TENE &

FSZEFENFIE
—ias 1’EE’JE-/|1F]1J b ¥

The Effects of Task Complexity
on EFL Learners’ Writing Performance




T &

FFEFENFIE

_\

15 ’?WEE'J?&W]H%

The Effects of Task Complexity
on EFL Learners’ Writing Performance




BB EERRSE B (CIP) EiHE

EEEREMNEIE _IBSEMNE MR, T/ THTE —R
I, BRPUKR2EH Mrt ,2018.11

ISBN 978-7-307-20571-0

[.4F-- WT.FE--- NMEB_ES—SE—MR—kL V.HO5

o [ AR B B AE CIP A% 7 (2018) 55 223688 5

BT E S . P A S AERON TR AR TRk E

W ETT. BONKFEHMAE (430072 itE B
(HLF MR cbs22@ whu.edu.cn Mk : www.wdp. com.cn)
EPR . dbmt R SR A BR A A
FFA.720x1000 1716  Ei5K.14.25  FH.200 TF 1
RRIK :2018 4F 11 A% 1 W 2018 4F 11 H 4 1 YR ERkY
ISBN 978-7-307-20571-0 SEHr:40.00 JC

WAL, TEEE; AMEHMES, IFRhERE, F5 HihEBHE TR RER,



ol &

A 20 40 80 FRLLK (B HF BB HIME¥ I HIRH HAERN KR
RO SRR, 3 A TS SO AT T T2 B9HE e R AR R A
TAEF E BB - MM B e B A A T, AR5
HE e ERANRMBR B S A RER R ARBS P eSS Z 2%
BE G AP HERE  SEIRAE 5| B S W RIHAE R, X MRBIRT TS E
ARSERE T R A B AR R, A R AR A X A (]
HIHERE A Rif 7 R B BEAE S5 M RE R i e 22 . 7E4E 5 BV SRS r
B, X SO AR R K15, SRR — 45 2R B A 55 FF REA RN
AR , S5 i o) RS SR A ™ H e TR A SO R — TR L
B GV, R TR TES BRI RS T 1T
FE 7= H R, TAE 95 A BE X T B BRI Bt i H A2

A4 N BE UG 5 | U5 EURTE AR R P4 BE HOE 55 B AR BERT —if2F
B EARRBAE N | ORI R ) T A 2 KRR EY) A IR E AR
ATEOL ., [RIET A B2 2 3 I B E I — P EER BT HRE SRS
E55 RIARE X GAERIA L,

FE R 8 DN IIEBEATENY) 305 A AEWE LA SN T A KB
¢, HH 4 DN TAERPIGEK R 4 P FRIEE KRR, B51F
(E55 MESR 22 A 1 2 BEMBL R B2 00, (55 R R0 4 3K (1) A 10 2 BhE
5 R e I 18], 5 B R AR T B8 3 3 20K ; (2) WA HE 55 wif i
I Ia] i BB B2 T 7R B R B 3 N EE5K; (3) A 10 Zr AT 55 A e 4 it
[B] , 6 22 BE B B AR 7 SR F 6 EK; (4) WA 155 BT A i ], 0 5
BER A IR TG BAE 6 NEOR . WMEHS 4 PP 58 U P — T E



2 | #

ok

% o LSRG R EX AR XA NRF B e E S ERE =
AT oA, A BEREALER 4 42544 3k 32 B2 AR AT VIR

X 2 BAE SCA TR AR S B FE A8 Hh T LA R &SR

L. BRURFE S| B4 BRI NS MR rh 75 S A0 B Y DR Z 4R, S8
IR AR R M 55 E 2 4 R R e ) R EEIEF A,
AR E R A B ER S, B R E R AR, @Rk
A ) BAE G AR R v X N A FE = B ST BE R T R SCRE S5 19 56 T
B, MEEFERENES, FIERANEENBZ BT RAB
7.

