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This study was an attempt to investigate whether the Task-Based Instruction (TBI) can 

fulfill its promises by looking into how a group of EFL college learners would perform 

in a TBI course. The research findings based on the analyses of the participants' 

performance on the proficiency tests of speaking and writing, the writing samples 

produced by the weekly journal task, and their responses to a questionnaire showed that 

the TBI course was effective enough to assist the learners to significantly improve 

proficiency levels of the L2 during such a time period of a 15-week long semester. The 

study also revealed that whether the learners would find the task topic interesting was 

significantly related to their confidence in using the L2, evaluation on the instructor's 

way of teaching, and overall evaluation on the TBI course. It also found that the 

college-level learners did not favor grammar instruction provided in an explicit way 

while appreciating opportunities to use the L2 in productive modes. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This study attempted to explore a TBI assumption through examining how a group of 

EFL college learners performed in a TBI course and evaluated their experience in the 

course. In the 1980s, the term and concept, TBI or task-based language teaching (TBLT) 

was put forward by the SLA researchers and language pedagogues, largely in reaction to a 

broad consensus that had emerged around what were seen as shortcomings in 

teacher-centered, form-oriented second language classroom practice (Branden, Bygate & 

Norris, 2009). 

• This study was supported by the Faculty Research Grant of Sookmyung Women's University in 
2011. 
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Within the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach which is supposed to 

prioritize the needs of the learner through syllabus design reflecting needs assessment and 

analysis (Crooks, 2009), TBI, along with Content-Based Instruction, is considered as one 

of the two major trends in curricular design that conform to CLT principles (Snow, 2005). 

It is supposed that, in TBI, "language development is prompted by language use, with the 

study of language form playing a secondary role" (Willis & Willis, 2001, p. 174). The 

original impetus for TBI came from the celebrated Bangalore Project (Prabhu, 1987), 

which reacted against both the traditional form of EFL used in India and the type of 

situational teaching then practiced (Cook, 2008). 

Another well-known example of TBI conducted in Hong Kong in 1990s was seen as 

aiding "the achievement of cross-curricular goals that go beyond language learning per se" 

(Hong Kong Government Education Department, 1994, p. 18, cited in Adamson, 2004, p. 

609). Tasks are described as having a purpose that involves more than a display of 

knowledge or practice of discrete skills; having a tangible or intangible product that is 

holistic, realistic, and linked to settings beyond the classroom; involving a process of 

thinking and doing by the learners (ibid.). 

While Second Language Acquisition (SLA) researchers have used the effects of 

communication tasks, "observation also has to do with the fact that full-scale-task-based 

programs are only now beginning to emerge on the language education landscape" 

(Branden et al., 2009, p. 8). Moreover, it is also pointed out that "with regard to how 

second/foreign language teaching should be organized, so as to optimally promote 

language development, there appears to exist far less consensus" (Branden et al., 2009, p. 

2) not only in a broader field ofL2 education, but also in a seemingly specific camp ofTBI. 

For example, Samuda and Bygate (2008) argued that " learning in real-world situations 

may be less efficient and less effective than in deliberately structured learning situations", 

thus "a pedagogy that uses holistic or real-world activities in the classroom needs to take 

this into account" (p. 72). Thus, it seems that research-based suggestions and implications 

are still even more necessary for the TBI assumptions to be supported and validated at this 

moment ofTBI history. 

2. TASK-BASED INSTRUCTION (TBI) 

TBI or TBL T has been dubbed as a major representative instructional way within the 

CL T approach arguing that "learners need to be engaged in the pragmatic, functional use of 

language for meaningful purposes in addition to gaining grammatical or linguistic 

competence" (Macaro, V anderplank, & Murphy, 2010, p. 4 7) in order to acquire the 

language in question. At its most basic, TBI "rejects the notion that knowledge can be 
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learned independently of its application and embraces instead the value of learning by 

doing, or experiential learning" (Dewey, 1933, cited in Norris, 2009, p. 578). TBI sees 

"learning as arising from particular tasks the students do in the classroom and has been 

seen increasingly as a logical development from communicative language teaching" (Cook, 

2008, p. I 7). 

The proposals for TBI are supported by SLA research revealing that learners do not 

learn linguistic items one at a time. Instead, they induce linguistic information from the 

language samples they work on, and they acquire language items only when they are ready 

to do so (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011). Since the work of Corder (1967) and 

Selinker ( 1972) along with other SLA researchers, it has been clear that we cannot predict 

how input will affect the learner's language development. There is clear evidence that 

intake does not equal input. Effective learning is constrained by natural developmental 

processes that learners cannot skip (Willis & Willis, 2001). In addition, Adamson (2004) 

connected TBI principles with progressivism which is "a value system that emphasizes 

individualism rather than societal needs. It celebrates diversity and seeks to develop the 

whole person through generic learning skills and attention to individual needs, ability, and 

interests" (p. 611 ). 

TBI assumptions are also in line with Halliday' s account of language as meaning, 

Krashen's theories oflanguage learning and acquisition as well as work by sociolinguistics 

such as Labov on language variation (Willis & Willis, 2010). TBI integrates "theoretical 

and empirical foundations for good pedagogy with a focus on tangible learning outcome in 

the form of tasks" (Norris, 2009, p. 578). Meanwhile, Larsen-Freeman and Anderson 

(2011) pointed out a difference between task-based syllabi and TBI arguing that while 

"task-based syllabi, being analytic in nature, do not expressly feature grammar structure," 

TBI "does not exclude it" (p. 150). For instance, such researchers as Loschky and 

Bley-Vroman (1993) see the "value in engaging students in structure-based communicative 

tasks, which are designed to have students automatize the use of a structure that they have 

already internalized" (ibid.). 

