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Task-based teaching is a popular topic in education field, since there is an
increasing numbers of learners trying to learn their second language. However, by
using the traditional drill practice, learners can only learn the rules, rather than
using the language in the reality. Therefore some scholars have come up with a
more communicative and learner-centered approach of teaching. In task-based
teaching, students will be given a more realistic situation for them to learn the
target language. Moreover, they can have more time to discuss and come up with a
collaborative answer. Overall, students can think of their own answers towards
different topics. In this paper, the focus will be on comparing task repetition and
task sequencing. | would like to see which method will lead a better improvement
based on students’ performance. In this research, 40 Hong Kong tertiary students
were participated in an English speaking course, and they were all non-language
major students. Those students have been divided into 2 groups, and they had been
divided into two different teaching methods classes named as task repetition and
task sequencing. During the six-week course, students needed to submit their
recordings in class. Their recordings were being codified and analyzed after each
lesson.

Key Words: task repetition, task sequencing, task performance, oral performance,
student’s performance

INTRODUCTION

In the past few decades, there is a change of teaching method in Hong Kong and the
second language learning approach has changed from presentation, practice and
production (PPP) to a more communicative approach in teaching. Task-based language
teaching (TBLT) is a method, which allows learners to participate actively (Hashemi et
al., 2012), and they will be given a more realistic situation to learn the target language.
In Hong Kong, TBLT has been promoted, and its curriculum and guidelines have been
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changed and reviewed over the last decades (Carless, 2004). TBLT should be learner-
centered and it should also develop learners’” communicative competence (Curriculum
development council, 2007). In TBLT, there are several approaches to teach learners,
such as task repetition and task sequence.

Some scholars claim that task repetition can enhance students’ accuracy and fluency.
This is due to the fact that learners can familiarize themselves with the content of the
pervious task (Fukuta, 2015), and then they can formulate their language structure to
finish the task in their second performance (Bygate, 2001: Ellis, 2003). Although
students may speak fluently, their speech may contain a lot of errors. Willis and Willis
(2007) suggested that using a systematic complete task sequence can enhance students’
performances such as introducing some common grammatical mistakes during the pre-
task stage (Doughty and Williams 1998). As a result, students will pay attention to the
related details while achieving their tasks (Robinson, 2003).

Both task repetition and task sequencing have relevant researches to evaluate their
overall outcomes in students’ performance, but there is a lack of research in comparing
these two teaching methods’ outcomes. Therefore, in this paper, the focus will be on the
improvement of those two groups of students, who are being taught in either task
repetition or task sequence.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Definition of Task

There are several scholars who have put their own definition into task. The most
common quote is from Long (1985), who refers task as something that did for others, for
example, making an airline reservation. Therefore, “task” is meant something that is
done in everyday life (Long, 1985). Based on this definition, scholars further elaborate
on the definition of “task”. For instance, “task” is used in the classroom, and allows
learners to interact or manipulate the target language (Nunan, 1989). Hence, “task”
should be primary focus on meaning (Skehan, 1998). As a result, “task” is something
that can be used in classroom teaching, and it should be able to create a real purpose for
language use (Hashemi et al., 2012). Moreover, the tasks implemented in the lessons
should be related to real life settings, so that students can learn within their own area of
interest (Hashemi et al., 2012).

Task repetition

Levelt’s (1989) speech production model is the base of how task repetition functions
among students. According to Levelt (1989), language production system can be divided
into three parts, which are the conceptualizer, the formulator and the articulator. Speaker
will start with conceptualizing the information by selecting the related material to be
encoded and decided the sequence of the information. After that, the conceptualizer will
pass the information to formulator. The formulator will select the appropriate lexical
units and use grammatical and phonological rules. Finally, the articulator will articulate
the linguistic units as sound. These are the basic processes which undergo by a
monolingual speaker, but task repetition allows speakers to finish part of the processes
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in their first performance (Bygate and Samuda, 2005). After finishing some of the steps,
some of the materials are stored in memories and they can be reused in the second
occasion (Bygate and Samuda, 2005). Therefore, task repetition is useful for learners to
improve their performance in their second attempt (Fukuta, 2015).

