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Running head: THE SSARC MODEL AND L2 FRENCH WRITERS 1

Abstract

Planning and sequencing lessons in task-baseddgegeaching has been considered a
challenge because there is no agreed-upon theadrigimework for sequencing tasks. The
SSARC model (stabilize, simplify, automatize, restomct, and complexify) of task sequencing
allows for predictions about L2 learners’ interlaage development. However, previous task
sequencing studies have reported mixed findingsréfbre, the current study further
investigated the effectiveness of sequencing taskgy the SSARC model for promoting L2
written lexical complexity (e.g., lexical diversjfygrammatical accuracy, and fluency. Novice
French L2 writersN = 42) at an elementary school in Lebanon carrigdloee experimental
tasks in two different orders: simple-to-complexd @omplex-to-simple. Pre-test and post-test
measures of their written production and discretiatpgests of target lexical and grammatical
forms were administered. Results showed that titersrin both groups improved in terms of
their lexical diversity, grammatical accuracy datese clauses, and fluency, but the simple-to-
complex group maintained the gains over time. Peglagl implications for task sequencing in

L2 contexts are discussed.

Keywords task sequencing, cognitive complexity, the SSAR&el, L2 French, lexical

diversity, accuracy, fluency



The effect of task sequencing on second languagewiexical complexity, accuracy, and
fluency
Sequencing pedagogic tasks is considered oneah#in challenges in designing and

implementing tasks (Ahmadi & Nazari, 2014; Bar@ilabert, & Robinson, 2014; Nunan, 2004).
In the early days of task-based language teachAiBgT), researchers proposed models for
creating task-based syllabi that sequenced tadksrits of how challenging they were (Prabhu,
1987) or how well they addressed learners’ needsd(in, 1984). However, such approaches
were criticized for being too reliant on teachenstitions about task complexity and learners’
needs (Long & Crookes, 1992; Robinson, 2007). Sylesa task researchers proposed
sequencing tasks according to linguistic critesi@iomote awareness of specific grammatical
structures or lexical items (Nunan, 2004). Howetleg, linguistic approach was criticized for not
providing a sufficiently clear rationale for selegt target structures (Baralt et al., 2014; Long,
1991; Long& Crookes, 1992). The main problem witbse task sequencing proposals was the
lack of a theoretical rationale or empirical bdeisunderstanding how specific kinds of tasks
should be sequenced to maximize learning.

As a crucial first step for task sequencing, rageans put forth theoretically-motivated
frameworks for classifying tasks in terms of th@atential impact on L2 development (Ellis,
2003; Robinson, 2007; Skehan, 1998). Formulatitagk classification system provided both
researchers and teachers with a framework for iigerg task characteristics that can be
manipulated to create pedagogical tasks that d@vearning. The most up-to-date and
comprehensive task classification system is Rolpilssbriadic Componential Framework (for
more information see Robinson, 2001, 2003, 200®imon & Gilabert, 2007), which consists

of three components: task complexity, which refershe amount of cognitive effort that a task



imposes on learners; task condition, which areaattaristics that influence the amount and type
of interaction that occurs between learners; askl difficulty, which refers to factors that impact
whether learners perceive a task as being diffidiiie components of the Triadic Componential
Framework are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1

The Triadic Componential Framewofkom Robinson & Gilabert, 2007)

Task Complexity: Cognitive Task Condition: Interactive  Task difficulty: Learner factors
factors factors

Resource-directing Participation variables Ability variables and task-
+ Here-and-Now + open solution relevant resource differentials
* few elements * one-way flow h/I working memory
* spatial reasoning * convergent solution h/l reasoning task-switching
* causal reasoning * few participants h/l aptitude
* intentional reasoning + few contributions needed  h/l field dependence
* perspective taking * negotiation not needed h/l mind/intention-reading
Resource-dispersing Participant variables Affective variables and task-
+ planning + same proficiency relevant state-trait differentials
+ single task *+ same gender h/l openness to experience
+ task structure * familiar h/l control of emotion
+ few steps * shared content knowledge h/l task motivation
+ independency of steps * equal status and role h/l processing anxiety
+ prior knowledge * shared cultural knowledge h/l willingness to communicate

h/l self-efficacy

Task complexity, which is considered the primarychanism for designing and sequencing
tasks (Robinson, 2010), is operationalized in tesfmesource-directing and resource-dispersing
factors. Resource-directing factors place concéjpermands on learners by directing their
attention and effort toward specific cognitive pesses and related language domains. In
contrast, resource-dispersing factors create ptoaédr performative demands that influence

how learners carry out the tasks.



Several task complexity studies have reportedttsid complexity has an overall positive
impact on L2 written production. For example, s@halies found that task complexity created
by increasing the complexity of resource-directiegtures promoted the accuracy, fluency, and
complexity of L2 written production (Ishikawa, 2Q(Falimi, Dadaspour, & Asadollahfam,
2011), although accuracy gains may occur at thermsgof fluency and complexity (Kuiken &
Vedder, 2007, 2008, 2012). In addition, manipultatime resource-dispersing factor of planning
time has been shown to facilitate written fluenog &xical complexity (Ong & Zhang, 2010).
However, planning time (careful planning) contrémuto less fluent but syntactically more
complex and varied written structures (Ellis & Yu2005), whereas pretask planning leads to
less accurate but more fluent and more syntagficalinplex writing compared to unpressured
online planning (Ellis & Yuan, 2004). Although tastimplexity has shown that it has an overall
positive impact on L2 written production, it wasybad the scope of these studies to examine
the use of task complexity for making sequencinggiens, as they focused more narrowly on
the comparison of simple vs. complex task perforrean

To address task sequencing specifically, Robin20a(, 2015) proposed the Stabilize,
Simplify, Automotize, Reconstruct, and Complexi8SARC) model, which presents steps for
sequencing oral or written tasks based on task oditp levels. The first step is to provide a
task that stabilizes learners’ current interlangusgstem and simplifies the input, which helps
learners use their existing linguistic resourcds $econd step is to create opportunities for
learners to express similar ideas, but faster amet rihuently, thereby promoting automatization.
This is accomplished by increasing complexity tlglothe removal of a resource-dispersing
variable, such as task structure or planning. Kintile third step is to provide a task that allows

learners to create new form-meaning connectionanmgplexify their interlanguage.



To test Robinson’s model for sequencing tasks auegrto task complexity, researchers
have created tasks with different complexity levaeid implemented them in different orders.
For example, Baralt (2014) created oral and writiemple and complex tasks that differed in
terms of one resource-directing feature (+/-intamdi reasoning). Whereas the simple tasks
provided the characters’ intentional reasoning cibraplex tasks required learners to generate
their own reasons. English L1 undergraduates stgdyitermediate-level SpanisN € 94) at a
public university in the United States were randpadsigned to carry out three tasks in one of
four orders: simple-simple-complex, complex-comgdemple, complex-simple-complex, and
simple-complex-simple. The study used a pre-text-fest, and delayed post-test design. The
results indicated that complex tasks, regardlessddr or mode, elicited more language-related
episodes involving the use of the Spanish subjuactivhile providing insight into the benefits
of carrying out complex tasks, the findings did testt Robinson’s complete model of task
sequencing because only one resource-directingresatas manipulated.

Rather than manipulate a single resource-diredaature, Malicka (2014, 2018) created
simple, medium, and complex tasks that manipulat®edesource-dispersing variables:
reasoning demands (describing, recommending, apolggand justifying) and few elements
(client profiles, hotel or room options). Wherels simple task had few elements and no
reasoning demands, the medium task required reggomhile the complex task both had more
elements and required reasoning demands (Mali€ks},2018). In Malicka’s (2014) study, the
participants il = 117) were divided into three groups: simple-toaplex sequencing, random
sequencing (all five possible combinations of seppgbmplex, and + complex), and individual
task performance group. Each group performed mgmtral tasks. In the sequencing groups,

half of the participants were classified as lowfigiency and half as high proficiency. The



findings revealed that different task performaniedded different effects on oral production.
That is, the simple-to-complex sequencing promatede target-like output, but individual task
performance orders presented advantages in spatecand lexical complexity. Regarding
proficiency, while high proficiency speakers toak/antage of increases in cognitive complexity
in terms of accuracy, low proficiency speakersdticat the level of structural complexity.

