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Abstract: Considering that accuracy and complexity are assurnwe be intrinsic
gualities of performance in all kinds of tasks, pgresent study aimed at investigating
the effects of task repetition as one type of ptanon accuracy and complexity in the
written production of learners of English as a figre language (EFL). About 40
female Iranian intermediate level EFL learners weaadomly selected and divided
into two groups (control and experimental). The exkpental group received
treatment for four sessions where the researchepticitly focused their attention on
the accuracy and complexity loads of their writilgsrepeating the writing task. The
researchers made the participants in the experialegroup conscious of where they
could use accurate and complex sentences to ineréas loads of accuracy and
complexity in their writings. However, the contgroup did not have their writings
repeated or checked for cases of accuracy and aoitpl The results of immediate
post-test showed that task repetition affectedtpesy the accuracy and complexity of
the participants’ writings in the experimental gmuAlso, task repetition left its long-
term effect one month after the treatment ended. pdagogical implication is that
task repetition is an effective way to improve lgerner’'s writing skills in terms of
accuracy and complexity.
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Introduction

Ability to write effectively is a main drive to lea a foreign language for many language
learners. Skehan (1996) suggests that this gegeadlis concerned with improving three main
areas or dimensions of performance: accuracy, aip] and fluency. Skehan (1996, p. 46)
defines accuracy as concerned with “a learnersacép to handle whatever level of
interlanguage complexity she has currently attdin€terefore, if learners attempt to produce
language more accurately, they place their focéndabn on form rather than content.
According to McLaughlin and Heredia (1996), leamereed to control their writings for
linguistic elements that they have already acquitéerefore, controlled processing is preferred
over automatic processing. They also point out #iiate automatic processes develop out of
controlled processes, accuracy is considered tesbential for the way language develops and
becomes automatic.
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However, according to Skehan (1996, p. 46), comiyas considered to be “the stage and
elaboration of the underlying interlanguage systeBuit fluency is concerned with “the learner’s
capacity to mobilize an interlanguage system to roamicate meaning in real time” (Skehan,
ibid). According to Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005), evh learners are producing more fluent
language they are prioritizing meaning over formo improve accuracy, fluency, and
complexity, task repetition is viewed to be an efifee strategy. According to Ellis (2005, 2008),
task repetition is crucially a type of planningydate and Samuda (2005, p. 43) suggest that task
repetition is the “repetition of the same or sllglaitered task- whether the whole tasks, or parts
of a task”.

Bygate (2001) puts forward the theoretical supfmrthe hypothesis that task repetition can help
language performance. He (2001, p. 29) believestiim ensues from the fact that “part of the
job of conceptualization, formulation, and artidcida done at the first time is stored in the
learners’ memory and could be used for second tifksb, another supporting argument comes
from Ellis (2008) where he believes that task riipet provides opportunity for the learner to
have much more processing time to attend to botim fand content of the message.
Consequently, as Ellis (2003) suggests, this wdtease the quantity of the output, the quality of
fluency, and complexity. Here, attention and thie that task repetition can have on language
acquisition is highlighted. Attention has been tbentral focus of research in cognitive
psychology (e.g., Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skeha@®3R0~or example, Skehan (2003) considers
attention as a system which is limited in capaaitg once learners fasten their attention on one
aspect of the language production, some other tspee possibly to suffer. This is the basis for
his idea that a learner's language production shdad divided into fluency, accuracy, and
complexity and that each of these should be trestpdrately. Elsewhere, Skehan (1998) argued
that allocation of focal attention to each of théseguage elements would result in various
consequences for learning. For instance, fastahimdocal attention on accuracy allows learners
to produce slower and less complex speech, butlendiem to speak with more confidence.
However, complete obsession with complexity encgesadearners to produce novel structures
of language features, of course, with the risk akimg mistakes. Finally, dedicating focal
attention on fluency leaves less attention to aaxyand complexity (see also, Skehan & Foster,
1997). This idea finds support in Shiffrin and Seider’'s (1977) Controlled and Automatic
processing where they consider that the amounttefitton devoted to a task and the degree of
practice with the material in the task are the tmportant elements involved in decreasing the
amount of attempt in performing a cognitive taskeY introduced a model in order to account
for these results in which different tasks requivadous degrees of processing. Using controlled
and automatic as two modes of processing, thegdsthat automatic processing occurs where a
task needs little attention and processing enerpwever, controlled processing occurs as a
result of a task involving intense focus of attentand a large number of mental operations to
process.

