

I: In the past two tasks, any problems while working with your friends?

CG1: Umm.

I: What obstacles prevented you from achieving the expected outcome?

CG1: No cooperation. Some students copied other students’ work.

I: Some students copied other students’ work. When you talked to your friends,
did you use Thai or English?

CG1: English.

I: What about Thai?

CG1: 1 also used it.

l: Also used it. When did you speak Thai and when did you speak English?

CG1: | spoke Thai when | didn’t know the vocabulary.

l: Didn’t know the vocabulary, you spoke Thai. When did you use English?

CG1: When I knew the vocabulary and when | explained something to my friends;
they understood it.

I: OK. Do you see the value of learning English from the classroom tasks?

CG1: Yes.

I: How?

CGL1: They are enjoyable and not boring.

I: What else? What language skills did you use while implementing the tasks
such as speaking, listening, reading, or writing?

CG1: Speaking and also writing.

l: Speak and write.

CG1: Reading too.

l: What did you speak?

CG1: | had conversations with my friends.

I: How?

CG1: InEnglish.

l: Did you actually have conversations?

CG1: It depended on the teacher. She assigned the tasks.

l: Which did you use most, Thai or English?

CG1: Thai.

l: What percentage?

CG1: 50%
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éGl:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

CG1:

50%, is half. When your teacher asked questions, did you use Thai or English?
If she asked in English, I answered in English.

Normally, which language did she use most?

English.

What was different about learning English from tasks rather than lectures?
Learning from tasks is not tedious like the lectures.

Why not tedious?

It’s fun.

Fun. What problems were there in implementing the tasks?
My friends did not help me.

What about time? Did you have enough?

Sometimes, there wasn’t enough time.

Not enough. Did you need more time?

Yes.

Is learning from the tasks useful in English class?

Yes.

How?

I I did not know the vocabulary, the teacher would tell me.
What about lectures? Did the teacher help you like that?

The teacher asks who doesn’t understand.

Do you like it when she asks that?

Sometimes, | like it and sometimes | don’t.

When did you like it?

I liked it when it related to things | was learning.

What about things outside your lesson?

For things outside the lesson, | can’t answer.

You can’t answer. OK. Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes?
Yes.

What percentage?

70-80%

Which things do you not feel satisfied about?

When | can’t do something correctly.

Can’t do something correctly.

| want to do things more correctly.

| see. What did you do incorrectly?

I asked my teacher to explain how to correct it.

When did you ask her?

| asked my tutor.

Did you not ask in English class?

No.

Why didn’t you ask your teacher in your English class?

I’m not confident.

Not confident. So when you have to answer in English, are you embarrassed?
No.

Not. When you’re afraid to make errors, are you embarrassed?
Yes.

When your teacher corrects those errors, are you embarrassed?
No.
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I: If you learn English from the tasks, what skills do you think it will develop?

CG1: Reading and writing.

I: So two skills.

CG1: Also, listening and speaking.

l: So all language skills?

CG1: Yes.

l: Why do you think the tasks help you to develop those skills more than a lecture
does?

CG1: We feel relaxed and understand more than from the lecture, because most
students don’t like lectures, because they are boring.

l: | see, they’re boring. Is it difficult for you to actually implement the tasks?

CG1: It depends on each person.

l: What about you?

CG1: It’s not difficult for me.

I: It’s not so difficult.
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CG2

éGZ:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

éGZ:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

Do you think your teacher informs you of the objectives of the task?
Yes.

What did she tell you?

She told me where jeans came from.

| meant the objectives of the task.

For example, what will you be able to do after finish reading the story?

Did she inform you?
Yes.

Can you remember?

| can’t remember

OK. Don’t be worried.

Do you think informing students about the objectives of the task is necessary
for implementing the tasks?

Yes.

Why is it necessary?

Because it helps me understand.

What does it help you understand?

It makes clear to me how to do the task

Do you think your learning outcomes match the teacher’s expectations?
Yes.

To what extent? Can you express your answer as a percentage?

50%

What about the other 50%?

What are the problems?

Yes.

What are the problems? Were the problems difficult?

No.

What happened? Why did your learning outcomes match what the teacher
wanted you to do?

When did the problems happen?

Did you have enough time? Was the content difficult? Did you know the
vocabulary? Or could you do the task?

| couldn’t do it, because I didn’t know much about the vocabulary.
Actually, do you like learning English?

I like it.

Are you good at learning English?

Average.

If I ask you to choose between learning from the tasks, lectures, or textbook
exercises, which one do you think is the best?

The tasks.

Why?
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CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

They’re co-operative.

Did you participate in those tasks?

Yes.

| meant, did you participate in the learning process?
Yes.

What else?

They’re also enjoyable.

How are the tasks different from lectures?

Learning from lectures?

In lectures, do you only listen to the lesson?
Lecture makes me drowsy.

How? Don’t you participate in the learning?

No.

What about your learning outcomes? Do you feel satisfied with them?
Yes, about 50%.

50%. Does it mean you feel satisfied?

Actually, were you satisfied with them?

| am still satisfied with them.

Why?

Because for a weak student, only 50% is satisfactory.

Why do you think you are weak?

Because | don't know much.

What else did you not know apart from the vocabulary?

| couldn’t understand the listening passages.

If you continue to do the tasks, do you think you can understand listening?
I think so.

Is it good if tasks are used in your class?

Yes.

Which do you prefer -- the tasks alone, lectures alone, or incorporating both?
Incorporating both.

Why?

Because we feel happier.

Normally, is it boring?

Yes.

How well did you work with your friends?

It united us.

Why were you united in English class?

We helped each other to think.

So before implementing the tasks, do you begin with brainstorming?
Yes.

And then?

What about other skills? Did you use speaking, listening, reading or writing?
All the skills.

You think that you used all. Which skill did your teacher focus on?
Listening and speaking.

Why did she first focus on listening and speaking?
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CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

CG2:

Because ...
It’s ok.

Because how did you find the tasks?

It gives use knowledge.

Which skill do you think you are not good at?
| think writing.

What about speaking? Can you speak with your teacher?
A little bit.

Do you like the tasks?

Yes.

You like them. Are they fun?

Yes.

Compared with lectures, which is better?

The tasks are better.

Why?