In Malicka’s (2018) study, English L2 adult learagX = 87) carried out monologic oral
tasks in two groups. The first group performed saska simple-to-complex order, and the
second group was subdivided into three groups wiherearticipants performed individual
tasks: simple, complex, or +complex tasks. Theltegulicate that simple-to-complex
sequencing led to a higher speech rate, enhancedaay, and greater structural complexity, as
compared to individual task performance. Whilefthdings confirmed that sequencing tasks
from simple-to-complex order is effective at en@ming accuracy and lexical complexity, the
studies did not sequence tasks according to SSARQMsed order of resource-directing and
resource-dispersing variables.

Task sequencing created by manipulating two ressadirecting dimensions was also
tested by Levkina and Gilabert (2014), who createtple, medium, and complex oral tasks that
differed in terms of spatial reasoning (presencabsence of spatial referents) and perspective
taking. The study measured the learners’ use dadtien of spatial expressions at two points in
time: immediately after the task completion, and tmeeks later. The simple task did not require
spatial reasoning or perspective taking, but thdiome complexity task required spatial
reasoning. The complex task required both spatadoning and perspective taking. The oral
tasks were carried out by Catalan L1/English L2tddarners of intermediate proficiency level

according to three different sequences: simplestojex, complex-to-simple, or randomized.



Comparing pre- to post-test performance indicatedl fearners who carried out the tasks in the
simple-to-complex sequence had greater knowledgeatfal expressions on the delayed post-
test, although learners who completed the taskseiromplex-to-simple sequence scored
highest on the immediate post-test. Although t&sjuencing steps in the SSARC model were
not implemented, the findings demonstrated that/oeg out simple tasks before complex tasks
was associated with longer-term learning outcomes.

To the best of our knowledge, the only study thisatly tested the SSARC model steps
for sequencing tasks along both resource direetithresource-dispersing dimensions was
carried out by Lambert and Robinson (2014). Thedws quasi-experimental pre-test, post-test
design where participants carried out tasks ireeighsimple-to-complex order (experimental
group) or according to no particular order (congup). Task complexity was operationalized
along resource-directing variables (+/-number efrents and +/-intentional reasoning demands)
and along resource-dispersing variables (+/-plaptime, +/-prior knowledge, +/-number of
steps and +/-multi-tasking). Although Lambert arabRson (2014) concluded that no
significant differences between the groups werateel to structural complexity or accuracy,
they observed that the simple-to-complex group sltbgreater gains over time. One possible
explanation for similar results between the experital and the control group is that in the
experimental group too many variables were manipdlat the same time, thus masking any
potential sequencing effects. That is, the authwsipulated two resource-directing features
(number of elements and intentional reasoning)fandresource-dispersing features (planning
time, prior knowledge, number of steps, and malsking), which may have resulted in too

many combinations and tasks to perform.



To summarize, relatively few studies have testedefifect of task sequencing on L2 oral
language production (Baralt, 2014; Levkina & Gileb2014; Malicka, 2014, 2018) and even
fewer studies have investigated the impact of s&sluencing on written language production.
However, these studies have varied task compléxgls by manipulating either resource-
directing or resource-dispersing variables, buthwth variables as suggested in the SSARC
model. Furthermore, the only study that we are awéthat tested the specific sequencing order
proposed in the SSARC model reported few differemcdearners’ performance (Lambert &
Robinson, 2014). Therefore, the purpose of theeatistudy was to test the impact of
manipulating task sequencing along both resouneiiing and resource-dispersing dimensions
by applying the principles of the SSARC model (Rwsloin, 2010, 2015). The research question
was as follows:

RQ: What is the effect of task sequencing on novicd-téhch writers’ lexical diversity,

accuracy, and fluency?

Based on the claims of the SSARC model of taskesazjng (Robinson, 2010, 2015) and
previous task sequencing studies, it was preditaidsequencing tasks along resource-directing
and resource-dispersing dimensions will lead todased lexical diversity, higher grammatical
accuracy, and greater fluency.

Method
Participants and Instructional Setting

The patrticipants were 42 French learners (24 fesreadel 18 males) in two Grade 8
French classes at a private elementary schoollanen. The learners ranged in age from 13 to
14 years old, with a mean of 13.3 ye@®E .4). To increase the homogeneity of the sample,

only learners who had been through the Frenchatuarin at the elementary school for four



years and had scored at least 75% on the Gradal/eftam were included in the study. The
participants could understand basic written andkepd-rench phrases and sentences with high-
frequency vocabulary, read and produce simple sease and orally exchange basic and routine
information on familiar topics. In terms of writirgkills specifically, the curriculum introduced
paragraph writing at the end of Grade 7; however focus was on writing as a tool for self-
expression and grammar and vocabulary learningnlees were able to join sentences into one
or two paragraphs in French, but were not familidh rhetorical devices, such as topic
sentences, discourse markers, or concluding sesgembe learners had five hours of French
language instruction per week, distributed acrbesetclasses: grammar (two hours), writing
(two hours), and dictation (one hour).The learmigdsnot take any standardized French
proficiency exams, but they could be considerati@®A2 level in the Common European
Framework of Reference of Language (Council of gar@010), based on their French
proficiency in Grade 8.
Design

In light of the Cognition Hypothesis and the Tra@lomponential Framework
(Robinson, 2001), the present exploratory studytatba mixed design to test the effect of task
sequencing on learners’ written lexical complexitgcuracy, and fluency. The independent
variables were time and task sequencing. Time weithan-groups variable with three levels:
pre-test, post-test 1, and post-test 2 (two wettks post-test 1). To create tasks with varying
levels of complexity (simple, medium, complex), bboésource-directing (+/- spatial reasoning)
and resource-dispersing (+/- task structure) dino@ssvere manipulated. Task sequencing was
a between-group variable with two levels: simplestonplex group, and complex-to-simple

group. The rationale for choosing the opposite otal¢he SSARC sequence was that the
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findings of some task sequencing studies (e.galB&014; Malicka, 2014; Robinson, 2011)
suggested that not only the simple-to-complex secgiebut also other sequences such as a
complex-to-simple sequence, may yield potentiaigdficial effects on L2 development.

The dependent variables were lexical diversityngratical accuracy, and fluency.
Lexical diversity, which is a subcomponent of l@ticomplexity (Bulté & Housen, 2012;
Johnson, 2017; Michel, 2017; Norris & Ortega, 2008s measured as the number of different
spatial expressions, following Levkina and Gilal@014) and the nature-related vocabulary
used in writing. Grammatical accuracy was deterohimgthe correct use of the relative
pronouns in a clause (see Table 2). These leximhbsammatical forms were selected for the
experimental tasks as they were the focus of iostmu in the learners’ French textbook. The
textbook chapter’'s theme was about nature, andded explicit information about spatial
expressions, nature vocabulary, and relative presioliask-specific lexical and grammatical
features were selected following recommendationsenious studies (Cho, 2015; Lambert &
Kormos, 2014; Michel, 2017; Robinson, 2005; Robimsdadierno, & Shirai, 2009). Whereas
general measures have been shown to capture waigvgjopment for high-proficiency learners
(Yoon & Polio, 2016), task-specific measures mayrioge suitable for low-proficiency learners
and for short interventions (Lambert & Kormos, 20Wchel, 2017). Although the textbook
provided information about these forms, it did padvide many opportunities for learners to
practice and produce them. Therefore, the presedy svas designed as supplementary material
to provide the learners with learning opportunit@gnhance their writing skills by instructing
them to respond to a series of written tasks ofimgrcomplexity levels. In this study, a task is
defined as an activity that requires language krarto use given information through some

process of thought provided to arrive at an outc{Pmabhu, 1987).
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Table 2

Lexical and Grammatical Measures
Target structures Examples

Spatial expressions En haut, embas, en face de, entre, a gauche, a droite, aulke)
entouré par, a cote de, au-dessus, au-dessousrelededans,
parallele, au milieu de, au centre de, devantpad,fsous, sur

Nature vocabulary Plantes, décoratives, le bartopleggan, la balancoire, le
cycliste, la fontaine d’eau, la piste, cyclablegéezon, le jardin,
la cl6ture, les arbres, touffus, 'aire de jeuxnieage, le bois, la
trottinette, la colline, lever du soleil.