There are some studies which are related to the effects of task repetition. Bygate (1996)
explored the effect of task repetition on L2 cognitive processes. The study required
students to watch a video for about a minute and a half, and they were asked to produce
their speech immediately (Bygate, 1996). After that, students watched the video for the
second time, and they were asked to do the same thing after watching the video second
time (Bygate, 1996). The result showed that students could produce more complex
sentence structures than previous, and they could reuse the material from the initial
experience (Bygate, 1996). This has proven the effectiveness of task repetition on
attention to linguistic form (Bygate, 1996).

In another study, Gass, Mackey, Alvarez-Torres and Fernandez-Garcia (1999) have
done a similar task as Bygate (1996), but they have repeated the task for four times. The
result showed that students’ overall performance, such as proficiency, accuracy in
morphosyntax, has been increased (Gass et.al, 1999). Students used less common words
after repeating the task for four times, which showed that their lexical variety was
enhanced (Gass et al., 1999).

Task repetition can also enhance students’ fluency and complexity. In a study conducted
by Ahmadian and Tavakoli (2011), task repetition was used as a pre-task planning, and
it was found that task repetition could bring positive impacts on both complexity and
fluency. This was due to the fact that students finished their conceptualizing step in their
first performance, so during their second attempt, they did not need to pay much
attention to the meaning (Ahmadian and Tavakoli, 2011). Moreover, some of the
materials were memorized during the first attempt, and they could be reused in their
second attempt (Ahmadian and Tavakoli, 2011).

Overall, there are many positive aspects towards task repetition. The reason that task
repetition can enhance students’ performance is that students are familiar with the tasks
that they are working on. In a study carried out by Sample and Michel (2014), students
eliminated the trade-off effect during their third attempt of the target task, and their oral
performance increased. This shows that task repetition can help students to familiarize
with the task and improve their oral performance.

Task sequencing

As for task sequencing, scholars mainly focus on form for the input before carrying the
task. This can help students to be aware of the form in a specific context (Robinson,
2005) and accomplish the target task successfully (Skehan, 1998). Having task
sequencing in teaching can build up a course syllabus for students to learn (Long, 1985).
In the past, some scholars proposed that a task-based syllabus should be developed and
sequenced, so that it could be relevant to real-world tasks (Robinson & Ross, 1996).
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Highly-structured approach, such as Willis’s framework (1996), can provide ways for
teachers to frame up classroom activities, but task-based teaching is more than just using
pre-, during- and post-task. With the large range of tasks selection, they should be
implemented more flexibly so that they can be adapted to a diversity environment
(Norris, 2009). However, feedback is essential during the lesson, such as recasts, brief
grammatical explanation (Norris, 2009). Those kinds of feedback can build a greater
awareness in language, and they allow learners to use them in practical settings (Norris,
2009).

Since Nunan’s opinion (1989) emerged, some scholars have demonstrated that task-
based teaching can focus on form explicitly without affecting the communicative
purpose (Swain, 1997). Task sequence can be divided into two groups such as focus on
form and focus on meaning, and those sequences have been put into real classroom
setting for experiment (Swain, 1998). Students were able to construct the meaning and
focus on form while they were performing the task (Swain, 1998). Swain and Lapkin
(2001) further proposed in their study that the dictogloss task type would allow students
to pay more attention on form rather than the jigsaw task (Pica et al., 1993).

Research Questions

Based on Ahmadian and Tavakoli’s findings in 2011, it can be said that task repetition
can enhance students’ complexity and fluency. It can be seen that task repetition has
more positive effects on students’ performance, since this method allows students to
repeat and redo the task again (Fukuta, 2015). However, in this paper, |1 would like to
focus on comparing both task repetition and task sequence. Therefore, there are several
hypotheses that 1 would like to discuss in this paper which | hope tcan compare both the
outcomes of task repetition and task sequence.

1) Which method is more effective in enhancing students’ fluency performance?

2) Which method is more effective in enhancing students’ accuracy performance?

3) Which method is more effective in enhancing students’ complexity performance?

4) Which teaching method can help students to be aware of the linguistic features,

such as grammar?

METHOD

There were two groups of participants. The first group was using task repetition as the
main stream of teaching, whereas the other group was using task sequencing based on
Willis’s framework (1996).

Participants and setting

There were 40 participants in this research, and they were divided into two classes,
which would be 20 people for each class. The participants were mainly university
students, who were not major in English. Due to the fact that English major students
may have a bigger advantage in tackling the task, this may affect the whole purpose of
this research. The age range of those students was between 18 and 23, and they were
learning English as a second language. For the background of the participants, they have
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taken 12 years of English lessons in primary and secondary school. Before the first
lesson, they took an IELTS listening test to show their English proficiency level.