On the other hand, the Cognition Hypothesis (Robinson, 2005; Robinson & Gilabert, 

2007) argues that "sequencing pedagogic tasks from simple to complex in terms of 

cognitive/ conceptual demands leads to interlanguage development and L2 learning" 

(Robinson, 2009, p. 304). But "there is little agreement how task might be appropriately 

defined" (Swales, 2009, p. 46). Earlier in 1987, Breen stated that "task" is used to refer to 

"any structural language learning endeavor which has a particular objective, appropriate 

content, a specified working procedure, and a range of outcomes for those who undertake 

the task" (p. 23). 

Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001) defined a task as "an activity which requires learners 

to use language, with emphasis on meaning, to attain an objective," adding that the task 
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may be "influenced by learner choice" and "susceptible to brief or extended pedagogic 

intervention" (p. 11 ). Task would refer to "a range of workplans which have the overall 

purpose of facilitating language learning - from the simple and brief exercise type to more 

complex and lengthy activities such as group problem-solving simulations and 

decision-making" (ibid.). 

According to Willis (1996), "a 'task' is a classroom activity with a focus on meaning" 

(Hunston & Oakey, 2010, p. 60). "A task can also be carried out in teacher-led mode with 

the whole class contributing" (ibid.), while it is essentially involving real communication. 

A general guideline should be that the instructor's decision on what kind of tasks "to use in 

any particular context depends, of course, on a thorough analysis of learner needs and 

variables such as learning purpose, learners' age and setting" (Seidlhofer, 2001, p. 64). 

Willis and Willis (2007) attempted to characterize tasks along the lines suggested by 

Skehan (1998). The more confidently we can answer yes to each of these questions, the 

more the task-like the activity: 

a) Does the acitivity engage learners' interest? 

b) Is there a primary focus on meaning? 

c) Is there an outcome? 

d) Is success judged in terms of outcome? 

e) Is completion a priority? 

f) Does the activity relate to real world activities? (cited in Willis & Willis, 

2010, p. 65) 

However, TBI involves "more than getting learners to do a series of tasks" (Willis & 

Willis, 2010, p . 66). As Skehan (1996) pointed out that "a diet ofnothing but tasks might 

well result in learners developing fluency at the expense of accuracy and their language 

becoming fossilized" (ibid.). Thus, he suggested that more linguistic challenge is needed to 

drive the learner's interlanguage development forward (ibid.). In addition, Candlin (2009) 

reminded that in selecting or developing tasks, we should be concerned not only with the 

language learning, but also with the developing personalities of our learners being aware of 

their social roles, promoting their own capacities to draw their own maps, raising up the 

spirit of mutual acceptance and tolerance, honoring the value of self-realisation and 

self-fulfillment, and enhancing self-confidence. 

Research in TBI has investigated various aspects of tasks with the studies based on the 

Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1996), a variety of task variables (Crookes & Rulon, 1985; 

Duff, 1986; Newton, 1991 ; Pica & Doughty, 1985) and on the nature of the learner's 

participation in a task as well as those focusing on learner's output drawing on Swain's 

(1985) Output Hypothesis. In particular, teaching-oriented SLA research taking place at the 
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interface between cognitive psychology and educational research also supports the 

rationale ofTBI (Cook, 2008). 

In addition, a number of studies have drawn on Vygotskian accounts of language 

learning (Ellis, 2005). Within a sociocultural theoretical framework, Platt and Brooks 

(2002) discussed the notion of task engagement arguing that it "enhances learners' 

motivation to accomplish a task and results in 'transformation' when they switch from 

relatively undirected to more focused activity and, thereby create a context in which 

learning can take place" (ibid.). Several studies approached TBI highlighting the role of 

motivation since TBI "stresses the importance of learners' engagement" (Graff & Housen, 

2009, p. 730). Examples of such studies include Peacock ( 1997), who examined the use of 

authentic teaching materials to promote motivation, and Green (1993), who looked at the 

relationship between task variables, and motivation, task enjoyment and task effectiveness 

(ibid.). 

In Korean contexts, it is observed that "there is a lack of studies which present a holistic 

anlaysis and evaluation of the interaction produced by tasks in real language classroom" 

(Lee, 2005, p. 185). Lee (2005) argued that "despite the seemingly impressive theoretical 

claims put forward to promote task-based instruction, it remains to be proven that 

task-based interaction is more effective than other varieties of classroom interaction" (p. 

202) at elementary school classroom in particular. Meanwhile, Lee (2013) showed a strong 

relationship between the amount of L 1 use and task achievement among the high school 

students. 

Kang (2007a) examined a college classroom focusing on task-involvement and its 

contribution to improving the learners' L2 proficiency. She suggested that college-level 

learners may be benefitted by a TBI course providing engaging tasks. Kang (2007b) 

compared the benefits of TBI and CBI courses for college-level learners, and found that 

CBI seemed stronger at motivating the learners to participate in the class while TBI was 

observed more effective in improving language skills. Lee, Oh, and Shin (2007) implied 

that planning time helps better interlanguage (IL) performance but for the balanced 

improvement in the three aspects of accuracy, fluency and complexity, the appropriate level 

of task difficulty in relation to the college students' proficiency level should be provided 

along with the planning time. 