2. GTURTHFETY LR B RARERAE A 2 5 4R (AT 55 1 v Bf 1], 45 3R R 3
{EFTHER B R 2R 0F T, I BAEIE T MR B2 3 5, T v B 5 2
BE 5 A AT 55 BifE S I R A&k FARZEEIL, @t iR RIS T H S
T o A% B 1) Fp el AR B 2 i R A R0 SR B T A JTIA R SR B, R KP4 S F
FUAR K -2 2] 385 B8 S 6 SO A FRAT: 55 i 2 it 1]

3. FIHM IEK SIS AR X EEE S RAALERY
M) , 5T U, A 55 o 5 B TRD X 8 7K P27 21 o i T LA 3 AR A
F B FARAK T2 2 F R A AT RS B, B /K 545 R
X AR T RIBCE 3 A, k2 U, 1 R R R TR X Rk
V27 A F R RARK - T BT 2AL ST i8S ETR = WA BE e
A Z 4R T,

KEHZERMETET 5 —, it 2 Skehan 1 Foster BA FRFE S
FEHY 4R H 1 R4 J& Robinson (1A HHER AR 57 7E 118 7= B9
Rtz b, 36 UE 3 MBS 8 SEUERT T AR AR A XY F 15 H g, 3K b
HREWELNRBNE S E XN BN EEZR W, EEE AR
BT Z #EATIRAE, i TEES HIEXT AR R TAECIZHERA— B X
BERBIRA HEIE S ERIRA HA BEZSBATE XS ER
HAMES 0 EXHE S RAE MR, AR TRXENRE. 8
Z RS EARER P B IRTE T 5 ( Resource-directing ) (£ K i A
R/ Mat b g oI ZR ) #1798 IR IH #€ 7 ( Resource-dispersing )



(FIHERE B B —/ WEALF A LT FRAIN) . Skehan F1 Foster [
A PR B AR f 32 H AR5 Robinson (A HIMB 8B 415 X )4
Y BB HE TR FEGE 1 H AT 55 B 2 BEXTE & R, A %
B P HE E 9 AE B | T 5 38 E B AR AT %5 931 13 & A AT ok A
() B 25 B2 P E DR A 48t T R R B R B AR R BRI .
% =, Skehan #l Foster 4 B & SR 5L Fir 2 i # R 1% 5 Robinson F
INAHBR A AW R F AP F T E S, A BIhe TIESFERE
XA R 37K A 2 A B E R IR B A

ABEERI IR TINFRIR S5 A RS AR, R — 2 75K
TAES B RIE I 4 IR IS5 E BT LA R B R AR f 0t
THISFISKBRAKYE . h TR BIRE & IEEEKF, AR
ABFFAT 5 AFE LA B AT 55 % a8 7 R SE ) , P 9T 24 2] ) 1R K
- TEEEEAN b i R R A ) R ST AT 55, (RS R
TR RS I B RAEFEAN A EFRES
2% 2] F A PRTTRAHIE , AN BB BE 22 2 & BB a2 4, RlBHE 55 iE
TmEATFAEEFTEANERE, IEEERE S0 TES
EIE SR B —E B R T — UL 55 AR X SERRIE X 2 ) FEAE
RIBFRER , FEMEEA b B s AE R SR T A R S5
B BARE SRHE AT E R AR b 5 AIAR R A R EEAFF
iEz— HAERBREE I ETREFABPEENED ML, #
Uil B FE 57 IR AN 55 5 BRI R R G, B A0 76 7T 55 ATl 55
G4 P2 BERE S, BUR 2R A A Ol R — Gt
ORI, ABEX 8 e T —EE WM, A BRAEHEE
% v S AL B R R B 5 A 55 B R S A B ] iR AR 2 F )
HERAA AR, STtk AR S0 HE 58N E RG] FH s
BAFSE] RS ENERERIESFHERE, R IR
HFE TR T2 2 B2 G RE 7, WNE A A BE  HERR B R 44,
B UGHE T AL A N R R AR B R, R AR E
MITETFHRF 22 T EH BRI A BE , R 42 2 % 5 BUE 55 Z 1A 15 7] 4y S