Relative pronouns Qui, que, dont, ou.

Reflecting the definition of fluency as the speédaressing L2 knowledge (Michel, 2017;
Sasaki, 2004; Skehan, 2003, 2009; Tavakoli & Skep@@5), written fluency was
operationalized as the number of words produceshg@®0 minutes. That is, the more writers
write during a 30-minute period, the more able thsyto access the relevant lexical and
grammatical structures. Although researchers (Elgp, 2015; Johnson, 2017; Hwang, 2012;
Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998; Yoon & Polio, 2016)Vkgointed out that measuring fluency in
terms of word counts can be problematic, ratio-Baseasures of fluency, such as average
sentence length/time or number of words/t-unitggh@en shown to measure global syntactic

complexity as opposed to fluency (Bulté & Housedl 4 Norris & Ortega, 2009).

Procedure
The study lasted for five weeks and was carriedrottie learners’ regularly-scheduled

French classes. In week 1, day 1 of the experintie@tiearners carried out the discrete-point
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grammar and vocabulary test for 20 minutes. Orfdhewing French class (day 2 of the
experiment), the teacher explained the lessoneiektbook about the target structures (spatial
expressions, nature vocabulary, and relative prosjoas usual. The teacher elicited the meaning
of the vocabulary and explained the grammar pohlitenreading the descriptive text provided in
the textbook. The descriptive text in the textbeekved as an example of how to write
descriptive paragraphs for the learners. On dép® classes solved the grammar exercises
provided in their French textbook, checked thesveers in pairs, and the teacher wrote the
correct answers on the board. Finally, the leameose descriptive paragraphs which were
collected as written pre-test. These written paplys that were collected after the regular
French lesson on the lexical and grammatical fsenged as a basis to compare the learning
outcomes on the post-tests between two groupsleBineers worked individually for 30 minutes
to write their paragraphs, and they were not altbveeask questions.

In week 2, the classes were randomly assignedaskasequencing order (simple-to-
complex or complex-to-simple) and the learnersiedrout their assigned sequence of tasks over
a period of three French-class periods in that wAéler each task they completed a task
perception questionnaire. In weeks 3 and 5, learcaried out two post-tests two weeks apart,
following the same guidelines as in the pre-tebe Procedure is presented in Table 3.

Table 3

Experimental Procedure

Week Duration Simple to complex Complex to simple group
(in minutes) group
1 50 Pre-testl (grammar and vocabulary only)

120 Explicit instruction
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Pre-test 2 (paragraph writing test)

2 30 Simple task Complex task
30 Medium task Medium task
30 Complex task Simple task

3 50 Post-test 1 (paragraph writing followed by

grammar and vocabulary test)
5 50 Post-test 2 (paragraph writing test followgd b

grammar and vocabulary test)

Materials

The experimental materials included written an@rdie-point tests, sequenced tasks,
and a task perception questionnaire administerduetéearners after each written task.

Tests There were three paragraph writing tests thasisted of instructions to write a
descriptive paragraph describing a natural scehe Wiritten pre-test scores were used as a basis
for the comparison of the performance of two sequmngroups after the explicit explanation of
the target forms. In addition to written testsethdiscrete-point grammar and vocabulary tests
were created to measure the learners’ knowledtjfgeofocabulary and grammatical structures
(see Appendix A). The discrete-point tests condisfewo parts: vocabulary and grammar. The
discrete-point pre-test was introduced before ¥ptamation of the lesson to serve as a basis for
the learner’s initial knowledge of the target formike written post-tests were introduced after
performing the sequenced tasks and were followetthdgiscrete-point tests.

The vocabulary section of the discrete-point thats two fill-in-the-blank activities that

tested the learners’ knowledge of spatial expressémd nature vocabulary. The spatial
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expression activity provided a picture of a bedramith various labelled items located
throughout the room, followed by 20 sentences frdmth spatial expressions had been partially
deleted by removing all but the first three lett@iise nature vocabulary activity consisted of 16
sentences from which 20 words had been partialstee. Partial deletion was modeled after the
controlled productive Vocabulary Level Test avaiathirough LexTutor (www.lextutor.com),
which was originally developed by Laufer and Nat{&899). Only the first two or three letters

of the missing word were provided to reduce theliifood that the learners would provide a
synonym for the target word. For example, the ser@dor the target vocabulajgrdin (garden)
wasJ'ai acheté une maison avec un jar____ plein derfl@ bought a house with a gar___ full of
flowers).

The grammar section of the discrete-point testsatoad 20 sentences with one missing
word per sentence. The deleted words were 12velptonouns (three eachaii, que ou, and
dond, while the remaining eight items targeted a \gra# word types (such as adverbs of time
and place) that served as distractors. Instrunadiadbility (Cronbach’sy) for the discrete point
items was .85 for spatial expressions, .79 formneafocabulary, and .81 for grammar.

Sequenced tasksFollowing the principles of the SSARC model, gusence of simple,
medium, and complex tasks was created and waslinteal in two orders: simple-to-complex
and complex-to-simple (see Appendix B). The seqge@nasks consisted of three paragraph
writing tasks manipulated along resource-direcéind resource-dispersing variables of task
complexity. Each writing task elicited differenttneal scenes, none of which were targeted in
the paragraph writing tests. More specificallyfeli€nt levels of cognitive complexity within a
sequence were created by providing or removing@avipicture of a natural scene, and thus

decreasing or increasing the spatial reasoning désnaf the task (a resource-directing variable



15

as manipulated in Levkina and Gilabert, 2014).istructional complexity (resource-dispersing
variables of task complexity) was manipulated byvjting or removing the guidelines for
paragraph writing and paragraph format (+/- taskcstire) as manipulated in Masrom, Alwi,

and Daud (2015) (see the supplementary materidig)resulted task features used in the present
study are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4

Task Sequencing following the SSARC Model

Task complexity

Features Simple Medium Complex
Resource-directing: Spatial  + Picture with + Picture with - No picture
reasoning location of objects location of objects

Resource-dispersing: Task  + Paragraph format - No paragraph format No paragraph
structure and guidelines or guidelines format or
guidelines

The simple task was designed to make learners eiptragraph in which they
rearranged items to create different play zoneékemlayground with an objective of simplifying
the input (step 1 in the SSARC model). By providanpglayground picture, learners could direct
their attentional resources to the descriptiorearnanging of the already available objects in the
picture, rather than mentally reconstructing therddscribe the playground image. In addition,
the paragraph format was provided, including irgtams on how to write a paragraph, i.e., topic
sentence, supporting details, and concluding seatébuidelines to stimulate imagination and
ideas were also provided in the form of a bullgt $uggesting that learners pay attention to
details, use sensory descriptors, and describeféedings about the picture (see the
supplementary materials). Variation in task comipyewas created by manipulating the

cognitive resources of spatial reasoning. Providiregplayground picture with its empty
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template removed the cognitive load of drawing patisl reasoning from memory, and focused
the learners’ attention on a specific task of desay a picture attending to details. The provided
picture also elicited the target vocabulary andrgretical forms. To complete this task, the
learners needed to draw on their linguistic knogkdcquired from the instruction as the
paragraph template and the visuals of the targedtmadary were provided for them.