Having considered the paucity of the studies trying to test the validity of TBI 

assumptions especially for Korean learners of English, the current study attempted to add a 

piece of evidence to the TBI literature for the EFL group. The study investigated whether 

the L2 learners can improve target language skills and their improvement would be 

validated by a proficiency test even during such a short period of time as a 15-week-long 

semester if they are taught in a communicative, task-based language course in which 

"instruction places the emphasis on interaction, conversation, and language use" 
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(Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p. 110) and topics discussed are "often of general interest to 

the learner" (ibid.). The study purposed to provide suggestions for how to develop and 

implement TBI courses for college-level EFL learners in an effective way. The study was 

guided by the following research questions: 

1) Would a TBI course be able to improve college-level L2 learners' productive 

language skills of speaking and writing? 

2) What can be a most significant factor for a TBI course to be effective enough? 

3. METHOD 

The current study was conducted as a case study which looked into the "particularity and 

complexity of a single case" (Stake, 1995, xi, cited in Domyei, 2007, p. 151 ), as well as 

carried out as a classroom-based action research (AR). The study observed an "already 

existing intact" (Brown & Rodgers, 2002, p. 212) General English Program (GEP) 

classroom which was "representative of natural instructional contexts" (Lowen & Philp, 

2012, p. 61) for the freshmen of the school. The classroom was considered as the 

ecological context that "provides the primary grounds for the participants' interpretations 

of what they are doing and why they are doing it" (Samuda & Bygate, 2008, p. 258). 

An AR is "an exploratory and decision-generating process invoking key questions, 

actions and challenges" (Bum, 2010, p. 82) in an observed environment. The researcher of 

AR focuses on a "specific site, collaborates with individuals who have a connection to the 

topic, and works to resolve key issues to improve the lives of those at the site" (Hays & 

Singh, 2012, p. 109). For the study, the researcher investigated her own classroom mainly 

for the purpose of improving her way of instruction for the cohort groups of the future 

courses. 

3.1. Context of the Study 

In the school where the study was conducted, TEI-oriented GEP courses are given as 

compulsory ones for freshmen to increase their English language using abilities with the 

spring semester focusing on speaking skills and the fall semester on writing skills. To serve 

such causes more effectively, the GEP office reduced the class-size into sixteen. Its 

textbook committee has revised the text every year to accommodate the students' needs 

and interest. But it was ultimately up to individual GEP instructors who have the right to 

develop their own syllabus and evaluation policy. 

The course observed by the current study practiced various tasks mentioned in Question 
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7 of the questionnaire: Preparation for each unit in advance which required the 

participants to prepare for class-sessions by reading each unit as well as do exercises as the 

preparation task for classroom participation. The completion of the task was measured by 

the instructor right before they started a new unit; Doing I-minute presentation refers to the 

task for which each participant was to present their idea, opinion or feeling about the 

unit-topic in front of the whole class for only one minute; Preparing for and taking exams 

which was regarded as a task for the course since a group of 4 participants had to practice 

discussion with four topics for midterm and final exam, respectively. They were 

encouraged to take the exams as a serious task which would help them improve discussion 

skills; Writing up weekly journals was the writing task for which they produced 10 journals 

with different topics throughout the semester; Grammar-awareness activity refers to a 

complementary task to the Writing up weekly journals. They worked on the grammatical or 

vocabulary mistakes involved in the journals; Preparing for and doing the final 

presentation was the culminating task of the course for which each participant had to make 

up a script and deliver an individual presentation before the class. In addition, the 

participants were told that Listening to the classmates and Listening to the instructor as 

well as Talking to classmates/group members during the session should be seriously 

practiced if they wanted to make the course-taking a successful experience. 

Meanwhile, for the classroom discussion held as group work or whole-class job, there 

were 12 topics for the semester: Adjusting to university life; Setting goals: From failure to 

success; A healthy drink; Desserts; Urban legends; Travel safety; Volunteer work; 

International marriage; Women, society, and military service; Feminization of men; 

Beauty; Fashion revolution. In addition, there were two more general sessions for the first 

weeks of the semester with the following themes: Introductions and An Overview, which 

were designed to guide the course-takers to get used to the classroom routines. 

The GEP instructors are mainly native-speakers of English and bilingual speakers of 

Korean and English. They are supposed to teach the course only in English. At the end of 

each semester, the course-takers are to take a proficiency test called GMA TE to pass the 

GEP course, which was elaborated in Section 3-2: Proficiency Tests of Speaking and 

Writing. 

3.2. Participants 

Sixteen students taking the GEP course, GEP I: Presentation and Discussion in English, 

participated in the study by taking proficiency tests of speaking and writing, and filling out 

a questionnaire. All of them were English majors: one sophomore and fifteen freshmen. 

Meanwhile, the instructor was a Korean speaker who had offered both language and 

content courses in English for 11 years by the moment of data collection for the current 
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study. The participants' self-assessed English proficiency is presented in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 
Participants' Self-Assessed Proficiency Levels 

Level General English Proficiency Spoken English Proficiency 
Beginning I (7.70%) 2 (15.40%) 
Low-Intermediate 10 (76.92%) 9 (69.20%) 

High-Intermediate 2 ( 15.38%) 2 (15.40%) 

Advanced 13 (100.0%)* 0 (0.00%) 

Total 0 (0.00%) 13 (100.0%)* 

Note: The number of participants who filled out the questionnaire was 13 out of the 16. 

It seemed that the participants were stricter in delivering self-assessment than they were 

rated through the proficiency tests. The questionnaire was filled out right after the 

post-tests. See Table 2 in Section 4. 1 for the results of the proficiency tests. 