The data-collecting procedures were held in a small tutorial classroom in university. The
classes had lasted for 6 weeks including the data collection process and students’
feedback and discussion session. For the last week (Week 6), students could discuss
their thoughts or anything with the teacher and their peers. Students were required to
attend the class every week (See Table 1). | had conducted those lessons for 6 weeks,
and after every lesson. I collected students’ recordings for checking their progress and
performance. The tasks were mainly communicative activities, such as picture
descriptions, retelling the story, retelling the news and commenting on an issue. All the
data was recorded into a recorder, and they were transmitted to the computer for
transcriptions and coding.

Design

The research was conducted using two different experimental classes. The lessons were
divided into four categories, but the methods of teaching for both groups were different.
Class A consisted of a pre-task session at the beginning and a post-task session at the
end, and the task was not repeated in the following week. As for Class B, their task was
repeated in the following week (See table 1).

Table 1
Experimental classes
Class A (task sequence) Class B (task repetition)

Week 1 (Task 1) Picture description Picture description
Week 2 (Task 2) Retelling story Picture description & Retelling story
Week 3 (Task 3) Retelling news Retelling story & Retelling news
Week 4 (Task 4) Comment on an issue Retelling news & Comment on an issue
Week 5 Sum up this workshop Presentation & Sum up this workshop
Week 6 Feedback and discussion Feedback and discussion

Due to the fact that those were monologue tasks, students only needed to work by
themselves. Those recordings from students were not graded or taken their grade point
average (GPA) into account, so students’ performance were not forced or controlled. As
for the data collecting sessions, the students were asked to record their speaking with
their own cellphone or a recorder from the teacher. All of the students, who attended the
class, recorded their speaking task during the lesson, and sent it to their teacher in class.

Measures

In this research, I am focusing on three variables to judge students’ performance named
as fluency, accuracy and complexity.

The measurement of fluency was obtained according to the number of pauses. The pause
was only recognized if it was longer than 0.4 seconds (Skehan, 1998).The measurement
of complexity was based on the total number of clauses divided by the total number of
AS-units (Foster et al., 2000). An AS-unit was related to a speaker’s utterance, which
contained an independent clause or sub-clausal unit (Foster et al., 2000). However, the
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utterance should contain a finite verb in order to become an AS-unit. For example,
“Peter goes ::: to sleep :;:a . (2 clauses, 1 AS-unit)”, using “:::” to signify independent
clause, whereas “:;:” to signify dependent clause. As for dependent clause, there were
three different types, which were before (b), middle (m) and after (a). The minimum of
the complexity score was 1.00.The measurement of accuracy was based on the error
clauses divided by the total clauses. Those error clauses contained syntax error clause
(err_m_s), pronunciation error clause (err_m_p), morphology error clause (err_m_m)
and lexis error clause (err_m_l). If the clause was error free, the coder put errfr to
signify an error free clause.

Analysis

This study used SPSS to organize all the collected data. The data was calculated and
compared by using the t-test. Moreover, a task profile programme was used to analyze
all the coded files, such as the number of words per minutes, formality, accuracy,
complexity. There was also a modified calculator to calculate students’ lexical density.

FINDINGS

To begin with, the scores for accuracy in each class can be seen in table 2. The
maximum score for accuracy is 1.00, and it can show the trends of each group. It can be
easily spotted that students’ accuracy score fluctuated in Class A, whereas in Class B, it
maintained a steady rate between 42 and 48 out of 100. In order to check whether the
means for both groups were statistically significant, an Independent Samples t-test was
carried out. The result can be seen in table 3.

Table 2

Students’ overall accuracy performance (means out of 100)
Classes Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4
A (Task sequence) 40 53 37 34
B (Task repetition) 48 44 45 43

Table 3

Independent samples test for class A and B (accuracy)
t-test for equality of Means

t Sig (2-tailed)
Task 1 -2.265 .03
Task 2 2.263 .03
Task 3 -2.117 .04
Task 4 -2.154 .04

It can be seen that all the numbers for both groups were statistically significant. In task 1,
task 3 and task 4, the means of those three tasks in task repetition class were higher than
those in task sequence class, and there is only once that task sequence class had a higher
score. Generally, when students had more chances to redo the task, their performance
improved. However, in task 2, it seems that the students were still adjusting their
learning attitudes during class. After the adjustment, in task 3 and 4, task repetition class
had the better score. Furthermore, this result can further strengthen the study of Gass et
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al (1999), which showed that by using task repetition, students’ accuracy in target
language increased. By comparison, this also emphasizes that task repetition can help
students to achieve a better accuracy performance in oral.