4 | @

o

W2 E B G aOR . 5 BRI, B BP9 I N % 18 >
TR, ABRBICIEE ) F IR R R AR, I E S h R
b P R R R AT AR BRI SRR, (B2 R T I EE
55 AR SR (R B AR, VR IR MR S A SO AT 8 45 T 55 ik B
)% ) F B AR R A 2R i AV, (B A AT TAS RE A OR AT 55 A by S
B X ) & B SAERIA TR LR B, AP A0SR &L Aty 8
B E] X iR BOR 2T A R RE Bl , (B0 K-SR
> FHIA T KR



Table of Contents

Chapter One INtroduction  ««««-ss«weeeeereereermineiniinii, 1
1.1 Need for the Study «essssiassanassmmissomvsssnansssvnssssamsssuvanas 1
1.2 Significance of the Study ««:eeteereereerrrrmurmmminniranienienaenn 4

1.2.1 Theoretical Significance ««++++++++ereeeeremmmmmimmmmmien.. 4
1.2.2 Pedagogical Significance «rereeerrerrreinni . 5
1.3 Overview of the BOOK «rtetrreeresreerssersesneerermersennsssensasnes 6

Chapter Two Literature Review. Related Theories «:---:coxeeveeeeeeee 7

2.1 Task-based Language Teaching Approach -::e:eeseeeeemianiiians 7
917 Dolniton of Thsk aeerveserrvnens sompniesssymensommrsnmanssinensderssi 8
2.1.2  Definition of Complexity ««++«+seserrsurermmmmmmnnmissnsnsssninsarnens 9

2.2 Ll and L2 Writing ThEOHEs »+«««ssssesussssrsssssasasssronssarsnsrans 10
2.2.1 LIl Writing Theories ++sessssesisasrssisisssssarsanassssssssarsaanses 10
2.2.2 L2 Writing Theories «+++ssssssssssesnnurmmunnmunesarerensessisnienn 16

2.3 The Limited Information-processing Theory -«:ccooeeveenees 19

2.4 Skehan and Foster’s Limited Attentional Capacity Model and

Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis «-+«ssseerereeerererreanianen, 20
2.4.1 Skehan and Foster’s Limited Attentional Capacity Model --- 22
2.4.2 Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis ««e««seerereeeremneriminiunnins 24
248 Similadties of thie Two Madels = ssansrernissens sswmnseeness 28
2.4.4 Differences of the Two Models «++reerrreerereianiniiiaiiiii. 28

2.5 Summary ............................................................... 30



2 | Table of Contents

Chapter Three Literature Review: Empirical Studies ««-:-veveeoeeee 32
3.1 Effects of Task Complexity on Learners’ Performances

Along Resource-dispersing DImension ««++«+«+seseeseserseiinnnn 39

31.1 Studies on Dral Production =«re- verss csnvs vomss s snvons comeos sanses 33

3.1.2 Studies on Written Production ««-«ssterreersarniiiiiiiininiin. 39

3.2 Effects of Task Complexity on Learners’ Performances

Along Resource_directing Dimension .............................. 44
3.2.1 Studies on Oral Production evsesvessssssansovsonaivansessasrsaones 41
3.2.2 Studies on Written Production == sessrreeveiiiiiii. 46

3.3 Researches Combining Both Resource-dispersing Dimension

and Resource-directing DImMenSion  ««««ss-srsereeseseesermnnn. 49
8.8.1 Studies ot Oral Production «svweesseas shoms skussis nses ssims sies 49
3.3.2 Studies on Written Production ««+ecserserrmreirarneiniin.. 52