3.3. Sources of Data 

3.3.1. Proficiency tests of speaking and writing 

In order to examine whether the participants were able to improve their productive skills 

of the L2 throughout the semester, the pre- and post-tests of speaking and writing skills 

were designed with Multimedia-Assisted Test of English (MATE), one of the three 

state-accredited proficiency tests in Korea. The MATE is a computer-based as well as 

task-based test measuring the test-taker' speaking proficiency with eleven levels from 

Rudimentary Low to Expert Expert and writing proficiency with seven levels from 

Rudimentary to Expert, respectively. The participants' performances on the tests were rated 

by two certified native-speaker raters employing holistic scoring based on their judgment 

on the participants' performance on such components as task completion, accuracy, 

fluency and organization. The pre-tests were held on Wednesday, March 10, 2010 right 

after the add-drop period and the post-tests on Friday, June 18, 2010 as the semester was 

completed. 

In addition to the tests set up by the current study, the participants took one more 

speaking test of the MA TE at the end of semester, which was administered by the GEP 

office. It was a school policy for GEP course-takers to take a MATE test in order to 

complete the course: a speaking section of the MA TE for the Spring GEP course and a 

writing section for the Fall course. Thus, the participants who took GEP I: Presentation 

and Discussion in English took a speaking section during the final-exam period from June 

8 to June 14, 2010 depending on individual schedule. If they could not pass the test with 
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Moderate-Mid or Moderate-High required differently by each discipline, they were given F 

grade no matter how well they might do with the course and supposed to retake the 

respective GEP course. The school-wide MA TE test was indicated as post-test 2 while the 

post-test conducted by the current study was labelled as post-test 1. 

Then, the results of pre-test were compared with those of post-test 1 and post-test 2 

respectively to see if there were any significant differences in the participants' speaking 

and writing abilities between the beginning and end of the semester. One thing that a future 

study should be more careful about is concerned with the development of prompts. As one 

of the reviewers pointed out, the prompts for the post-test 1 seemed to help the participants 

produce more simply because they had more experience with the course at the end of the 

semester. But the participants' improvement was confirmed with the results of post-test 2 

as well. Thus, their irnproment with post-test 1 cannot be interpreted that it was due to the 

prompts only. 

3.3.2. Questionnaire 

To figure out how the participants perceived of and evaluated the course, a questionnaire 

was developed. The question items were asking the participants to self-assess their 

proficiency level, point out which tasks they thought to have helped improve language 

skills more effectively, and evaluate their instructor's way of teaching as well as language 

skills among others. Another purpose of the questionnaire was to see which factor could be 

more significantly related to improving the participants' L2 using skills and their 

evaluation on the instructor and the course. For example, it turned out that their 

self-assessed spoken English proficiency was not related either to how well they understood 

what's going on in the class (r = .3158, p = .2932) or to whether the course helped them to 

be more confident and comfortable in using English (r = .1752, p = .5669). The 

questionnaire was filled out anonymously on June 18, 2010 right after they finished the 

post-tests of speaking and writing. The questionnaire data was coded as Pl to indicate 

participant 1, for example. See Appendix for the questionnaire and the participants' 

responses to it. 

3.3.3. Weekly journals 

Throughout the semester, the participants were asked to produce 10 weekly journals 

from the 3rd week, Wednesday, March 17, 2010 to the 13th week, Wednesday, May 26, 

2010 with the midterm and final exam period being free from the assignment. It was 

one-page long composition for which they were to reflect what and how they did during 

the classes of the week. They were told that they would earn full score as far as they might 
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fill up the page regardless of the quality or number of language mistakes until the 4th 

journal partly to encourage them to produce their own writing in the L2, English, without 

having to fear possible penalty caused by lack of writing skills. 

They were also informed that, from the 5th journal, the journals would be rated with the 

two aspects being considered: fluency and accuracy, 50% each. It was still important to 

encourage them to keep writing up the full page, but at the same time to remind them that 

they should be able to use the language more accurately. The journals comprised 25% of 

final grade for the course. The task of weekly journal writing had two-fold purpose: one 

was to improve the participants' writing skills in general; the other was to see whether they 

were able to improve accuracy rate in using such grammatical features as number 

agreement (plural forms, regular and irregular), subject-verb agreement (the use of singular 

3'd-person present verb-tense morpheme was examined in the current study), and relative 

clause structures, in particular. The three target forms were chosen based on the 

consideration that EFL learners should be able to use the forms if they can show good 

command of English grammar. For the current study, the weekly journals were analyzed 

with the latter purpose being focused. 

In order to support the second cause of the journal writing task, a follow-up task, 

Grammar-Awareness (GA) task was implemented for which the instructor picked up about 

seven to ten sentences either ungrammatically constructed or involving vocabulary and/or 

morphological mistakes that might deserve the whole class' attention and let the 

participants revise them into more grammatical sentences. After they made corrections, the 

instructor with the whole class made sure whether the revised versions were target-like. 

The GA task was an effort to reflect that "focus on form is essential to students' learning. 

Error correction is done through recasts or modeling or by giving brief grammar 

explanations" (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011, p. 157). That is, the GA task was 

designed as a "pedagogic task" (Norris, 2009, p. 583) as well as "language-focused task 

out of meaning-focused texts" (Pica, 2009, p. 78) produced by the participants telling their 

own stories. The GA task was regularly done every Wednesday for the ten weeks. 

4. RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1. Linguistic Improvement 

The results of data-analyses on the participants' performance on speaking and writing 

pre- and post-test 1, and speaking post-test 2, the weekly journals, and their responses to 

the questionnaire were taken together to see how they had changed linguistically 

throughout the semester as well as how they evaluated their linguistic experience of the 
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TBI course. First, the results of pre- and post-test I of speaking and writing showed that the 

participants as a group improved both skills significantly. In details, 11 participants out of 

12 who took both pre- and post-test I of the proficiency test performed better on the 

speaking version at the end of the semester than they did in the beginning of it and one 

participant stayed at the same level. For writing skills, 10 participants out of the 12 did 

better job at the end of the semester and two participants did not change throughout the 

semester. At least, no participant degenerated throughout the semester concerning the two 

productive skills indicated by the results of the pre- and post-test I. 

The participants' speaking performance on the post-test 2 also turned out to be better 

than that of pre-test meaning that their improvement of speaking skills was double 

confirmed. Meanwhile, the interrater reliability (r) of the pre- and post-tests 1 was 

calculated: r = .810 for pre-speaking test; r = .643 for pre-writing test; r = . 718 for 

post-speaking test l ; r = .7 18 for post-writing test I. Concerning the post-test 2, the results 

were obtained from the GEP office so that r was not reported. The results of the tests were 

summarized in Table 2. 

TABLE2 

Results of the Speaking & Writing Tests 

S~eaking 
Pre-test Post-test 1 

N Mean SD N Mean SD t p 
12 4.458 .8649 12 5.58 .733 -6.848 .000* 

Writin 
Pre-test Post-test 

N Mean SD N Mean SD t p 
12 3. 167 .6513 12 3.75 .544 -5.631 .000* 

S~eaking 
Pre-test Post-test 2 

N Mean SD N Mean SD t p 
12 4.458 .8649 12 5.00 .426 3.026 .012* 

Note. In the case of speaking test, 3 stands for Moderate-Low, 4 refers to Moderate-Mid, 5 to 
Moderate-High, and 6 to Advanced-Low; for writing test, 3 indicated for Moderate-Low, 4 for 
Moderate-Mid, 5 for Moderate-High.* p-value was significant at < .05. 

Second, the current study also attempted to measure the participants' linguistic 

improvement focusing on accuracy by examining how they had used the three target forms 

when they produced the weekly journals. The participants' use of the three target forms 

was examined by looking at the ratio of correct use to the token of each form. Of the ten 

journals, 1 si, 2"ct, 9th, and I 0th were analyzed and compared to see whether they were able to 

improve linguistic accuracy throughout the semester. In particular, the 1st and 10th journals 

were compared first, and the 1st and 2"d journals were compared with the 9th and I oth 
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journals again. The participants' use of three forms together became more accurate from 

the 1st to the 10th journal, and again from the 1st and 2nd to the 9th and 10th journal as the 

t-score was significant enough at alpha level of less than .05. 

Having looked into the participants ' linguistic behavior with each form, however, it was 

found that the improvement on accuracy with each form was differently manifested. That 

is, they showed statistically significant improvement on the use of 3rd person present tense 

(PS) forms and relative clauses (RCs) especially when they were examined between the 1st 

and 2nd journals, and the 9th and 10th journals, respectively. The types of RCs that the 

participants used were subjective RC and direct objective RC. Meanwhile, the use of 

number agreement (NA) was not significantly improved throughout the semester even 

though its mean score of the 9th and 10th was higher than that of the 1st and 2nd journals. 

Overall, there was a tendency that the participants' abilities to use the three target forms 

became more accurate at the end of semester. The results were summarized in Table 3. 

TABLE3 

Performance on the 3 Target Forms 

1'1 Journal 101 Journal 
N Mean SD N Mean SD t p 

NNPS/RCs 41 .5501 .4340 41 .7883 .3552 -3.066 .004* 
NA 14 .6709 .3732 14 .8680 .1470 -1.928 .076 
PS 14 .4165 .4397 14 .7 143 .4688 -1.696 .114 
RCs 13 .5641 .4789 13 .7821 .3812 -1.795 .098 

1'1 & 2"d Journals 9•h & 101h Journals 
N Mean SD N Mean SD t p 

NNPS/RCs 45 .6635 .3700 45 .9085 .1889 -4.269 .000* 
NA 15 .7699 .3087 15 .9004 .1066 -1.599 .132 
PS 15 .5892 .3645 15 .8809 .2757 -2.996 .010* 
RCs 15 .6315 .4286 15 .9444 .1500 -2 .693 .017* 
Note. N refers to the number of participants who produced respective joumal(s); *p-value was set up 
at < .05; NA stands for number agreement (plural form, regular & irregular); PS means 3rd person 
present verb-tense morpheme; RCs refers relative clauses. 

Third, with regard to the participant's.self-evaluation concerning linguistic improvement, 

Questions 5, 6, 7, and 8 of the questionnaire were examined. In their answer to Question 5, 

Having taken the course, which skill/area do you think was most improved? five 

participants (38.5%) out of thirteen respondents picked up d) Writing and another four 

participants (30.8%) pointed out a) Listening, which was followed by three participants' 

(23 .1 % ) choice of b) Speaking. For Question 6 asking whether the course helped make 

them more confident in using English, five participants (38.5%) answered with d) It helped 

me to be much more confident and comfortable. 

With Question 7, What kind of tasks do you think were more he/pfal in improving your 
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English language skills? 10 participants (76.9%) pointed out g) Writing up weekly journals, 

which was followed bye) Listening to the instructor picked up by six participants (46.2%). 

Only one participant (7.7%) said that she was benefited from h) Grammar-awareness (GA), 

and i) Preparing for and doing the final presentation, respectively. The grammar

awareness task was based on the weekly journals. But it seemed obvious that they were not 

in favor of grammar work in such an explicit way even though some participants showed 

awe when they found that the sample sentences waiting for the revision were their own. 