The second comparison between task repetition and task sequence is on fluency. In this
study, students’ fluency performance was measured by two variables, which were lexical
density and words per minutes (WPM). The maximum score for lexical density was 100,
whereas WPM did not contain any maximum score. WPM depends on the spontaneity
of students’ oral performance. Table 3 and 4 show the mean score for both classes in
lexical density and WPM, whereas table 5 and 6 show the t-test results for both classes.

Table 4
Students’ overall lexical density (means)
Classes Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4
A (Task sequence) 45.97 44.70 48.55 47.70
B (Task repetition) 48.86 47.88 44.87 45.08
Table 5
Students’ overall words per minutes (means)
Classes Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

A (Task sequence) 89.01 84.61 82.44 79.02
B (Task repetition) 105.09 97.04 104.24 89.77

Table 6
Independent samples test for class A and B (lexical density)
t-test for equality of Means

t Sig (2-tailed)
Task 1 -2.197 .03
Task 2 -2.151 .04
Task 3 2.857 .01
Task 4 2.784 .01

Table 7
Independent samples test for class A and B (words per minutes)
t-test for equality of Means

t Sig (2-tailed)
Task 1 -2.098 .04
Task 2 -2.109 .04
Task 3 -4.552 .000
Task 4 -2.124 .04

The t-test results show that the numbers for both lexical density and WPM were
statistically significant. However we do not know whether students were more fluent in
Class B. This is due to the fact that class A’s students produced more words than
students in class B. Therefore, we cannot really confirm the first hypothesis which we
will discuss in the discussion section.

The last finding is about students’ complexity performance. The complexity scores were
calculated by the number of clauses divided by the total AS units in the text (Foster et al.,
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2000). Therefore, the minimum score for each student should be at least 1.00. Table 7
shows the mean score for both classes, whereas table 8 shows the t-test result.

Table 8

Students’ overall complexity performance (means)
Classes Task 1 Task 2 Task3  Task 4
A (Task sequence) 1.34 1.56 1.43 1.37
B (Task repetition) 1.47 1.40 1.55 1.51

Table 9

Independent samples test for class A and B (complexity)
t-test for equality of Means

t Sig (2-tailed)
Task 1 -2.416 .02
Task 2 2.243 .03
Task 3 -2.189 .04
Task 4 -2.194 .04

In table 8, the t-test shows that the numbers in table 7 were statistically significant.
Therefore, in an overall point of view, the trend tends to indicate that class B had a
better score than class A. Although in task 2 task sequence, class had a higher score than
task repetition, which is similar to the result in Table 3, the students were still adjusting
the learning attitude and atmosphere in class. | do not think this is a phenomenon since
there is not enough evidence to prove this.

DISCUSSION
Both teaching methods have their own advantages

My first hypothesis, which claims that task repetition is a better method in enhancing
students’ fluency performance, is only partially correct. Students tended to produce
more utterance in task repetition class, because they had a second opportunity to
reproduce their task. Therefore, class B’s students had better scores in WPM than class
A’s students. However, students could just speak less spontaneous; so their utterances
could not contain any meanings. Lexical density can show the text packages of
information (O’Halloran, 2005), and it can also justify students’ fluency performance
accurately. It is quite interesting to find out that the means in lexical density (see table 4)
fluctuated among both classes. For the first two tasks, class B had a higher density than
class A, whereas for the last two tasks, class A had a better score.

The reason for this phenomenon is due to the familiarity of the topics. In class A,
teacher provided some background information during the pre-task section, and this
allowed students to have a better in-sight in that topic, especially in Task 3 of retelling
the news activity. However, for class B, they did not really have a pre-task section. The
only advantage that class B had was allowing them to repeat again. Therefore, students
did not have a lot of ideas in tackling or understanding the task. This led to students in
class to only base on their experience to perform the task, and their fluency scores
became fluctuated.
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Overwhelming results in both accuracy and complexity

The means scores have provided us with an overwhelming result. In both accuracy and
complexity performances, class B’s students achieved a better result than class A’s
students. This further proved that task repetition could enhance students’ linguistic
performance, because they had a second chance to redo the task (Bygate, 1996; Gass et
al., 1999; Fukuta, 2015). There were some linguistic features that students were able to
correct and modify in their second attempt.