OK. Do the tasks make you better at learning English?

Maybe.

One month after the lesson, do you think you will be able to remember the
vocabulary in unit thirteen?

Yes.

What percentage? Or out of 10 words, how many words will you remember?
Maybe 10 words

Oho...10 words. So now can you remember those words?

| could remember a little bit, because | haven’t memorized them.

OK. Are you satisfied with your learning outcomes?

Yes, | feel satisfied.

How much?

Very much.
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CG3

CG3:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CG3:

CG3:

CGa:

Did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the task?

Do you mean the tasks for the last two weeks? Yes.

What did she tell you?

Uumm...

Were you informed or not?

Not.

Do you remember?

Yes.

What do you remember?

Yes. The task was about wearing clothes, and ...

Did she inform you of the objectives?

No.

No. Did the teacher explain what you had to do?

Yes.

Did you understand her explanation?

Yes.

What did you understand?

Which task?

It depends on you, any one is fine. What did you understand? And did you
understand what you had to do?

Yes.

Did you understand everything?

Only partly.

For the part you didn’t understand, what would you do?

I asked my friend.

Did you ask your teacher? Do you prefer asking your teacher or your friends?
| prefer asking my friend.

Why did you not ask your teacher?

I’m not confident.

Are you afraid? Do you think informing you of the objectives of the task is
necessary?

Yes.

Why?

If I don’t know the objectives of the task, | don’t know what to do.

Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes?

Yes.

Why?

They’re good.

Good?

Learning outcomes are good.

If good, to what extent do you feel satisfied? Express your answer as a
percentage.

80%.

What about the other 20%? What are the problems in implementing classroom
tasks?

Friends talk to one another quite loudly.

What else?
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CGa:

CG3:

CG3:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CGa:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

CG3:

Nothing. Only that one area.

What about vocabulary?

Sometimes, | have a problem, but sometimes | don’t.

When you have a problem related to vocabulary, what do you do?

| will ask my friends or guess.

You guess. What about structure? How do you make a sentence? Is the
grammar correct? Do you arrange the sentences correctly?

Sometimes.

How do you know if your sentence is correct or incorrect?

| don’t know.

When do you know if your sentence is correct?

| ask my teacher.

Are you confident enough to ask her?

Yes.

Really? Or is it better to ask your friends?

It depends, sometimes | ask them.

Do you like doing the classroom tasks?

Yes.

Why?

It is fun. I work cooperatively with my friends and I get knowledge.

What about skills, listening, speaking, reading, or writing?

I use them.

Which skill?

| use English to speak with my friend and listen to the teacher’s questions.
During conversations, do you use Thai?

It depends on each person. Some use Thai, but some use English.

What about you?

Sometimes.

Why did you sometimes use Thai?

When | don’t know how to say something in English.

So you use Thai.

Yes.

When did you use English?

What about the last two weeks’ tasks?

When the teacher asks you to answer her questions, are you confident enough
to answer the question?

Yes, | might be.

Possibly. Are you embarrassed when you can’t answer a question?

If my friends don’t laugh, I’m not embarrassed.

The teacher gives you practice in speaking, writing, reading, and listening.
Would you prefer to continue using the tasks, doing textbook exercises, have
having lessons on the whiteboard?

Doing tasks with my friends.

Why?

Lectures are not fun; they are boring. Doing the tasks with my friends is more
fun.

More fun. What about vocabulary, did you learn it?

Yes.
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CG3:
CG3:
I: OK.
CG3:
l:

CG3:

CG3:
CG3:
CG3:
CG3:
CG3:
CG3:

CG3:
l:

CGa:
CGa:
CGa:
CGa:
CGa:
CGa:

CGa:

How much?

o Umm.

Did you learn it all? Assume your teacher teaches you ten words, how many
words will you get?

. Eight.

What about the other two words? Don’t you remember them? Did you take
notes about those words and their meanings?

| didn’t take notes, | only took notes about the words I did not know.

Assume the next month I asked you about vocabulary you had learnt, would
you still remember?

Yes.

Is it possible?

Yes.

Do the tasks develop your language skills?

Yes.

How?

When | was assigned to talk about where | was going to go and what | was
going to wear, | had to think first how to translate it into English.

OK. When you translate from Thai to English, do you prefer writing in your
notebook or saying it aloud?

Between exercise books and speaking?

Which one do you choose?

Writing.

Why?

| don’t know.

Are you afraid that you would speak incorrectly?

If it’s a difficult word, | couldn’t say it.

Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes?

Yes.

How much?

Umm...

What percentage?

70 percent.

What about the other 30 percent? If you continue learning English from tasks,
do you think your learning will go up to 100 percent?

Yes, 100 percent.

Why?

Learning from the whiteboard is boring.

| meant that your feeling effects your learning?

Yes.

Normally, do you like learning English?

| don’t like it very much.

What about the tasks? Did you like them?

Yes.

Why?

They’re more enjoyable.

If you continue to do the tasks, will you like English?

Yes.
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CM1

éMl:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CML1:

CML1.:

CM1:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CM1:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CM1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

Did the teacher inform you of the objectives of the tasks?

Yes.

What did she tell you?

She explained.

Did you understand her explanation?

Yes.

Do you remember?

No.

What did she tell you?

| cannot remember.

You cannot remember. Did the teacher inform you of the objectives of the
task?

Yes.

Are you sure? OK. Is informing you about the objectives of the task necessary?
Yes.

Why?

If I don’t know the objectives of the tasks, | cannot know what the outcomes of
the task are.

Do you think your learning outcomes match the things the teacher wanted you
to do?

Yes.

Can you express your answer as a percentage?

About 90%.

90% . What about the other 10% that you could not accomplish?

A little bit.

What did it come from? From you or your friends?

From group work.

What about yourself?

Partly.

What are the obstacles to group work?

Not much.

How is the group work good?

We didn’t work individually. We did the work together within the group.
How did you divide up the work in the group?

Umm.

Do you remember?

No.

You can’t?

| have a short memory.

Are you satisfied with your learning outcomes?

Yes.

Why?

Because, | have good outcomes.

Why did you think about learning English from the tasks?

| had the chance to speak English out to make questions.

What else?

| was able to answer the questions.
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I: Do you think the tasks are useful?