For the medium-complexity task, learners were gtediwith an image of a park that
was different from the picture in the simple taBkey were asked to describe it without any
instructions about paragraph format or guidelifé® objective was to provide learners with an
opportunity to express similar ideas as in the tngsk with less guidance to promote
automatization of the writing process (step 2 m 85ARC model). Because the pictures in the
medium tasks provided the location of objectss iypothesized that the spatial reasoning
demands were low. The medium task was more contpsexthe simple task as the guidelines
and paragraph format were not provided, and itireduhe learners to attend to the lexical
structures provided in the visual image of thewpietand to the paragraph format.

For the complex task, the learners were askedawige a detailed and vivid description
of their favorite natural location covered in tleatbooks, ranging from seashores, natural
resorts, and mountains to playgrounds. The objeetias to provide the learners with a task that
allowed them to create new form/meaning connectamuscomplexify their interlanguage (step
3 in the SSARC model). The task was considered nfecause it did not provide any
pictures or objects, thereby requiring learnenniémtally construct an image of a natural scene
themselves and then describe it, based on theah&boations covered in the textbook as they
had a discussion in class about which place theg tsited before and whether they liked it. In

complex tasks, the natural scenes to be descrikeel determined within each instructional
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prompt, and the learners were encouraged to implethe acquired forms in their writing as
they used to do regularly in their French writingsses. That is, the learners were always
encouraged to implement newly acquired lexical grasnmatical forms in their writing based
on what they had studied in their textbook. Furtiene, no information about paragraph format
and writing guidelines was provided in these tasks.

Learner’s task perception questionnaire.Following previous research that examined
learner perceptions about task complexity (Fre&it&hener, 2015; Robinson, 2007; Thompson,
2014), a task perception questionnaire was crdatelde researchers as an additional tool to
verify the hypothesized differences in complexéydls between the three tasks (see Appendix
A). The questionnaire contained 21 Likert-scalengewvith a six-point scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 6=strongly agree) that targeted sevegaaes (three items per category): task
difficulty, attitude, fatigue, task sequencing kiéisne, usefulness of the tasks, and clarity of
instructions. Learners completed the questionradter each writing task. Instrument reliability
(Cronbach’sn) for the questionnaire items was as follows: @ifficulty = .73; attitude = .89;
fatigue = .71; task sequencing = .79; task tim85; task usefulness = .89; and clarity of
instructions = .91. Descriptive statistics (prowlde Table 5) indicated that students in both task
sequencing groups rated the simple task the higtodisived by the medium task and complex

task, thus confirming the researchers’ task clasdibn according to complexity.

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics of Task Perception Questiomn
Simple task Medium task Complex task
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Simple-to-complex group 5.57 (.59) 4.95 (.59) 2.19 (.68)

Complex-to-simple group 5.48 (.75) 4.00 (.44) 1(8D)
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Data Analysis

To assess the learners’ lexical diversity (varioses of spatial expressions and nature
vocabulary) and grammatical accuracy (correct @iselative pronouns in relative clauses),
lexical and grammatical forms were scored followirgykina and Gilabert’s (2014) scoring
method, which awarded one point for each (cornest)of a form in the discrete point tests and
written paragraphs. Half points were given for fertihnat were spelled incorrectly, and use of an
incorrect form was scored as zero. For the wrip@ragraphs, the correct use of a spatial
expression or nature vocabulary was counted ontg ém avoid inflating the learners’ accuracy
level; therefore, repeated tokens of the same wer@ excluded. For relative pronouns, three
criteria were taken into consideration when codiagect usage: 1) appropriate relative
pronoun; 2) correct word order in the relative skuand 3) occurrence of the relative clause
within a main clause. For the written paragraphes,léxical and grammatical scores for the
written paragraphs were divided by the total nundfevords to account for variation in text
length. An independent rater coded a subset (2%5%e@aragraphs to check for reliability of
the coding. Interrater reliability was assessedugh Pearson correlations, which revealed the
following values: spatial expressions .96; nature vocabulary= .93; relative pronouns=
.88. An adjusted alpha level of .01 for tests aaglenced tasks was set to account for the use of
multiple statistical tests. The learner’s task pption questionnaire was also analyzed to assess

whether the learners perceived the tasks as theyimtended to be perceived.

Results
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The research question asked whether task sequgm@ngted novice L2 French
writers’ lexical diversity, accuracy, and fluendje question was addressed by comparing the
scores on the written pre-test in both groups imately after the explicit explanation of the
grammatical and lexical features to their scoretherpost-test 1 and post-test 2. The analysis of
the learner’s performance was also complementeahblyzing their scores on the discrete-point
grammar and vocabulary tests.

For the written nature vocabulary and spatial esgions scores, the results revealed that
both groups produced a similar number of targat&orms on the pre-test and showed
increased production on the post-test 1. Howeearnkers in the simple-to-complex group had
greater gains in post-test 1 and maintained thegirdr use in post-test 2 (two weeks later). In
contrast, learners in the complex-to-simple graifed to maintain any gains at post-test 2. For
their use of relative pronouns, the learners imlgpoups rarely produced target forms on the
pre-tests, but their production increased at pesttd and was maintained over time. For written
fluency, the simple-to-complex group showed highegncy on both post-tests compared to the
other group knowing that they produced similar nemtf words on the pre-test. The descriptive
statistics of the scores on the written lexicakdsity, grammatical accuracy of the relative
clause, and fluency are displayed in Table 6.

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics of Written Lexical Diversifccuracy, and Fluency by Group and Time

Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2
M SD M SD M SD
Written nature vocabulary
Simple-to-complex .95 .80 6.90 2.82 3.85 1.10
Complex-to-simple .80 43 3.66 1.35 1.95 .66

Written spatial expressions
Simple-to-complex 1.09 .76 5.38 1.90 2.20 .92
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Complex-to-simple 1.19 .87 2.04 1.50 1.04 74
Written relative clauses

Simple-to-complex 43 .50 2.05 74 .81 40

Complex-to-simple .38 49 1.38 .59 1.00 .00
Written fluency

Simple-to-complex 59.57 14.08 155.04 30.28 .993 14.05

Complex-to-simple 62.47 1138 116,57 19.85 578 9.98

Turning to the discrete point test scores, a smpiédtern as in writing emerged in the
tests. The learners in both groups had similarescfor the target lexical items in the pre-test
(see Table 7) and increased their scores in thetesis. However, learners in the simple-to-
complex group had higher scores in both post-tasis learners in the complex-to-simple group.
The same pattern was observed for relative pron@ltimugh the learners had similar scores in
the pre-test and both increased over time, leaindhge simple-to-complex group showed

greater gains.

Table 7
Discrete Point Test Scores by Group and Time
Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2
M SD M SD M SD
Nature vocabulary scores
Simple-to-complex 3.76 1.48 16.42 .97 15.38 .102
Complex-to-simple 4.04 1.56 13.95 1.43 12.141.85
Spatial expressions scores
Simple-to-complex 6.23 1.30 18.90 .88 17.95 .201
Complex-to-simple 6.28 1.58 16.14 1.19 12.952.31
Relative pronouns scores
Simple-to-complex 1.76 .70 16.71 .90 15.61 071.
Complex-to-simple 1.61 74 14.66 1.55 11.61 .351
Written fluency
Simple-to-complex 59.57 14.08 155.04 30.28 .993 14.05
Complex-to-simple 62.47 11.38 116,57 19.85 578 9.98

Mixed ANOVAs were carried out for the written testores and discrete-point test scores

on nature vocabulary, spatial expressions, grancaladccuracy of relative clauses, and fluency
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(written fluency only) separately. The ANOVA resudire reported with the Greenhouse-Geisser
correction because the homogeneity of variancengstson was violated. The ANOVA tests
revealed that there were significant main effestdime and group, and a significant interaction
between time and group for all three variables {sd#e 8).