Anderson’s (1983) Adaptive Control of Thought (gextly called, ACT*, pronounced “act-
star”) is another refined model that has been puowvdrd in a detailed account of human
cognition.According to Bygate and Samuda (2005, p. 45), tegktition has two phases:
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A first enactment of a task, in which learnersldely to organize the cognitive
content, scope out the likely useful lexico-gramnaard process it in real time,
generating an experientially derived multi-levehama to support subsequent
linguistic work; followed by a second enactmentrigg which the speaker can
build on the previous one.

There is plethora of research (Ellis, 1987; Cropk€&89; Skehan & Foster, 1997; Bygate, 1996,
1999; Gass et.al, 1999; Bygate, 2001; Lynch & Mael.e€000, 2001) which supports the idea
that task repetition influences positively the aacy, fluency, and complexity of the language
used by the learner. For example, Skehan and F{€867) found that planning can raise the
fluency, complexity, and accuracy with which task® performed. They also showed that
detailed planning increased complexity and undsdaplanning affected accuracy positively.
Bygate (1999) suggests that task repetition coald tevelop the process of integration. A study
by Gass et.al (1999) revealed that task repetdifected positively the linguistic output of L2
Learners of Spanish. They also indicated that tesbetition impacts on the inclusive
proficiency, incomplete accuracy, and lexical commly. Lynch and MacLean (2000, 2001)
reached the conclusion that task repetition nog affected positively the accuracy but also had
positive effects on fluency in language production.

Yuan and Ellis’s (2003) comparison of the effedtpi@-task and on-line planning on learners’
accuracy, complexity, and fluency in performing arative task revealed that careful on-line
planners who were allowed to take more time fok tamnpetition produced both more accurate
and complex languages. According to Willis (200#E pre-task phase provides some options
for learners. For example, some can be performédtwe class or some others can be played on
a video or cassette player. This will help studda&d more secure if teachers or others show
them how to do the task.

In an Iranian context, Ahmadian and Tavakoli (20i@)cated that the opportunity to engage
simultaneously in careful online planning and tesetition enhanced accuracy significantly in
oral production. Wang (2009), and Skehan, Xiaoy@Q&gn, and Wang (2012) showed that
developing greater accuracy entails rehearsal tfiragtrategic planning and repetition and
monitoring through on-line planning and using pastks. To the knowledge of the researchers
no study has ever reported the effects of tasktitepe on the accuracy and complexity of
Iranian EFL learners in their written productiorhefefore, the present study was motivated to
examine whether task repetition as an effectivatefyy (also supported in the literature)
improves the learners’ accuracy and complexity prigate language institute in Tabriz, Iran,
and if so, whether this technique leaves its eff@ctthe long term (one month after the end of
the treatment) on the learners’ accuracy and coxitple

The Study

Research design and procedures

The study included two groups: the participantsem@amdomly selected and divided into two
groups (experimental and control) based on thefopmances on a proficiency test. Then, they
were given a pre-test which involved the partictgaio write on a certain topic. Next to insure
the reliability of the scores of the learners, tagearchers invited a colleague (who was an EFL
teacher) to score the papers both during the steatel post-test phases.
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The reliability estimates were high and ranged fit6#6 to 99%. When the researchers finished
checking the papers for accuracy and complexigy ttanded back the papers of the participants
in the experimental group to check their casesaégurate and incomplex sentences. Then, they
explicitly focused the attention of the participam the experimental group on accuracy and
complexity loads of their writings by repeating thveiting task. It took five sessions for the
researchers to repeat the task and practice thal ltlge participants one by one. The rationale
for the use of task repetition technique, as Gasd €1999), Bygate (2001), and Lynch and
MacLean (2000, 2001) indicated, is that, it intéasilearners’ fluency and complexity and has
positive effects on the learners’ incomplete accur8y the same token, Levi (1988, pp. 76-77)
argues that we know things through working withnthéhrough experiences “marked by love
and by hatred, by silent, furious battles, entremiand weariness, victory and defeat, resulting
in more and more reined knowledge”. However, thei@pants in the control group were not
given back the writing assignments and they jukbvieed the regular patterns of their classroom
activities. When the researchers finished repeatimg task for the participants in the
experimental group, they gave an immediate posttdelsoth groups (experimental and control)
to see whether the task repetition improved theivgs of the participants in the experimental
group in terms of accuracy and complexity. One mdater, a delayegost-test was given to
both of the groups (experimental and control) tareixe whether the repetition of the writing
task left its effect in the long term.