CM1: Yes.

I: How?

CM1: | got more knowledge.

l: What skills did you use to do the tasks?

CM1: | used speaking.

l: Did you speak Thai or English?

CM1: Yes.

l: Did you use Thai or English?

CM1: English.

l: Really?

CM1: In the future, | will speak English.

l: During the tasks, did you speak English?

CM1: Yes.

I: How?

CM1: | spoke English sentence by sentence.

l: If you have to, can you say more than one sentence?

CM1: Yes.

l: What about your friends? How did they work?

CM1: They also spoke English.

l: What about other groups? Do you think they can do the tasks?

CM1: Possibly.

I: Avre the classroom tasks difficult?

CML1: No.

l: What were the problems in implementing the tasks?

CM1: No.

l: None. Did you know the vocabulary, how to make sentences, and all grammar
rules?

CM1: | didn’t know all the words.

I: When you didn’t know, what did you do?

CML1: | opened the dictionary.

I: What else?

CM1: Umm.

I: Ask your teacher?

CM1: Yes.

I: Are you confident enough to ask her?

CM1: Yes.

I: What about asking your friends?

CML1: Some friends didn’t know the vocabulary, so they then asked the teacher.

I: Is there difference between lectures and the tasks? How are they different?

CM1: Different.

I: How are they different?

CML1: When I do group work, I feel relaxed.

I: So it’s not tedious. How are they different?

CML1: In learning, | only take notes.

I: Which one is better?

CML1: Maybe the tasks.

I: Why?
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CM1:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CM1:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1:

CM1:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

CML1.:

Because the tasks provide me opportunity to speak more.
What about other skills? Did you use them?

Yes.

For example?

Umm.

What about listening?

| also listened, listened to the teacher’s talks.

Or did your friends use Thai to ask you questions?

They used English.

So did they use English?

Yes.

Did you have more opportunity to participate in the learning process?
Yes.

Why?

The tasks help me to learn more.

What about lectures? Did you have the chance to participate?
Yes.

How?

The teacher asked students individually.

Did you like it?

Yes.

Have you volunteered to answer her questions?

No.

Why?

The teacher chooses who to ask.

Why didn’t you volunteer?

I didn’t have the confidence.

Why did you have no confidence? In which areas did you have a problem,
wrong answers, no confidence in speaking English, wrong grammar, or wrong
vocabulary?

Wrong grammar.

What about vocabulary?

| can do that.

What do you think about implementing the classroom tasks?
Good.

How is it good?

Umm.

Why did you like it?

It’s fun.

What else?

It’s not tedious.

What else?

Did you practice English?

Yes.

What about lectures? Did you practice English?
Yes.

How are they different?
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CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CM1:

CML1.:

CML1.:

The tasks give us more practice speaking, but lectures give use more practice
taking notes.

Does taking notes give you practice?

Yes.

What did you practice?

Writing.

Do the tasks give you practice with different skills?

Yes.

Do the tasks help you to learn English?

Yes.

What else?

Making sentences and answering questions.

Did you practice those?

Yes.

Do you feel satisfied with your learning?

Yes.

Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes for the tasks?

Yes.

Can you express that as a percentage?

100%.

Do you think your learning outcomes match with the teachers’ expectations?
Yes.

Did you understand the directions for implementing the tasks that the teacher
explained to you?

Not all of them.

What did you do if you weren’t clear?

| asked.

Who did you ask?

The teacher.
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CM2

l: Do you think your teacher informed you of the objectives of the tasks?
CM2: Yes.

l: Why do you think the teacher informed you?

CM2: To check the students’ understanding.

l: Is informing you of the objectives of the tasks necessary?

CM2: Yes.

l: Why is it necessary?

CM2: Because ...umm...learners will understand before learning.

I: OK. Do you think your learning outcomes match with the teacher’s

expectations?

CM2: Yes.

I: Why?

CM2: The teacher expected us to do the exercises and then we were able to do them.

I: To what extent do you think they match? Can you express your answer as a
percentage?

CM2: Around 80%.

I: What about the other 20%? What did you have problems with?

CM2: Is ...

I: I meant why did your learning outcomes not match with the teacher’s
expectations?

CMZ2: Sometimes, the exercise was too difficult.

I: What about the content?

CM2: The content was ok.

I: What about vocabulary?

CM2: | could understand it.

I: In implementing the tasks, what skills did you use?

CM2: Thinking to relate to the content given.

I: What about skills such as speaking, listening, reading, and writing?

CM2: 1 used reading and listening for comprehension.

I: In your group, did you speak Thai or English?

CM2: Both.

I: Why did you use Thai?

CM2: Sometimes, my friends didn’t understand some English words.

I: Why did they not understand?

CM2: ...

I: They didn’t understand, so they couldn’t respond?

CM2: They didn’t understand how to speak English.

I: If your teacher asks you something in English, can you answer her?

CM2: Sometimes, | can.

I: Are you confident enough to speak English in your class?

CM2: No.

I: Why?

CM2: | am not sure | can speak correctly.

I: Do you think your teacher explains things to you clearly?

CM2: Yes.

I: Did you have some questions after her explanation?

CM2: Yes, sometimes.
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I: What did you do?

CM2: Consult my friends.

l: If they don’t know, what would you do?

CM2: Ask my teacher.

l: Do you prefer tasks or lectures in English class?

CM2: The tasks are better.

l: Why?

CM2: Because, it’s fun and | get additional knowledge.

l: What kind of knowledge?

CM2: About how to live together and | get knowledge from asking my friends.
l: Did you participate in learning?

CM2: Yes.

l: What about language? What did you do?

CM2: Talking.

l: What else did you develop?

CM2: Consulting my friends, and getting more knowledge.

l: If you learn individually, is it better?

CM2: No, because it is fun to learn with my friends.

l: So learning with your friends is more fun?

CM2: | can understand more.

l: Did you have enough time to do the tasks?

CM2: Sometimes not enough. Mostly, | learned things by myself.
l: You mean you have to learn by yourself at home?

CM2: | have extra classes at school.

l: Why did you have extra classes?

CM2: Sometimes, | didn’t understand.

l: Do you think implementing the tasks is different from lectures?
CM2: Yes.

I: How?

