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ABSTRACT
INVESTIGATING TASKS IN THE EFL TEXTBOOKS IN THE TURKISH
ANATOLIAN HIGH SCHOOL CONTEXT

Oznur Demirkaya
MA in Teaching English as a Foreign Language
Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Necmi Aksit
September 2022

This study was an attempt to investigate tasks in four English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) textbooks designed by the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) and
studied in the Anatolian high schools in Turkey in the 2020-2021 education year.
Specifically, the study sought to identify task characteristics the activities possess,
determine task types, and explore task complexity dimensions in the selected
textbooks. The study also aimed to compare and contrast the grade levels with one
another regarding these issues. In line with the research purposes, three checklists
were generated, drawing from relevant frameworks for task characteristics (Ellis,
2011; Ellis & Shintani, 2014), task types (Ellis, 2003, 2011) and task complexity
dimensions (Robinson, 2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2011, 2015; Skehan &
Foster, 2001). Then, the activities in the textbooks were analysed through content
analysis. The results demonstrated that only a small part of the activities in the
textbooks qualify for a task, most of them failing to satisfy the “gap” and “outcome”
criteria of taskness as defined by Ellis (2009, p. 223) and Ellis and Shintani (2014, p.
135). The findings related to the task types revealed that the sequencing of the task
types across the grade levels, and therefore, proficiency levels, is not in line with the
recommendations by Ellis (2020). Similarly, no systematic progression from simple
to complex tasks as prescribed in the SSARC model by Robinson (2015) was
detected within the textbooks. Implications of the study can be considered for

practice and further research on task-based language teaching.

Keywords: task, task characteristics, task types, task complexity, task-based language

teaching



OZET
TURKIYE’DE ANADOLU LISESI BAGLAMINDA YABANCI DiL OLARAK
OKUTULAN INGILIZCE DERS KiTAPLARINDAKI GOREVLERIN
INCELENMESI
Oznur Demirkaya
Yabanci Dil Olarak ingilizce Ogretimi Yiiksek Lisans Programi
Tez Damgmant: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Necmi Aksit
Eyliil 2022

Bu ¢aligma, Milli Egitim Bakanligi (MEB) tarafindan tasarlanan ve 2020-2021
egitim O0gretim yilinda Tiirkiye'deki Anadolu liselerinde Yabanci Dil olarak okutulan
dort Ingilizce ders kitabinda yer alan gorevleri incelemeye yoneliktir. Calisma,
ozellikle, secilen ders kitaplarindaki etkinliklerde bulunan goérev 6zelliklerini tespit
etmeye, gorev tiirlerini belirlemeye ve gorev karmasikligi boyutlarini kesfetmeye
calismistir. Caligma, ayn1 zamanda, sinif diizeylerini bu konularda birbirleriyle
karsilagtirmay1 amaglamistir. Arastirma amaclar1 dogrultusunda, gorev ozellikleri
(Ellis, 2011; Ellis & Shintani, 2014), gorev tiirleri (Ellis, 2003, 2011) ve gorev
karmasikligi boyutlari (Robinson, 2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2011, 2015;
Skehan & Foster, 2001) i¢in ilgili akademik ¢aligsmalardan ti¢ kontrol listesi
olusturulmustur. Sonrasinda, ders kitaplarindaki etkinlikler igerik analizi yoluyla
analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, ders kitaplarindaki etkinliklerin yalnizca kii¢iik bir
bolimiiniin gorev olarak sayilabilecegini, cogunun gorevin, Ellis (2009, p. 223) ve
Ellis ve Shintani (2014, p. 135) tarafindan “bosluk” ve “sonug” olarak adlandirilan
kriterlerini karsilamadigini géstermistir. Gorev tiirlerine iliskin bulgular, gorev
tiirlerinin siif diizeylerine ve dolayisiyla yeterlilik diizeylerine gore siralanmasinin,
Ellis'in (2020) onerileriyle uyumlu olmadigini ortaya koymustur. Benzer sekilde,
ders kitaplarinda, Robinson (2015) tarafindan gelistirilmis SSARC modelinde
belirtildigi gibi basitten karmasik gorevlere dogru sistematik bir ilerleme tespit
edilmemistir. Calismanin sonuglari, gorev temelli dil 6gretimi lizerine uygulama ve
arastirma i¢in degerlendirilebilir.

Anahtar kelimeler: gorev, gorev 6zellikleri, gorev tiirleri, gérev karmasikligi, goreve

dayali dil 6gretimi
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Introduction

Task is among the fundamental concepts that have attracted attention in
English language teaching (ELT) in recent years (Révész, 2019). It constitutes an
essential component of syllabus design, language teaching, and assessment of
individuals in both English as a foreign language (EFL) and English as a second
language (ESL) contexts (Nunan, 2004). Having drawn considerable interest in the
field of ELT since the introduction of the task-based approaches to language teaching
in the 1980s, task is increasingly becoming an essential component of language
textbooks.

Several definitions have been proposed to explicate the nature and features of
tasks (Breen, 1989; Ellis, 2003; Long, 1985; Prabhu, 1987; Robinson, 2001a, 2001a;
Skehan, 1998; Willis, 1996). Although there is no consensus on what a task as a
concept denotes in the ELT literature, the definitions proposed for the concept of task
generally refer to task-as-workplan, namely “the actual materials that constitute a
task” (Ellis, 2018, p. 12), which is suggested to be the starting point that informs
course design, testing, and research (Ellis et al., 2019). As specific design and
implementation factors can predict the language use and activity emanating from task
performance (Ellis, 2015), it could be argued that the design of a task-as-workplan to
be implemented plays a crucial role in a language syllabus.

Among the critical issues in the task-based language teaching is the selection
of tasks used in language textbooks to maximize the focus on form, implementation,
and adaptation of tasks (Skehan, 1998). Another critical issue to be handled when

designing a syllabus is the sequencing of tasks (Willis & Willis, 2007). As textbooks



are one of the primary sources for language teaching and learning that reflect
curriculum and syllabus, they should follow a systematic method to optimize
language learning when designing and sequencing tasks. Textbook designers need to
determine what kinds of tasks to include in the textbooks as task demands are likely
to affect the cognitive processes language learners are to get engaged in as well as
their performance and learning process. Therefore, in addition to the design of tasks,
the selection and sequencing of tasks are two critical procedures focused on in task-
based syllabi (Ellis et al., 2019).

Examining task characteristics to determine task types is essential in making
appropriate decisions on task design, selection, and sequencing. Task classification is
valuable for offering variety, determining the kinds of tasks that serve the needs and
preferences of different learner profiles, and providing language teachers with a
framework to test and decide which types of tasks better support learners in learning
a language (Ellis, 2003). Different task types may also provide distinct opportunities
for developing communicative and linguistics competencies in L2.

Last but not least, another phenomenon investigated to make the right
decisions on the design, selection and sequencing of tasks as workplan, namely the
design materials, is the cognitive demands they pose, specifically task complexity
(Robinson, 2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2005, 2007). It is assumed that manipulating task
complexity dimensions to increase task complexity facilitates more opportunities for
negotiation and interaction (Robinson, 2003, 2015), and increases attention to and
memory for input during task interaction, thus promoting learning from L2 input and

language development (Robinson, 2022). Hence, task complexity constitutes another



issue worthy of consideration to make appropriate decisions for optimally
sequencing tasks in language textbook design.
Background

In the last decades, there has been an increasing focus on tasks and task-based
approaches (Motteram & Thomas, 2010) in parallel with task-based language
teaching (TBLT), which emerged as an alternative to Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) (Samuda & Bygate, 2008). The place of tasks in the syllabus has
long been discussed (Ellis, 2003; Long, 1985; Robinson, 2001a, 2001b; Skehan,
1996; Willis, 1996), and tasks have been widely used in ELT textbooks (Rahimpour
& Kiani, 2015).

In TBLT, it is recommended that task is conceptualized as a workplan (i.e.,
design materials) that informs the syllabus and course design (Ellis, 2018). On the
other hand, there are the arguments of Sociocultural Theory and Activity Theory
against the definition of task as a workplan since a task can be interpreted differently
during task implementation process (Ellis, 2015) and may result in a somewhat
different activity than expected (Ellis et al., 2019). Although the argument taken by
these theories that task performances are constructed during the task implementation
process is acknowledged, it is argued that it should still be recognized that particular
tasks result in specific kinds of language behaviour as previous studies revealed that
inherent features of tasks lead to “certain probabilistic process outcomes” (Ellis,
2018, p. 38). It is also maintained that there is a connection between the “task-as-
workplan” and “task-as-process” (Ellis, 2009, p. 230), and they both can predict the
kind of language task-takers produce to some extent (Ellis, 2012).

Although task is among the main concepts that have long been examined in

the field of English Language Teaching (ELT), there has been no consensus on what



the concept of task involves with various operationalizations made in the literature
(Ellis, 2003; Prabhu, 1987; Skehan, 1996; Willis, 1996). The definition of task put
forward by Ellis (2009) and Ellis and Shintani (2014) constitutes one of the most
cited frameworks for defining tasks, with its emphasis on meaning, a communicative
gap to motivate language use, learners’ use of their own (non)linguistic resources as
well as the presence of a clearly defined outcome. As this conceptualization of task
amalgamates some of the most highlighted characteristics of tasks, the task definition
by Ellis (2009) and Ellis and Shintani (2014) is widely used to distinguish activities
that qualify as tasks from non-tasks (i.e., exercises) in the ELT literature.
Task-as-workplan can be integrated into a syllabus in two different ways. As
a “sub-component of the planning phase of curriculum development”, syllabus
concerns the selection and grading of content (Nunan, 1988, p. 10). On the one hand,
tasks can be the main component of a “task-based syllabus™ in which they serve as
the primary unit for selecting and sequencing course content (Lambert, 2019, p. 179).
On the other, tasks may be the elements that do not essentially constitute the primary
organising principle in “task-supported syllabus” (Révész, n.d.), where they basically
function to support syllabus designed around other units of analysis such as
“grammatical structures, lexis, topics, situations” (Lambert, 2019, p. 179). As
syllabus is reflected in textbooks, one of the ways to determine whether a syllabus is
task-based or task-supported is to identify tasks in the EFL textbooks, quantify them
and calculate their proportion within these textbooks through content analysis. Such
a query into a syllabus would help reveal whether a syllabus is identified in terms of
tasks that determine and sequence instructional contents. Then it can be deduced
whether this particular syllabus adopts a task-based approach or not (Ellis et al.,

2019.



No matter if a syllabus is task-based or task-supported, the rationale behind
task-based language teaching is not to engage the learners in performing tasks one
after the other but to foster continuous learning and improvement (Willis, 1996). One
way to ensure this is to determine task types (Ellis, 2011) for optimizing language
learning through any syllabus design. Identifying and classifying the task
characteristics guide textbook designers on how to sequence tasks in a syllabus
(Robinson, 2007).

Several classifications have been developed for sequencing tasks based on
specific features they gain depending on such factors as interactional criteria (Pica et
al., 1993), operations (Willis, 1996), strategies (Nunan, 2004) and communicative
and/or cognitive processes involved (Ellis, 2011, 2020; Ellis et al., 2019). Among
these classifications, the task typology by Ellis (2011, 2020) and Ellis et al. (2019)
has drawn considerable interest in the ELT literature with its dual categorization of
tasks.

Another concern of task-based language teaching is the selection and
sequencing of tasks based on task complexity. Adjusting task complexity by
manipulating specific features of tasks has long been studied, drawing on cognitive,
attention-driven approaches. Two prominent perspectives on task complexity are
Limited Attention Capacity (LAC) model (also known as Trade-off Hypothesis) by
Skehan (1996, 1998, 2009) and Cognition Hypothesis (CH) by Robinson (2001a,
2001b, 2003, 2005, 2007), both of which posit that the manipulation of task features
affects the access to attentional resources of learners, their language performance,
and thus, the development of interlanguage (IL), which denotes “the linguistic
system of learner language produced by adults when they attempt meaningful

communication using a language they are in the process of learning” (Tarone, 2013,



p. 2794). Even if Robinson and Skehan do not openly state that they solely focus on
output-based skills (i.e., speaking and writing), the frameworks they propose have
been taken as a basis in the studies which are mainly concerned with how the
manipulation of task features is reflected in language production through the practice
of these skills.

Drawing on the Levelt model targeting speaking performance in first
language (L1), the Limited Attention Capacity (LAC) model consists of three
categories in the task difficulty framework: “code complexity”, “cognitive
complexity” and “communicative stress”, which relate to language, cognition and
performance conditions, respectively (Skehan, 1996, p. 52; Skehan, 1998, p. 270;
Skehan & Foster, 2001, pp. 194-195).

Robinson (2011, p. 6) proposes a Triadic Componential Framework (TCF)
based on CH, which includes “task complexity”, “task conditions” and “task
difficulty” dimensions concerning cognitive, interactive and learner factors,
respectively. According to the CH, task complexity dimensions, which result from
“the attentional, memory, reasoning, and other information processing demands
imposed by the structure of the task on the language learner” (Robinson, 2001b, p.
29), must be taken as the sole determiner of syllabus design (Robinson, 2011). TCF
offers a rationale for task sequencing based on the task complexity dimension so that
learning is facilitated, and performance in the target language is satisfactorily
actualized at different levels.