Participants of the study

First, about 40 participants ranging in age fromtd @6 comprised the main participants of the
study. It is necessary to note that the particpavere of the intermediate level of proficiency.
Due to the unavailability of male participants, yofémale participants were included in the
study, and the researchers investigated whethlergégetition improves the Iranian female EFL
learners’ accuracy and complexity in their writsigll.

Research instruments
The following books were employed in the presemigpa
Nelson’s Proficiency Tesind Steps to Understandir(gflill, 1980).

In order to make sure that the participants werthefsame proficiency level, they were given a
proficiency test. This test consisted of threeisast A) a grammar test which had fifteen items;
B) a vocabulary test which had fifteen items, amalfy C) a 15-item reading comprehension
test consisting of three passages with accompanyemgs. In fact, it was a test which had
grammar and vocabularysections from the Nelson’s Test (1976) ardding comprehension
test fromSteps to Understanding

Pre-test, immediate post-test and delayed post-test

After the researchers were assured that the paatits were at the same proficiency level, they
were first given a pre-test and two weeks latemamediate post-test. To examine whether the
task repetition had any effects on the particigamsting in the long term the researchers
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administered a delayed post-test to them. Bothtggeand the post-tests were about the same
topic, namely tlescribe a person which is important in your peeddifie”. Maximum effort was
made to choose a topic with which the participdrad enough familiarity and that appealed to
their interest. Bygate (1991) argued that whenléaener is familiar with a task, planning the
message will be an easy job. Also to paraphrasatBy@001) and Ellis (2003), if learners know
what they talk or write about, they have much mprecessing time for expressing their
opinions.

Data analysis

The Independent-Samples t-test was employed apmpg@iate statistical formula to reveal any
differences between the two groups (experimental eontrol). Basing their framework on
Errasti (2003), Larsen-freeman (2006), and Stonoth Wigglesworth (2009), the researchers
measured the accuracy of writing of the participdyt dividing the total number of error-free T-
units by the total number of T-units. Spelling esravere tolerated as far as the meanings of
words were preserved. Once counted, they wereakentinto account if they were repeated on
later occurrences. Errors of capitalization, prépmss, punctuation and errors of lexical choices
were not counted unless they hindered comprehenkikewise, complexity was measured by
calculating the percentage of dependent clausest&b number of clauses. To do this, the
researchers first counted the total number of dégeinand independent clauses and then
dependent clauses. Then, they divided the totabeurof dependent clauses by the total number
of clauses (both dependent and independent) fdr teat.

Results and Discussion

The results of the Independent Samples T-Test énpie-test did not show any significant
differences in the accuracy and complexity loadstld participants’ writings since the
probability value marked as Sig was more than Ga8shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 Independent samples test to comparectheacy and complexity of experimental and
control groups in the pre-testglic=statistically significant difference)

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Sig.

Accuracy | complexity Accuracy | complexity| Accuracycomplexity
1 20 0.8417 0.4226 0.0793 0.0637 0.832 0.311
2 20 0.8365 0.4420 0.0745 0.0551

Notes:1= Experimental Group 2= Control Group

In fact, all this, once again, shows that the pgodints in the two groups (experimental and
control) were homogeneous in terms of their Englistificiency to write accurate and complex
sentences. Once we were made sure that the twpsgyreeare approximately equal (see Table
4.1) more specifically in terms of the use of aateirand complex sentences, we were safe to
address the following research questions.
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Research questions:

RQ1l. Does task repetition have any effect on thdermmediate level Iranian
EFL learners’ accuracy in writing in the immediptest-test?