Table 8

Results of Main Effect for Time, Group, and Timed@y

Written Test Scores Discrete-point Test Scores
F- p-value | partiak” F-value p-value partiak”
value
Nature
vocabulary
Time 99.77 <.001 71 771.41 <.001 .95
Group 42.30| <.001 51 28.27 <.001 41
Time*group 12.37 <.001 24 17.55 <.001 .30
Spatial
expressions
Time 698.68 <.001 .94 52.04 <.001 .56
Group 90.96 <.001 .69 51.35 <.001 .56
Time*group 90.96 <.001 43 20.95 <.001 .34
Relative clauses
Time 193.29 <.001 .82 2601.43 <.001 .98
Group 28.27 <.001 A1 74.64 <.001 .65
Time*Group 15.36 <.001 27 42.36 <.001 .51
Fluency
Time 187.91] <.001 .82 - - -
Group 28.27 <.001 41 - - -
Time*Group 28.27 <.001 .25 - - -

Post-hoc Comparisons

The post-hoc comparisons showed that there wagynidisant difference in
performance between the groups in the pre-testifitten nature vocabularp(E .570,d =
0.18), spatial expressions £ .91,d = .12), relative clausep € .52,d =.20), and for fluencyp(

=.46,d = 3.07). However, between groups, the simple-toyglex group scored higher than the
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complex-to-simple group in both post-tests forwh#ten and discrete point scores of nature
vocabulary, spatial expressions, relative claused,fluency.

For written forms, the simple-to-complex group sebsignificantly higher on nature
vocabulary than the complex-to-simple group in gest 1 p < .001,d = 2.02) and post-test P (
<.001,d = 1.63), and achieved higher scores for spatiatessions in post-test o € .001,d =
1.95) and post-test p & .001,d = 1.18). The simple-to-complex group also scoligtiér on the
use of the relative clauses than the complex-tg&inm post-test 1p(= .002,d = 2.7). However,
there was no significant interaction effect of gnaatical accuracy in post-test2%£ .015,d =
0.83). The simple-to-complex group was more flubanh the complex-to-simple group in post-
test 1 p<.001,d = 1.86) and post-test p € .001,d = 2.00), as indicated by the number of
written words per 30 minutes.

Regarding the discrete point tests, the simplestojdex group had significantly higher
nature vocabulary scores in post-tesp ¥ (001,d = 2.02) and post-test p € .001,d = 1.63),
higher spatial expressions scores in post-tegt=1.001,d = 0.5) and post-test p p <.001,d =
1.44), and higher relative pronoun scores in pest-t p= .002,d = 1.00) than the complex-to-
simple group. Regarding the within-groups post-b@mmparisons, the p-values and effect sizes

(Cohen’s d) are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Within-Group Post-hoc Comparisons

Scores Post-hoc Comparisons
Writing test Simple-to- Complex-to-
complex simple
Nature Vocabulary p- Coh p- Cohe
value en’s value n’'sd
d
Pre-test 2/post-test 1 .001 238 .001 2.5

Pre-test 2/Post-test 2 .001 1.42 .001 1.5
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Spatial expressions

Relative clauses

Fluency

Discrete-point tests

Nature Vocabulary

Spatial expressions

Relative clauses

Post-test 1/Post-test 2

Pre-test 2/post-test 1
Pre-test 2/Post-test 2
Post-test 1/Post-test 2

Pre-test 2/post-test 1
Pre-test 2/Post-test 2
Post-test 1/Post-test 2

Pre-test 2/post-test 1
Pre-test 2/Post-test 2
Post-test 1/Post-test 2

Pre-test 2/post-test 1
Pre-test 2/Post-test 2
Post-test 1/Post-test 2

Pre-test 2/post-test 1
Pre-test 2/Post-test 2
Post-test 1/Post-test 2

Pre-test 2/post-test 1
Pre-test 2/Post-test 2
Post-test 1/Post-test 2

.001

<.001
<.001
<.001

.001
.001
.006

<.001
<.001
<.001

<.001
<.001
<.001

<.001
<.001
<.001

.001
.001
.023

3.1

2.96
1.30
2.13

13.9
4.9
.89

4.04
2.44
2.58

10.1
6.39
.63

11.3
9.36
.90

2.5
.83
2.08

.001

91
.52
.76

.001
.001

.04

.001

.001
.001

.001
.001
.001

.001
.001
.001

.001
.001
.001

1.6

A2
.20
.10

4.7
1.90
.82

3.34
1.50
2.41

6.6
4.7
1.09

7.04
3.37
34

10.74
9.18
2.09

Discussion

The current study examined the effect of the SAAR®Glel of task sequencing on novice

French L2 writers’ production of target lexical fieg and relative pronouns. Since previous

studies on SSARC sequencing (e.g., Baralt, 209rted that the complex-to-simple sequence

may be beneficial for language learning, the preserly compared both sequences. The

findings of the present study suggested that atthdioth sequences led to increased lexical

diversity, grammatical accuracy, and fluency innfetewriting classes, as revealed by the pre-

test/post-test design, the simple-to-complex grexigbited overall better performance on both

post-tests.
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The gain in both groups, as indicated by the pesttdcores, can be explained in terms of
manipulating each task along both resource-dirgaimd resource-dispersing variables of task
complexity (Robinson, 2001; Robinson & GilabertD2] That is, the role of the resource-
directing factors (spatial reasoning here) wasrectithe learners’ attention and effort in both
groups toward implementing the newly acquired tagdinguistic and grammatical forms
through writing descriptive paragraphs of the raltacenes. Therefore, writing served as an
exercise to use newly acquired terms. Meanwhikeyole of resource-dispersing factors (task
structure here) was to provide the learners witlsssgquent opportunities to practice writing
paragraphs, with and without guidance, until thenaged to write organized paragraphs on
their own. In other words, the SSARC model provitksdners with scaffolded opportunities to
repeat written tasks several times by manipulabioip cognitive efforts and instructional

procedures (Lambert & Robinson, 2014; Robinson02Q015).

However, the greater gains in the simple-to-comgl@up can be explained in terms of
the SSARC model (Robinson, 2010, 2015). Theordyicdie simple task with its simplified
input stabilized the learners’ newly acquired knedge of the target lexical and grammatical
forms. The medium task created opportunities feréarners to express similar ideas, but with
more independence due to the lack of the tasktaneichereby promoting automatization. The
complex task took the learners’ potentials furtweproviding them with an opportunity to
create new form/meaning connections by letting tleagage in spontaneous writing on a

specific theme (Robinson, 2010, 2015).