A close investigation into LAC and CH reveals some overlaps between these
frameworks in terms of conceptualising some task demands affecting the cognitive
complexity tasks have (Yang, 2014). Both frameworks are valuable for investigating

task complexity; nevertheless, LAC by Skehan (1996, 1998) adopts a “moderate”



and “minimalist” approach to task complexity (Malicka, 20144, p. 60) and does not
provide a framework for task complexity as comprehensive as the TCF of CH.
Besides, Yang (2014) reports that previous researchers, having utilized Skehan’s
framework for the task design phase, found it difficult to draw from. It should also be
noted that LAC does not make suggestions specifically for syllabus design.

Different from LAC (Skehan, 1996, 1998; Skehan & Foster, 2001), TCF by
Robinson (2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2005, 2007) examines task complexity in two
dimensions: resource-directing and resource-dispersing, each of which consists of
six sub-dimensions to explore the cognitive/conceptual and performative/procedural
demands of tasks separately. Based on the demands these task complexity
dimensions (resource-directing and resource-dispersing) pose, TCF proposes a
model, “SSARC” (“stabilize”, “simplify”, “automatize”, “restructure”,
“complexify”), to sequence tasks in a language syllabus (Robinson, 2015, p. 12). In
this respect, TCF seems to provide a pretty comprehensive and detailed framework
for task complexity (Malicka, 2014a) and suggestions for sequencing tasks.
Appreciated also for being “the most recent and most robust” framework for task
sequencing (Malicka, 2020, p. 644), TCF by Robinson, therefore, can be utilized as a
primary framework for exploring task complexity in EFL textbooks.

Problem

Task, as one of the critical elements of language teaching, has long been
investigated in the field of ELT; however, the concept of task is problematic as it still
remains ambiguous to language teachers (East, 2018; Erlam, 2016; Jaruteerapan,
2021; Peng & Pyper, 2021), who need not only to incorporate tasks into their
teaching practises but also to make implementational decisions regarding the types

and complexity levels of tasks (Skehan, 1996.). Besides, it is argued that language



teachers have not yet been provided with suitable materials for task-based language
teaching (Ellis, 2018).

Although the task-based approach is claimed to be adopted in the preparation
of several ELT/EFL coursebooks, the previous query into these coursebooks revealed
that they are not task-based but could qualify as task-supported at best (Ellis, 2018;
Newton & Bui, 2017; Samuda & Bygate, 2008). It has been observed that the
concept of task-based is not well-understood by coursebook designers as task-based
is currently used to refer to almost any context, in which “so-called” tasks are used
(Samuda & Bygate, 2008).

As far as the secondary school English curriculum in Turkey is considered,
there is explicit emphasis is placed on task-based aspect of the curriculum, stating
that how tasks are “presented in three different consecutive columns” for each grade
level in the curriculum: Functions and Useful Language, Language Skills and
Learning Outcomes, and Suggested Materials and Tasks (MoNE, 2018, p. 8),
declaring that “[i]n all grades, communicative, experiential, and task-based language
activities are promoted” (p. 14). Additionally, it includes a section called
Characteristics of English Language Teaching and Learning Environment (9" - 12"
Graders), describing the attributes of materials/tasks, and how the assessment serves
“...the language learning goals, materials, and tasks...” (p. 10). A number of
textbooks have been developed with the aim of reflecting the curricular intentions;
nevertheless, there are limited studies focusing the task-based nature of the
curriculum (Ellis, 2009, 2012).

Surveying the studies conducted in Turkey in the last decade on task-based
language teaching, the researcher observed that the studies were generally devoted to

the efficiency of task-based language teaching, comparison of this teaching method



with other methods, investigation of activities in language materials from task-based
method and proposal of tasks to be utilized in language teaching contexts.

Specifically, one group of studies compared task-based language teaching
method with other teaching methods (Halic1 Page, 2016; Uzun & Ertok, 2020). Some
studies investigated language teachers’ (Mehmood, 2021; Kirtas, 2016; Su-Bergil &
Ocel, 2022) or students’ (Akin, 2020; Uzun & Ertok, 2020) perceptions of task-based
language teaching. Moreover, some studies explored its effect on anxiety (Kamali,
2012), motivation (Asma, 2018; Halic1 Page, 2016; Kayir, 2018), self-efficacy
beliefs (Akin, 2020; Degirmenci Mutlu, 2016), attitudes towards a course (Asma,
2018; Giinal Sahan, 2019) as well as anxiety, motivation and self-confidence towards
speaking English (Kamali, 2012). As for the efficiency of task-based teaching,
several studies were carried out to find out the effect of task based language teaching
on writing (Ceylan, 2016), speaking (Ceylan, 2016; Sahin, 2019), vocabulary (Halict
Page, 2016), vocabulary teaching process (Ihtiyaryer, 2018), grammar knowledge
(Y1ldiz, 2012), overall language skills (Akbulut, 2014) as well as academic success
(Giinal Sahan, 2019; Karakog, 2016; Kayir, 2018).

It has been observed that most of the aforementioned studies were concerned
with task implementation process. Only few described and analysed activities in
language textbooks according to task-based language teaching method (Baklact,
2018; Celik, 2021; Rebahan, 2019; Yildirim, 2021). A few studies proposed new
language activities (Baklaci, 2018; Simsek & Bakir, 2019) or lesson plans in line
with task-based language teaching method (Selim, 2015). However, all of these
studies concern the contexts in which Turkish is taught as L2.

To date, some research into the tasks in the EFL coursebooks was undertaken

only by Giinay (2007) in the primary school context in Turkey; however, no studies
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conducted in the Turkish high school context were found when the Thesis Database
of Council of Higher Education (CoHE) and DergiPark were explored. Therefore, the
first gap in the ELT literature is due to the insufficient number of studies that explore
to what extent the activities in the EFL coursebooks used in the Turkish high school
context possess the task characteristics.

When the relevant literature is surveyed, it has been observed that little has
been done to study the task types and their sequencing in the ELT coursebooks
(Alemi et al., 2013; Alemi & Hesami, 2014; Giinay, 2007; Huda et al., 2020; Yoon,
2017). Besides, previous studies did not use the task taxonomy proposed by Ellis
(2003, 2011) as a point of reference for studying task types and their sequencing. The
ones that used this taxonomy, on the other hand, generally examined one or two task
types within dual categories to compare learner motivation, performance or language
acquisition during task-as-process (Ahour & Shemshadsara, 2015; Alavinia et al.,
2018; Hamavandy & Golshan, 2015; Lee, 2020; Rahimpour & Kiani, 2015; Shadabi
etal., 2017). Therefore, a gap has been noticed that no study has been conducted to
examine all the task types and their sequencing in the EFL coursebooks based on
Ellis’s (2003, 2011) framework.

Another problem lends itself to the insufficient number of studies on task
sequencing based on task complexity (Motteram & Thomas, 2010). The importance
of making principled decisions concerning the complexity dimensions of tasks before
incorporating them into textbooks is emphasized (Samuda & Bygate, 2008; Vasylets
et al., 2017). One way to accomplish this is to make decisions about task complexity
by exploring the task features and what cognitive and performative demands they
make. Cognitive Hypothesis (CH) by Robinson (2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2005, 2007)

proposes a framework for exploring task complexity; however, it has been generally
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used to study the task output with specific respect to the complexity, accuracy, and
fluency (CAF) of the task-taker’s L2 production or the interaction and negotiation
that occur during task implementation process through experimental or semi-
experimental research designs. To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, only the
studies by Barrot (2019) and Butler et al. (2018) directly attempted to explore the
task complexity in EFL coursebooks based on the Triadic Componential Framework
by Robinson.

In the Turkish context, only one study was set to examine task complexity in
terms of language, cognitive involvement, and interactional demands in an EFL
coursebook designed for primary school context (Giinay, 2007). The other relevant
studies in the Turkish context were conducted to delve specifically into the influence
of manipulation of cognitive task complexity on written performance (Gokgoz, 2009;
Siiliik¢ii, 2010; Yildiz, 2017). Nevertheless, no study has been conducted to explore
how task complexity is handled in the EFL textbooks for high school context based
on Robinson’s framework. Therefore, the lack of systematic analysis of the task
complexity in the high school context in Turkey constitutes the last gap to be
addressed in the present study.

Purpose

The overarching aim of this study is to provide a comprehensive analysis of
the tasks in the English textbooks in the Anatolian high school context in Turkey.
Specifically, the purpose of the present study is threefold.

First, it aims to determine to what extent the activities in the English
textbooks used in the Anatolian High school context possess the task characteristics.

Such a query is also expected to reveal the proportion of tasks in the textbooks. In
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this way, it seeks to provide an insight into the role of tasks within the syllabi of the
English textbooks in the Anatolian High school context in Turkey.

Second, the study aims to determine the task types used in the English
textbooks in the Anatolian High school context, and how they are sequenced across
the textbooks, drawing conclusions on how appropriate the textbooks are for the
target learner groups in terms of the task types presented.

In addition, the present research is an attempt to explore how the output-
based and integrative tasks (i.e., the tasks that engage learners in using any skills
from both input-based and output-based tasks) are sequenced based on task
complexity dimensions within and across the textbooks used in the Anatolian High
school context. Specifically, this attempt intends to bring to the fore both
cognitive/conceptual and performative/procedural demands the tasks in the textbooks
make on language learners. Thus, it aims to discuss whether the textbooks follow a
principled approach to sequencing tasks based on the demands in question.

Research Questions

The present study was initiated as an effort to answer the following research
questions:

1. To what extent are the activities in the English textbooks used in the

Anatolian High school context possess task characteristics?
2. How are task types sequenced in the textbooks?
3. How are task complexity dimensions of output-based and integrative
tasks sequenced in the textbooks?
Significance
The present study hopes to contribute to the existing literature in the field of

ELT in several respects. Overall, this study may extend the current literature by
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providing a comprehensive analysis of tasks, task types and task complexity
dimensions in the four EFL textbooks used in the Anatolian high schools in Turkey.

Specifically, the current study sheds light on to what extent the activities in
the English textbooks used in the Anatolian high school context possess the task
characteristics, and what the role of the tasks in the language textbooks are. The
outcomes of this would provide the material developers with information about the
current state of the tasks in the textbooks, and what alternative steps, if any, might be
taken when developing textbooks. The study would also help language tachers gain
insights into how to redesign activities to engage learners in meaningful tasks.

There could be different ways of diversifying and sequencing tasks, and this
would lead to various consequences on learning the target language (L2). The present
study offers and uses lenses to analyse tasks in the secondary school English
textbooks in Anatolian High school context in Turkey. It places emphasis on how
tasks could be sequenced across the textbooks prepared for different proficiency
levels. One way to accomplish this is to determine the appropriate task types to
incorporate into the textbooks targeting different proficiency levels. The findings of
the study would reveal what types of tasks are presented and how they are sequenced
in the EFL textbooks. They would inform material developers about the appropriacy
of task types in the textbooks for each proficiency level. The data from the present
study can also help language teachers make online decisions regarding the task types
while teaching different learner groups.

Drawing on the predictions of the Cognitive Hypothesis (CH), the data from
the present study may add to the previous research by revealing how the task
complexity dimensions of the output-based and integrative tasks are sequenced in the

EFL textbooks. It can also be helpful to make predictions for the task demands on
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language learners during task implementation, which arise from cognitive/conceptual
and performative/procedural factors. The data from the present study may provide
suggestions for material developers to design and sequence tasks, which would
engage learners in certain cognitive processes associated with specific task
complexity dimensions. Language teachers would also be informed about the
potential effects of manipulating tasks along different dimensions on learner
performance and language development.

All things considered, the findings may offer valuable pedagogical
implications for practitioners in the field of ELT. As for material designers, these
findings may guide them in making informed decisions on how to design, select and
sequence tasks within English language textbooks. Besides, the query into tasks in
EFL textbooks would inform language teachers of the nature of tasks, the role of
tasks in syllabus, task types as well as the cognitive/conceptual and
performative/procedural demands tasks would pose on learners. In this way, teachers
can make more informed decisions when designing, selecting, manipulating and
sequencing the tasks to be implemented by a particular proficiency group to optimize
teaching and learning.

The findings of the present study may also spur the researchers to further
study task-based aspects in EFL textbooks such as tasks, task types, and task
complexity and, therefore, explore their appropriateness for target proficiency groups
as well as the opportunities they provide for the development of the target language.
In this regard, it also bears the potential to contribute to the line of research which

bridges TBLT and textbook design studies in the field of ELT.
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Definitions of Key Terms

Within the present thesis, the terms that play a fundamental role in
understanding this research are as follows:

Activity: Activity refers to both “the actual materials that constitute a task
(i.e., the workplan)” and “the language use resulting from the performance of the
task (i.e., the process)” (Ellis, 2018, p. 12; Ellis et al., 2019, p. 10).

Causal reasoning (dimension): It concerns whether a task requires "simple
information transmission, versus reasoning about causal events and relationships
between them" (Robinson, 2007, p. 18; Robinson, 2008, p. 7; Robinson & Gilabert,
2007, p. 165).

Closed tasks: Closed tasks denote the tasks designed to have only one or a
limited number of outcomes, namely solutions (Ellis, 2012; Ellis et al., 2019).

Exercise: Exercise denotes “text-manipulation” activities undertaken to
practice correct usage of the target language (Ellis, 2014, p. 107) and to facilitate
“intentional learning” and the growth of “explicit knowledge” (Ellis, 2016, p. 213).

Few steps (dimension): It specifies whether one or few steps versus many
steps are involved in a task (Robinson, 2007, 2008, Robinson & Gilabert, 2007).

Focused task: Focused tasks correspond to the tasks that aim at fostering
communicative language use (Ellis, 2003) and orienting learners to processing
predetermined, specific linguistic features (Ellis, 2009, 2012; Ellis et al., 2019).