The participants' response to the GA was further discussed in section IV-2: Evaluation on 

the TBI Course. For Question 7 (tasks' contribution to improving the L2 skills), the 

participants were supposed to check more than one task if they wanted to. 

One thing noteworthy was found in the relationship between the participants' interest in 

course topics (Question 4) and their response to Question 6 (r = .6761,p =.O il). That is, 

the more they were interested in the topics, the more confident and comfortable they had 

become in using the L2. In addition, their response to Question 4 (topic-interest) was 

significantly correlated to those to Questions 8 (the tasks' contribution to improving 

communication ability), 9 (the instructor's instruction), 10 (the instructor's language skills), 

and 11 (overall satisfaction with the course) while the response to Question 6 (the course's 

contribution to confidence) was significantly correlated to those to Questions 8, 9, and 11, 

respectively. Of the nine multiple choice items of the questionnaire, seven items were 

developed with 4 scales (QI, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q6, Q9 and QlO) while two of them were with 3 

scales (Q8 and Q 11 ). It was partly due to a suggestion of Domyei (2007) that "the items 

from different scales need to be mixed up as much as possible to create a sense of variety 

and to prevent respondents from simply repeating previous answers" (p. 111 ). See Table 4 

for the summary of the participants' response to the 8 question items of the questionnaire, 

and Table 5 for the relationship between their responses to the questions. 

TABLE4 
The Summary of the Participants' Response to the Questionnaire 

Question 

I. Self-assessed general English proficiency level 
2. Self-assessed spoken English proficiency level 
3. How well did you understand what's going on in the 

class? 
4. How did you find the topics? 
6. Did the course help you to be more confident and 

comfortable in English? 
8. Did the tasks you did in the class would help you 

communicate in English? 

Mean/ 
Maximum Point 

2.08/4 
2.00/4 

3.08/4 

2.3 1/4 

2.92/4 

2.00/3 

9. Evaluation on the instructor's way of teaching 2.38/4 
I 0. Evaluation on the instructor' s language ski lls 3.23/4 
11 . Overall satisfaction with the course 2.08/3 
Note. N stands for the number of participants who filled out the questionnaire. 

SD 

0.494 
0.577 

0.494 

0.630 

1.038 

0.816 

0.870 
0.832 
0.641 

N 

13 
13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 
13 
13 
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TABLE 5 

The Relationship between the Participants' Responses to the Questions 2-11 

Question Q2 Q3 Q4 Q6 Q8 Q9 QIO Qll 

r 1 .0000 -0.2924 0.2290 0.1391 0.1768 0.3319 0.1735 0.4507 

Q2. Self-assessed 
spoken English p 0.3322 0.4518 0.6504 0.5634 0.2679 0.5709 0.1222 
proficiency level 

N 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 

Q3 . How well did 
r 1.0000 0.1854 0.0125 0.0000 0.1195 0.5620 -0.0203 

you understand p 0.5442 0.9676 1.0000 0.6975 0.0456* 0.9476 
what's going on in 
the class? 

N 13 13 13 13 13 13 

Q4. How did you r 1.0000 0.6761 0.8095 0.6781 0.4888 0.7620 
find the topics 
(Were them p 0.0112* 0.0008* 0.0109* 0.0901 * 0.0025* 
interesting 
enough?) N 13 13 13 13 13 

Q6. Did the course r 1.0000 0.6884 0.5895 0.4083 0.7619 
help you to be 
more confident and p 0.0093* 0.0340* 0.1660 0.0025* 
comfortable in 
English? N 13 13 13 13 

Note.*p-value was significant at < .05. Q8 was asking about the tasks ' contribution to improving 
communication ability; Q9 about the instructors' way of teaching; QI 0 about the instructor's 
language skills; QI I about overall satisfaction with the course. 

Concerning Question 8 asking about the tasks' contribution to improving L2 

communication abilities, four participants (30.8%) showed satisfaction by marking c) It 

would help me a lot while another four (30.8%) complained with a) It wouldn 't help me at 

all. Meanwhile, three participants (23.l %) provided their comments such as "Because we 

had a lot of chance to speak in front of friend, I could have more confidence" (Q2). 1 The 

participants' response to Question 8 (the tasks' contribution to improving L2 

communication abilities) was significantly correlated to those to Questions 9 (the 

instructor's instruction), 10 (the instructor's language skills), and 11 (overall satisfaction 

with the course), respectively. That is, the more helpful they thought the tasks would be in 

communicating with English-speaking people, the more generous evaluation they 

delivered on the instructor's way of teaching and language skills as well as concerning 

1 The participants ' responses were quoted without any linguistic revision. They used English only 
when providing responsed even though they were told that they could use either English or Korean 
(LI). 
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overall satisfaction with the course. But there was no significant correlation between the 

response to Question 10 (the instructor's language skills) and Question 11 (overall 

satisfaction with the course). See Table 6 for the relationship between the participants ' 

responses to the questions. 

TABLE6 

The Relationship between the Participants' Responses to the Questions 8-11 

Question Q9 QIO QI! 

r 0.5868 0.4907 0.6374 
Q8: The tasks would be helpful in 

p 0.0350* 0.0887** 0.0191* 
communicating in English. 

N 13 13 13 

r 1.0000 0.5581 0.8400 
Q9: Evaluation on the instructor's 

p 0.0475* 0.0003* 
way of teaching 

N 13 13 

r 1.0000 0.4330 
QI 0: Evaluation on the instructor's 

p 0.1394 
language skills 

N 13 

Note. *p-value is signigicant at < .05 ; ** is significant at < . I, respectively. Q 11 was How would you 
evaluate the coure in general? 