CM2: The tasks provide me more knowledge about stories outside the classroom.
l: OK. Do you like doing the tasks?

CM2: Yes.

l: Is it boring?

CM2: No, I like it.

l: Why do you like it?

CM2: Because | get more knowledge and I enjoy it.

l: How did you practice language?

CM2: Interacting with my teacher.

l: Did you interact with her?

CM2: Sometimes, she asks me to answer English questions.

l: If you continue to learn from the tasks, do you think you can speak English?
CM2: Yes.

l: Are you confident enough to speak out?

CM2: No.

l: Do you think the tasks help you to learn English better?
CM2: Yes.

I: How?

CM2: | learn better.
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ICél\/lz:
ICil\/IZ:
ICil\/IZ:
ICil\/IZ:
ICil\/IZ:
ICil\/IZ:
ICil\/IZ:
I:

CM2:

ICil\/lz:
ICil\/IZ:
ICil\/IZ:
ICil\/IZ:
I:

CM2:

l:
CM2:

Did the lectures provide less knowledge?

No. I didn’t get much.

Why not?

How is it good?

Why did you not get much knowledge?

Sometimes, the teacher didn’t explain things to me clearly.
When you do the tasks, what helped you understand?

My friends helped me and the teacher also told me things.
OK. Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes?
Yes.

Do you feel satisfied that you can do things correctly?
I’m not sure.

If you are not sure, do you still feel satisfied?

Yes.

Why are you satisfied if you’re not sure about your learning outcomes?
I’m very satisfied.

Why are you satisfied?

| did it correctly.

So you aren’t concerned with the correct answer?

No.

Why?

If it’s incorrect, | then correct it.

Do you like it when the teacher points out your errors?
No.

Why?

Because...

Are you embarrassed?

I’m embarrassed if she points them out.
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CM3

CM3:

CM3:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

CMa:

Did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the tasks? The last two tasks.
Inform.

Could you give an example for those objectives of the tasks?
Suppose that in doing an exercise, the teacher will teach before performing the
task so that we will understand and then enable to do it

Is informing you of the objectives of the tasks necessary?

Yes. | want to know them first.

Why?

In the future, I may study abroad.

Do you think your learning outcomes match with the teacher’s expectations?
Yes.

Can you express that as a percentage?

About 70%.

What about the other 30%, are there some parts that didn’t match?
Yes.

Why?

| have no confidence.

What happened?

I’m not confident.

In the tasks, did you use English?

Sometimes, | used it.

What are the problems that caused you not to use it?

| didn’t pay attention therefore | couldn’t do it.

Did you know the meaning of the new vocabulary?

Yes.

If you don’t know some vocabulary, what do you do?

Just ask the teacher.

If she’s busy answering other students’ questions, what do you do?
Just wait.

Did you ask your friends, did they help you?

Yes.

Did the teacher assign you a lot or a few tasks?

Not too many.

Did you have enough time to complete them?

Yes.

In your opinion, are the tasks useful?

Yes.

How?

| improved my skills, before moving to the next level.

What are those skills?

They are knowledge.

What about speaking, listening, reading, or writing?

Most practices were the speaking skill.

Did you actually practice speaking?

Sometimes.

Why did you not speak?

| didn’t have enough opportunity to use English.
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CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CMa3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

CM3:

If the teacher asks you something in English, can you respond to her?
No.

Why?

| have no confidence.

What else?

No confidence, no confident.

If you continue to practice speaking, reading, listening, writing, do you....
I’ll become confident.

If the teacher asks you questions often, how do you feel?

I’m afraid 1’1l answer incorrectly.

If the teacher doesn’t blame you, are you still afraid?

No.

If you continue to do the tasks, do you think you will be able to speak English?
Yes.

What is difference between learning from lectures and from the tasks?
Tasks are more fun and | can memorize much more.

Why did you memorize much more?

When | feel happy, my brain can understand much more.

What do you think about implementing the tasks?

It’s good.

How?

Good, when I don’t know, | can ask my friends.

Most of all, can you do the tasks?

Sometimes | can, but sometimes | can’t.

Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes?

Yes.

Why?

| feel satisfied when | can do the task correctly.

What else?

Do it by myself?

What else?

When I do it correctly, | get a better score.

OK. Do you think the tasks help you to learn English?

Yes.

Why?

| learned things I have never learned before.

What kind of activity do you like? Individual work, pair work, or group work?
| like group work.

Why?

We have the chance to consult each other.

Did you consult or imitate each other?

Consult, but not imitate.

When you can’t do something, what did you do?

Ask the teacher.

What about asking your friends?

If the friends can’t help, I will then ask the teacher.

Did your friends help you a lot?

Some. If I ask him and he can answer it, it is OK.
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EG1

l: Did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the tasks before you
implemented the tasks?

EG1: Yes.

I: What did she tell you?

EG1: | learned new vocabulary about clothes before doing the tasks.

I: In your opinion, is informing you of the objectives of the tasks necessary?

EG1: Yes.

I: Why?

EG1: Make us know what we will do and what we get from it.

I: For example?

EG1: If I don’t know, | don’t know what to do first.

I: Did your learning outcomes match with the preset objectives?

EG1: Yes.

I: Can you express that as a percentage?

EG1: About 90%.

I: What about the other 10%?

EG1: For the other 10%, some students didn’t understand the meaning of the
vocabulary.

I: What about your problems?

EG1: Mine?

I: Things that were obstacles to achieving the objectives.

EG1: Atfirst, I didn’t know the meaning of the vocabulary.

I: Did the obstacles come only from vocabulary?

EG1: Only some words.

I: When you don’t know something, what did you do?

EG1: Sometimes, | opened the book, asked the teacher, or consulted my friends.

I: What about the bad points of implementing the tasks?

EG1: There were only a few.

I: Do you like the tasks?

EG1: Yes.

I: Do you prefer the tasks or lectures?

EG1: The tasks.

I: Why?

EG1: Inthe tasks, | learned many things with my friends.

I: What else?

EG1: We worked cooperatively with unity in the group.

I: What about the skills you used?

EG1: The tasks helped me to memorize more. | shared my opinion to the group.

I: Did you participate in group work?

EG1: Not much, but in the tasks, I participated more than at other times.

I: What about language skills, such as listening, speaking, reading, and writing?