Here-and-now task: They denote the tasks that enable task-takers to access
the task stimuli during task implementation (Ellis, 2012; Ellis et al., 2019).

Here-and-now (dimension): It concerns whether tasks necessitate referring

to "events happening now in a shared context (Here-and-Now) orient learner
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attention to morphology for conveying tense and aspect in the present” or not
(Robinson, 2010, p. 247; Robinson, 2015, pp. 15-16).

Independency of steps (dimension): It specifies if a task consists of
activities to be completed in a strictly chained sequence following one after the other
or not (Robinson, 2007, 2008, Robinson & Gilabert, 2007).

Input-based task: Input-based tasks correspond to listening or reading tasks
(Ellis, 2009, 2011; Ellis et al., 2019). They are also called “receptive tasks” (Ellis et
al., 2019, p. 156) as they do not require learners to produce language to complete a
task.

Intentional reasoning (dimension): It concerns whether a task causes
learners to reason about the intentions, beliefs and desires of people as well as the
relationships between these or not (Robinson, 2007, 2008; Robinson & Gilabert,
2007).

Integrative task: Integrative tasks engage learners in using any skills from
both input-based (i.e., listening and reading) and output-based tasks (i.e., speaking
and writing) to complete a task.

Interlanguage: Interlanguage refers to “the linguistic system of learner
language produced by adults when they attempt meaningful communication using a
language they are in the process of learning” (Tarone, 2013, p. 2794).

L2: L2 refers to both second and foreign language in the present study as the
foreign or second language distinction has weakened due to “(1) today’s
exponentially expanded, Internet-based, border-spanning linguistic and cultural
sharing and (2) the complexity of multicountry movements of individual immigrants

and refugees” (Oxford, 2017, p. 28) and the concept is often used to denote both
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second and foreign language learning situations in the recent literature (Byram & Hu,
2013; Oxford, 2017).

Open tasks: Open tasks refer to the tasks that have many possible outcomes,
namely solutions (Ellis, 2011, Ellis et al., 2019).

Output-based task: Output-based tasks are the tasks that engage learners in
language production through speaking or writing (Ellis, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2015,
2017, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019).

Pedagogic task: Pedagogic tasks are the tasks that seek interactional
authenticity (Ellis, 2014, 2017, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019), which is achieved when the
language produced during task implementation is similar to the one occurring in non-
pedagogic conversation (Ellis, 2009).

Perspective-taking (dimension): It concerns if a task causes learners to
adopt only one first-person perspective on an event (-perspective-taking) or assume
several second and third-person perspectives (Robinson, 2007, 2008; Robinson &
Gilabert, 2007) by using different pronominal references.

Planning time (dimension): It has to do with whether learners are provided
with planning time or not (Robinson, 2007, 2008; Robinson & Gilabert, 2007).

Prior knowledge (dimension): It is related to the presence of background
information provided to the task-takers (Robinson, 2007, 2008; Robinson & Gilabert,
2007).

Real-world (real-life) task: Real-world task - sometimes called “real-life
task by Ellis (2020) - corresponds to the target tasks (Ellis et al., 2019), which
language users usually perform in natural contexts outside school (Ellis, 2017). Such
tasks have situational authenticity (Ellis et al., 2019) as they imitate real-life contexts

(Ellis, 2009).
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Resource directing variables: Resource directing variables refer to the
factors that make “resource demands which can be met by using specific features of
the language code” during task performance (Robinson, 2001b, p. 31).

Resource dispersing (depleting) variables: Resource dispersing variables
denote the variables that make “demands on attention and working memory” while
performing a task (Robinson, 2001b, p. 31).

Single task (dimension): It concerns if a task necessitates just one thing to
complete or two or more things to be dealt with simultaneously (Robinson, 2007,
2008; Robinson & Gilabert, 2007).

Situational grammar exercise: Situational grammar exercise is a kind of
exercise which contextualizes target forms through real or imaginary situations
(Ellis, 1995).

Spatial reasoning (dimension): It concerns whether a task induces the
employment of the linguistic forms to describe motion events or not (Robinson,
2011).

Task: It has been defined as a language learning activity that satisfies four
criteria (Ellis & Shintani, 2014) as follows:

1. The primary focus should be on ‘meaning’ (i.e., learners should be mainly
concerned with encoding and decoding messages not with focusing on
linguistic form).

2. There should be some kind of ‘gap’ (i.e., a need to convey information, to
express an opinion or to infer meaning).

3. Learners should largely rely on their own resources (linguistic and non-
linguistic) in order to complete the activity. That is, learners are not

‘taught’ the language they will need to perform a task, although they may
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be able to ‘borrow’ from the input the task provides to help them perform
it.

4. There is a clearly defined outcome other than the use of language (i.e., the
language serves as the means for achieving the outcome, not as an end in
its own right). Thus, when performing a task, learners are not primarily
concerned with using language correctly but rather with achieving the
goal stipulated by the task. (pp. 135-136)

Task-based language teaching: TBLT has been operationalized as “contexts
where tasks are the central unit of instruction: they ‘drive’ classroom activity, they
define curriculum and syllabi, and they determine modes of assessment.” (Samuda &
Bygate, 2008, p. 58).

Task-based syllabus: Task-based syllabus refers to the language syllabi in
which tasks “function as the primary unit in selecting and sequencing course
content” (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 179).

Task complexity: Task complexity has been described as “the result of the
attentional, memory, reasoning, and other information processing demands imposed
by the structure of the task on the language learner” (Robinson, 2001b, p. 29).

Task structure (dimension): Task structure is related to the presence or
absence of a clear structure provided to support learners in determining what steps
are involved in completing the task (Robinson, 2007, 2008, Robinson & Gilabert,
2007).

Task-supported syllabus: Task-supported syllabus denote the language
syllabi in which tasks are used as supporting components, whereas other units of
analysis such as “grammatical structures, lexis, topics, situations” constitute the

primary organizing elements (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 179).
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There-and-then (dimension): It concerns whether tasks necessitate referring
to “events happening elsewhere in time and space (+There-and-Then)" or not
(Robinson, 2010, p. 247; Robinson, 2015, pp. 15-16).

There-and-then tasks: There-and-then tasks refer to the tasks that do not
allow task-takers to access task stimuli during task implementation (Ellis, 2012; Ellis
etal., 2019).

Unfocused task: Unfocused tasks are the tasks that enable learners to use
language in general communicatively (Ellis, 2009, 2012, 2012, 2015, 2018; Ellis et

al., 2019; Ellis & Shintani, 2014).
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction

This chapter presents an outline of the theoretical foundations of the present
study that was conducted to investigate the tasks in the English textbooks in the
Anatolian High school context in Turkey. With this aim, the first section of the
literature review begins with the concept of task and provides a brief introduction to
Task-based Language Teaching (TBLT). It continues with the discussion on the role
of tasks in EFL textbooks. The following section explains task types. Delineating the
previous proposals for sequencing tasks in language curricula in the field of English
Language Teaching (ELT), the next section of the chapter explicates the issues of
task difficulty and task complexity underpinned by the Limited Attention Capacity
(LAC) and Cognitive Hypothesis (CH) by Skehan and Robinson, respectively.
Finally, the last section of the chapter reviews some of the relevant studies
previously conducted so as to justify the need for the present study.

Tasks and Task-based Language Teaching

Task, as one of the critical elements of language teaching, has long received
attention from researchers in the field of ELT. Research on tasks and task-based
learning has gained momentum since the 1980s with the preliminary studies by
Breen (1989), Ellis (2003), Long (1985), Prabhu (1987), Robinson (2001a, 2001b),
Skehan (1998) and Willis (1996).

Task-based research has become popular for several reasons. According to
Gilabert et al. (2016), one of the motives to explore tasks is that implementing
communicative tasks may direct learners’ focus to language points and help them

retain these language points, thus improving their IL systems. Besides, the
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studies on tasks may be helpful in identifying the inherent characteristics of
tasks that are likely to affect language processing to comprehend, produce and learn,
thus yielding valuable pedagogical implications for designing materials and tasks
(Gilabert et al., 2016). In turn, particular task types and designs may be purposefully
chosen to generate opportunities for developing IL and communicative skills.

Task is considered the primary unit to determine and sequence the contents of
a “task-based syllabus” (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 179). It can also be utilized to foster
other types of syllabi designed based on different units of analysis such as
“grammatical structures, lexis, topics, situations” (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 179). There
are several reasons why tasks are suggested as a unit of syllabus. First, tasks create
circumstances for “free” and “meaningful” use of the target languages, which is
critical for learning (Willis, 1996, p. 30). Likewise, they are believed to be likely to
create favourable circumstances for learners to practice L2 in meaningful ways by
setting a framework for directing their attention to form (Révész, 2011). They also
engage learners in “text-creation activities”, which bear the potential to foster the
growth of implicit knowledge when they also involve a focus on form (Ellis, 2016, p.
215). According to skill-learning theory, such activities support learners in moving
from the procedural to the automatic stage of language learning (Ellis, 2016, p. 216).

The incorporation of tasks into syllabus takes its roots from Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT) and its successor, TBLT, which stands as an alternative to
both traditional forms of language teaching (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 21) and CLT, which
has drawn criticism for reaching a communicative content and procedure impasse
(Samuda & Bygate, 2008).

In parallel with the growing interest in tasks and task-based approaches in

language learning (Motteram & Thomas, 2010), TBLT has become a centre of
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attention for practitioners and researchers in the field in the last quarter of the 20th
century (Lai & Li, 2011). TBLT refers to “contexts where tasks are the central unit of
instruction” and is considered as the elements that determine classroom activity,
curriculum, syllabi and the assessment (Samuda & Bygate, 2008, p. 58). As an
approach to curriculum (Gonzalez-Lloret & Ortega, 2014), TBLT has been

developed to offer a theoretical base and practical implications for learning a second
and foreign language (Lai & Li, 2011).

Although task-based language teaching denotes contexts in which tasks
constitute the central unit of instruction, it should be noted that the notion of “task-
based” has already extended to refer to all the contexts where tasks are utilized
(Samuda & Bygate, 2008, p. 57) with the increasing popularity of tasks in English
language teaching in various contexts (Butler et al., 2018).

Tasks and Task Characteristics

To understand the notion of task, it is crucial to discuss what task, non-task
(i.e., exercise), and activity denote, which are often used interchangeably in ELT.
The operationalization of these terms will set one of the conceptual frameworks of
the present study and aid our understanding of tasks. With this purpose in mind, the
following sections are devoted to explicating each concept. First, the concept of
activity is explained since it includes both tasks and non-tasks. Please note that the
notion of non-task refers to exercise in the present study, as in Ellis (2003).
Secondly, the concept of task is introduced. Finally, the concept of non-task is
discussed with specific regard to the differences between tasks and non-tasks (i.e.,

exercises).
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Activity

The first concept that needs to be distinguished from task is activity. Upon
surveying the literature on task-based learning, it has been observed that the concept
of activity is an umbrella term involving both tasks and non-tasks. Task is considered
a type of activity that meets specific criteria of taskness (Ellis, 2003; Prabhu, 1987;
Skehan, 1996; Willis, 1996). When the concept of activity is used to refer to tasks, it
may denote different stages of tasks. That is, activity applies to both “the actual
materials that constitute a task (i.e., the workplan)” and “the language use resulting
from the performance of the task (i.e., the process)” (Ellis, 2018, p. 12; Ellis et al.,
2019, p. 10). Ellis prefers to use this concept to refer to both “materials” including
“texts, exercises and tasks” as well as the “procedures” to utilize them as
“metalinguistic explanations and corrective feedback™” (2012, pp. 16-17).

The conceptualization of activities as “materials” indicates that task is taken
as a workplan that involves both tasks and non-tasks, while the “procedures” refers
to task-as-process (Ellis, 2018, p. 12; Ellis et al., 2019, p. 10). In the present study,
the concept of activity refers to both task as material, including tasks and non-tasks,
as well as task as procedure as conceptualized by Ellis (2003, 2012, 2018).

Task

There has not been an agreement on defining the concept of task in the ELT
literature. Several definitions have been proposed (Breen, 1989; Ellis, 2003, 2009;
Nunan, 2004; Prabhu, 1987; Willis, 1996) for task. Another concept, “task-like”, has
also been conceptualized differently in previous studies (Dao & Newton, 2021, p.
106; Jaruteerapan, 2020, p. 9; Terekhova, 2017, p. 37).

One of the earliest definitions of task was made by Prabhu (1987, pp. 24-27),

according to whom it is a “meaning-focused activity in which learners are occupied
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with understanding, extending (e.g. through reasoning), or conveying meaning, and

cope with language forms as demanded by that process” and “attention to language

forms is thus not intentional but incidental to perceiving, expressing, and organizing
meaning” to arrive at a task outcome.

Another definition is offered by Breen (1989, p. 157), who interprets the
concept of task as “a structured plan for the provision of opportunities for the
refinement of knowledge and capabilities entailed in a new language and its use
during communication” and describes it as a kind of a workplan with its specific
objectives, contents and working procedures.

Skehan (1996, p. 38) defines task as “an activity in which meaning is
primary, there is a relationship to the real world, task completion has some priority,
and the assessment of task performance is in terms of task outcome”.

Another researcher, Willis (1996, p. 23), defines task as an activity “where
the target language is used by the learner for a communicative purpose (goal) in
order to achieve an outcome”.