4.2. Evaluation on the TBI Course 

The participants' evaluation on the instructor's teaching skills with Question 9, implied 

that they were not fascinated by the way the instructor guided them to perform the tasks. 

As one participant (7.7%) showed strong dissatisfaction by marking a) Terrible which was 

followed by another eight participants (61.5%) answering with b) Good, majority of the 

participants seemed to be frustrated with the way the instructor organized and conducted 

the tasks they had to perform. Having considered that the participants were more generous 

in their evaluation on the instructor's language skills with most of them ( 10 participants: 

76.9%) marking c) Very good or d) Excellent, their disappointment on the instructor's 

teaching skills seemed more directly related to the way the instructor managed the 

classroom tasks in addition to the nature of the tasks they had to perform. 

For example, the instructor did make sure whether the participants prepared for each 

lesson by taking a look at their textbook and marking the extent of preparation. Such an 

activity could be considered to encourage the participants to be ready for classroom 

participation. But only two of them (15.4%) said that it was helpful turning it out to be the 

second least popular activity. 

The participants' discontent with the instructor' s way of teaching was also hinted at 

through the suggestions made by four of them (30.77%) responding to Question 12, Could 
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you please give some suggestions to improve the GEP course for the future? Two 

participants asked more "Speaking" (PS) saying that "I wanted more time that we can talk 

to each other" (PlO), which was resonated with another participant's complaint: "I think 

students should have been given more opportunities to talk in front of classmates than to 

listen to professor's saying. We had so much time listening about grammar and our 

course" (P12). However, she acknowledged the contribution of the weekly journal 

mentioning that "At first I hated weekly journal, but now I think it gave me better skill to 

express myself in English a lot" as well as the changed teaching style of the instructor 

pointing out that "we had opportunities to say in English in later course than former 

classes and so the later part of course was very helpful to improve my English skill a lot" 

(P12). 

The participants' responses seemed to suggest that such a task as the GA activity did not 

appeal to the participants' expectation of learning an L2 in an effective and interesting way 

even though such an explicit way of grammar-revision task might help them correct non 

target-like forms, which was partially supported by their improvement on the accuracy 

measured with the three target forms. 

5. CONCLUSION 

5.1. TBl's Contribution to Improving L2 Skills 

Concerning the first question, Would a TBI course help college-level L2 learners 

improve productive language skills of speaking and writing? the research findings showed 

that the participants improved both speaking and writing skills significantly. It was 

supported by their improved performance on the post-tests compared with that on the 

pre-tests of speaking and writing skills. In addition, they also improved the accuracy of the 

grammatical items such as the three target forms (number agreement, 3rd person singular 

and present tense, and relative clauses) throughout the semester, which was supported by 

the analysis of the weekly journals. 

The participants' answers to the questionnaire also indicated that they became more 

confident in using the L2. Since such a personality variable as confidence seems to be 

"consistently related to the acquisition of communicative competence" (Benson & Nunan, 

2005, p. 67), the participants' sense of strengthened confidence may be a complement to 

what they achieved linguistically with the TBI course. They also mentioned that they 

improved writing and listening skills more than other skills. That is, having taken the TBI 

course, it was possible for the participants to improve the receptive skills of listening as 

well even though it was not confirmed by a measurement tool in the current study. 
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Therefore, it may be safe to say that the TBI course was effective enough to improve the 

participants' productive skills of the L2. 

5.2. Suggestions for an Effective TBI 

With respect to the second question, What can be a most significant factor for a TEI 

course to be effective enough? the data-analysis of questionnaire showed that the 

participants ' interest in topics was significantly related to their improvement of 

self-confidence in using the L2, their evaluation on the effectiveness of the tasks, 

evaluation on the instructor's way of teaching and language skills as well as to the overall 

evaluation of the TBI course. Such a finding may support Skehan (1987, cited in Willis & 

Willis, 2010) discussed in Section 2 pointing out learners' interest as one of the major 

characteristics making the activity more task-like. Crooks ( 1986) also argues that "the goal 

of task-based research is to identify psychologically motivated task characteristics" (Ellis, 

2005, p. 722), the current study seemed to add one more evidence to show that topic 

interest can make a significant factor in achieving the goal of TBI course which is to assist 

the learners to improve L2-using abilities including their sense of confidence with the 

language. 

Meanwhile, the participants' self-assessed spoken proficiency level was not significantly 

related to any of the above-mentioned experience in or evaluation on the TBI course. Their 

speaking proficiency at the pre-test was rated as between Moderate Mid and Moderate 

High even though their self-evaluation was Moderate Low. At least, with the example of 

the participants of the current study, it seems that once EFL learners would reach a little bit 

higher than Moderate Mid, the learners may not have difficulty in functioning in an 

English-medium course which focuses on improving their language skills through 

performing tasks. 

Second, the participants' comments revealed that they appreciated the opportunities to 

use the L2 in productive modes. The fact that they pointed out the Weekly Journal as the 

most contributing task to improving their L2 skills, and provided all the responses to the 

open-ended questions of the questionnaire only in English, and wished for more time and 

chances to speak out might tell about the participants' characteristics. The participants who 

were in their early 20s seemed to readily represent a new generation of EFL learners in 

Korea who started learning the L2 when they were the 3rd graders of elementary school 

mainly through oral-approach emphasizing listening and speaking skills for everyday life 

communication. But while they showed better listening comprehension skills compared 

with that of the previous generation, they were not given enough instruction on productive 

skills until arriving at college classroom. 