EG1: I also learned the content.

I: Which skills did you use?

EG1: | got knowledge.....Both listening and speaking.

I: How speaking?

EG1: Ininteracting with my teacher.

I: What about interacting with your friends?
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EG1:
l:
EG1:
l:
EG1:
l:
EG1:
l:
EG1:
l:
EG1:
l:
EG1:

We interacted to consult one another.

What else did you use?

Sometimes reading.

OK. Did the tasks help you to learn English?

Did you have a chance to learn more?

Yes.

How?

It was fun and | could remember the vocabulary.

When you did the tasks, did you remember more than in a normal lecture?
Sometimes, Yyes.
Are you satisfied with your learning outcomes for the tasks?

Yes.
I: Did you have more confidence?
EG1: ..
I: Did you have confidence in speaking English or listening to English?
EG1: ..
I: Did you get more?
EG1: Only a little bit.
I: A little bit?
EG1: Yes.
I: In your opinion, is informing students about the objectives of the tasks
necessary?
EG1: Yes.
l: Why?
EG1: Because I will know what the teacher wants us to do and to what extent | can

achieve it.
If you cannot achieve what the teacher expects you to do, what will you do?
I will improve my understanding of what she wants and try to achieve it.
When you don’t know new vocabulary, what do you do?

Sometimes, | open the dictionary, ask the teacher, or consult my friends.
OK.
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EG2

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

IéGZ:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

EG2:

Do you think your teacher informed you of the objectives of the tasks?
Maybe.
So you aren’t sure?

Did she inform you of the objectives of the tasks?
Yes.

What did she tell you?

Normally, she informed me about the work.

How did she inform you? Did you understand?
Yes.

Could you do the tasks?

Yes.

Always?

Sometimes not.

If you couldn’t do something, what did you do?

| would ask the teacher.

Did you raise you hand?

Ask her individually at her desk.

Do you think informing you of the objectives of the task helps you to learn
English?

Yes.

How?

| got more knowledge.

If the teacher didn’t inform you?

Informed about what?

I mean the objectives of the task.

| see. Objectives of the task.

Do you think informing you of the objectives of the task is necessary?
Sometimes, it’s necessary, but sometimes not.
Why?

It’s necessary, maybe necessary.

Why? Could you tell me?

How is it necessary?

It’s necessary to inform ...

OK. Let’s move on to another question. Do you think your learning outcomes
match with the teacher’s expectations?

Yes.

How?

The teacher told me what to do, after that it matches with things she assigned.
How did you know it matched?

Maybe not.

Did it match or not?

It’s possible it be matched.

Can you express that as a percentage?

80%.

What about the other 20%? Why didn’t it match?
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EG2: Some...

I: What were the problems?

EG2: | may do something incorrectly.

I: How did you know it was incorrect?

EG2: | submitted the work to the teacher and then she told me it was incorrect.

I: I meant in doing the tasks.

EG2: | see...work in the tasks.

I: | meant the tasks you did the last two weeks.

EG2: ...

I: Is it difficult to answer?

EG2: Yes.

I: Did you have enough time to implement the tasks?

EG2: Yes.

I: So you could complete the tasks?

EG2: Sometimes there wasn’t enough time, but sometimes there was.

I: For example?

EG2: | don’t know what to say.

I: Why?

EG2: It’s difficult.

I: Is it difficult?

EG2: Sometimes.

I: For example?

EG2: Many things.

I: For example?

EG2: Vocabulary, itisn’t in the dictionary.

I: Umm, so you didn’t know much about vocabulary.

EG2: | knew some, but | don’t know the new words.

I: Can you make English sentences?

EG2: Only some.

I: If you couldn’t, what did you do?

EG2: | searched.

I: Where?

EG2: In the book.

I: What about your friends?

EG2: They also helped me.

I: What skills did you use in doing the tasks, such as speaking, listening, reading,
or writing?

EG2: Both listening and writing.

l: How did you listen?

EG2: To the teacher.

l: I meant skills for learning English?

EG2: ...

l: What skills did you practice?

EG2: What skills?

l: OK. If you continue to do the tasks, do you think you can speak English?

EG2: Yes.

l: Why?

EG2: 1 will have more vocabulary.
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I: Do you think you can make sentences with correct grammar?

EG2: Yes.

l: Why?

EG2: I’m not sure.

l: Do you check to see if your work is correct?

EG2: Yes.

I: Check with whom?

EG2: My friends.

l: Why not the teacher?

EG2: I also ask her.

l: What did you ask?

EG2: How to do something.

l: When you can’t make English sentences or don’t know the vocabulary, what
did you do?

EG2: Search or ask the teacher.

I: What about asking your friends?

EG2: |didn’t ask them, because it’s not sure.

I: Are you not sure they can answer it?

EG2: Right.

I: Do you think implementing the tasks is useful?
EG2: Yes.

I: How?

EG2: Maybe not, if we sit outside, it may be useful.
I: Why sit outside?

EG2: OQutside is wider.

I: You meant is the narrow room is an obstacle to learning?
EG2: Maybe, because I can’t play inside.

I: Is the task meant as playing?

EG2: Playing is working, so it’s work in the classroom.

I: How is it useful?

EG2: | learn vocabulary, how to use nouns and pronouns.

I: What do you think about implementing the tasks?

EG2: Umm.

I: Boring?

EG2: Not quite boring.

I: Fun?

EG2: Yes.

I: Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes?
EG2: | think so.

I: To what extent?

EG2: 90%.

I: Did your learning outcomes match with the teacher’s expectations?
EG2: Maybe.

I: How did you check if they matched?

EG2: The teacher told us to work in groups.

I: Is work group good?

EG2: Yes.

I: How?
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EG2: We think together.
I: Do you prefer learning from tasks or from lectures?
EG2: Often from implementing the tasks.

I: What about lectures?
EG2: Also lectures.
I: Equally?

EG2: Maybe, more from lectures.
I: Did you prefer the tasks?
EG2: A little bit.

I: A little bit?

EG2: | mean | prefer lectures.
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EG3

IéG3:

IéG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

IéGB:

IéGB:

IéGS:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

Did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the tasks?

Yes.

What did she tell you?

She told us that we have to work in groups and help one another to answer
questions.

What else?

Then take notes.