3.4 Studies on L2 Writing ProCess «++«:eeesserssiesemmiimmminin 54
3.5 Research Gaps «r+««:eererersrinriiminsiininniiiniiiensnnsn 59
Chapter Four Methodology «-+«e+-eserressressnmmmiminiiinineies 63
4.1 Regeateh CQUBSHONSE »ovrvenssverssssvrors sonnns vvses s views cosves samenes 63
4.2 PHlOt Study ««+--esseeeesermmnnimsertmiimiiieres 64
4.2.1 Methods  roeeerereereeeunmmmeremimnseesmmminess s ereesaanaes 65
422 Resilts shid DiSCUSSIOn 5o ssvess s voves s ruvas ssvuas s snvinn vovs svanssos 66
4.2.3 Summary of the Pilot Study «+sveeeesrmrserimmmiiniin, 73
4.3 SEHHNE  creererrerrrerrereri 74
4.4 Participants «eeeeeeeseerssermmimin e 74
A5 THSEFGIRGRES  +v swsaes vwows vecsnys vemsss vares s £onvs senss s s sawis cogs vos 76
4.8 Date ColleEtiany «-»ssissss nnssss vuisas 1ivss 5avns st sasmn svas.s seses a3 79
4.7 Data ANALYSIS «++erversessotrsssesstnmioristiummiimsssisinretsime 81
471 Text Aiglysts of COMPOGIHONG -»swsevsesnesssvss ievssnsans snssasss 81

4.7.2 Analysis of Data from the Interviews coereresreeieiii.. 89



Table of Contents | 3

Chapter Five Results and Discussions: Effects of Task Complexity
Along Resource-directing Dimension on Written
PerfOrmance - - rrrrrrerrrrrnrrrionssnssessstrissntcssrsssanans 94

5.1 Effects of Task Complexity ( tFew Elements) on

FIUGICY -+ vosvessorvorssronssunressussarnasvresssaserasasss ivsgos issssssse 94
5.2 Effects of Task Complexity ( +Few Elements) on

ACCUTACY  ++ereessersssmusnssanntnsssstsmunsssensassesmssnerssnnrmsanesss 98
5.3 Effects of Task Complexity ( +Few Elements) on

COMPIEXItY «evrervrerersrrasrorsossosssensonsessararsnrsenssssrsssasss 100
5.4 L2 Learners’ Attention Allocated in Writing «-«cevereerrreeees 103
5.5 IISCUSHIONS oo oviesss s ossssssss (5o £4saas s mumens SWaass ss5o5s Tosa 105

Chapter Six Results and Discussions: Effects of Task Complexity
Along Resource-dispersing Dimension on Written
Perfom‘lance ................................................... 109

6.1 Effects of Task Complexity ( +Planning Time) on

6.2 Effects of Task Complexity ( +Planning Time) on
Accuracy ............................................................... 112
6.3 Effects of Task Complexity ( +Planning Time) on

COIPIBRIEY svesvammusrmsesssmmmseasansnsassssosaesaysovensssssasioss 113

6.4 L2 Learners’ Strategy Use in and Attitudes Towards
Pre-task Planning «eccsceesesesvectenmonnsinmimimmmmmmimmmmse 116
6.4.1 Strategies Used in the Pre-task Planning «+srererreceseeeenne. 116
6.4.2 L2 Learners’ Attitudes Towards Pre-task Planning = =+-+----+ 118

6.5 DISCUSSIONS rrrrsrrrrssnssesnssnnasnsssnsasssaverssassnsrssarssassrsnns 120



4 | Table of Contents

Chapter Seven Results and Discussions: Interactive Effects on

Written PerfOrmamnee -::coetoereersnrmrerssrinrinanens 128
7.1 Interactive Effects on Fluency «««::seeeeererreriiniiniin, 128
7.2 Interactive Effects on Accuracy -:--r--rerererersssramiiiiiin 131
7.3 Interactive Effects on Complexity ««:reoerererreririeniiiinnn 133
7 4 DISCUSSIONS ++r++vrererrernrnrensaneamssesrriernersernesesnsisnarnanenss 137