As explained above, no significant differences weteserved between the control and
experimental groups in terms of producing accueatd complex sentences in their writings.
However, the participants in the two groups denratestl different performances regarding
accuracy and complexity loads of their writingstie immediate post-test. As shown in Table
4.2., the experimental group had a higher meanevahd performed better than the control
group (Sig. was less than 0.05). Thus, it is catedlithat task repetition has significant effects
on the intermediate level Iranian EFL learners’uaacy in their written production.

Table 4.2 Independent samples test to comparectheacy and complexity of experimental and
control groups in the immediate post-tdtdlic=statistically significant difference)

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Sig.

Accuracy | complexity Accuracy | complexity| Accuracycomplexity

1 20 0.93430 0.6561 0.04670 0.0915 0.001
2 20 0.8649 0.4334 0.0766 0.0480

Notes:1= Experimental Group 2= Control Group

RQ2. Does task repetition have any effect on thderimediate level Iranian
EFL learners’ complexity in writing in the immetkgpost-test?

Like the accuracy result, the experimental groug &digher mean value and outperformed the
control group regarding the complexity in the immaéel post-test for the reason that the
probability value marked as Sig was less than (s@& Table 4.2). Therefore, we conclude that
task repetition has significant effect on the intediate level Iranian EFL learners’ complexity

in their written production.

The results support Gass et al's (1999), Bygat®€§19001), Skehan and Foster, (1997), Lynch
and MaclLean (2000, 2001), and Bygate and Samudaties (2005) who found that task

repetition affected significantly fluency and comxty of the learners’ performances, Also, task
repetition has effect on the inclusive proficienimgomplete accuracy, and lexical complexity. It
is also in line with the argument that task repmtihad positive impacts on accuracy.

It lent support to Ahmadian and Tavakoli’s (201@)dy who revealed that the opportunity to
engage simultaneously in careful online planning &sk repetition enhanced accuracy and
complexity significantly in oral production.

The present study also corroborated Wang (2008h&k Xiaoyue, Qian, and Wang (2012) that
developing greater accuracy entails rehearsal ¢irastrategic planning and repetition, and
monitoring through on-line planning and using pasks.
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RQ3. What is the effect of task repetition on thanian EFL intermediate level learners’
accuracy and complexity (taken together) in writing

Research question number three was formulatedeavbether the two groups differed in the

use of both complex and accurate sentences wheactheacy and complexity loads of their

writings are put together. The result revealed that experimental group had a higher mean
value and outperformed the control group (Sig. Vess than 0.05) when their writings were

considered in terms of both accuracy and compldgags (see Table 4.3). Therefore, it can be
concluded that task repetition has significant@ffeon intermediate level Iranian EFL learners’
accuracy and complexity in writing.

Table 4.3 Independent samples test to comparetbethccuracy and complexity of experimental
and control groups in the immediate post-tésti¢=statistically significant difference)

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Sig.
1 20 1.5904 0.1066 0.000
2 20 1.2983 0.0886

Notes:1= Experimental Group 2= Control Group

This finding corroborated those of Ellis (1987)06kes (1989), and Skehan and Foster (1997)
who revealed that planning (one type of which skteepetition) leads to greater complexity and
accuracy. Also, the results support Ahmadian andali’'s (2010) study which showed that the
opportunity to engage simultaneously in carefulr@planning and task repetition improve both
accuracy and complexity significantly in oral protian.

Reports on the Delayed post-test

We also intended to examine whether task repetitifiacted the participants’ writings one
month after the treatment sessions ended. As sihowable 4.4, with reference to the accuracy,
on the one hand, the experimental group had a higlean value and performed better than the
control group. On the other hand, task repetitimhlelave its positive effect despite the passage
of time on the writings of the participants in #wgerimental group since the mean values of the
experimental group remained approximately the s@mm@pare Tables 4.2 and 4.4)

Table 4.4 Independent samples test to comparectheacy and complexity of experimental and
control groups in the delayed post-td#l{c=statistically significant difference)