Nunan (2004, p. 4) offers a definition of what he calls a “pedagogical task” as
“a piece of classroom work that involves learners in comprehending, manipulating,
producing or interacting in the target language” with their attention focused on
meaning, arguing that it must “have a sense of completeness, being able to stand
alone as a communicative act in its own right with a beginning, a middle and an
end”.

A closer look at task definitions reveals that the most frequently emphasized
aspects of tasks include focus on meaning (Nunan, 2004; Prabhu, 1983; Skehan,
1996; Willis, 1996), structured workplan (Breen, 1989; Nunan, 2004),

communicative purpose (Breen, 1989; Nunan, 2004; Willis, 1996) and task outcome
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(Prabhu, 1987; Skehan, 1996; Willis, 1996) that signify that a task is completed
(Nunan, 2004; Skehan, 1996). It can be inferred from all of the task
operationalisations aforementioned that language is viewed as a practical means
catering to the task’s goals.

Drawing on previous definitions offered, Ellis (2003) proposes a definition
for task in his seminal work, Task-based Language Learning and Teaching:

a workplan that requires learners to process language pragmatically in order

to achieve an outcome that can be evaluated 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. A task is intended to 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. (p.

16)

Based on this definition, Ellis (2003) identifies six criterial characteristics of
a task, which are:

1. Task is a workplan.

2. A task involves primary focus on meaning.

3. A task involves real-world processes of language use.

4. A task can involve any of the four language skills.

5. A task engages cognitive processes.

6. A task has a clearly defined communicative outcome. (pp. 9-10)
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In line with the previous definitions for task in TBLT, Ellis (2009, 2011,
2012) revises his earlier criteria for an activity to be considered as task, giving them
the final version in 2014 (Ellis & Shintani) as follows:

1. The primary focus should be on ‘meaning’ (i.e. learners should be mainly
concerned with encoding and decoding messages not with focusing on
linguistic form).

2. There should be some kind of ‘gap’ (i.e. a need to convey information, to
express an opinion or to infer meaning).

3. Learners should largely rely on their own resources (linguistic and non-
linguistic) in order to complete the activity. That is, learners are not
‘taught’ the language they will need to perform a task, although they may
be able to ‘borrow’ from the input the task provides to help them perform
it.

4. Thereis a clearly defined outcome other than the use of language (i.e. the
language serves as the means for achieving the outcome, not as an end in
its own right). Thus, when performing a task, learners are not primarily
concerned with using language correctly but rather with achieving the
goal stipulated by the task. (pp. 135-136)

The first question of the present study investigates to what extent the
activities in EFL textbooks possess task characteristics. The study draws on the four
criteria mentioned above to distinguish tasks from non-tasks (i.e., exercises).
Although the definitions by Ellis (2003, 2009) and Ellis and Shintani (2014) are
among the most commonly cited ones for their clearer representations of task, the
notion remains “somewhat fuzzy” (Richards, 2005, p. 31). For this reason, each

criterion will be explained in detail in the following sections by referring to Ellis’s
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conceptualization of the term in his studies up to the present (Ellis, 2000, 2003, 2005,
2006, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2016, 2018; Ellis et al. 2019; Ellis & Shintani, 2014).
Criterion 1

The first criterion, “the primary focus should be on meaning" (Ellis, 2009, p.
223; Ellis & Shintani, 2014, p. 135), means that the workplan requires language
learners to comprehend and produce messages for communication (Ellis, 2018; Ellis
et al., 2019). It denotes the activities that engage language learners in employing the
target language both pragmatically and indexically to communicate their meaning
intentions (Ellis & Shintani, 2014). While “semantic meaning” implied in the
criterion is defined as “the meanings of lexical items or specific grammatical
structures”, “pragmatic meaning” is associated with “the highly contextualized
meanings that arise in acts of communication” (Ellis, 2005, p. 12) for such functions
as describing, requesting, apologizing and so on (Ellis & Shintani, 2014) in natural
contexts of use (Ellis, 2009). Therefore, for an activity to meet the first criterion, it
must engage learners in using language both pragmatically and indexically for
communicative purposes (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).

No matter whether a task-based or task-supported approach to language
teaching is adopted, it is recommended that learners are engaged in encoding and
decoding both types of meaning, especially pragmatic meaning, since it is considered
critical for learning languages (Ellis, 2005). Paying attention to semantic or
pragmatic meaning differs in that language is treated as an object by learners in the
first one, whereas it is regarded as a tool for communication by communicators in the
second one (Ellis, 2005).

While learners focus on meaning, they act as a “language user” not as a

“language learner” (Ellis, 2003, p. 3; Erlam, 2016, p. 288) since they are somehow
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engaged in identical communicative processes with the people performing real-world
activities (Ellis, 2003).

Although language learners are expected to act as “communicators” instead
of “learners” so that tasks function as planned, it is also acknowledged that this
expectation is unrealistic as students are likely to keep their learner roles during task
implementation (Ellis & Shintani, 2014, p. 143). Students focus primarily on
message conveyance and secondarily on language forms while performing tasks and
as their focus switches between meaning and form (i.e., code) on and off during task
implementation (Lambert, 2018), the roles of the students also shift from and to
language learner and user temporarily (Ellis, 2003). Hence it is at least desired that
students switch between these roles while trying to accomplish the tasks (Ellis &
Shintani, 2014).

One example of the application of this criterion is the Spot-the-Difference
Task in which learners are expected to compare two pictures and pay attention not
only to the physical features and the spatial location of the items and, thus, semantic
meaning; but also to producing language so that they can link what they encode or
decode to the given images and their partner(s)’ utterances (i.e., pragmatic meaning)
as well as to the emerging communication problems (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).
Criterion 2

The second criterion, “there should be some kind of ‘gap’” (Ellis, 2009, p.
223; Ellis & Shintani, 2014, p. 135), underlines the need for communicating in the
target language. This need functions as a motivation factor to communicate so as to
close the gap (Ellis, 2009).

The concept of gap in the task definition by Ellis and Shintani (2014) draws

on the study by Prabhu (1987, pp. 46-47) who proposes three types of gaps as
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“information gap”, “opinion gap”, and “reasoning gap”. The first one is information
gap tasks that involve information provided in a split fashion to the task-takers who
need to exchange their piece to close the gap and accomplish the task goals (Ellis,
2003).

Information gap tasks can be one-way or two-way depending on who has and
supplies information. While one learner has the information as a whole and
communicates it to the other learner in one-way tasks, each participant possesses one
piece of information that their partner lacks in two-way tasks (Ellis & Shintani,
2014). While the task-takers act as a speaker or listener in one way tasks, they take
both roles in two-way tasks (Ellis & Shintani, 2014). An example of a two-way task
is jigsaw task (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).

In the opinion gap tasks, learners need to offer their own ideas beyond the
information provided in the task input (Ellis, 2003). In this case, the exchange of
information is not obligatory (Ellis, 2003). Instead, they typically engage task-takers
in an exchange of opinions on issues open to debate (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).
Learners, therefore, are required to identify and state “preferences”, “feelings”, or
“attitudes” to address given situations (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 183). For instance,
participants may share information about four patients (two-way information gap)
and then decide which one deserves the heart transplant most by expressing their
own opinions (opinion gap) as in the Heart Transplant Task (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).

Finally, reasoning-gap tasks necessitate drawing new information through
inference from the already provided piece of information (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).
They engage task-takers in cognitive processes of synthesis, deduction (Ellis &
Shintani, 2014), “inference, calculation, collation, application or identification of

relationships/patterns” (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 183).
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Criterion 3

The third criterion, “learners should largely rely on their own resources”,
means that there is no dictation of particular linguistic features to be used during task
implementation (Ellis, 2009, p. 223; Ellis & Shintani, 2014, p. 135), but learners may
borrow from the task input if they need (Ellis, 2009, 2018; Ellis & Shintani, 2014).
This requires that learners do not have access to model language, nor are they
instructed or suggested to focus on particular language forms (Lambert, 2018).
Besides, there should be no instruction on how to use language or perform
interaction, even if a task might naturally induce the employment of specific
linguistic forms (Ellis, 2003). For instance, some activities that require learners to
answer multiple choice questions or fill in the blanks do not give them the chance to
have a choice over linguistic resources to utilize and, therefore, fail to qualify as a
task (Ellis, 2003).

It is expected that learners utilize their own resources such as gestures, facial
expressions, L1, L2 (Ellis, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019) as well as “prior knowledge of
vocabulary, context, world knowledge” (Jaruteerapan, 2020, p. 71) for
comprehension or production. In this way, it is up to learners which social acts to
perform, such as making a request, refusing and persuading (Ellis, 2003). The
number of linguistic resources utilized to produce the task outcome may change
based on the nature of the task and the proficiency levels of the learners (Ellis, 2014).

This criterion concerns to what extent learners improve their ability to access
their (non)linguistic resources and utilize them to satisfy task and conceptual
demands (Lambert, 2018). When learners use their own resources, they are believed

to work out new strategies for communication in L2 (Lambert, 2018).
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Criterion 4

The criterion, “there is a clearly defined outcome other than the use of
language” (Ellis, 2009, p. 223; Ellis & Shintani, 2014, p. 135), considers that a task
has a specific, non-linguistic outcome, the achievement of which signals its
completion (Ellis, 2003, 2020; Erlam, 2016). It means that language serves as a tool
for the task outcome instead of being an end itself (Erlam, 2016). It also indicates
that practising language is not enough for an activity to qualify as a task.

In this sense, the last criterion agrees with Nunan’s (1989, p. 10) definition of
task, which bears “a sense of completeness” to function as a “communicative act” by
itself. The absence of a specific tangible or intellectual outcome, therefore,
necessitates excluding free, unstructured conversation activities from the task
category (Cobb, 2010).

A task outcome can be verbal (linguistic) or nonverbal (nonlinguistic)
depending on whether it requires learners to comprehend or produce language. On
the one hand, it can be only non-verbal in the input-based tasks, in which learners
may engage in activities such as sequencing pictures, completing a map and creating
a model. In the output-based tasks, it can be verbal and/or nonverbal (Ellis, 2018)
such as creating a “story”, making a “list of differences” (Ellis, 2003, p. 154), solving
a problem, making a decision, and identifying a someone (Cobb & Lovick, 2007).

To achieve the outcomes, learners may engage in several cognitive processes
including “selecting, classifying, ordering, reasoning and evaluating information”
(Ellis, 2003, p. 10). Even if the primary reason for engaging learners in tasks is to
make them practice language by going through cognitive and linguistic processes to
promote their learning, tasks should be designed in a way to focus their attention on

achieving the task outcome (Ellis, 2003). In addition, the cognitive processes learners
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employ during task implementation should not be confused with task outcome as
they basically serve to accomplish the predefined communicative outcome. The
outcome of a task, therefore, should be judged independently from the mere use of
the target language or the performance of the activity itself; instead, it should be
evaluated based on its content (Ellis, 2003, p. 8-15).

Task outcome should also be distinguished from the aim of a task (Ellis,
2003), which is a common mistake made (Jaruteerapan, 2020). As task workplan
represents merely the intended outcome of a task and cannot guarantee that task
implementation will yield the predicted language use, it is probable that task takers
accomplish the outcome of a task while failing its aim (Ellis, 2003).

Interpretation of Task Criteria by Erlam (2016) and Jaruteerapan (2020)

The task criteria by Ellis (2003, 2009, 2018) have been taken as a reference to
find out the extent to which activities possess the task characteristics in several
studies (Barrot, 2019; Butler et al., 2018; Dao & Newton, 2021; Terekhova, 2017).
However, they have drawn criticism for being somewhat ambiguous and two studies
were devoted to the explanation of these criteria (Erlam, 2016; Jaruteerapan, 2020).

The first study by Erlam (2016, p. 288) attempted to explicate each criterion
with two conditions phrased in questions (Table 1). A checklist was generated to
determine whether an activity can be considered as a task or non-task.

Table 1

Questions Relating to Coding of Criteria by Erlam

Questions Required
answer
1 The primary focus should be on meaning
Does the learner function as a language user and not a language Yes
learner?
Is the learner primarily concerned with encoding and decoding Yes

messages, not with focusing on linguistic form?
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Table 1 (cont’d)

Questions Relating to Coding of Criteria by Erlam

Questions Required
answer
2 There should be some kind of gap
Is this gap closed as a result of the communication that takes Yes
place?
As a result of the communication does the learner find out Yes

something they didn’t know?
3 Learners should have to rely on their own resources (linguistic and
nonlinguistic)

So that they can do the task, are the learners ‘taught’ the No
language they will need?
Does the task allow learners to automatize/use language they Yes

have already been taught on a previous occasion?
4 There is a clearly defined outcome other than the use of language

Does the language serve as a means for achieving the outcome Yes
rather than as an end in its own right?

Does achieving the outcome determine when the task is Yes
completed?

Note. From “‘I’m still not Sure What a Task is’: Teachers Designing Language
Tasks”, by R. Erlam, 2016, Language Teaching Research, 20(3), p. 288

(https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168814566087). Copyright 2016 by Language

Teaching Research.

For the first criterion (focus on meaning), a learner is expected to (1) function
as a “language user” rather than a “language learner” and (2) be primarily concerned
with encoding and decoding messages rather than linguistic form (Erlam, 2016, p.
288). For the second criterion (gap), it is expected that (1) the gap is closed as a
result of communication taking place and (2) learner finds out something they did not
know. Erlam (2016) conceptualises the gap in Ellis’s framework as the existence of
an audience who read or listen for a purpose. This interpretation of gap is also in line
with how Willis (1996) conceptualises task objectives, who is of the opinion that
there must be a purpose to read or take notes, as there must be an audience to speak

to or write for so that meaningful interaction occurs. Thirdly, learners (1) should not
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be taught the language they will need and (2) are allowed to automatize/use language

already being taught on a previous occasion for the third criterion (using their own

resources). Finally, it is expected that (1) language functions as a means to achieve

the outcome instead of being an end in its own right and (2) achieving the outcome

determines the completion of a task.