Is that the explanation of the teacher?

After the task, what will you be able to do?

| can translate.

What else?

Read and write.

Is informing you of the objectives of the tasks necessary?
Yes.

Why is it necessary?

I know the objectives of the tasks before doing something.
Why did you have to know?

To think.

Think what?

What | should do.

That is the teacher’s explanation, not objectives.

Objectives of the task, what are the objectives? For example, at the end of
lesson, you can make questions related to the reading | read.

OK, never mind. Move to the next question, is informing you of objectives of
the task necessary?

Yes.

Why?

Umm, did your learning outcomes match with the preset objectives?
Yes.

How?

Because it is similar to things the teacher explained.
What about the objectives? Did they match?

Yes.

Did you have problems in doing the tasks?

Yes.

For example?

Friends are not cooperative.

What else?

Only this.

Is time enough?

Yes.

Is the task useful?

Yes.
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IéG3:

EG3:

IéG3:

EG3:

IéG3:

IéG3:

IéG3:

IéGB:

IéG3:

IéG3:

EG3:

IéG3:

EG3:

IéG3:

IéG3:

IéG3:

IéG3:

IéG3:

IéG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

EG3:

How?

We have unity in our group.

Why does the group work create unity?

We think together in the group.

What skills did you use?

Use ...

Speaking, listening, reading, or writing?

Speaking, thinking, and reading.

What language did you use when talking to your friends?
Thai.

Why you didn’t use English?

| can’t use it.

If you can, do you use English?

Yes.

If you do more the tasks, do you think you can speak English?
Yes.

Were the teacher’s explanations and directions clear to you?
Sometimes clear, sometimes, not clear.

If they were not clear, what would you do?

I would not do the task............

Didn’t you ask?

I asked my friends.

What did you ask?

| asked them how to do the tasks.

Could they answer?

Yes.

What did they tell you?

How to do the tasks.

Were you not confident enough to ask the teacher?
Sometimes, I’m confident.

Do you thing the tasks are useful?

Yes.

How?

We help one another more.

Did the tasks develop your language skills?

Yes.

How?

| have chances to speak, translate, and read.

What about vocabulary?

That too.

In the next two months, if you learn English from the tasks, do you think you
can remember vocabulary?

Maybe not.

Why?

I will be able to remember some words.

What is difference between learning English from the tasks and lectures?
They are different.

How?
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EG3: Normal lectures allow us to help one other, but the tasks offer us to help one
another.

l: What do you think about the classroom tasks?

EG3: They’re good.

I: How?

EG3: My friends and | think and work together.

l: What do you practice?

EG3: | practice thinking.

l: Do you think the tasks help us to learn English better?

EG3: Yes.

I: How?

EG3: The tasks provide us the chance to learn more vocabulary; lecture provide us
only a little.

I: Why little?

EG3: After the teacher explains, we have to do exercises immediately.

I: OK. Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes?

EG3: Yes.

I: How much?

EG3: 80%

I: Why 80%?

EG3: Because my friends help me, but sometimes, | did it by myself.

I: So you work together in the group.

EG3: Yes.

I: After finishing group work, do you believe you can do it by yourself?

EG3: ..

I: If you continue to use the tasks, do you believe that you will be able to do the
tasks in the future?

EG3: Yes.

l: Will you still want helps from the friends?

EG3: No, if we do it often.

l: If you don’t know the vocabulary, what do you do?

EG3: 1don’t know the vocabulary.

l: While doing the tasks?

EG3: | should ask my friends or the teacher.

l: Will you do it?

EG3: No

l: Why not?

EG3: I’m not confident enough.
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EM1

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

Before doing the tasks, did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the
task?

Yes.

What did she tell you? Can you remember? For example, the first time, what
did the teacher assign you to do? For what purpose? And what did it relate to?
She assigned me to practice.

Can you remember?

To arrange the sentences.

So arranging the sentences was the first task, and what about the second task?
What did the teacher ask you to do?

Can’t you remember? Never mind. Did the teacher explain how to do the
tasks?

Yes.

Was it clear to you?

Yes.

Did the teacher inform you of the objectives of the task?

| can’t remember.

OK. Is informing you of the objectives of the task necessary for implementing
the tasks?

Yes.

Why?

It makes me understand more.

What did you understand?

I understood what | had to do.

Do you think your learning outcomes match with the teacher’s expectations?
You said that the teacher informed you of the objectives and gave directions
for the tasks. Do you think you did it correctly?

Quite a bit.

How much, or can you express that as a percentage?

60-70.

So it was incomplete. Why do you think that?

Because my friends did not understand much.

If you were doing individual work, do you think that the learning outcomes
would match the teacher’s expectations?

Maybe.

So you’re not sure. Why?

| don’t know.

So you don’t believe that you can’t do it. Do you think the tasks are useful for
learning English?

Yes.

How?

It makes me more understand more.

Then what else?

They’re useful.

In which areas are the tasks useful?

You get more knowledge.
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EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

EM1:

What knowledge did you get?

| can imagine. OK. In your opinion, how different is learning from normal
lectures from the tasks?

It’s not different.

Why not?

Umm.

Did you like implementing the tasks? Are they difficult?

Yes, | liked them.

Why did you like them?

It makes me practice thinking.

So you think first and then?

Analyze.

Did you have a chance to apply what you learned? Do you feel satisfied with
your learning outcomes for the tasks?

Yes.

Why do you feel satisfied?

Because, it is my favorite subject.

It’s your favorite subject, you feel satisfied.
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EM2

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

EM2:

Did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the tasks?

Yes

What did the teacher tell you?

Yes...but, I don’t know.

You don’t know ...why did you think that she told you?

So I will be able to do the exam.

What else? In your opinion, why did the teacher inform you of the objectives
of the task?

She wanted me to be able to do the exercises.

So you meant to do the task. OK. Is informing you of the objectives of the task
necessary?

Yes.

Why?

She wanted us to enable doing the exam.

What else?

To get a good grade.

What about your opinion related to implementing the tasks?

Except for the exam, how was informing you about the objectives necessary
for implementing the tasks?

| will be able to answer the question.

In doing the tasks, did you do them correctly? Did your learning outcomes
match the preset objectives of the tasks?