Extract 1: Class B’s student picture descriptions

I think it want to play with the Bowie because it pick up a ball and go to Bowie side |
think it want to play with Bowie. (First attempt)

There is a man who wears the cap is dealing with the bulb decorations but
unfortunately the bulb is falling down on the floor. (Second attempt)

Those sentences were extracted from one of the students in class B. It can be clearly
seen that she made some grammatical adjustments in her second attempt in picture
description.

As for class A’s students, most of them often forget those grammatical features, such as
third person singular, plural.

Extract 2: Class A’s student picture description

Ken try to fix it out and try to turn the light on but still cannot turn on the light so he try
to take a chair under the light and step on it and try to fix the bulb and suddenly there is
a dog which is a monkey.

Since they do not have another attempt to the same task, students often regret after they
noticed they had made some mistakes in their oral tasks.

As in complexity, students in class B allowed to repeat the same task often had higher
scores in complexity. This was due to the fact that they did not need to produce their
utterance “on the spot” (O’Halloran, 2005), whereas class A’s students needed to speak
immediately and could not repeat again. For students in class B, they could treat their
first attempt as a rehearsal, and during their second attempt, they tried to modify the
nouns or build up their sentences.

Extract 3: Class B’s student retelling news

Hong Kong is afraid for the new dragon baby overload in the coming dragon years the
pregnant Mainlanders is keep coming except to travel to Hong Kong to give birth to
that dragon baby the dragon is traditionally associated with emperor power. (First
attempt)

This is a news about travelling Hong Kong to give birth the news about year of dragon
in Fung Shi it’s believe that baby who born in year of dragon will have the emperor
power and none of this we don’t have it emperor power but we still means they will
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have a good fortune and prosperity so not only the mainland China the Hong Kong
people they are tend to have baby in this year. (Second attempt)

The above example shows that the second attempt for students can help them to rethink
and modify their performance. Moreover, retelling news needs students to use another
way to present their information. For example they need to speak in a more formal
perspective and they cannot add anything irrelevant into the news. Therefore, students in
class A could only produce simple sentences in their task, and this led to low scores in
complexity. However, in class B, they had one more chance to redo the task; this
allowed them to modify their speech.

Students’ awareness in linguistic features

In my last hypothesis, those students, who studied in task sequence class, should be
more aware of those linguistic features, such as grammars or sentence structure.
However, the result showed that students in class B, which was the task repetition class,
had a better score in grammar accuracy (see table 2). Although students in class A had
more time in discussing the linguistic issues in class, they could not use them in reality.

As for class B, they had a more steady score in accuracy compared to class A. However,
there was an interesting phenomenon in class B. After their second attempt, students
tended to over correct their mistakes in order to meet teacher’s expectation. This is
similar to Lightbown and Spada (2006) data in overgeneralization errors. Students in
class B tended to emphasize the third person singular issue too much, so in their speech,
they overused the third person singular “—s” marker.

Extract 4: Class B’s student picture description

Let’s 100ks at the surroundings environment of the house from the picture we can see
that it’s a television placed on the cardboard while at the middle there is a lamp stands
on the floor well from right hand side there are two pictures hangs on the floor

Those errors indicate that students understood the grammatical structure in English, but
they overused them. This is a typical phenomenon that happens among L2 speaker. They
got confused with their native language, and then they over corrected their mistakes
(Lightbown & Spada, 2006).

Hypercorrection from the students

Hypercorrection is used to intimate higher status in the society (Holmes, 2008). In this
study, this phenomenon happened within the task repetition class. Using Labov’s study
in 1964 as an example, people tended to overuse the “r” pronunciation, since it could
should a sign of prestige in American English (Labov, 1966). In this study, since the
task repletion class had another change to redo the task, students tended to overcorrect it
in their second attempt. Due to the fact that students would like to please the teacher
academically, they tried to overuse the grammatical features that had been learnt in
previous lesson. Using extract 4 as an example, that student put “-s” to signify present
tense, but he overused the grammatical feature. In education prospective, this can be

recognized as overgeneralization, whereas in a sociolinguistics point of view, he tried to
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intimate with the authority. The reason that students overused the feature was that he
would like to receive recognition from the teacher, and receive high marks from this task.

