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Abstract

This study examines the effects of task-based language teaching (TBLT) and task-supported
language teaching (TSLT) on EFL learners' L2 motivational self system (L2MSS) and speaking
self-efficacy (SSE) in online emergency classrooms. Since 2020, many EFL emergency online
classes have been established globally due to the outbreak of COVID-19. Notwithstanding that
the teaching approaches have produced positive effects on learners’ L2ZMSS and SSE in offline
classes, it remains unclear how TBLT and TSLT can affect those factors in online emergency
EFL speaking classrooms. Thus, the study recruited two groups of intermediate EFL non-
English-majored first-year university students at High Quality Thinking (HQT) Education.
During a two-month period, these participants alternately joined three TBLT and TSLT
counterbalanced treatments of three different topics. After each online lesson, an immediate
test was conducted to gather the students' perceptions of their SSE and L2MSS, followed by a
two-week washout period. Results of the between-groups, within-group t-tests, and one-way
ANOVA tests suggested that TBLT can be more effective in motivating students and enhancing
their self-efficacy in totally online emergency speaking lessons.

Keywords: Emergency, L2 motivational self system, speaking self-efficacy, TBLT,
TSLT.

Introduction

With the beginning of the post-methods era, TBLT and TSLT have received much
attention as innovative approaches in language teaching and learning (Hismanoglu &
Hismanoglu, 2011). TBLT and TSLT have been an essential part of the teacher repertoire for
decades, especially in face-to-face classrooms. Both approaches have proved their
effectiveness in teaching writing, listening, reading, and speaking (Albino, 2017; Chou, 2016;
Kafipour et al., 2018; Mao, 2012). Moreover, the application of tasks in language teaching can
positively affect the psychological variables of students, such as motivation or confidence
(Sabet et al., 2014).

However, the unprecedented outbreak of the coronavirus has brought many challenges
to English language teaching and learning, forcing teachers to transform physical classrooms
into cyber learning. When learning online, students can suffer from a lack of motivation, a
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shortened attention span, or a lack of direct interaction (Ferri et al., 2020; Kim & Frick, 2011;
Mukhtar et al., 2020). Teachers also struggle to find suitable teaching approaches as a
replacement for methodologies in offline classes. Specifically, Presentation-Practice-Produce
(PPP) procedure seems ineffective in motivating and engaging students in an online setting
(Gao & Zhang, 2020). Instead, such innovative approaches including interactive tasks are more
feasible to encourage students’ participation. Furthermore, although teachers can use various
platforms, such as Zoom or Google Meets to sustain education amidst crisis, in developing
nations where online instructions are rarely implemented, teachers are neither trained for
teaching online nor provided with guidelines for effective teaching (Bailey & Lee, 2020). This
situation brings up a quest for researchers to investigate whether several teaching approaches
in offline classrooms can work as successfully as in online classrooms (Gao & Zhang, 2020).
Additionally, because influences of the pandemic on health and society are present in people’s
lives, psychological issues, such as stress, demotivation, or low levels of self-efficacy, which
may impact students’ academic performance, have also been increasing. Many problems
concerning learners’ overall well-being have been reported; they can range from enduring
prolonged educational disengagement to increased psychosocial challenges (Drane et al.,
2021). It is questionable whether the effectiveness of some well-established approaches in the
typical offline environment is still transferable in the online emergency remote classroom that
is characterized by the learners’ unpredictable and complex mental, psychological, and
physical states. To this end, this article attempts to examine the impacts of innovative teaching
approaches involving collaborative tasks - TBLT and TSLT - on language learners’ motivation
and self-efficacy in online emergency lessons. Within this multiple-treatment counterbalanced
study, the authors aim to investigate the effects of the two approaches on students’ L2ZMSS and
SSE in online emergency EFL classrooms. To fulfill this aim, the researchers address two
primary research questions:

1. What are the different effects of TBLT and TSLT on students’ speaking self-efficacy?
2. What are the different effects of TBLT and TSLT on students’ L2ZMSS?