The findings support those of the previous taskiseqing oral and written studies that
found that the SSARC model elicited greater usamet forms (Lambert & Robinson, 2014;

Robinson, 2010; Thompson, 2014) and led to greatention (Levkina & Gilabert, 2014). In
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Levkina and Gilabert’'s (2014) study the pre- ansdtgest oral performance indicated that
learners who carried out the tasks in the simplesioplex sequence had greater knowledge of
spatial expressions on the delayed post-test hudmthe immediate post-test. The present study
added that the simple-to-complex group also usee tnemget vocabulary in writing during post-
test 1 compared the complex-to-simple group. Tihdifig can be explained by the fact that
Levkina and Gilabert (2014) did not design theguences as recommended by the SSARC
principles along both resource-directing and reseuglispersing dimensions of task complexity.
Regarding grammatical accuracy, the present stisdyaalded to our knowledge that
grammatical accuracy can be increased when sequetasks from simple-to-more complex
tasks (Malicka, 2014, 2018). Performing the sintpkk first gave learners the opportunity to
rehearse the target forms that were elicited thndbg visual image. On the subsequent medium
and complex tasks, they recalled the target formaspractised them, even after the visual image
had been removed. It should be mentioned alsdhkaliscrete-point tests were introduced after
the paragraph writing test to avoid the memorizatbthe target forms due to repetition.
Regarding the written fluency, unlike in MalickdZ014) study that investigated oral
fluency, the current study revealed that writtereficy increased when performing tasks in
simple-to-complex order. This difference in findsngan be explained in terms of how tasks
were manipulated. For instance, the present stuatypulated tasks along both resource-
directing and resource-dispersing variables, wiekéaicka (2014, 2018) manipulated her tasks
along resource-dispersing variables only and fahatithe simple-to-complex order leads to
improved oral production. Second, oral and writterdes are different and result in different

findings (Baralt, 2014; Vasylets, Gilabert, & Mawch 2017).
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The current study provides several potential ingtians for L2 teaching. First, providing
learners with writing tasks created to elicit tarfgems is an effective way to create practice
opportunities. In contexts such as the one repdréed, textbooks may not provide enough
practice activities to help learners acquire préigedanguage skills. By using the SSARC
model, instructors can design supplementary tamksde with their existing curricula in ways
that complement learners’ existing linguistic kneddge. Second, manipulating task complexity
levels is an effective way to accommodate learmétis a variety of proficiency levels. Simply
by changing one task feature, such as the providigtanning time or a visual image,
instructors can tailor tasks to meet the needsvefrse learners. The SSARC model identifies a
variety of task features that can help instructoasipulate and sequence tasks while
maintaining focus on their core content, languagel, skill objectives. It should be also
mentioned that the resulting tasks that are crdaasdd on the SSARC principles are different;
they are not similar versions of the same taskrdiier a sequence of tasks of different
cognitive complexity and instructional demands.

Although the purpose of the learner’s perceptioasjonnaire was to verify the learner’s
perception of the designed tasks, it also suggestedhe SSARC model of task sequencing can
be used by teachers to create reliable tasks fefréift levels of cognitive complexity to
supplement their textbook materials and to proléa@eners with more variety in practice, in this
case various practice opportunities in writing. dreas can equally ask their students to rate task
difficulty to ensure the consistency of their tasknplexity designs with learners’ perceptions
and to guide them through their lesson planning.

Despite providing some empirical support for thédBE model, the present study has

some limitations that may impact the generalizgbdf the findings. First, the sample size was
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relatively small N= 42), which reduced the power of the study, sortustudies might replicate
the findings using larger sample sizes, such aobgcting data in several phases. Although
much task complexity and task sequencing reseangiogs general and specific measures of
complexity, accuracy, and fluency, the current gtiadtused on specific measures for lexical
diversity and grammatical accuracy as it was edoddly valid and appropriate for the
participants’ proficiency level (Cho, 2015; Lamb&rKormos, 2014; Michel, 2017; Robinson,
2005; Robinson, Cadierno, & Shirai, 2009). Foransk, the writing activities were intended to
provide the learners with practice of the targeti®in their textbook to incorporate them in
their written production. However, as ecologicdidity varies across contexts, future research
might include both general and specific measuresder to make broader comparisons. As in
previous SSARC studies (Baralt, 2014; Lambert & iRetin, 2014), the present study
investigated the role of instruction and cognitteenplexity on lexical complexity, accuracy,
and fluency (automaticity) of written productiohwas beyond the scope of the study to explore
how task sequencing may have impacted the leareitgig processes (planning, editing,
monitoring), although this may be an important axeefor future research as suggested by
Révész, Kourtali, and Mazgutova (2017).

The current study did not elicit any informatioroabthe learners’ mental processes
while carrying out the written treatment tasksieas relying on questionnaires administered
after the tasks. To gain more information aboutriees’ mental processes, future studies could
implement think-aloud protocols or stimulated ré&célevkina & Gilabert, 2014), which might
shed more light on the mental processes duringitageglearning. Finally, learners did not
receive any feedback about their performance omvtitten tasks. While this was useful for

controlling variation across the two task sequempgroups, it may not be representative of
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classroom contexts where learners are given fe&dbaorder to explore the individual and
combined effect of task sequencing and instruaedIback, future studies might include both
factors and explore their longer-term impact omrlees’ production of target forms.

Conclusion

To conclude, the current study found that carrgogsimple-to-complex tasks helped
novice French L2 learners produce more lexical &yrmore accurate relative clauses, and more
fluent texts compared to the learners in the corifilesimple group. More specifically,
completing the tasks in the simple-to-complex oréeommended by the SSARC model
(Robinson, 2010, 2015) led to greater post-testgyguarticularly for relative clause accuracy. To
provide a more robust empirical basis for task seqing, our future research aims to further
explore how specific task features can be manipdlad create series of simple-to-complex tasks
for use in a variety of instructional settings. dingh additional empirical research to test the
SSARC model, we aim to provide L2 instructors with information they need to make
informed decisions about how to create and implénzesks in their classrooms in ways that

facilitate learners’ use of forms targeted througdtruction.



29

References

Ahmadi, H., & Nazari, O. (2014). Grading and sedueg tasks in task-based syllabus: A
critical look at criterion selectiorinternational Journal of Social, Behavioral,
Educational, Economic, Business and Industrial Begring, 8 337-34.

Baralt, M. (2014). Task sequencing and task conifylé&x traditional versus online classes. In
M. Baralt, R. Gilabert, & P. Robinson (EdTask sequencing and instructed second
language learningpp. 95-122). London: Bloomsbury.

Baralt, M., Gilabert, R., & Robinson, P. (201%ask sequencing and instructed second language
learning London: Bloomsbury Publishing.

Bulté, B., & Housen, A. (2012). Defining and op@aalising L2 complexity. In A. Housen, F.
Kuiken, & I. Vedder (Eds.)Dimensions of L2 performance and proficiency: Caxiy,
accuracy and fluency in SL{p. 21-46). Netherlands, Amsterdam: John Benjamin

Bulté, B., & Housen, A. (2014). Conceptualizing andasuring short-term changes in L2
writing complexity.Journal of Second Language Writirg, 42-65. DOI:
10.1016/j.jslw.2014.09.005

Candlin, C. N. (1984). Syllabus design as a clificacess. In C. J. Brumfit (ed(General
English syllabus desigipp. 29-40). Oxford: Pergamon.

Cho, H. (2015). Effects of task complexity on Esjjlargumentative writindenglish Teaching
70(2), 107-131. https://doi.org/0.15858/engtea.7@P506.107

Council of Europe. (2010Yhe Common European Framework of References fayuages
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Press. Retrieved fromshitjon.coe.int/1680459f97

Ellis, R. (2003). Designing a Task-Based SyllalRELC Journal34(1), 64-81.

https://doi.org/10.1177/003368820303400105



30

Ellis, R., & Yuan, F. (2004). The effects of plangion fluency, complexity, and accuracy in
second language narrative writirgfudies in Second Language Acquisit@s(1), 59-84.
DOI: 10.1017/s0272263104026130.