CONCLUSION

To conclude, the result of the study shows that task repetition is a more effective method
in enhancing students’ accuracy, complexity and fluency. However, in some occasions,
task sequence has its own advantages, such as providing more information about the task
to students. In some occasions, such as story-telling (Task 2), class A’s students could
perform better than class B’s students in complexity. Therefore, in real classroom
situation, teacher should provide enough practice time for students, but also teacher
should provide enough background information for students during the per-task stage.

During the experiment, although it was quite obvious that repeating the task could help
students to perform better, students’ performance could also be affected by other factors,
such as teaching methods, teaching environment. Therefore, for example during task 2,
task sequence class had higher scores than task repetition class in accuracy and
complexity. However, this still needs further research on this area since there is not
enough evidence to prove other aspects affect students’ performance.

Another interesting factor is that, this study can reflect some of the sociolinguistics
features from the students. For example, they used hypercorrection to please their
teacher, and received recognition from the authority. Although this was a common sign
from students, researchers did not aware of the psychological change from students’
perspective. This can be further proven with more class observation and interviews with
students.
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Turkish Abstract )
Konu Tekrar1 ve Konu Siralamasi Arasindaki Karsilastirmanmin L2 Ogrencilerinin Sozlii
Performanslarina Etkisi

Konu tabanli 6grenme, ikinci bir dil 6grenmek isteyenlerin sayisindaki artistan dolayr egitim
alaninda ¢ok popiiler bir temadir. Bunula beraber uygulamada geleneksel yontemleri kullanmak
ogrenenlere dili kullanmaktan ¢ok sadece kurallarini Ogretebilir. Boylece bazi egitimciler
ogretimde 6grenen merkezli ve daha iletisimsel etkinlikler 6nermislerdir. Konu tabanli 6gretimde,
ogrencilere hedef dili 6gretmek i¢in daha gercek¢i durumlar verilir. Boylece 6grencilerin bu
durumu tartigmaya zamanlar1 olur ve Ogrenciler ortak calismaya dayali cevaplar Onerebilirler.
Genel olarak 6grenciler farklt konulara yonelik cevaplarint diisiinebilirler. Bu ¢aligmada konu
tekrar1 ve konu siralamasi karsilagtirilmustir. Ogrenci performanslarinda hangi yontemin daha
bityiik bir gelismeyi sagladig1 arastirilmistir. Bu arastirmaya Ingilizce kursuna kayith ve ingilizce
bilmeyen 40 Hong Konglu 6grenci katilmistir. Ogrenciler 2 gruba ayrilmis; her bir siifa konu
tekrar1 ve konu dizilimi olarak iki farkli 6gretim yontemi uygulanmustir. 6 haftalik kurs boyunca
ogrencilerin siiftaki etkinlikleri kayit altina alinmistir. Bu kayitlar her bir dersten sonra kodlanip
analiz edilmistir. Ogrencilerin sozlii performanslari akicilik, zorluk ve dogruluk olmak iizere iig
kategoride degerlendirilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: konu tekrari, konu dizilimi, konu performansi, sozlii performans, 6grenci
performanst

French Abstract
Comparaison Entre Répétition de Téche et Séquencement de Téche, Les Effets Sur La
Performance Orale d'Etudiants L2

L'enseignement a base de tache est un sujet popluar dans le domaine d'enseignement, depuis il y a
les nombres croissant d'apprenants essayent d'apprendre leur deuxieme langue. Cependant, en
utilisant la pratique de foret traditionnelle, les apprenants peuvent seulement apprendre les régles,
plutot qu'utiliser la langue dans la réalité. Donc quelques érudits ont inventé une approche plus
communicative et centrée sur l'apprenant d'enseignement. Dans I'enseignement a base de tache,
on donnera une situation plus réaliste aux étudiants pour eux pour apprendre la langue cible. De
plus, ils peuvent avoir le temps plus de discuter et inventer une réponse collaborative. En général
les étudiants peuvent penser a leur propre réponse vers des sujets différents. Dans ce papier, le
centre comparera la répétition de tiche et le séquencement de tiche. Je voudrais voir que la
méthode aidera une amélioration plus grande basée sur la performance des étudiants. Dans cette
recherche, 40 Hong-Kong des étudiants tertiaires ont été participés a un cours de conversation
d'anglais et ils étaient étaient tout le commandant de non-langue des étudiants. Ces étudiants ont
été divisés dans 2 groupes et ils avaient été divisés dans deux classes de méthodes d'enseignement
différentes, qui sont la répétition de tache et le séquencement de tache. Pendant le cours de six
semaines, les étudiants ont did soumettre leurs enregistrements dans la classe. Leurs
enregistrements étaient codifiés et analysés aprés chaque legon. Les performances des étudiants
ont été évaluées dans trois catégories, qui sont l'aisance, la complexité et 1'exactitude.