The first part of this article proposes the significance and practicality of the study,
followed by detailed literature on computer-assisted tasks, TBLT, TSLT, L2MSS, and SSE.
Second, the authors demonstrate research methodology, data collection, and data analysis
procedures. Then, findings, discussions and pedagogical implications are presented. Finally,
the conclusion comprises answers to the research questions, the research’s applications,
recommendations, limitations, and future directions.

Literature Review
Tasks and Computer-assisted Language Tasks

Task is defined by Ellis (2003) as a work plan that “requires learners to process
language pragmatically in order to achieve an outcome” (p. 16). A task should focus primarily
on constructing meaning and consist of one or more gaps, including information-gap,
reasoning-gap, and opinion-gap (Prabhu, 1987). When learners perform a task, their linguistic
and nonlinguistic knowledge should be used to accomplish its tangible outcome. Language
tasks can be categorized in many ways. According to Ellis (2009), unfocused tasks help
students improve their overall communicative abilities, while focused tasks encourage them to
practice a grammatical structure. Nunan (2004), on the other hand, divides tasks into
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pedagogical and real-world tasks, claiming that pedagogical tasks are solely exploited in the
classroom whereas real-world tasks are used in everyday interactions.

In online classrooms, tasks are often computer-mediated. A computer-assisted task
consists of all features of an offline task. However, it is conducted on a virtual platform that
satisfies the standards of an effective learning environment. Rather than using textbooks,
technology allows students to perform tasks with various procedures (Gonzalez-Lloret &
Ortega, 2014). As authentic materials with enormous input sources are handy on the Internet,
teachers can employ tasks such as shopping for necessities, booking tables, or choosing medical
centers, which are similar to real-life interactions. Compared to tasks in traditional textbooks,
technology-mediated tasks are more updated, beneficial and relevant for learners (Gonzélez-
Lloret, 2020). In brief, a computer-assisted task is generally completed in a cyber platform that
meets both the characteristics and features of a good learning environment.

Language Teaching and Learning with Tasks

While transfer-appropriate processing theory underpins TBLT, skill acquisition theory
is the foundation of TSLT. TBLT, based on communicative language teaching philosophy
(Butler, 2011), attempts to provide communicative opportunities for students (Ellis, 2003).
Understandably, it also prioritizes meaning-focused activities over linguistic characteristics
(Littlewood, 2004). On the other hand, tasks are exploited in TSLT to help learners activate
their prior knowledge and improve their accuracy. Usually, tasks used in a Present-Practice-
Production (PPP) model transform declarative and explicit knowledge into procedural and
implicit knowledge, or tentatively, speeded-up declarative knowledge.

In TBLT, tasks can be either focused or unfocused. Learners in focused tasks are aware
of linguistic elements before performing a task. Ellis (2009) suggests that a TBLT lesson
includes three stages: pre-task, main task, and post-task. In the first stage, he recommends that
teachers provide students with a preparatory activity to lay a foundation for the major task that
follows (Prabhu, 1987). The main task, which is considered the backbone of TBLT lessons,
will revolve around students' performance of the tasks (Ellis, 2009). In this step, students are
granted opportunities to communicate, while teachers are ready to provide help if necessary
(Chong & Reinders, 2020). The final part of TBLT lessons - post-task - encourages students to
re-practice the task, reflect on what they have learnt, and highlight their mistakes. The teacher
can rectify students' mistakes by drawing their attention to common ones, then providing tasks
for their language generation, and lastly encouraging their awareness of mistakes. TSLT,
however, often incorporates tasks in the production stage of the PPP framework. PPP,
according to DeKeyser (1998), emphasizes linguistic features in the cognitive stage, then
implements drills for constant usage of the language in the associative stage, and finally uses
freer practice to encourage students’ production of the target language in the autonomous stage.
In the first phase (Presentation), teachers present students with structures, following either an
inductive or deductive approach. This stage is mostly teachers’ talk, while students have few
opportunities to communicate (van den Branden, 2016). The lesson then proceeds with drills
(Practice) in different modes, individual, pair work, or group work. The activities in this phase
can encourage students to use given structures with accuracy. In the last phase (Production),
tasks can be incorporated into freer practice to facilitate students’ familiarity with acquired
knowledge. There are various types of practice, but they are mostly interactive.