Ellis, R., & Yuan, F. (2005). The effects of cadefuthin-task planning on oral and written task
performance. In R. Ellis (edplanning and task performance in a second language
167-192). Amsterdam: John Benjamins

Frear, M. W., & Bitchener, J. (2015). The effectsognitive task complexity on writing
complexity.Journal of Second Language Writing,, 3®-57. DOI:
10.1016/j.jslw.2015.08.009

Hwang, E. (2012). Korean EFL learners’ languagestigpment across proficiency levels in
written productionsEnglish Teaching67(3), 27-50. Retrieved from http://0-
eds.b.ebscohost.com.mercury.concordia.ca

Ishikawa, T. (2007). The effect of manipulatingktaemplexity along the +/-here-and-now
dimension on L2 written narrative discourse. InfMGarcia Mayo (Eds.)nvestigating
tasks in formal language learnir{gp.136-156). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Johnson, M. D. (2017). Cognitive task complexitd &2 written syntactic complexity,
accuracy, lexical complexity, and fluency: A reséasynthesis and meta-analysis.
Journal of Second Language Writing,(B), 13-38. DOI: 10.1016/j.jslw.2017.06.001

Kuiken, F., &Vedder, I. (2007). Task complexity améasures of linguistic performance in L2
writing. International Review of Applied Linguistics in Larage Teachingd5(3), 261-

284. DOI: 10.1515/iral.2007.012



31

Kuiken, F., & Vedder, I. (2008). Cognitive task golexity and written output in Italian and
French as a foreign languageurnal of Second Language Writitg(1), 48-60. DOI:
10.1016/j.jslw.2007.08.003

Kuiken, F., & Vedder, I. (2012). Syntactic complgxiexical variation and accuracy as a
function of task complexity and proficiency levelli writing and speaking. In A.
Houssen, F. Kuiken, I. Vedder (EdDimensions of L2 performance and proficiency:
Complexity, accuracy and fluency in S{pp.1-21). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Lambert, C., & Kormos, J. (2014). Complexity, aa@my, and fluency in task-based 12 research:
Toward more developmentally based measures of ddaoguage acquisitiodpplied

Linguistics, 3%5), 607-614. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amu047

Lambert, C., & Robinson, P. (2014). Learning tofpen narrative tasks: A semester-long
classroom study of L2 task sequencing effects. IiB&talt, R. Gilabert, & P. Robinson
(Eds.),Task sequencing and instructed second languagaitega(pp. 207-230). London:
Bloomsbury.

Laufer, B., & Nation, P. (1999). A vocabulary-siest of controlled productive ability.
Language testindl6(1), 33-51. https://doi.org/10.1177/02655322990 116X

Levkina, M., & Gilabert, R. (2014). Task sequencinghe L2 development of spatial
expressions. In M. Baralt, R. Gilabert, & P. RobimgEds.),Task sequencing and
instructed second language learni(ap.37-70). London: Bloomsbury.

Long, M. H. (1991). Focus on form: A design featuréanguage teaching methodology.
Foreign language Research in Cross-Cultural Persipec2, 39-52.

Long, M. H., & Crookes, G. (1992). Three approadoemskibased syllabus desighESOL

Quarterly, 26(1), 27-56.



32

Malicka, A. (2014). The role of task complexity atagk sequencing in L2 monologic oral
production. In M. Baralt, R. Gilabert, & P. Robims(Eds.),Task sequencing and
instructed second language learni(ap.71-93). London: Bloomsbury.

Malicka, A. (2018). The role of task sequencindlilency, accuracy, and complexity:
Investigating the SSARC model of pedagogic taskiseging.Language Teaching
Researchl1-24. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168818813668

Masrom, U., Alwi, N., & Daud, N. (2015). The rolétask complexity and task motivation in
language productiofGEMA Online Journal of Language Studi#s, 33-49. doi:
10.17576/gema-2015-1502-03

Michel, M. (2017). Complexity, Accuracy and Fluen&AF). In S. Loewen & M. Sato (Eds.),
The Routledge Handbook of Instructed Second LargAaguisitionpp. 66-84).

London: Routledge.

Norris, J. M., & Ortega, L. (2009). Towards an angaapproach to investigating CAF in
instructed SLA: The case of complexi®pplied linguistics30(4), 555-578.

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/famp044

Nunan, D. (2004)Task-based language teachir@ambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Ong, J., & Zhang, L. J. (2010). Effects of task ptewity on the fluency and lexical complexity
in EFL students’ argumentative writingpurnal of Second Language WritirigX(4),
218-233. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.jslw.2010.10.003

Prabhu, N. S. (1987%econd language pedagog@yxford: Oxford University Press.

Révész, A., Kourtali, N. E., & Mazgutova, D. (201Effects of task complexity on L2 writing
behaviors and linguistic complexitiyanguage Learnings7(1), 208-241.

https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12205




33

Robinson, P. (2001). Task complexity, task difftguand task production: Exploring
interactions in a componential framewofpplied Linguistics, 2@A), 27-57.
doi:10.1093/applin/22.1.27

Robinson, P. (2003). The cognition hypothesis, thesign, and adult task-based language

learning.Second Language Studies(2)1 45-105. http://hdl.handle.net/10125/40656

Robinson, P. (2005). Cognitive complexity and tesguencing: Studies in a componential
framework for second language task desigternational Review of Applied Linguistics
in Language Teaching, 4B), 1-32. DOI: 10.1515/iral.2005.43.1.1

Robinson, P. (2007). Criteria for classifying aedsencing pedagogic tasks. In M.P Garcia
Mayo (Ed.),Investigating tasks in formal language learnifpgp. 7-26). Clevedon, UK:
Multilingual Matters.

Robinson, P. (2010). Situating and distributingratgn across task demands: The SSARC
model of pedagogic task sequencing. In M. Putzlar&icola (Ed.) Cognitive
processing in second language acquisition: Insigeléarner's mindpp. 13, 243).
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Robinson, P. (2015). The Cognition Hypothesis, sddanguage task demands, and the SSARC
model of pedagogic task sequencing. IiRBbinson(Ed.), Cognition and second
language instructiorfpp.125-151). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Robinson, P., Cadierno, T., & Shirai, Y. (2009)n& and motion: Measuring the effects of the
conceptual demands of tasks on second languagetspemiuctionApplied Linguistics

30(4), 533-554. https://doi.org/10.1093/applinf/amp046



34

Robinson, P., & Gilabert, R. (2007). Task complgxithe Cognition Hypothesis and second
language learning and performankgernational Review of Applied Linguistics in
Language Teaching@5(3), 161-176. DOI 10.1515/IRAL.2007.007

Robinson, P. (2012). Syllabus design. In M. H.,dand C. J., Daughty (EdJ)he handbook of
language teachin@pp. 294-310). Oxford: Wiley Blackwell.

Salimi, A., Dadaspour, S., & Asadollahfam, H. (2DIhe effect of task complexity on EFL
learners’ written performancBrocedia-Social and Behavioral Scienc28, 1390-1399.
DOI: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.378

Sasaki, M. (2004). A multiple-data analysis of $18-year development of EFL student writers.
Language Learnings4, 525-582. DOI: 10.1111/j.0023-8333.2004.00264.

Skehan, P. (1996). A framework for the implemeptabf task-based instructioApplied
Linguistics, 171), 38-62. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/17.1.38

Skehan, P. (19984 cognitive approach to language learnir@xford: Oxford University Press.

Skehan, P. (2003) Task-based instructiamguage Teaching, 86), 1-14.

doi.org/10.1017/S026144480200188X

Skehan, P. (2009). Modelling second language pmdace: Integrating complexity, accuracy,
fluency, and lexisApplied Linguistics, 3@), 510-532.

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp047

Tavakoli, P., & Skehan, P. (2005). Strategic plagntask structure, and performance testing. In
R.Ellis (Ed.),Planning and task performance in a second langypge239-273).

Amsterdam; John Benjamins.



35

Thompson, C. (2014). Guided planning, task compjeand second language oral development.
In M. Baralt, R. Gilabert, & P. Robinson (EdTask sequencing and instructed second
language learnindpp.123-148). London: Bloomsbury.

Vasylets, O., Gilabert, R., &Manchon, R. M. (201The Effects of Mode and Task Complexity

on Second Language Productittanguage Learning7(2), 394-430.