Commenting that Ellis’s (2009) task criteria might be misinterpreted to

denote solely productive language when Erlam’s (2016) interpretation is taken into

account, Jaruteerapan (2020) revised Erlam’s interpretation with the aim of

emphasising both receptive and productive forms of communication and developed a

new coding framework for tasks (pp. 71-72) (Table 2).

Table 2

Coding Framework for Identifying Tasks by Jaruteerapan

Criteria Questions Required
answer
1. Aprimary 1.1 Do the learners mainly use the language for a Yes
focus is on communicative purpose, not just learn the
meaning. language (e.g., forms and functions)
(C1) intentionally?
1.2 Is the learner primarily concerned with Yes
producing and/or comprehending the
messages (semantic and pragmatic meaning),
not with focusing on linguistic form?
2. There should 2.1 Does the activity have a gap that requires a Yes
be some kind transfer of given message from one person to
of gap. another, or one form to another (written to
(C2) oral) or one place to another (texts to table) in
order to close it?
2.2 Is the gap closed as a result of learners’ Yes

participation in communication (i.e., as either
as a speaker/writer or listener/reader)?
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Table 2 (cont’d)

Coding Framework for Identifying Tasks by Jaruteerapan

3. Learnersrely 3.1 Are the learners not “taught” * the language Yes
on their own they will need to perform the activity?
resources. * Being taught the language does not include the
(C3) teachers providing some linguistic starting point

such as key vocabulary, an input for production
tasks (priming)

3.2 Does the activity allow the learners to use the Yes
language they already knew to complete the
activity?

4.1 Are the learners primarily concerned with Yes

4. Thereisa
clearly defined
communicative
outcome. 4.2 Is there an outcome that results from
(C4) completing an activity that works towards a

communicative goal, other than the display of
linguistic knowledge?

achieving the goal stipulated by the activity,
rather than using language forms correctly?

Yes

Note. Adapted from The Emerging Understandings and Practices of Task-Based
Language Teaching (TBLT) by Thai EFL Student Teachers (pp. 71-72), by P.
Jaruteerapan, 2020, [Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation] Victoria University of
Wellington. Copyright 2020 by Victoria University of Wellington.

As given in Table 2, Jaruteerapan (2020) develops two conditions that should
be satisfied for an activity to be considered a task, explicating Ellis’s (2009) first
criterion. First, learners utilise language mainly for a communicative purpose, not
only to learn it. Second, they focus mainly on producing or comprehending
messages, not linguistic form.

Comparing the questions developed by Erlam (2016) and Jaruteerapan (2020)
for the first task criterion, it is observed that Jaruteerapan (2020) keeps the original
question by Erlam (2016) and adds “mainly” (Jaruteerapan, 2020, p. 71) for clarity
purposes when developing the first question of the first criterion. The words

“language user” and “language learner” (Erlam, 2016, p. 288) are not preferred as
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learners may switch back and forth between these roles, focusing on form and
meaning on and off. The words in the second question of the first criterion,
“encoding” and “decoding” (Erlam, 2016, p. 288), are also replaced with
“comprehending” and “producing” for clarity (Jaruteerapan, 2020, p. 71).

For Jaruteerapan (2020, p. 71), for the second criterion to be satisfied, (1) a
task should have a gap that necessitates “a transfer of given message from one person
to another, or one form to another (written to oral) or one place to another (texts to
table) in order to close it” and (2) the gap should be closed when learners
communicate.

Table 2 shows that the questions by Erlam (2016) for the second criterion are
also revised. Initially, the first question is modified to explicate what the notion of
gap involves in the first question. Then, the examples of communication are
specified in the second question. The modification of the questions for the second
criterion by Erlam (2016) is helpful as it makes it clear that a transfer of a message
can occur in different ways, and communication can be receptive as well as
productive.

As for the third criterion, Jaruteerapan (2020) explicates it with two
conditions to be met. First, learners are not taught the language required to
accomplish the task. Second, they are allowed to use the language they already
know. It means that learners are free to make their own selection of any linguistic or
non-linguistic resources available when performing the task given.

When two frameworks are compared, it is observed that the first question in
Erlam’s (2016) coding of tasks is kept in Jaruteerapan’s (2020) coding framework
for tasks. However, the negative version of the question is used in the revised version

and the meaning of “taught” (Erlam, 2016, p. 288) is explained with an additional
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note. The second question is modified to avoid confusion. The expression “language
they have already been taught” is replaced by “language they already knew” to
underline learners' current resources (Jaruteerapan, 2020, p. 320).

In the final version of the questions for the last criterion, it is required that (1)
learners mainly focus on achieving the task goal instead of correct use of language
forms and (2) the task outcome serves a communicative goal, not the display of
linguistic knowledge. It can be commented that the questions for the fourth criterion
are modified to emphasise “a clearly defined outcome” and “the display of language”
(Jaruteerapan, 2020, p. 320).

Jaruteerapan (2020, p.72) specifies that a communicative outcome can be an
“observable result” (e.g., “a completed note or table, a route drawn on a map, a list of
differences between 2 pictures, a survey, a drawing, a completed reorder of jumbled
items, etc.”), “an abstract idea” (e.g., “approved decision, a plan for problem solving,
a consensus etc.”) or a “physical reaction” (e.g., “outcomes from listen-and-do
activity”).

When the coding frameworks developed by Erlam (2016) and Jaruteerapan
(2020) for task criteria are analysed, it seems that the one by Jaruteerapan (2020)
provides a more detailed and comprehensive explanation of the task criteria by Ellis
(2009) as it attempts to avoid confusion that might arise due to wording in the
questions developed for each criterion by Erlam (2016) and to provide additional
notes and examples. Therefore, the task criteria coding framework by Jaruteerapan
(2020) would serve as a valuable source when analysing language activities and

determining which activities qualify for a task.
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Non-Task (Exercise)

Although the characteristics of tasks have been widely discussed in the ELT
literature, the concept is often confused with exercise, which is considered non-task
in the present study. Ellis distinguishes task from non-task (i.e., exercise) (Ellis,
2009, 2006; Ellis & Shintani, 2014). Ellis considers traditional language learning
activities as exercise, which include “situational grammar activities” (2009, p. 227),
“repetition, substitution, gapped sentences, jumbled sentences, transformation drills,
and dialogues” (2006, p. 96). In line with the conceptualizations of Ellis (2003), non-
task activities (i.e., the activities that do not qualify for a task) are called exercise.

Exercises (i.e., non-tasks) primarily function to help learners practise specific
language points (Ellis & Shintani, 2014). As opposed to tasks, exercises do not
prioritize meaning, present a gap to be closed, require learners to use their own
linguistic resources or yield an outcome distinguishable from the mere practice of the
target language (Ellis & Shintani, 2014). On the contrary, they tend to inform
learners of the particular language points to work on and require them to manipulate
these language points correctly (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).

Another term Ellis uses to distinguish tasks from non-tasks is situational
grammar exercise”, which refers to a specific type of “an exercise that has been
designed to provide contextualised practice of a specific linguistic feature” (Ellis,
2003, p. 141). Situational grammar exercises may meet some of the four criteria
proposed, especially criteria 2 and 3 (Ellis, 2009, 2012). However, such exercises
generally fail to satisfy criteria 1 and 4, as they serve to practice predetermined
language features rather than creating communicative contexts for using language as
a means (Ellis & Shintani, 2014) and do not focus on meaning or producing a

communicative outcome but the performance of correct language (Ellis, 2009, 2012).
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Exercises (i.e., non-tasks) entail “text-manipulation” activities such as “filling
in gaps in sentences; performing a scripted dialogue; substituting words in a model
sentence/dialogue” to practice correct usage of the target language (Ellis, 2018, p.
107) and facilitate “intentional learning” and the growth of “explicit knowledge”
(Ellis, 2016, p. 213), while tasks engage learners in “text-creation” as they are
expected to use their own means to decode input or encode messages in terms of not
only semantic but also pragmatic meaning to close a gap to produce a
communicative outcome to accomplish a task (Ellis, 2018, p. 265).

Ellis (2016) observes that ELT textbooks consist of much fewer independent
text-creation workplans (tasks) compared to text manipulation ones (exercises) and
that text-creation workplans do not follow text-manipulation workplans. Ellis
comments that those coursebooks consider target language not as a tool but mainly as
an object. This situation, according to him, decreases the chances that the
coursebooks support “user-based learning” or the development of “implicit
knowledge” or “automized declarative knowledge”, which are necessary for
communication in the target language (p. 216).

Tasks versus Non-tasks

It should be noted that although the distinction between task and non-task
(i.e., exercise) is made in the ELT literature, it should not be concluded that the latter
is pedagogically insignificant (Ellis, 2009, 2013). It is emphasised that both tasks and
exercises are valuable for supporting various aspects of language learning (Ellis,
2013, 2018). The ultimate aim of each is to learn the target language, even if the
means they choose differ (Ellis, 2003, p. 3). The emphasis on tasks and TBLT is

made not to suggest that they should replace traditional forms of teaching, but that
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TBLT can be incorporated into language teaching alongside these conventional
forms of teaching.

The positions of activities that are form-focused (i.e., exercise) or meaning-
focused (i.e., task) are commonly considered as a continuum rather than a dichotomy
(Ellis & Shintani, 2014; Estaire & Zanon, 1994, Littlewood, 2004). The shift from
the focus on form to meaning is interpreted to move an activity from “non-
communicative learning” to “authentic communication” (Littlewood, 2004, p. 322),
from “exercise” to “task” (Ellis, 2000, p. 197) and from “enabling tasks” to
“communicative tasks” (Estaire & Zanon, 1994, pp. 13-15).

It is not a straightforward process to decide whether an activity qualifies as a
task or an exercise as it may display the characteristics of both (Ellis, 2003). Since
the distinction between task and exercise is not watertight, it can be considered as a
continuum (Ellis, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019; Jaruteerapan, 2020; Littlewood, 2007),
from activities possessing all the characteristics of a task to the activities that bear
some task characteristics and finally to the ones exhibiting none. In this case,
activities can be more or less task-like (Ellis, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019).

Task as Unit of Syllabus

To be able to discuss the role of tasks in a syllabus, it is essential to mention
what the notions of curriculum and syllabus denote. Curriculum pertains to “the
planning, implementation, evaluation, management, and administration of education
programmes”’, whereas syllabus is concerned with “what” of the educational
programme and the scope of syllabus restricted to “the selection and grading of
content” (Nunan, 1988, pp. 6-8) as a part of a “wider and more general curriculum”
(Byram & Hu, 2013, p. 679). While syllabus reflects a particular curriculum, syllabus

itself can be implicitly reflected in a textbook (Byram & Hu, 2013). Broadly
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speaking, a comprehensive analysis of a language textbook in terms of tasks can
provide information about the role of tasks in a syllabus.

Breen suggests that tasks are evaluated in three phases to develop tasks that
better serve their purpose: “task-as-workplan”, “task-as-process”, and “task
outcomes” (1989, p. 188). Referring to Breen’s (1989) classification of tasks, Ellis et
al. (2019) argue that this classification is valuable for understanding the distinction
between syllabus and methodology. While “task-as-workplan” informs syllabus
design, “task-as-process” informs the methodology (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 196).
Distinguishing the “design” and “implementation” phases, Ellis (2017, p. 509)
contends that task should be identified merely based on the design features of a
workplan. Since syllabus functions as a workplan that guides language teachers to
help learners develop language competencies instead of teaching them to implement
tasks (Ellis et al., 2019), task-as-workplan (i.e., design materials) is suggested to be
the starting point that informs course design, testing and research (Ellis, 2018; Ellis
et al., 2019). Ellis (2018) maintains that it would not be right to define a task as a
process as this stage is somewhat unpredictable, considering that task-as-process is
determined by not only how a task is designed but also how it is performed.

There is always the possibility that teachers make changes to tasks, subvert or
even ignore them during teaching (Ellis et al., 2019). Besides, task-takers are likely
to handle tasks from different perspectives than their designers (Ellis et al., 2019).
The study by Berben, Van den Branden, and VVan Gorp (2007, p. 56), for instance,
demonstrate how many different guises a task can take, such as “intended task”,
“expected task”, “performed task”, and “assessed task™ in different stages of

learning, commenting that a task cannot be taken as a fixed identity. Hence, it is
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acknowledged that the workplan may not result in the intended outcome when
implemented (Ellis, 2003).

Researchers in the Sociocultural Theory distinguish task, “the actual task
materials that are given to the learners,” from activity, namely “the actual
performance of the task”, and argue that an activity cannot be determined by a task
since the performance of the task-takers draw on their unique goals, motives and
strategies (Ellis, 2012, p. 15). Besides, Activity Theory claims that what is considered
a “fixed task™ can become rather variable when it is implemented as an activity
shaped by several factors, including the personal objectives, level of knowledge and
willingness of the task-takers (Coughlan & Duff, 1994, p. 174). Though
acknowledging the difference between task (i.e., actual task materials) and activity
(i.e., task performance) as defined by sociocultural theorists, Ellis (2012) argues that
task and activity are not entirely distinct from each other, but there is a link between
them. The manipulation of some task procedures, for instance, may result in intended
language performance (Ellis, 2003).