Self-efficacy

Bandura, in his social-cognitive theory, coined the term self-efficacy to refer to one's
belief in their ability to accomplish a task (Bandura, 1997). It is thought that after performing
a task, people get greater confidence and self-perception, and they predict another successful
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performance in the future (Greene, 2017). Furthermore, those who are confident in their ability
to learn certain skills and execute specific tasks are more likely to put great effort into their
work, but negative feedback from others may lead to self-doubts and focus on personal
shortcomings when they encounter new obstacles. Self-efficacy can be considered a major
predictor of language learning techniques, motivation, and accomplishments in EFL research.
High levels of self-efficacy are related to excellent performance in many language learning
activities (Chen, 2020). In a longitudinal study by Harris and Leeming (2022), it was
discovered that over the course of one academic year, there was a rise in both the students’ L2
proficiency in English and their speaking self-efficacy although the two experimental groups
of students were exposed to different teaching approaches. However, the link between teaching
approaches using tasks in the classroom and the beneficial development of students' SSE is a
crucial yet understudied issue (Mills, 2014). It is also unclear whether the effectiveness of
TBLT and PPP is still guaranteed in the online emergency classroom. Therefore, more effort
should be made to examine how TBLT and TSLT can affect English learners in emergency
online classrooms in times of COVID-19. Within the scope of this study, SSE consists of three
constructs. The first component is ability, which involves students' perception of their capacity
to communicate in English. The second component, activity perception, is concerned with the
students' perceptions of activities that necessitate English communication. Lastly, aspiration
illustrates how self-efficacy expectations are affected by success or failure in novel
circumstances or places. This construct also considers factors such as a learner's desire to speak
English fluently both in the present and in the future.

L2 Motivational Self System

Dornyei (2009) proposed the L2 Motivational Self System with three essential
dimensions: the ideal L2 self, the ought-to L2 self, and the L2 learning experience. According
to Dornyei (2009), the first dimension, the ideal L2 self, is a representation of the L2 user's
ideal future image. If one wishes to be a fluent L2 user who can interact with foreigners, the
ideal picture of oneself as a fluent L2 user can be a motivator to bridge the gap between one's
actual self and this ideal image. Next, the ought-to L2 self refers to the abilities or qualities that
a person desires to have. For instance, students who want to live up to their parents’ and
teachers’ expectations can decide what personal traits they should develop, and this perception
can act as a source of motivation for learning. Finally, context-based incentives may impact
learners' attitudes toward language learning. The students’ motivation can be either fostered or
degraded based on their current learning environment and L2 learning experience which is
characterized by the importance of instructors, classroom procedures, and peers (Dornyei,
2009).

The Effects of Teaching Approaches on SSE and Motivation

Many studies have investigated the connection between the impacts of teaching
approaches on motivation and self-efficacy (Chen, 2014; Sabet et al., 2014; Tavakoli et al.,
2019; Ulla, 2020). Regarding motivation, Ulla (2020) examined Thai EFL students' motivation
and attitudes about speaking in a TBLT classroom. According to the findings, students in a
task-based classroom were extremely driven to learn and practice English. Sabet et al. (2014)
also compared the level of motivation of EFL students in TBLT and PPP classrooms. The
findings indicate that students in the TBLT may have had a higher level of motivation than the
PPP group. Concerning computer-assisted learning with tasks, Tavakoli et al. (2019) suggest
in their study that Persian EFL students who studied with technology-assisted tasks could
generally possess a greater motivation to learn English. For self-efficacy, Chen (2014) assessed
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the effectiveness of using tasks in an internet-based learning environment towards the learners’
self-efficacy and technological acceptance in a case study. After three months of experiencing
the virtual course, the researcher concluded that the participants rated their levels of self-
efficacy quite moderate, which might be indicative of effective language learning. However,
there has been no clear confirmation of the effects of different approaches on students’
speaking skills, motivation, and self-efficacy to communicate. The pandemic has created huge
difficulties for teachers and students in an online environment. Because online emergency
learning is radically different from conventional offline or online instructions, the need to
investigate the influences of teaching approaches on students’ speaking skills, self-efficacy,
and motivation is present. The authors hope to provide insights into the relationship between
the two approaches and students’ motivation and self-efficacy in special emergency online
speaking classrooms. Furthermore, most previous studies only indicate the effectiveness of
using tasks to motivate and strengthen learners’ self-efficacy in comparison to non-task-based
teaching approaches (Ozan et al., 2005; Sabet et al., 2014). Hence, we also anticipate that if the
two task-based approaches, TBLT and TSLT, significantly differ in how they affect learners'
L2MSS and SSE, it can reveal the existence of other factors accounting for heightened
motivation and self-efficacy besides the inclusion of tasks.