Yo

How much did the learning outcomes match the preset objectives of the tasks?
50%.

What about the other 50%?

I’m not sure.

What were obstacles to implementing the tasks?

It’s exciting.

Why were you excited?

| didn’t have much knowledge.

So did you use English in doing the tasks?

Yes.

How?

For example, some subjects are in English.

I meant only in English class. How did you use English knowledge in doing
the tasks?

For translating.

What else?

Translating the meaning.

In the interview, how did you use English?

Umm...

What skills did you use?

Speaking

What else?

Reading.
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I: What else?

EM2: Nothing.

I: OK. Are the tasks fun?

EM2: Yes.

I: Are the tasks and lectures different?

EM2: Yes.

I: How different?

EM2: | got knowledge.

I: What else?

EM2: It’s fun.

I: How different are the tasks and lectures?

EM2: | practice writing.

l: Did you only practice writing?

EM2: | practiced memorizing.

l: In your opinion, is learning from the tasks useful?

EM2: Yes.

I: How?

EM2: | got knowledge.

l: What kinds of knowledge?

EM2: Reading.

l: Normally, didn’t you get knowledge from reading?

EM2: Yes, from that too.

I: Is it the same or different?

EM2: Umm.

I: Is it different?

EM2: Umm. | don’t know.

l: You said that you don’t know?

EM2: ...

l: Normally, did you participate in learning from lectures?

EM2: Yes.

l: Did you participate in it?

EM2: Umm.

l: Normally, have you ever answered the teacher’s questions?

EM2: Yes. | answered the questions.

l: When comparing the tasks to lectures, did doing the tasks provide you more
chances to participate in English class?

EM2: Yes.

I: How?

EM2: When the teacher asks questions, | answer her.

I: So if the teacher doesn’t ask, you don’t answer.

EM2: When | have questions, | will ask the teacher.

I: Really? Will you ask her?

EM2: ...

I: Did you understand the teacher’s explanation and directions for implementing
the tasks?

EM2: Some parts.

l: When you did not understand it, what did you do?

EM2: | asked.
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IEMZ:
:éMZ:
:éMZ:
:éMZ:
:éMZ:
:éMZ:
:éMZ:
:éMZ:
:éMZ:
I:

EM2:
l:

Do you think doing the tasks helps you to learn English?

Yes.

How?

| memorize, practice writing, reading, and expressing ideas.

Do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes for the tasks?
Yes.

Why?

Sometimes, | did it correctly.

Have you ever done it incorrectly?

Yes.

Why do you feel satisfied?

Because it’s more than half, | feel satisfied.

Did you enjoy doing the tasks?

Yes.

Did you like the tasks?

Sometimes, | liked them, but sometimes | didn’t like them.
Why didn’t you like them?

The reading is difficult.

Assume that you know more about vocabulary, do you think you can do the
tasks more easily?

Yes.

You mean that the teacher should explain more clearly about vocabulary
before reading or doing the task.
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EM3

EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:

l:
M3:
l:

EM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:
:éM3:

EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:

Did your teacher inform you of the objectives of the tasks?

Yes

What did she tell you?

She told us how learning English is useful.

Applying it?

Applying it in daily life.

OK. Is informing you of the objectives of the task necessary?

Yes, more or less.

How is it necessary?

It influences our lives.

Did your learning outcomes of the task match the teacher’s objectives?
Yes.

How did they match?

Things I got from the tasks came from things the teacher taught me about, a lot
of vocabulary and skills for applying knowledge.

To what extent did they match? Can you express that as a percentage?

Suppose the teacher expected you to achieve 10 points, how many points did
you achieve?

About nine points.

The other one point? What were the obstacles to accomplishing the tasks?
The explanation.

Why?

The teacher needs to explain more clearly.

What about other obstacles?

My friends talk very loudly.

Loud noise.

| sat in the back, so I could not hear the teacher.

In your opinion, are the classroom tasks useful?

Yes.

How?

It gives us practice thinking.

What did you practice?

We practiced thinking with my friends.

What else?

A lot.

For example?

In doing exercises, | learned my language knowledge was different from other
friends’ skills.

OK. Are the classroom tasks and lectures different?

They are not different.

Why are they not different?

The teacher teaches us informally.

What else?

Normal lectures are similar to learning from the tasks.

Normally, did you learn from the tasks?

Yes.
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IIE:MB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:

How do you feel about implementing the tasks?

| feel good.

Do you like it?

Yes.

Why do you like it?

We learned more skills, after we already learned, we can do exercises better.
After learning the tasks, did you apply those skills?

Yes.

Does implementing the tasks help you in learning English?
I think so.

How?

When | learn at a higher level, 1 will be able to apply it.

How? How will you apply it?
If I try to enter other schools, | can apply the knowledge the teacher gave me

for the entrance exam.

EMS3:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:
EMB:

You mean that you can do the exam better. What about things related to
implementing the tasks?

If I practice it, | can speak English with others more fluently.

Does implementing the tasks help you to speak English more?

It helps.

What do you prefer -- learning from the tasks or lectures?

The classroom tasks are better.

So you have more opportunity ...

Yes, | have more opportunity.

Did you have more opportunity to speak English and to apply the knowledge?
Yes.

Last question, do you feel satisfied with your learning outcomes for the tasks?
Yes.

After completing the tasks, are you proud of what you have accomplished?

| am proud to have done it by myself
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APPENDIX E
CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

Date: December 18, 2008
Time: 8.30-9.00 a.m.
Class: A mixed ability class in the control group

Lesson Components

1. Anticipatory Set

The teacher starts the class by introducing the topic related to clothes. She
explains to learners that they have to do group work in groups of five.
2. Objectives

The teacher does not inform learners of the objectives of the task. She only
explains the directions for implementing the task. She sets the time limit for
completing the task.
3. Modeling

To make clear, the teacher gives an example of sentences used in the task. She
also shows learners that there are also examples in the book and handout.
4. Checking for Understanding

After the teacher’s explanation, she asks the learners whether they understand
how to do the task. Learners respond that it is clear to them.
5. Guided Practice

Since the teacher wants the students to do the task by themselves, she walks
around the class to check whether the students understand how to do the task.
6. Independent Practice

During the task, students work together to do the task. Some ask the teacher
again whether they understand the directions correctly. Some try to find meanings of
new words and examples of sentences in their dictionary and textbook. Some consult
their friends. Some imitate their friend’s work.
7. Closure

At the end, the teacher first asks for volunteers to report their answers, but no
one wants to do. Thus, she calls on students individually. Some students give the
sentences incorrectly. The teacher corrects their errors by repeating and asking them to
say it again. After reporting, the teacher briefly concludes the lesson about new
vocabulary and grammar used in this task. She asks the students to take notes in their
book.