The arguments by Ellis (2009, 2012) do not entirely conflict with the ones put
forward by Sociocultural Theory and Activity Theory. Both maintain that there is
always a possibility that how a task is implemented can differ from how it is
designed. Nevertheless, focusing only on task-as-process and ignoring task-as-
workplan would be an oversimplification of the role of the task as a design material
as the effect of task as workplan on task performance has been revealed in previous
research several times (Adams & Alwi, 2014; Arslanyilmaz & Pedersen, 2010;
Awwad, 2017; Awwad et al., 2017; Cho, 2011; Choong, 2014; Donate, 2018;
Gilabert, 2007; Gilabert et al., 2009; Hardy & Moore, 2004; Hsu, 2012; Larson,

2020; Lee, 2018; Luo, 2007; Moradi & Farvardin, 2019; Révész, 2011; Riccardi,
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2014; Sasayama, 2015; Tabari, 2018; Vo, 2018; Yildiz, 2017). Therefore, taking
task-as-workplan as a reference when examining EFL textbooks could be a useful
starting point to predict what demands tasks can potentially impose on learners and
make informed decisions on the design, selection, and sequencing of tasks in the
textbooks.

Task-based versus Task-supported Syllabus

The goals and scope of syllabi determine the approach adopted for syllabus
design (Ellis et al., 2019). Two approaches commonly cited to explicate the place of
tasks in a language syllabus are task-based syllabus and task-supported syllabus.
Tasks can be the main component of a syllabus as in task-based syllabus or utilized
to foster other types of syllabi designed based on different units of analysis such as
“grammatical structures, lexis, topics, situations” (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 179).

Task-based language teaching necessitates an instructional programme
identified in terms of tasks and a syllabus comprising unfocused tasks (Ellis, 2009),
namely the tasks that enable learners to use language in general communicatively
(Ellis, 2009, 2012, 2012, 2015, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019; Ellis & Shintani, 2014). In
this approach, task is considered as the primary unit to determine and sequence the
contents of a task-based syllabus (Ellis et al., 2019) and a critical component for
facilitating key processes of language acquisition (Samuda & Bygate, 2008).

As opposed to task-based language teaching, task-supported language
teaching requires a structural syllabus, where tasks may still have a crucial role but
are not the primary component that defines the organization of syllabus or
assessment procedures (Révész, n.d.; Samuda & Bygate, 2008). That is, tasks in task-

supported syllabus constitute only one of the elements (e.g., exercises, focused
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practices) within the overall instruction program to accomplish different pedagogic
purposes (Samuda & Bygate, 2008).

Although the distinction between task-based and task-supported language
teaching is emphasized in the ELT literature, these concepts are generally confused,
and “task-based” is often used to refer to any context in which tasks are used
(Samuda & Bygate, 2008, p. 57). It has also been observed that tasks and TBLT have
different connotations to different stakeholders in language teaching (Long, 2016).
For instance, traditional exercises with a linguistic focus are introduced as tasks
within some commercial course books and literature on pedagogy (Long, 2016).
Therefore, one needs to analyse how instructional programs, syllabi or language
textbooks are structured to make accurate judgments about whether they are task-
based or task-supported.

Task Cycle

Several researchers conceptualized a task-based lesson as a three-stage
process, which consists of the phases before, during, and after the main task (Ellis,
2006; Willis, 1996). Willis (1996, p. 38) names these phases “pre-task”, “task-cycle”,
and “language focus”. In this format of a task-based lesson, the first phase, “pre-
task”, functions to introduce the topic and the task to prepare learners for the main
task (p. 38). The second phase, “task-cycle”, includes the task, planning, and report
stages (p. 38). While learners implement a task during the “task” phase, they get
prepared to report their task implementation process in the “planning” phase and
present these reports in the “report” phase (p. 38). The last phase, “language focus”,
on the other hand, concerns the analysis and the practice of specific linguistic

features (p. 38).
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Ellis names (2006, p. 20) the three phases of a task-based lesson as “pre-
task”, “during task”, and “post-task”. These stages have similar functions to the
framework Willis (1996) proposes.

The first stage, “pre-task”, serves to frame the activity, give task-takers time
to plan their task performance (i.e., strategic planning), and presents a model or
similar activity to the main task (Ellis, 2006, p. 20). Additionally, non-task
preparation activities (i.e., exercise) can be offered at this stage (Willis, 1996);
prediction, cooperative dictionary search, word-meaning matching (Newton, 2001).
“During task” phase involves the main task performance and can be manipulated in
terms of task performance or process options (Ellis, 2006, p. 20). Finally, the “post-
task” stage involves follow-up activities (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 209) and engages task-
takers in preparing a report of their task experience, performing consciousness-
raising tasks (focusing on form) and repeating the same task (Ellis, 2006, p. 20). Of
the three phases, a task-based lesson should minimally include one “during task”
(i.e., main task) stage (Ellis, 2006, p. 20); however, pre-task and post-task stages are
functional for ensuring task implementation works towards language development
(Ellis, 2003).

Task Types and Sequencing of Tasks

The selection of the task types is among the most critical issues in TBLT.
Research on the classification and sequence of tasks is encouraged to inform how to
design task-based syllabi (Long, 2015). It is believed that classifying tasks can be
practical for several reasons, such as to diversify the task types in syllabus, to
provide the right kinds of tasks for particular needs and preferences, and to evaluate
tasks to discover which ones work for specific learner profile (Ellis, 2003). The

classification of the task types is also essential for selecting appropriate tasks to
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incorporate into syllabus as the types of the tasks presented in textbooks are
considered one of their quality indicators (Huda & Syafei, 2020).

Several task typologies have been offered in the ELT literature (Ellis, 2003;
Long, 1985; Nunan, 2004, Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993; Prabhu, 1987; Willis,
1996). One of the earliest typologies belongs to Long (1985, p. 91), who mentions
two types of tasks: “target” and “pedagogic” tasks. In another typology by Nunan
(1989, p. 40), communicative tasks are categorized as “real-world” and “pedagogic”
tasks based on the real-world or pedagogic rationale for their design. Another
typology is offered by the same researcher (Nunan, 2004, p. 59) based on the
strategies underpinning tasks, which are “cognitive, interpersonal, linguistic,
affective and creative” strategies.

Surveying the literature on task typologies, Ellis (2003, p. 211) groups the
approaches to task classification under four categories: “pedagogic”, “rhetorical”,
“cognitive” and “psycholinguistic”’. One of the most prominent figures in pedagogic
typology is Willis (1996, pp. 26-27), who determines six categories: “listing”,
“ordering and sorting”, “comparing”, “problem-solving”, “sharing personal
experiences”, and “creative tasks”. Secondly, rhetorical classification depends on the
structure and linguistic features of discourse domains and is concerned with genres
such as “narrative, instructions, description, reports, etc.” (Ellis, 2003, p. 212).
Cognitive classification, on the other hand, draws on the framework by Prabhu
(1987, pp. 46-47), who classifies tasks into three groups: “information gap”, “opinion
gap” and “reasoning gap” tasks. The final approach is psycholinguistic classification,
which draws from the study by Pica, Kanagy and Falodun (1993) and deals with the

tasks’ potential for language learning depending on interactional conditions (Ellis,
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2003). This classification includes five types of tasks: “jigsaw”, “information gap”,
“problem solving”, “decision making” and “opinion exchange” (p. 19).

Another most cited task typology is also proposed by Ellis (2003, 2012,
2020) based on a dual categorization of tasks. They include:

1. focused versus unfocused tasks

2. real-world (real-life) versus pedagogic tasks

3. input-based versus output-based tasks

4. here-and-now versus there-and-then tasks

5. closed versus open tasks

The task typology by Ellis (2003, 2012, 2020) examines whether a task
requires employing receptive or productive skills (input-based vs. output-based
tasks), has situational or interactional authenticity (real-world (real-life) vs.
pedagogic tasks), orients learners to the use of certain linguistic features or language
communicatively in general (focused vs. unfocused), provides learners with task
related content while implementing task (here-and-now vs. there-and-then tasks) and
has a single (or limited number of outcomes) outcome or not (closed vs. open tasks).

The typology by Ellis (2003, 2012, 2020) is employed in the present thesis as
it provides a comprehensive analysis of tasks and makes pedagogical suggestions
concerning how tasks should be sequenced based on their types across proficiency
levels. What each task type involves is explained in the following sections.
Focused versus Unfocused Tasks

Ellis (2009, 2017, 2020) differentiates tasks as either unfocused (UN) or
focused (FO) based on whether they orient task takers either to the use of certain

linguistic features or language communicatively in general.
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A focused task aims at fostering communicative language use (Ellis, 2003)
and orienting learners to process predetermined, specific linguistic features (Ellis,
2009, 2012, 2020; Ellis et al., 2019) receptively or productively (Ellis, 2003). The
linguistic features intended to be practised could be at morphological, syntactic,
lexical, and pragmatic levels (Cobb, 2010).

Even if both focused tasks and exercises are designed to orient learners to
particular linguistic features, focused tasks differ from exercises in that they still
meet all the criteria for tasks, and the target linguistic feature aimed to be practised is
not explicitly given or stated (Ellis, 2003, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019;
Ellis & Shintani, 2014). Hence, focused tasks lead learners to employ the target
forms incidentally (Ellis, 2003).

FO tasks include “structure-based production tasks”, “consciousness-raising
tasks” (Ellis 2012, pp. 224-226) and “interpretation tasks” (Ellis, 1995, p. 88). FO
tasks may cover specific language points to be purposefully examined, as in
“consciousness-raising tasks” (Ellis, 2012, p. 226) or direct task takers’ attention to
predetermined linguistic features in the spoken or written input to help them figure
out the meanings of these features, as in “interpretation tasks” (Ellis, 1995, p. 88).
They can also centre around general content such as “stories, pictures of objects,
opinions about the kind of person you like” as in “structure-based production tasks”
(Ellis, 2012, p. 226).

For the conceptualization of structure-based production tasks, Ellis (2003,
2012) and Ellis et al. (2019) draw on the study by Loschky and Bley-Vroman (1993).
Loschky and Bley-Vroman (1993) determine three conditions for a structure-based
production task that engages learners in using specific grammatical structures. A

structure-based production task can 1) make the use of those structures “natural”
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(i.e., target linguistic feature may occur naturally and repeatedly during task
performance), (2) “useful” (i.e., target feature may be useful to accomplish the task)
or (3) “essential” (i.e., the use of the target language point is a must to accomplish
the task) (p. 132).

According to Ellis (2003), tasks can be designed to have a focus in two
different ways. The first way is to design a focused task that can be completed only
when a particular linguistic feature is used by the task takers (Ellis, 2003).
Nevertheless, it can be challenging to design such tasks as there is always the
possibility that task takers resort to communication strategies to avoid using the
targeted feature (Ellis, 2003). The second way, on the other hand, is to make the
targeted feature the content of the task, as in consciousness-raising tasks (Ellis,
2003). Consciousness-raising tasks make language points the content or their topic
and lead learners to think and talk meaningfully about a specific language feature to
successfully achieve the task goal (Ellis, 2003, 2012). Such tasks aim to engage
learners in decoding language input to discover the rule behind it. As it has been
observed that discovery-oriented activities have become commonly used in ELT
textbooks (Ellis, 2016), consciousness-raising tasks can be adopted by the ESL/EFL
textbooks.

The psycholinguistic rationale for employing FO tasks is explained through
“skill-building theories”, “automatic processing”, “implicit learning”, and “focus-on-
form” (Ellis, 2003, p. 144). FO tasks generate a context for pre-set linguistic points
such as grammar structures or vocabulary items (Ellis, 2014) and draw the attention
of the learners to the linguistic points they are not capable of producing correctly
(Ellis et al., 2019), or somehow overlook or avoid using (Ellis, 2009). They provide

means to teach grammar communicatively and support learners to produce
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comprehensible and grammatically acceptable language (Nobuyoshi & Ellis, 1993).
Another advantage of utilizing these tasks could be to check if learners have learned
particular linguistic points taught (Ellis, 2003, 2015).

As opposed to focused tasks, unfocused tasks “are not designed in order to try
to practice the use of any particular linguistic feature, grammatical structure.” (Ellis,
2020) but aim to enable learners to use language in general communicatively (Ellis,
2009, 2011, 2012, 2015, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019; Ellis & Shintani, 2014). The
“natural” language to be utilized is broadly determined, and learners are not required
to focus on or produce any particular linguistic feature (Nobuyoshi & Ellis, 1993, p.
204). That is, task designers or task-takers make no special effort to prioritise using
any specific language point in the preparation or implementation phases for
unfocused tasks (Nobuyoshi & Ellis, 1993).

Ellis (2009) recommends adopting a hybrid syllabus composed of focused
and unfocused tasks. While Ellis (2003, 2009) and Long (1985, 2015) consider both
focused and unfocused tasks, Willis (1996) suggests primarily unfocused tasks, and
Skehan (1998) prefers only unfocused ones in a language syllabus.

Real-world (Real-life) versus Pedagogic Tasks

Another critical distinction concerns whether tasks have situational
authenticity or not. Drawing on the classification of the communicative classroom
tasks as “real-world” and “pedagogic” by Nunan (1989, p. 40), Ellis (2009) makes
the same distinction between tasks based on whether they have interactional or
situational authenticity. Real-world (RW) tasks correspond to the target tasks (Ellis
et al., 2019) language users often perform in natural contexts outside school (Ellis,

2017) and can be called “real-life” (Ellis, 2020). These tasks have situational
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authenticity (Ellis et al., 2019) as they imitate real-life contexts (Ellis, 2009), such as
booking a hotel room and ordering a meal at a restaurant.