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Sig.
Accuracy | complexity Accuracy | complexity| Accuracycomplexity
1 20 0.9282 0.6442 0.0284 0.1553 0.001
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2 20 0.8436 0.4392 0.939 0.0951

Notes:1= Experimental Group 2= Control Group

The same result was obtained with regard to theptexity loads of the participants in the
experimental and control groups. As shown in Table the experimental group outperformed
the control group. A closer look at Table 4.4 shdthet the experimental group had a higher
mean value and performed better than the contamlmKSig. is less than 0.05). Also since the
mean values of the experimental group remainedoappately the same in the immediate and
delayed post-test we conclude, here, that therggsitition had its effects on the participants’ use
of complex sentences in their writings one montierathe treatment sessions ended (compare
Tables 4.2 and 4.4). This could be explained bgrrafg to Shiffrin and Schneider’'s (1977) two
types of controlled and automatic processing. Theleve that once a skill is practiced and
automatized, it is established in long-term memang becomes an internalized part of one’s
learning. As a result, it will be easy for the Iearto retrieve information from the memory for
later use. Here, in this study, since we repedteddsk, it helped the participants automatize and
establish the information and also helped therhénréetention of the material.

Suggestions for Future Research

As mentioned previously, the purpose of the presardy was to investigate the effect of task
repetition on the Iranian intermediate EFL learhergings in terms of accuracy and complexity.
The results of both immediate and delayed poss-testealed that task repetition as one kind of
planning improved the learners’ writings. Howevegpened up new research avenues for further
research projects. The present research chose femigle English language learners as the
participants of the study. First, the researchaggsst that a future study may choose both male
and female learners to see whether gender inflgetiee performances of the participants after
they receive task repetition treatment. It is neagsto note that the participants of the present
study were of the intermediate level of proficiencyecond, a future study is needed to examine
the effects of task repetition on the learners suifferent levels of proficiency and, which as a
result, should reveal how learners at differenelgwof proficiency respond to task repetition
treatment. Finally, to reach more generalizableltesit is recommended the future research may
add fluency to accuracy and complexity which weneestigated in the current study to give us a
better picture of how task repetition could affgwtm altogether.

Conclusion

Doughty (2003) argues that a task allows learnerstegrate form and meaning, raises their
metalinguistic awareness, and increases their ingticapacity which, as a result, enhances
successful intake processing and ultimately leadartguage development. One way by means of
which this can be carried out is the repetitiorthef task. The importance of task repetition which
is an effective strategy to help the learner dgvéls or her interlanguage has been brought to
attention of the teachers and language learningesawhing program developers in recent years.

The current study was another attempt to investita effects of task repetition on accuracy, and
complexity of EFL learners’ written production im aEFL context in Iran. The results
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corroborated the importance of task repetition négplie in improving the learners’ written
performances where it helped the learners not prdguce accurate sentences but also complex
ones. The implication is that task repetition as type of task planning (Ellis, 2005, 2008) can be
one of the effective techniques to improve the etis! writing. Therefore, it is suggested that
language teachers simply design task conditiores way to include task repetition technique in
order to allow the learners to automatize and é&stalthe language being learned. However,
according to Wang (2009), Skehan, Xiaoyue, Qiad,\Alang (2012) developing greater accuracy
and complexity entails rehearsal through stratgganning and repetition, and monitoring
through on-line planning and using post-tasks.

We conclude the current study by suggesting thatdbk repetition of the type employed in this
study might be a useful pedagogic procedure andttigasame technique could help different
learners develop different areas of their interleage.

References

Ahmadian, M.J. & Tavakoli, M. (2010). The effecfsstmultaneous use of careful online
planning and task repetition on accuracy, compjesihd fluency in EFL learners’
oral productionLanguage Teaching Research(1)5 35-59.

Anderson, J.R. (1983)he architecture of cognitiorHillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Bygate, M. (1996). Effect of task repetition: Apgiag the development of second
language learners. In J. Willis & D. Willis (EdsGhallenge and change in
language teachin@pp. 136-46). Oxford: Heinemann.

Bygate, M. (1999). Task as the context for the framre-framing and unframing of
languageSystem, 2733-48.