In a recent survey asking the reasons for not teaching speaking in the secondary school 
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classroom, 78.9% of teachers replied that the College SAT includes only reading and 

listening sections. In the same survey, 73.5% of students answered that it is necessary to 

acquire speaking skills, and 68.2% said that writing is important (Jin, 2012). Thus, the 

college English language program should reflect their learners' needs for productive skills 

more rigorously. 

Third, for the participants, it seems that explicit way of grammar instruction was not 

welcome. While SLA researchers suggested that "learning will be more efficient if there is 

a need to focus on accuracy within a task-based methodology" (Willis & Willis, 2001, p. 

175), the GA task employed by the TBI course of the current study, which could be 

considered as "extended pedagogic intervention" (Bygate et al. , 2001, p. 11 ), was not 

attractive enough to the participants. Therefore, it was suggested that the TBI instructor 

should design grammar instruction in a more interesting and implicit way. 

In conclusion, for Korean college-level EFL learners, a TBI course may be effective 

enough to significantly increase the proficiency level of speaking and writing skills within 

such a time period of a 15-week long semester. But the learners' interest, motivation and 

expectation of learning the L2 should be more concretely reflected in the TBI if it is to 

fulfill its promises and assumptions. That is, learners' needs for more opportunities to 

practice productive skills should be carefully integrated into the syllabus and instructional 

method of the TBI course. Especially, the tasks need to be "intellectually challenging 

enough to maintain students' interest, for that is what will sustain learners ' efforts at task 

completion, focus them on meaning and engage them in confronting the tasks' linguistic 

demands" (Prabhu, 1987, cited in Long & Crookes, 2009, p. 64). Such a point was partly 

supported by the current study in which topic-interest turned out to be a critical factor 

affecting how the participants evaluated their experience in the TBI course. 

5.3. Limitations of the Study 

As the study examined a case ofTBI classroom only, the achievement of the participants 

was not compared with that of a possible control group. Since the study was conducted 

recruiting one of the GEP courses at the university in which all the GEP courses were 

offered as TBI, it was difficult to have a control group who was not instructed in a TBI. In 

addition, it was not realistic for the study to "control extraneous or moderate variables" 

(Lowen & Philp, 2012, p. 58) such as linguistic input or language experience that the 

participants could receive from outside the course. But future studies should be able to 

include a control group as well as recruiting more number of participants and controlling 

those variables so that the study results can be directly referred to as the dependent 

variables of the independent variable (TBI instruction). In addition, if it had included 

interview data, it might produce more insightful discussion as well. 
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APPENDIX 
Questionnaire 

SPRING2010 

GEP I: Discussion & Presentation 

This questionnaire is to see how the students taking GEP I have perceived and evaluated 

the course concerning whether and how it was effective in helping them improve English 

language skills. Your cooperation will be highly appreciated. Thank you. 

1. Self-assessed General English proficiency level 

a) Advanced 

b) High-intermediate 

c) Low-intermediate 

d) Beginning-level 

2. Self-assessed spoken-English proficiency level 

a) Advanced 

b) High-intermediate 

c) Low-intermediate 

d) Beginning-level 

3. How well did you understand what's going on in the class including what the 

instructor and your classmates said? 

a) I understood less than 30% of it. 

b) I understood almost half of it. 

c) I understood more than 70% of it. 

d) I understood almost everything. 

4. How did you find the topics the course dealt with? 

a) I found most of the topics not interesting. 

b) I found some topics very interesting, but others not motivating. 

c) I found most of the topics very interesting. 

d) Could you specify which topics interesting enough, and which ones dull? 

5. Having taken the course, which skill/area you think was most improved? Please rank 

them (Put number 1, 2, 3, and so on.). 

a) Listening 
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b) Speaking 

c) Reading 

d) Writing 

e) Grammar 

f) Vocabularies 

6. In addition to language skills, do you think that the course help you to be more 

confident and comfortable in using English? 

a) It didn't help me at all in making myself confident or comfortable. 

b) It helped me a little bit more confident and comfortable. 

c) It helped me to be, to a certain degree, confident and comfortable. 

d) It helped me to be much more confident and comfortable. 

e) Please state how the course helped or didn't help you to be confident and comfortable 

in using English. 

7. What kind of activities do you think were more helpful in improving your English 

language skills? You can check more than one task. 

a) Preparing for each unit in advance 

b) Talking to my group members 

c) Doing the I -minute presentations 

d) Listening to my classmates 

e) Listening to the instructor 

f) Preparing for and taking exams 

g) Writing up weekly journals 

h) Grammar-awareness activity 

i) Preparing for and doing the final presentation 

j) Others (Please specify what activities were more helpful.): 

8. Do you think that the activities you did in the class would help you communicate with 

English-speaking people in real life? 

a) It wouldn't help me at all. 

b) It would help me to some degree. 

c) It would help me a lot. 

Could you please state your own opinions concerning how the course would help or 

would not help you communicate in English in real life? 

9. How would you evaluate the instructor's way of teaching? 

a) Terrible 
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b) Good 

c) Very good 

d) Excellent 

Could you please make comments on the instructor's teaching skills? 

10. How would you evaluate the instructor's English language skills? 

a) Terrible 

b) Good 

c) Very good 

d) Excellent 

Could you please make comments on the instructor's English language skills? 

11. How would you evaluate the course in general? 

a) I could not be satisfied with the course at all. 

b) I was satisfied with the course to some degree. 

c) I was satisfied with the course to a greater extent. 

12. Could you please give some suggestions to improve the GEP course for the future? 

Applicable levels: College and higher 
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