As opposed to RW tasks that target situational authenticity, pedagogic (PE)
tasks seek interactional authenticity (Ellis, 2014, 2017, 2018; Ellis et al., 2019),
which is achieved when the language produced during task implementation is similar
to the one occurring in non-pedagogic conversation (Ellis, 2009).

Some examples of PE tasks are telling a story, using the images given,
describing a picture while a partner is drawing it, listing the differences between two
images, locating things on a map (Ellis, 2003), writing a news story based on the
keywords and composing a text by ordering its sentences or paragraphs (Cobb &
Lovick, 2007). Even if such activities are not likely to be formed in real life and,
therefore, lack situational authenticity, they still have interactional authenticity as
learners practice social actions such as “turn-taking”, “repairs of misunderstandings”
(Ellis, 2017, p. 508) and “asking for and answering questions” (Ellis, 2003, p. 10).

It is noted that RW tasks are essential for language courses offered for
specific purposes, whereas PE tasks may dominate the courses for general purposes
(Ellis, 2018). PE tasks, which include interesting and familiar content, on the other
hand, are beneficial for the courses for general purposes (Ellis et al., 2019).
Input-based versus Output-based Tasks

Input-based (IB) tasks include listening or reading tasks (Ellis, 2009, 2011,
2020; Ellis et al., 2019), which are also called “receptive tasks” (Ellis et al., 2019, p.
156) or “non-reciprocal tasks” (Ellis, 2012, p. 211). The accomplishment of such
tasks depends solely on the comprehension of the input provided (Ellis et al., 2019).

Engaging learners in processing spoken or written information, IB tasks

require task-takers to show comprehension in a non-verbal way “by an action,
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selecting the right picture, finding the differences between two pictures, completing a
map, or making a model” (Ellis, 2012, p. 211) or through minimal production at most
(Ellis, 2016). 1B tasks do not ask learners for language production, but they do not
prohibit them from doing so (Ellis, 2009, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2017; Ellis &
Shintani, 2014). Although IB tasks basically do not have a language production
requirement, learners may engage in private or social speech (Ellis, 2009; Ellis &
Shintani, 2014) using their L1 or L2 (Ellis et al., 2019). As only one party
communicates information, these tasks are considered one-way tasks; yet learners
may still negotiate for meaning if they feel the need (Ellis, 2009; Ellis & Shintani,
2014).

Within IB tasks, there should be a need to motivate task-takers to focus on the
target items (e.g., lexical, grammatical) and to perform “form-meaning mapping”
(Ellis et al., 2019, p. 49). As learners are required to utilize their (non) linguistic
resources during task performance, they are expected to draw on their world
knowledge (Ellis, 2009; Ellis & Shintani, 2014), L2 knowledge and contextual clues
to decode the input and deal with the linguistic form (Ellis et al., 2019) through such
strategies as “repetition, highlighting key items intonationally, utilizing contextual
clues” (Ellis et al., 2019, p. 49). Teachers can also direct learners’ attention to form
by giving feedback on their comprehension of the input (Ellis, 2009; Ellis &
Shintani, 2014).

The use of IB tasks in textbooks can be advantageous for several reasons. It is
claimed that such tasks support IL development by drawing learners’ attention to
input in the target language while reading or listening (Ellis et al., 2019). In this way,
learners can develop their abilities to comprehend input and grammatical resources to

produce in the target language (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).
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Prabhu (1987) and Ellis et al. (2019) argue that task-based learning should
include IB tasks, especially for lower-level learners. According to Ellis (2012, 2017),
input-based tasks provide comprehensible input that is necessary for L2 acquisition,
as suggested by Krashen (1985), and help students learn L2 (second language /
foreign language) in a similar way they acquire their L1 (first language) by being
subject to input naturally (Ellis, 2014). Moreover, interactive IB tasks can be useful
for young learners or beginners as these tasks facilitate incidental acquisition through
negotiation of meaning (NoM) and the growth of implicit knowledge (Ellis, 2016).
They may also be functional to familiarize learners with task-based teaching who
might have difficulty adapting to a teaching model that uses language as a tool, not
as an object (Ellis, 2017).

Unlike input-based tasks, output-based (OB) tasks engage learners in
language production through speaking or writing (Ellis, 2009, 2011, 2012, 2015,
2017, 2018, 2020; Ellis et al., 2019). They may also involve minimal input (e.g.,
listening or reading), but output is always involved (Ellis, 2020). While IB tasks
mainly involve one-way interaction, OB tasks generally seek to provide opportunities
for two-way interaction (Ellis et al., 2019).

OB tasks are not advised to be integrated into the teaching of L2 to beginner-
level learners since they are assumed to lack sufficient L2 knowledge to engage in
free production (Erlam & Ellis, 2018). Hence it is strongly advised to begin with IB
tasks with very low proficiency learners or beginner learners and delay OB tasks till
they have acquired some language from practising IB tasks (Ellis, 2020).

Although a dual categorization (i.e., IB versus OB) is used for the use of
language skills (i.e., listening, reading, speaking, writing), some tasks are integrative

as they require learners to use two or more language skills (Ellis, 2009, 2011, 2012).
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It has been observed that several researchers (Long, 1985, 2014; Robinson,
2015; Skehan, 1998; Willis, 1996) study primarily OB (production-based) tasks, thus
paving the way for the conceptualization of task-based language teaching as
concerning production-based tasks only (Shintani, 2012). However, Ellis (2003,
2012, 2020) focuses on both 1B and OB tasks, providing a broader perspective of
tasks.
Here-and-now versus There-and-then Tasks

Another classification of tasks is made based on the presence or absence of
task input during task implementation. The contents of tasks are present in here-and-
now (HN) tasks so that learners can revisit them whenever they want, whereas they
do not have access to stimuli in there-and-then (TT) tasks (Ellis, 2012, 2020; Ellis et
al., 2019). For instance, task-takers can keep the picture they are describing in a HN
task (Ellis, 2006, 2012), but they talk about a film only after watching it without
having access to it ina TT task (Ellis, 2012). A HN task can be made more difficult
by making it a TT task by removing the task content needed to perform a task, such
as amap and a list of the places required to be written on a map (Ellis, 2020).
Closed versus Open Tasks

Tasks can be classified based on the scope of the outcomes as open and
closed tasks. Closed (CL) tasks are designed to have only one or a limited number of
outcomes, namely solutions (Ellis, 2012, 2020; Ellis et al., 2019). Secondly, open
(OP) tasks are the ones that have many possible outcomes, namely solutions (Ellis,
2011, 2020; Ellis et al., 2019). Typically, CL tasks correspond to “information-gap
and reasoning-gap tasks”, whereas OP tasks to “opinion-gap tasks” (Ellis, 2012, p.

200).
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OP tasks may be divergent or convergent depending on whether they require
learners to reach a single outcome or give them the freedom to express different
viewpoints (Ellis, 2003). While CL tasks may engage learners in such activities as
decision making, open tasks may involve “making choices, surveys, debates, ranking
activities and general discussion” (Ellis, 2003, p. 89). It is predicted that closed tasks
lead to negotiation of meaning, while open tasks, converged versions, in particular,
facilitate accuracy and complexity (Ellis, 2003).

Ellis (2020) recommends the use of particular types of tasks to be utilized for
different proficiency groups (Table 3). The distribution of the task types can be seen
in Table 3 below:

Table 3

Task Types Suggested for Different Proficiency Levels by Ellis

Type of Type of Task
Learner
Beginner Pedagogic input based; closed; here-and-now

Intermediate  Pedagogic input based and output-based tasks; some focused tasks;
mixture of closed/open and here-and-now and there-and-then tasks

Advanced Mainly output-based tasks; focused tasks; real-life tasks; mainly
open there-and-then tasks

Note. From Using tasks in language teaching, R. Ellis, 2020, September 8 [Webinar].
Cambridge Live Experience. Copyright 2020 by Cambridge Live Experience.

According to Ellis (2020), “pedagogic, input-based tasks; closed; here-and-
now tasks” are more suitable for beginner-level language learners. When learners
reach the intermediate level, using “pedagogic input-based and output-based tasks;
some focused tasks; mixture of pedagogic and real-life tasks; mixture of closed/open
and here-and-now and there and then tasks” would be the most effective for IL

development (2020). As for the advanced levels, “mainly output-based tasks; focused
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tasks; real-life tasks; mainly open there-and-then tasks” are considered the most
suitable ones (2020).

As can be inferred from Table 3, Ellis (2020) categorizes proficiency levels
into three groups only: beginner, intermediate and advanced levels. Even if task
types for each proficiency group are not specified by Ellis (2020), it is indicated that
some task types should precede the others as they are relatively easier to implement
with lower-level proficiency groups. Figure 1 below demonstrates the order
suggested to be followed as proficiency level increases.

Figure 1

The Sequencing of Task Types as Proficiency Level Increases

- Input-based - Output-based

- Pedagogic - Real-world (real-life)
- Unfocused - Focused

- Here-and-now - There-and-then

- Closed - Open

Figure 1 above shows that there must be followed an order from pedagogic,
input-based, here-and-now, and closed tasks to real-life, output-based, there-and-
then, open and focused tasks with the increase in the proficiency levels.

In the present study, the target student groups of the textbooks for Grade 9,
10, 11 and 12 are assumed to be elementary (A1+A2), pre-intermediate (A2+B1),
intermediate (B1+/B2) and upper-intermediate (B2+...) proficiency levels,
respectively. The task types within these textbooks will be examined based on the

sequencing of task types as suggested by Ellis (2020).
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Task Complexity and Sequencing of Tasks

Syllabus functions to coordinate decisions about instruction, testing, optimal
stimulation of internal cognitive processes for IL development as well as the
selection and organization of units of L2 instruction for any teaching context
(Robinson, 2010, 2015). Syllabus design draws on the decisions on the units of
classroom activities and the sequencing of the tasks to be implemented (Robinson,
2001a). Textbooks, designed based on the syllabus type adopted, can serve as an
important means to logically order and effectively implement tasks when developed
systematically and principally (Barrot, 2019).

Malicka (2020, p. 644) notes that determining “theoretically driven,
pedagogically sound and researchable criteria for sequencing tasks” is critical for
learner’s immediate performance during task implementation and the development of
L2 in the long run. So far, there has not been a standard approach adopted to
optimally sequence tasks for language instruction in the short or long run (Jackson &
Suethanapornkul, 2013). Starting with the procedural syllabus put forward by Prabhu
(1987) within the scope of Bangalore Project, several proposals have been made for
task-based language syllabus (Robinson, 2015). Long (1985) suggests designing and
sequencing pedagogic tasks based on the analysis of the needs of the learners in
terms of the target tasks they need to perform in the real world. Another suggestion
on how to sequence tasks was made based on the cognitive and performance
demands tasks are predicted to make on the learners (Nunan, 1985). Nunan (1989)
focuses on the ways to sequence tasks so that language learners improve their
language skills to communicate or metacognitive skills to learn languages. Nunan
(1985) recommends an order in which the activities start with comprehension-based

activities, proceed to controlled production ones and end with interactive ones.
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Another approach to syllabus design concerns task complexity. Task
complexity is considered a critical design factor affecting performance and learning
in the target language (Vasylets et al., 2017). The use of language activities
necessitates the consideration of task complexity and sequencing them based on their
degrees of complexity, as it is crucial to arrange task demands resulting from the task
complexity dimensions at reasonable degrees for different proficiency levels
(Samuda & Bygate, 2008). Various features of task components have been
manipulated in several studies to see the effects of task design on learner's
performance (Révész, 2011).

One way of classifying task features and sequencing tasks according to these
features to facilitate language learning and increase language performance is to
investigate task complexity from the cognitivist perspective. So far, the two leading
perspectives of which assumptions have been accepted and studied concerning task
complexity are Limited Attentional Capacity model by Skehan (1996, 1998, 2009)
and Cognition Hypothesis (later developed into Triadic Componential Model) by
Robinson (2001a, 2001b, 2005, 2007). Both perspectives assume that manipulating
the features of tasks impinges on the attentional resources of the task takers, thus
affecting their language production and IL development. Standing as the most widely
cited proposals for the classification and the manipulation of language tasks, the
proposals by these researchers will be examined in the following sections.

Limited Attention Capacity

Several studies were devoted to investigating task demands in terms of task

difficulty (Brown et al., 2002; Norris et al., 1998; Prabhu, 1987; Skehan, 1996,

1998). Among them, Skehan's (1996, 1998, 2015) studies propose a more
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comprehensive framework of task difficulty informed by the Limited Attention
Capacity argument.

The main argument of LAC is that task performance is bound to attentional
limitations affected by limited working memory size and that the pressure on limited
resources leads to predictable consequences in L2 production (Wang & Skehan,
2014). The more difficult a task gets, the more significant the effect of attentional
and memory limitations on L2 performance becomes (Wang & Skehan, 2014). Since
attentional resources are limited, and attention is disproportionally allocated between
three competing performance areas (i.e., accuracy, fluency and complexity) during
the task implementation process, a trade-off occurs between these performance areas.
Such a trade-off is more likely to be observed, especially in cognitively more
demanding tasks that cause learners to push the limits of their attentional resources
(Vasylets, 2017).

Task-based research is carried out to reveal how task characteristics and task
conditions can minimize the influences of cognitive limitations (Wang & Skehan,
2014). LAC model claims that sequencing tasks based on a principled approach
ensures a balance between accuracy and fluency in L2 performance by incorporating
the previous restructuring into ongoing L2 use (Skehan, 1996).