Bygate, M. (2001). Effect of task repetition oe tructure and control of oral language.
In M. Bygate, P. Skehan, & M. Swain (EdsResearching pedagogic tasks,
second language learning, teaching and tes(pg 23-48). HarLow: Longman.

Bygate, M. & Samuda, V. (2005). Integrative plamnthrough the use of task repetition.
In R. Ellis (Ed.),Planning and task performance in a second langugge 37-
74). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Crookes, G. (1989). Planning and interlanguageatian. Studies in Second language
Acquisition, 11 367-83.

Doughty, C. (2003). Instructed SLA: Constraintsmpensation, and enhancement. In C.
Doughty & M. H. Long (Eds.)The handbook of second language acquisifgm
256—-310). Oxford: Blackwell.

Ellis, R. (1987). Interlanguage variability in native discourse: Style shifting in the use
of the past tens&tudies in Second language Acquisiti®nl-20.

Ellis, R. (2003).Task-based language learning and teachidgford: OUP.

Ellis, R. (2005). Planning and task-based perfoceaifheory and research. In R. Ellis
(Ed), Planning and task performance in second langu@ge 3-34). Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationjiis

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:3, Issue:2, April 2014

Ellis, R. (2008).The study of second language acquisitorford: OUP.

Ellis, R. & Barkhuizen, G. (2005Analyzing learner languag®©xford: OUP.

Errasti, M.P.S. (2003). Acquiring writing skills i third language: The positive effects
of bilingualism.International Journal of Bilingualispi/(1), 27-42.

Foster, P. & Skehan, P. (1996). The influence ahping on performance in task-based
learning.Studies in Second Language Acquisition,Z299—-324.

Gass, S.M., Mackey, A., Fernandez, M., & Alvarez¥€es, M. (1999). The effects of task
repetition on linguistic output. Language Learniag, 549-80.

Hill, L. A. (1980). Steps to understandingokyo, Japan: OUP.

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2006). The emergence of comtpldbuency, and accuracy in the
oral and written production of 5 Chinese learndr&mglish. Applied Linguistic,
27(4), 590-619.

Levi, P., (1988)The WrenchAbacus, MacDonald and Co.: London.

Lynch, T., & Maclean, J. (2000). Exploring the bftseof task repetition and recycling
for classroom language learninganguage Teaching Researcli3y 221-50.

Lynch, T., & Maclean, J. (2001). A case of exerwsi Effects of immediate task
repetition on learners’ performance. In M. Byg®e Skehan, & M. Swain (Eds.),
Researching pedagogic tasks: Second language legrieaching and testingp.
141-162). Harlow, UK: Pearson Longman.

McLaughlin, B. & Heredia, R. (1996). Informationgaessing approaches to research on second

language acquisition and use. In R. Ritchie & Tat#n (Eds.)A handbook of second language
acquisition(pp. 213-28). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Nelson, T.O. (1976Nelson English language testondon: Butler & Tanner Ltd.

Shiffrin, R., Richard, M. & Schneider, W. (1977)o®@rolled and automatic human
information processing: Il. Perceptual learningtomatic attending and a general
theory.Psychological Review. §2), 127-190.

Skehan, P. (1996). A framework for the implemepotatof task-based instructiolpplied
Linguistics,17, 38-62.

Skehan, P. (1998A Cognitive approach to language learnir@xford: OUP.

Skehan, P. (2003). Task based instructi@mguage Teaching, 36-14.

Skehan, P., Xiaoyue, Bi Qian, L., and Wang, Zh.1@0 The task is not enough:
Processing approaches to task-based performhaoguage Teaching Research,
16(2), 170-187.

Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2009). Pair versuslividual writing: Effects on
fluency, complexity and accuradyanguage Testing, 28), 445-466.

Wang, Z. (2009).Modeling speech production and performance: Evidefrom five
types of planning and two task structurésnpublished PhD thesis, Chinese
University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China.

Willis, J.R. (2004). Perspectives on task-basettuoton: Understanding our practices,
acknowledging different perspectives. In B.L. Laav J.R. Willis (Eds.),Task-
based instruction in foreign language educationa®ces and programgop.1-
44). Washington: Georgetown University Press.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