Mots Clés: répétition de tache, séquencement de tiche, performance de tache, performance orale,
la performance d'étudiant
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Arabic Abstract ) )
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German Abstract
Vergleich zwischen Task Repetition und Task Sequenzierung, die Auswirkungen auf die S2
Studenten miindliche Leistung

Task-based Lehre ist ein popluar Thema im Bildungsbereich, da es eine wachsende Zahl von
Lernenden versuchen, ihre zweite Sprache lernen. Doch mit der traditionellen Bohrpraxis, konnen
die Lernenden nur lernen, die Regeln, anstatt die Sprache in der Realitdt. Daher haben sich einige
Gelehrte mit einem kommunikativeren und lehrerzentrierten Lehransatz beschéftigt. In der
aufgabenorientierten Lehre wird den Schiilern eine realistischere Situation gegeben, damit sie die
Zielsprache erlernen konnen. Dariiber hinaus konnen sie mehr Zeit zu diskutieren und kommen
mit einer gemeinsamen Antwort. Insgesamt konnen die Schiiler ihre eigene Antwort auf
verschiedene Themen denken. In diesem Aufsatz wird der Schwerpunkt auf die Wiederholung
von Aufgaben und Task-Sequenzierung. Ich mdchte sehen, welche Methode wird eine grofiere
Verbesserung auf der Grundlage der Leistungen der Schiiler helfen. In dieser Untersuchung
wurden 40 Hongkong-Tertidrstudenten an einem englischsprachigen Kurs teilgenommen, und sie
waren alle nichtsprachliche Hauptstudierende. Diese Schiiler wurden in 2 Gruppen eingeteilt, und
sie wurden in zwei verschiedene Lehrmethoden Klassen, die Aufgabe Wiederholung und Aufgabe
Sequenzierung aufgeteilt wurden. Wéhrend des sechswochigen Kurses mussten die Schiiler ihre
Aufnahmen im Unterricht einreichen. lhre Aufnahmen wurden nach jeder Unterrichtsstunde
kodifiziert und analysiert. Die Leistungen der Schiiler wurden in drei Kategorien bewertet, die
flieBend, komplex und genau sind.

Schliisselworter:  aufgabenwiederholung, tasksequenzierung, aufgabenleistung, miindliche
leistung, leistung des schiilers
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Malaysian Abstract
Perbandingan antara pengulangan tugas dan penjujukan tugas, kesan ke atas prestasi lisan
pelajar L2

Pengajaran berasaskan tugas adalah satu topik popular dalam bidang pendidikan, kerana terdapat
peningkatan bilangan pelajar yang cuba untuk belajar bahasa kedua mereka. Walau
bagaimanapun, menggunakan amalan tradisional, pelajar hanya mempelajari kaedah-kaedah, dan
bukannya menggunakan bahasa dalam realiti. Oleh itu sebahagian ahli akademik telah tampil
dengan pendekatan yang lebih komunikatif dan pengajaran berpusatkan pelajar. Dalam
pengajaran berasaskan tugas, pelajar akan diberikan keadaan yang lebih realistik bagi mereka
untuk belajar bahasa sasaran. Selain itu, mereka boleh mempunyai lebih banyak masa untuk
berbincang dan memberikan jawapan yang kolaboratif. Secara keseluruhan, pelajar boleh
memikirkan jawapan mereka sendiri ke arah topik yang berbeza. Dalam kertas ini, tumpuan akan
membandingkan pengulangan tugas dan penjujukan tugas. Saya ingin melihat kaedah akan
membantu peningkatan yang lebih besar berdasarkan prestasi pelajar. Dalam kajian ini, 40 pelajar
pengajian tinggi Hong Kong telah mengambil bahagian dalam kursus berbahasa Inggeris, dan itu
bukan bahasa pertama mereka. Pelajar telah dibahagikan kepada 2 kumpulan, dan mereka telah
dibahagikan kepada dua kaedah pengajaran kelas yang berbeza, yang menggunakan pengulangan
tugas dan penjujukan tugas. Sepanjang enam minggu, pelajar perlu mengemukakan rakaman
mereka di dalam kelas. Rakaman mereka dianalisis selepas setiap pelajaran. Persembahan pelajar
telah dinilai dalam tiga kategori iaitu kefasihan, kerumitan dan ketepatan.