Wolfe-Quintero, K., Inagaki, S., & Kim, H. Y. (199&econd language development in writing:
Measures of fluency, accuracy & complexipnolulu, HI: University of Hawaii Press

Yoon, H. J., & Polio, C. (2016). The linguistic gdopment of students of English as a second
language in two written genréeBESOL Quarterly51(2), 275-301.

https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.296



36

Appendix A — Test Sample

Partie 1:

Votre ami a déménagé au Canada et vous a envoyghobte d’une scene naturelle. Rédigez un
paragraphe décrivant en détail cette photo afinlglecteur puisse imaginer la scéne.

Partie 2: Vocabulaire
A.

Regardez la chambre a coucher et complétez lesgsheaec les mots correspondants. Pour vous
aider, chaque numéro dans la photo correspondni@gotidans I'image.

1-I'affiche, 2-le globe, 3-le lustre, 4-I'armoirgsle lit, 6-la lampe, 7- la table de
nuit, 8-les pantoufles, 9- la guitare, 10- les sbgj 11-la table, 12- les jouets et
étageres, 13-I'aquarium, 14-les rideaux, 15- léorath-la caméra, 17-le
perroquet, 18- la commode avec les tiroirs, 19daétres.

La table est ent... les deux chaises.

Lelitestenf...... ... 'armoire.

Le perroquet est d.... la cage.

La commode a 4 tiroirs para.................

Le globeestacéb...... ..... I'affiche.

Da........ I'étagere, il y a des jouets.

Les chaises et la table sontau m............ ... chambre.
Auc...... ... la chambre, il y a une boule.

La commode estadr...... .... 'armoire.

©CoNoOA~WNE
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10.La fenétre se trouve der...... .... rideaux.

11.La table estent...... les chaises.

12.D........... mur, il y a une commode et une armoire.
13.1l y a une guitare dev........ le lit

14.1l'y a un lustre au mi......... du plafond.

15.L’affiche et le globe se trouventauf......... ...... laachbre.
16.La lampe se trouve a ga......... ... lit.

17.Les pantoufles sont d............ le lit

18.L'aquarium se trouve au d............ .... 'étagere.
19.La boule est sou...... la table.

20.Les pantoufles sont s......... .... lit.

B.

Complétez les phrases suivantes.

1. Quand jétais enfant, javais I'habitude de fairenrtri....... dans le quatrtier.

2. Jaiacheté des pla............ déc ............... et je les ai ;im@ mon balcon. Il a
I'air si vivant maintenant.

3. Jaime m’asseoir sur le ba......... dans le parc etdee livres.

4. La personne qui roule en vélo est appelée unNe CYCuuuumeeevvevneenneennnn.

5. Mes enfants adorent faire du tob............

6. La zone ou vous trouvez I'image des bicyclettesrim@ sur le terrain est appelée la
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9. Dans La forét prés de notre maison, il y a des arb..... tou........

10. Ce secteur est construit............ ..... les jeunes potgseer la-bas.

11.J'ai acheté une maison avec un jar................. pleifielgs.

12.Nous ne pouvons pas traverser le terrain car predgégé par une clo.................
filaire.

13.Jaime regarder le ga............... synthétique. Il ressenali gazon naturelle.

14.Je me suis réveillé tot ce matin, je me suis araus@arder le lev......... du
Sol............ I était tres beau.

15.Je connais cet endroit dont vous parlez. On peuvér des col................. , des
vallées et des montagnes.

16.Les meubles de la salle & manger sont constitubside... naturelle.

17.Le nua....... de cendres noires a rendu difficile fautation dans les rues.

Partie 3: Grammaire

Remplir les espaces avec le mot approprié.

1. Mon frére a pris l'argent...... était dans le tiroir.
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2. Jai soigneusement rangé la robe ....... J'ai achetée

3. Laville ...... tu habites est tres belle.

4. Aucinéma,jaivuunfilm ....... M’a beaucoup plu.

5. Son fils était malade................. hier soir.

6. Jaiversé ala banque l'argent ....... tu m’avaasnis.

7. Nous avons passe les vacances dans le village... je suis née.

8. i J'ai visitéle musée ducentre ville.

9. Paul a oublié le titre de ...... film préfére.

10.C’est un acteur...... est fou.

11.Je te présente M. Lafleur ....... je t'ai parlé hiem $ils est 'ami de Benjamin.
12.Mon pére est parti & Nice; il passera le weekemd.en.......

13.Elle porte un chapeau........ tu ne devineras jamaisugeur.

14.Je fais du yoga ............. le jour.

15. Jai écrit un article ....... jesuier.

16.Le film ...... jai vu était nul.

17.Elle est sortie au moment ......... jentrais.

18................. je travallle jusqu’a 15h.

19. Mira était trés occuge la semaine passée .......... elle a profité du wegdamrddormir.

20.Vous devez prendre l'autobus, ................... un taxicaitera une fortune.
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Appendix B - Treatment tasks

Low-complexity task (No spatial reasoning = presence of a picture)

Votre municipalité a décidé d'organiser un concaleda meilleure conception d’une cour de
récréation. La description la plus claire sera sieoilmaginez que vous souhaitez proposer une
cour de récréation qui ressemble a celle préselatée 'image ci-dessous. Votre tache consiste a
décrire la cour d’une facon détaillée en utilisastexpressions dans la case ci-dessous et le
modele vide qui vous permettra de mieux organiesrpensées.

2. +Task structure (paragraph format and guidelamegrovided)

1. Format du paragraphe
a. Phrase sujet
b. Renseignements / détails et précisions (5 ph@aseninimum)
c. Phrase de conclusion

2. Instructions
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a. Regardez la figure et faites attention aux tetai

b. Fournir des descriptions sensorielles: visust@ore, tactile, olfactive,
gustative

c. Utilisez des métaphores et des personnifications

d. Décrivez 'ambiance de la photo

Medium-complexity task
1. No spatial reasoning= presence of a picture
2. No task structure (no paragraph format and guids)in

Décrivez la photo suivante. N'oubliez pas d'inclieglus de détails possibles.

High-complexity task
1. + Spatial reasoning (no picture)
2. No task structure

Votre groupe a défini le plan pour un terrain dexjéVous devez rédiger un paragraphe
décrivant le plan afin que I'architecte qui litpgaragraphe puisse étre capable de dessiner le
méme plan.



Appendix C - Task Perception Questionnaire

Etes-vous d’accord avec les phrases suivantes D& du tout d’accord et 6 = tout a fait
d’accord)

Pas du tout Pas Assez pas Assez D’accord | Tout a fait
d’accord | d’accord| d’accord | d’accord d’accord
1 2 3 4 5 6

1. L’exercice était facile

2. L’exercice m’a permis d’utiliser mon imagination.

3. Je n'ai pas besoin de réfléchir profondément faive
I'exercice.

4, Je comprends que ces exercices me permettront
d’améliorer ma production écrite

5. Je me suis appliqué a faire I'exercice et j'diséiau
mieux mes capacités et mes connaissances.

6. J'ai essayé de faire de mon mieux durant cet eerc

7. Je pensais a autre chose tout en faisant la tdche

8. J'ai essayé de finir le plus rapidement possible.

9. J'étais fatigué pendant que je faisais I'exercice.

10. | Jai pu faire un lien entre cet exercice et lecpoent.

11. | Jai eu l'impression que les exercices n’étaiead fes

12. | Je n’ai pas pu faire de lien entre cet exercide ptécédent

13. | Le temps était suffisant pour finir 'exercice

14. | J'ai passé beaucoup de temps a regarder la photo

15. | Jaurais besoin de plus de temps pour finir [&sréu
exercices

16. | Je n’ai pas besoin de penser au vocabulaire et aux
expressions nécessaires pour finir I'exercice.

17. | Jai passé plus de temps sur la description gédéo que
sur la recherche du vocabulaire approprié.

18. | En général, les images ont facilité la réalisatlartravail
demandé.

19. | Les instructions étaient claires

20. | Les exercices étaient liés a des situations telle

21. | J'étais bien préparé pour faire I'exercice