Problems

There are many problems in implementing the task. For example, the class is
noisy and undisciplined. Some groups are not eager to complete the task. Some
learners are not clear about how to do the task; therefore they ask their friend to
explain. The time for implementing the task was obviously not sufficient. Although
the teacher asks them to report their answers, some students do not finish the task.
Lastly, students use Thai in implementing the task.
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Date: December 18, 2008
Time: 9.30-10.00 a.m.
Class: A good ability class in the control group

Lesson Components

1. Anticipatory Set

The teacher starts the class by introducing the topic related to clothes. She
explains to learners that they have to do group work in groups of five.
2. Objectives

The teacher does not inform learners of the objectives of the task. She only
explains the directions for implementing the task. She sets the time limit for
completing the task.
3. Modeling

The teacher asks students to look at examples in the handout. She demonstrates
how to make sentences related to planning one’s wardrobe and wearing clothes.
4. Checking for Understanding

Before doing the task, the teacher asks students to tell her what they have to do
and asks them again “Do you understand?”
5. Guided Practice

The teacher wants the students to do the task by themselves. She walks around
to provide helps for the students.
6. Independent Practice

In implementing the task, students have a chance to do the task. They have to
make sentences about their plans and their clothes. Some are eager to complete the
task without the teacher’s help. In this group, they complete the task quickly. The
teacher has more time to teach about grammar and vocabulary used in the task.
7. Closure

While the students report on their work, the teacher asks others whether this
answer is correct. Some students try to find errors in their friend’s sentences. Only
some can correct those sentences. However, the teacher shows them the correct
sentences. Since there is more time after the task, the teacher concludes with the
lessons they had learned from the task: grammar and the meaning of vocabulary used
in the task. The teacher illustrates how those words are used in different contexts.

Problems

There are many problems in this group. The class is noisy and undisciplined,
because they consult one other about their work. Some groups are not eager to
complete the task. Some students are not clear about directions for implementing the
task, so they ask the teacher and their friends in their group. They mostly use Thai
during the task.
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Date: December 18, 2008
Time: 01.30-02.00 p.m.
Class: A mixed ability class in the experimental group

Lesson Components

1. Anticipatory Set

The teacher introduces the topic for implementing the task. The topic is
planning one’s wardrobe and clothes. She explains to the students that they have to do
group work. Each group has five people.
2. Objectives

The teacher orally informs students of the objectives of the task. At the end of
this lesson, they will be able 1) to talk about their plans and 2) to tell their classmates
about the clothes they plan to wear for a coming event. After that the teacher explains
more about the directions for doing the task.
4. Checking for Understanding

Before moving to practice, the teacher checks the understanding of the
students. She asks them to tell her what they have to do in the task and within how
many minutes. They all repeat the things the teacher has told them to do.
5. Guided Practice

The task provides a chance for students to practice independently rather than
guided practice. However, the teacher walks around to help their students, who are not
clear about how to do the task. Some students ask the teacher help them to translate
from Thai to English for them.
6. Independent Practice

During the task, students have a chance to do the task by themselves. It is
obvious that they are working together in their group. The better students help the
weak students to think about vocabulary they do not know. Some students ask the
teacher to help them correct their work. Some groups do not cooperate with each other
to while working in groups. Some students open dictionaries or textbooks to find
examples of sentences and the meaning of words.
7. Closure

Before eliciting the correct answer, the teacher asks others to see whether they
are correct. Students do not help her to check these sentences, so the teacher elicits the
correct answers. This class spends much time doing the task, so the teacher briefly
concludes with the grammar and vocabulary learned in this task.

Problems

There are many problems in this class. First, the class is noisy and
undisciplined. Secondly, the students spend too much time completing the task.
Thirdly, the students do not cooperate with the teacher in answering her questions.
Fourth, they are talkative, so the teacher stops the task and asks them to lower their
voices. Lastly, both the teacher and students mostly use Thai. The students only use
English when the teacher asks them to report their answers to the class.
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Date: December 18, 2008
Time: 02.30-03.00 p.m.
Class: A good ability class in the experimental group

Lesson Components

1. Anticipatory Set

The teacher introduces the topic and the task related to clothes. She explains to
them that today they have to do group work in groups of five.
2. Objectives

The teacher orally informs students of the objectives of the task. At the end of
this lesson, they will be able 1) to talk about their plans and 2) to tell their classmates
about the clothes they plan to wear for a coming event. After that the teacher explains
more about the directions for doing the task.
3. Modeling

The teacher asks students to look at examples of sentences in the handout. She
demonstrates how to make sentences about planning and wearing many kinds of
clothes in different jobs.
4. Checking for Understanding

Before doing the task, the teacher asks them to repeat the things they have to
do and the time limit. Students repeat those criteria correctly.
5. Guided Practice

During the task, there is no guided practice. The teacher offers an opportunity
for students to learn vocabulary and grammar by themselves first.
6. Independent Practice

Students have to complete the tasks. They work and think together to make
their sentences. The teacher walks around the room and tries to guide them more about
how to make sentences. Some groups complete the task quickly. Some students are not
clear about what they have to do, so the teacher gives them guidance for doing the
task.
7. Closure

The students have to report on their group work. The teacher calls the name of
students, so they stand up to report on their work. After they report, the teacher calls
on other students to check if their work is correct. If not, the teacher asks the other
students to correct those sentences. If they can correct them, the teacher praises them.
If not, the teacher corrects it herself.

Problems

There are many problems in doing the task. The class is noisy and
undisciplined. Some students need more time to complete the task. Some students do
not pay attention while doing the task. They talk about things not related to the lessons
while doing the task. Mostly, they use Thai. They use English to answer the teacher’s
questions. Students cannot correct the errors of other students; therefore the teacher
needs to help them.
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