Kata Kunci: pengulangan tugas, penjujukan tugas, prestasi tugas, prestasi lisan, prestasi pelajar

Russian Abstract
Bausnne na Ycrnoe Ucnoanenme Ydammuxess L2 CpaBuenusi IloBtopenmsi Temsl n
Pacnopsnka Tem

Ha ocHoBe 3a7a4 y4eHuid HOMyJsIpHOH TeMO# B o0nacTi 0Opa3oBaHMs, MOCKOIBKY CYIIECTBYET
Bce Oomblliee YHCIO YYAIIUXCA IBITAeTCS BBIYYUTh BTOPOIl s3bIK. OfHAKO, HCHONB3YS
TPaaMIMOHHBIA OypOBYI0 NPAaKTHKY, y4alluecs MOTYT TOJNBKO BBIyYHTh IpaBHia, a He C
HCTIONB30BAHMEM SI3bIKa B pealbHOCTH. IlosToMy HeEKoTOphle ydeHble Hpuaymanun Ooree
KOMMYHHKaTUBHBIM M JINYHOCTHO-OPHEHTUPOBAHHOTO IMojaxoja oOydeHus. B ocHoBe ydeHwuit
3amad4, CTYIEHTHI MONydaT Oojiee PeaTHCTHYHYI0 CHUTYAI[HIO IUISI HUX, YTOOBI y3HATh IeIeBON
s3bIK. Bosiee Toro, oHM MOTYT UMETh OOJIbIIIE BPEMEHH, YTOOB! OOCYANTH U BBIITH C COBMECTHBIN
oTBeT. B oOmem u memoMm, CTyIeHTHI MOTYT AyMaTh O CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX OTBETOB IIO
OTHOIIICHHIO K Pa3IMYHBIM TeMaM. B 1aHHOM cTaThe, OCHOBHOE BHHUMaHHE OyIeT yIemlsaThesi Ha
CpaBHMBas MOBTOPESHUS 3aJ1a4 U 3a/1ad CEKBEeHHpoBaHue. S| xorern Obl BHIETH, KaKoi MeTox Oyaer
BECTH OoJiblliee yIydIlIeHHe Ha OCHOBE CTYIEHTOB d(dekTuBHOCTHE. B 3TOM Hcenenoanuu, 40
['OHKOHTCKHX TPETUYHOTO CTYAEHTOB OBUIM MPHHUMANA yJacTHE B aHTIIOS3BIYHOM Pa3TOBOPHEIN
Kypce M BCEe OHHM OBUIM HES3BIKOBBIX KPYIHBIX CTYJCHTOB. Te CTyIeHTHI ObUIM pa3jiefieHbl Ha 2
TPYIITEI U OHU OBUIM pa3JielieHbl Ha J{Ba Pa3IMYHBIX METOAOB OOYUECHUS KJIAaCCOB Ha3BAHHBIX Kak
IOBTOPEHUE 3aJady M 3a7ad CEKBEHHUpOBaHUSA. B TeueHue miecTw Hemenb Kypca, CTYAEHTHI
HEOOXOIVMBII TIPEeACTaBUTh CBOM 3amucu B Kiacce. Mx 3amucn ObmM KOAMGHUIMPOBAHBI U
IPOAHATU3UPOBAHEI TIOCIIE KAXIOTO YpOKa.

Kimrouessre CroBa: NOBTOPEHUE 3aJa4d, 3a/lada CCEKBCHHPOBAHWUI, pa60TLI 3aga4, YCTHBIC
IPONU3BOAUTEIBHOCTD, MIPOU3BOAUTEIIBHOCTEL CTYACHTA
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