Ideally, it is expected that language tasks are designed to have optimal
conditions to enable learners to attend to the complex language structures and
perform fluently without making errors (Skehan & Foster, 1999). However,
according to LAC model, that attention is limited makes it unlikely to achieve
fluency, accuracy and complexity simultaneously. In this case, the language

performance during task implementation may hinge on some factors such as the
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prioritizing decisions of task-takers, task features as well as task conditions (Skehan
& Foster, 1999).

While the manipulations of some of the factors that influence L2 production
during task implementation may inform us about some aspects of L2 performance at
a time, Skehan and Foster (1999) note that the consequences of such manipulations
should be explored for longer-term development as a balance needs to be sought
among these performance areas so that L2 learners make progress in each of these
areas. Therefore, one of the goals of LAC model is to facilitate a balanced
development in three performance areas: complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF).

Drawing on the LAC model, Skehan develops a Task Difficulty Scheme. Task
difficulty relates to the amount of attention tasks require from the task-takers
(Skehan & Foster, 2001). As content is prioritised over form, it tends to consume
more from the attentional capacity when a task gets more difficult, thus leaving less
amount of attention to be devoted to form. Less attention to form, in turn, results in
decreased fluency, accuracy or complexity in L2 production (Skehan & Foster,
2001). As these performance indicators are susceptible to the cognitive demands of
tasks, taking cognitive dimensions into consideration is crucial when designing tasks
(Skehan & Foster, 2001).

Task Difficulty Scheme

The task-difficulty scheme is composed of three components: “formal factors
(code complexity), content (cognitive complexity) and pressure to achieve
communication (communicative stress)” (Skehan, 1996, p. 52). These areas are also
called “language”, “cognition” and “performance conditions, respectively, and are

claimed to affect attention allocation and task performance to some extent (Skehan &
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Foster, 2001, pp. 195-196). The dimensions of the Task Difficulty Scheme are given
in Table 4 (Skehan & Foster, 2001, pp. 194-195):
Table 4

Task Difficulty Scheme by Skehan and Foster

1. Code complexity 2. Cognitive complexity 3. Communicative stress
linguistic complexity cognitive familiarity time pressure
and variety familiarity of topic scale
vocabulary load and familiarity of discourse genre number of participants
variety familiarity of task length of texts used
cognitive processing modality
information organization stakes
amount of ‘computation’ opportunity for control

clarity of information given
sufficiency of information
given

Note. Adapted from “Cognition and Tasks”, by P. Skehan & P. Foster, in P.
Robinson (Ed.), Cognition and Second Language Instruction (pp. 194-195), 2001,
Cambridge University Press. Copyright 2001 by Cambridge University Press.

Code Complexity. As given in Table 4, the first dimension in the Task
Difficulty Scheme is “code complexity” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 194). It relates to
the linguistic demands tasks introduce (Skehan & Foster, 2001), specifically to
syntactic and lexical difficulty and range (Skehan, 1996). Code complexity consists
of two sub-categories — “linguistic complexity and variety” and “vocabulary load and
variety” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 194). If tasks necessitate “more advanced
structures, or require the use of wider repertoires of structures, or greater densities of
advanced structures”, they are considered more complex (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p.
195).

Cognitive Complexity. The second dimension in the scheme is cognitive
complexity. “Cognitive complexity” concerns the task content and how it can be

manipulated (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195). It deals with the content of what is said
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and relates to the conceptualization phase in the Levelt model (1989) (Skehan, 1996).
It is further broken down into (1) “cognitive familiarity” and (2) “cognitive
processing” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195).

Cognitive Familiarity. Cognitive familiarity concerns how much a task
exploits ready-made or pre-packaged solutions (Skehan, 1996, 1998). It is also
related to having access to the knowledge, which includes “relevant, already-
organized material, and even solutions to comparable tasks” (Skehan, 1996, p. 52).
This category consists of three factors: “familiarity of topic”, “familiarity of
discourse genre” and “familiarity of task” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195).

Cognitive Processing. The second dimension of cognitive complexity is
“cognitive processing”’, which refers to the processing load during task
implementation (Skehan, 1998, p. 270; Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195). Specifically,
it denotes the amount of online computation needed for completing a task and to
what extent a task-taker needs to actively scrutinize the task content (Skehan, 1996)
to find solutions to the problems occurring during task implementation (Skehan,
1998). This dimension is further broken down into (1) “information organization”,
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(2) “amount of ‘computation’”, (3) “clarity of information given” and (4)
“sufficiency of information given” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195).
Communicative Stress. The third main dimension in the Task Difficulty
Scheme is “communicative stress” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195). It denotes the
performance conditions under which tasks are implemented and the implications for
processing (Skehan, 1998). It involves a set of elements that do not have a

connection with code or meaning, but affect communication pressure (Skehan,

1996). These elements are (1) “time pressure”, (2) “scale” (i.e., number of
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participants and length of texts used), (3) “modality”, (4) “stakes” and (5)
“opportunity for control” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195).

The first element of the communicative stress dimension, “time pressure”,
deals with the time limit within which a task is expected to be completed and the
speed at which a task needs to be implemented (Skehan, 1996, p. 52). Task-takers
may feel pressured to complete a task within a specified period, especially when the
given time is short (Skehan & Foster, 2001).

The second potential source of stress is “scale”, which is concerned with “the
number of participants” and the “length of texts used” (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p.
195).

The third element, “modality”, relates to the mode (i.e., listening, speaking,
reading or writing), in which a task is instructed to be implemented (Skehan &
Foster, 2001, p. 195). A task may require using only one skill or any combination of
them, thus necessitating “real-time” or “slow-time” processing or both (p. 195).

“Stakes” relates to the orientation of learners to the tasks and is concerned
with how important it is for learners to complete a task and perform it correctly
(Skehan, 1996, p. 52). A task can be taken as a lightsome activity at the end of an
exhausting class or serious work before an exam, affecting whether meaning or
accuracy is prioritised (Skehan & Foster, 2001). The task stakes could be low when
the task implementation process is given priority or if there are no consequences
following it, while they can be high if accuracy is prioritized (Skehan, 1996).

Finally, “opportunity for control” deals with what extent task-takers can exert
control over how a task is implemented through such opportunities as extra time to
complete the task, an easy task content (Skehan & Foster, 2001, p. 195), asking

clarification questions and negotiating meaning and the task itself (Skehan, 1996).
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Cognitive Hypothesis

The main argument of the Cognitive Hypothesis is that tasks should be
presented from simple to complex so that learners are supported to accomplish
complex tasks in the L2 (Robinson, 2011). In this approach, the behaviour
descriptions of L2 tasks are taken as the initial point in task design (Robinson, 2007)
and task sequencing is performed through the design and implementation of certain
task factors in their simple versions initially and then, gradually moving to more
complex versions of these factors (Robinson, 2010).

Informed by “functional/cognitive linguistics”, “L1 developmental
psychology”, and “SLA research” (Robinson, 2003, p. 47), CH makes claims on task
complexity and sequencing, which can be grouped under five headings as (1) output,
(2) uptake and interaction, (3) memory and retention, (4) automaticity and (5)
individual differences as summarised below (Robinson, 2011):

1. Output: Higher cognitive demands posed in resource-directing
dimensions decrease fluency, while increasing accuracy and complexity
in L2 production during monologic task implementation. The same
effects are expected during dialogic/interactive tasks, except for
complexity, as interactants will be less likely to produce complex syntax.

2. Uptake and Interaction: Cognitively complex tasks increase interaction
and negotiation of meaning.

3. Memory and Retention: As a result of increased attention to input during
cognitively more complex tasks, the depth of processing will be relatively

greater, and the input will be retained for a longer period of time.
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4. Automaticity: Implementing tasks from simple to complex ones increases
automaticity and induces effective organization of elements of complex
task implementation in the target language.

5. Individual Differences: Complex tasks may potentially lead to more
variation between learners in terms of language learning and task
performance.

Triadic Componential Framework

It is claimed that if the cognitive demands of tasks are well-matched to the
strengths and weaknesses of learners' abilities, then learners can successfully adapt to
the demands of language tasks and make progress in language learning (Robinson,
2015). This goal requires an operational taxonomy for classifying the features of L2
tasks and the principles for sequencing the features in question (Robinson &
Gilabert, 2007). TCF was created to respond to the need for the classification of the
task features to be utilized when designing tasks and language syllabi targeting
various learner profiles and learning settings (Robinson, 2011). Task complexity
dimensions provide sequencing criteria to make appropriate prospective decisions
regarding task units, whereas task condition and task difficulty factors inform online
decisions regarding pair or group works (Robinson, 2001b).

Triadic Componential Framework (TCF), developed from CH, offers a
detailed framework to study pedagogical tasks by scrutinizing several factors
involved in the task process. “Triadic framework for investigating task influence on
SLA” by Robinson (2001a) explicates the role of three dimensions in increasing the
difficulty level of L2 tasks: task complexity, task condition and task difficulty. It is
believed that successful L2 learning, and performance depend on the interplay

between task demands introduced by task complexity, task conditions and the learner
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capacity affecting how they perceive task difficulty (Robinson, 2003). Table 5 is

devoted to three dimensions of TCF (Robinson, 2007, pp. 15-16).

Table 5

Criteria for Sequencing Pedagogic Tasks by Robinson

Task Complexity
(Cognitive factors)

Task Condition
(Interactive factors)

Task Difficulty
(Learner factors)

(Classification criteria:
cognitive demands)
(Classification
procedure: information
theoretic analyses)

(a) Resource-directing
variables making
cognitive/conceptual
demands

+/- here and now

+/- few elements

+/- spatial reasoning
+/- causal reasoning
+/- intentional reasoning
+/- perspective-taking

(b) Resource-dispersing
variables making
performative/procedural
demands

+/- planning time

+/- single task

+/- task structure

+/- few steps

+/- independency of
steps

+/- prior knowledge

(Classification criteria:
interactional demands)
(Classification procedure:
behaviour - descriptive
analyses)

(a) Participant variables
making interactional
demands

+/- open solution

+/- one-way flow

+/- convergent solution
+/- few participants

+/- few contributions
needed

+/- negotiation not needed

(b) Participant variables
making interactant
demands

+/- same proficiency
+/- same gender

+/- familiar

+/- shared content
knowledge

+/- equal status and role
+/- shared cultural
knowledge

(Classification criteria:
ability requirements)
(Classification procedure:
ability assessment
analyses)

(a) Ability variables and
task-relevant resource
differentials

h/l working memory

h/l reasoning

h/l task-switching

h/l aptitude

h/l field independence

h/l mind/intention-reading

(b) Affective variables and
task-relevant state-trait
differentials

h/l openness to experience
h/l control of emotion

h/l task motivation

h/l processing anxiety

h/l willingness to
communicate

h/l self-efficacy

Note. Adapted from “Criteria for Grading and Sequencing Pedagogic Tasks”, by P.

Robinson, in M. D. P. Garcia-Mayo (Ed.), Investigating Tasks in Formal

Language Learning (pp. 7-27), 2007, Multilingual Matters. Copyright 2007 by

Multilingual Matters.

Three dimensions of the TCF given in Table 5, task complexity, task

condition and task difficulty, are explicated in the following sections.
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Task Complexity. The first dimension, ‘task complexity’, results from “the
attentional, memory, reasoning, and other information processing demands imposed
by the structure of the task on the language learner” (Robinson, 2001b, p. 29). Task
complexity has to do with the intrinsic cognitive complexity of tasks (Robinson,
2008, 2015) and refers to the manipulable cognitive/conceptual demands they pose
(Robinson, 2001a). It concerns intra-learner variation when implementing different
versions of the same task (Robinson, 2001b, 2008, 2011; Robinson & Gilabert, 2007)
as a consequence of the relatively lower or higher cognitive demands they make
during task performance (Robinson, 2015).

Task complexity is examined in two dimensions: “resource directing” and
“resource dispersing” (also known as “resource depleting”) depending on the
cognitive/conceptual demands or performative/procedural demands made by the task
variables (Robinson, 20014, p. 294; Robinson, 2001b, p. 30; Robinson, 2007, p. 15).
The presence or absence of these dimensions is indicated with + or — symbols, but
they can also be thought of as a continuum, indicating the presence of less or more of
a component (Robinson, 2001a, 2001b).

Task complexity is recommended to be the sole determiner of sequencing
pedagogic tasks in syllabus design (Robinson, 2003, 2010, 2011). Only the task
complexity dimensions are manipulable when designing tasks as it is possible to
operationally map them from the intended real-world task to language task design
(Robinson, 2010). It is noted that resource-directing and resource-dispersing
elements of the task complexity dimensions may interplay and influence language
output in measurable ways (Robinson, 2001b). Since it is not feasible to measure the
task condition and task difficulty dimensions during task design stage, these are

suggested to be excluded from a priori syllabus design (Robinson, 2010). However,
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the task demands they pose are explicated within the framework, so that right in situ
decisions can be made during instruction.

According to Robinson (2001a), designing and ordering tasks by increasing
task complexity can positively affect language learning by activating cognitive
resources, which progressively utilize learning mechanisms that induce the
modification and restructuring of the IL. The influence of resource-directing and
resource-dispersing factors within task complexity dimensions can differ, though.
Increasing cognitive and conceptual demands through the manipulation of resource-
directing dimensions is predicted to make task takers push output, whereas
increasing task demands along resource-dispersing dimensions lead them to employ
cognitive resources for attention and memory, to stimulate learning mechanisms and,
finally, to incorporate input and modify output more than they would do during
simp