Chapter Eight Conclusion —«---++esseesermimmrii, 143
8.1 Summary of Major Findings ««-«-eeeeeeerreesmmimiiiiii. 143
8.2 Theoretical and Pedagogical Implications «-«+ssoeserevereenees 146

8.2.1 Theoretical Implications ««=»ssveverternsrssrsnsrosnarcrnnsssnnmns 146
8.2.2 Pedagogical Implications — +++++eeessersssemnaniinnnninnnniniinn, 147
8.3 Limitations and Suggestions «+++«-«++ereererrmmmmmmmiiemiiiiiiian. 149

Appendix I Studies Investigating the Effects of Strategic Planning

on Fluency, Accuracy and Complexity -«:-ooreeoeeerees 152

Appendix 11 Writing Prompts ............................................. 176

Appendix III Guidelines for T-units, Clauses, Word Counts,

And ErTors ccoceeerrrrrsrririiiocristiasiesssitsnsnsreanins 178
Appendix IV  Error Classification System «---rroveeoreenciniccan 181
REfErenNCes +crecreerrreretnttainisrirensstnrsiirronnortastissneinesnettisanees 183



List of Tables

Chapter Two

Table 2-1
Table 2-2
Table 2-3

Definitions of Fluency, Complexity and Accuracy -«----
Skehan’s Model of Task Complexity -« eocereererieeaiienes
A Triad of Task Complexity, Task Conditions and

Task Difficulty FACOrs «««+rererererrmrmiraniiniiii.

Chapter Four

Table 4-1

Table 4-2

Table 4-3

Table 4-4
Table 4-5
Table 4-6
Table 4-7
Table 4-8
Table 4-9

Task Effects on Fluency, Accuracy and Complexity
for the Twon COndEong, sesrresrsesssesssvivaneissnspssngesins
Performance Comparisons Between Learners of
Different L2 Proficiency Levels «eeeeseereseeremminnine
Effects of Proficiency Level, Task Complexity and
Their Interaction ( ANOVA) ++resernseensremienmimemiiiienn
Interactive Effect on Fluency ( Oneway ANOVA) -«
Descriptions of Fluency of Four Groups «:eeeeeeemesenens
Participants in the EXperiment ««see-eeerrrseneereeriiiannn
TASK CONAIIONS ¢+ +vcvrereerrnrmrnmrneemriesmnmiennerirniienenens
CAF Measures Employed in the Present Study  ««--+---:
Categories of Strategy Types Based on O'Malley,
Chamot( 1990) and Oxford(1990) ««eeeeereeeermmmirmmmnanns



2 | List of Tables

Chapter Five

Table 5-1

Table 5-2

Table 5-3

Results of Independent T-tests of Fluency Between
Groups Dealing with Six and Three Elements

ReSpectively  «eerreesrerrrriiiiiii 95
Results of Independent T-tests of Accuracy Between
Groups Dealing with Six and Three Elements

RESPECHVELY  +++vererresermmumimeriermmuinniiisrinn 99
Results of Independent 7-tests of Complexity Between
Groups Dealing with Six and Three Elements

ReSPECHIVEly +rrererrssrrnmmrrnstruiiiiiiiin 101

Table 5-4 Allocation of Attention in Writing ««-««r-ereeerereiiniiies 103

Chapter Six

Table 6-1

Table 6-2

Table 6-3

Table 6-4

Table 6-5

Table 6-6

Results of Independent 7-tests of Fluency Between
Pre-task Planning Group and No-planning Group
RESPECHVELY +++orereeerssssenmammimmimimmmimimmiiman 111
Results of Independent 7-tests of Accuracy Between
Pre-task Planning Group and No-planning Group
RESPECHVELY «++erererrssrermrniemriminnniiniinesineeee 113
Results of Independent 7T-tests of Complexity Between the
Pre-task Planning Group and No-planning Group
RESPECHVELY «+evresresreseessiiniiiiininiii s 115
Strategies Reported by the Participants «+«-eeeeervereees 117
Benefits of Pre-task Planning Identified by the
IIIEEIVIEWEES +++cvrerveessrarmnrinnsneinasnnsmnsnsnesssienssnraens 118
Limitations of Pre-task Planning Identified by

the INLEIVIEWEES «++cereererenrrcrersmarmriiiereearesenraraness 119



List of Tables | 3

Chapter Seven
Table 7-1 Descriptive Statistics for the Three Measures of

Fluency of Eight Groups «+ses+eeeessesermmsnseremmiinine 129
Table 7-2 Results of Tests of Between-subjects Effects

ON FIUENCY  +eressssrennnsrsacumnsssnnusnsismmunssmantnsnsssseses 130
Table 7-3 Descriptive Statistics for the Two Measures of

Accuracy of Eight Groups :-«-eeeeesesesrermmminenrneeniinn 131
Table 7-4 Results of Tests of Between-subjects Effects

ON ACCUTACY +++++esresmesserasanssarsnvassansonsnrsonnanrenseraven 132
Table 7-5 Descriptive Statistics for the Three Measures of

Syntactic Complexity of Eight Groups «:««:coreeerereeennn. 134
Table 7-6 Descriptive Statistics for the Two Measures of

Lexical Complexity of Eight Groups  «rooreeeerrieeinins 135
Table 7-7 Results of Tests of Between-subjects Effects

on Syntactic Complexity and Lexical Complexity -«:---- 136
Table 7-8 Descriptive Statistics of W/C for the High and

LOW Proficient LEaITIErS «««««««rsrtserseeeeramnsramneansnsnens 138

Table 7-9 Descriptive Statistics of Errors/100 for the High and
LOW Proficient LEaITIers -+« - t--rreesereeereresnrarneonsnnnns 139
Table 7-10 Descriptive Statistics of MSR-D for the High and
LOW Proficient LEearners ««-e-e-eseeeessescmemimienrionensens 139



List of Figures

Figure 2-1 A Cognitive Process Theory of Writing  «-r«evererereenees

Figure 2-2 Kellog’s Model of Writing Processes

------------------------

Figure 2-3 The Overall Model of L2 Writing by Zimmermann ------



C/T
CAF
CET-4
DC/C

DC/T
EFL
EFT/T

Errors/100
FL

L1

L2

MSR-D
SLA

w/C

W/M

W/T

List of Abbreviations

Number of Clauses per T-unit

Complexity, Accuracy, and Fluency

College English Test Band 4

Number of Dependent Clauses Divided by Total
Number of Clauses

Number of Dependent Clauses Divided per T-unit
English as a Foreign Language

Number of Error-Free T-units Divided by Total
Number of T-units

Number of Errors per 100 Words

Foreign Language

First Language

Second Language

Mean Segmental Ratio-D

Second Language Acquisition

Number of Words per Clause

Number of Words per Minute

Number of Words per T-unit



Chapter One Introduction

This study explored the effects of task complexity on second
language writing of Chinese EFL learners. Specifically, the effects of
two dimensions of task complexity, i.e., resource-directing dimension
and resource-dispersing dimension, on students’ written language
fluency, accuracy and complexity were examined. Meanwhile, the
learners’ second language proficiency levels were incorporated to
consider the interactive effects with task complexity on the learners’

writing performance.

1.1 Need for the Study

In recent years in SLA research and language pedagogy, there has
been a considerable growth of interest in tasks, both as a construct
and as a research instrument. Researchers have developed mainly four
theoretical perspectives in the research of second language (L2) tasks
( Robinson, 2007; Skehan, 2003). The first one is a psychological and
interactional approach, influenced strongly by the work of Long
(1985, 1989, 1996). It argues that the interactive nature of language
production is considered to be essential to second language
acquisition. To be specific, this approach emphasizes the importance
of the negotiation of meaning during production. So tasks are studied

as catalytic or feedback devices. The second is a sociocultural