Methodology
The Rationale for the Method Choice

Grounded on post-positivist philosophy, this article follows a quasi-experimental
research design using the repeated-measures with crossover design, also known as the multiple-
treatment counterbalanced design (Edmonds & Kennedy, 2022). Each subject of the study
would receive alternating treatment conditions in different periods to compare the effects of
various treatments (Hedayat et al., 2006). In particular, the research first incorporates a within-
subjects approach because the design aims to minimize and eliminate emerging issues of
learner characteristic variations. Second, the research also applies the between-subjects
contrast to evaluate the different impacts of TBLT and TSLT on the learners’ motivation and
SSE of the two classes when they study the same topics, themes, and lessons. This combination
of both within-subject and between-subjects is advised by Edmonds and Kennedy (2022) to
increase the rigor of the study when the sample size is small. While motivation and SSE may
be affected by learners' characteristics and other factors besides the teaching approaches, the
authors expect that by counterbalancing treatments, this study can reach a more rigorous
conclusion of the two teaching approaches’ effects on learners.

Table 1
Cross-over Design with Two Factors (Adopted from Edmonds & Kennedy, 2022)
Group Questionnair  Treatment Questionnair  Treatment Questionnair
el e2 e3
1 01 Xa 02 XB O3
2 01 XB Oz XA 03

According to Edmonds and Kennedy (2022), cross-over experimental research should
implement the pretest-midtest-posttest model (Table 1). In the current study, questionnaires
would be used after each treatment as the pre-, mid-, and post-tests. However, unlike other
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aspects such as achievement test scores or language proficiency, motivation and self-efficacy
are two highly complex, diverse, and impressionable systems that are constantly changing.
Motivation and efficacy, by nature, are time-sensitive and activity-based (Ouweneel et al.,
2013). The authors believe that prior to the first treatment, the use of a questionnaire to collect
students’ perceptions would not help this research objectively reflect the effects of such a
treatment on students’ motivation and self-efficacy. In addition, the researchers cannot control
all external variables that possibly affect the students on the day they answer the first
questionnaire. Therefore, the authors modified the aforementioned model to measure the
immediate state of learners’ L2MSS and self-efficacy after each lesson (Table 2). Considering
the allotted time frame, the authors would change two treatments to three treatments to enhance
the rigor of the design. Noticeably, the authors would leave a two-week washout period
between each treatment to avoid the order effects of multiple-treatment sequencing
interferences.

Table 2
Cross-over Design with Two Factors for L2ZMSS and SSE
Class Treatment Questionn Treatment Questionn Treatment Questionn
aire 1 aire 2 aire 3
Wash- Wash-
1 TBLT IT, out TSLT IT, out TBLT IT;
2 TSLT IT, TBLT IT, TSLT IT;

Participants and Sampling Technique

Sixty Vietnamese EFL learners, 28 men, and 32 women, aged 18-21 partook in the
research for two months with three treatments and two wash-out periods. All participants were
non-English majors of HQT Education’s English training center in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam.
The authors employed simple random techniques to recruit the participants and randomly
assigned them to two classes. Based on placement test results provided by the center, the
participants’ English proficiency was at the low to mid intermediate level (B1.1-B1.2 level) of
the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. All participants were native
Vietnamese speakers residing in Ho Chi Minh with similar sociocultural backgrounds. This
sample might be considered representative of intermediate Vietnamese EFL learners at HQT
Education. Every individual of the population under investigation also had an equal chance of
being selected to minimize the effects of language performance and learner characteristics’
discrepancies on self-efficacy and L2MSS (Ddérnyei & Ushioda, 2011; Jaekel, 2020).

Research Instruments
Questionnaire

The researchers employed a 5-point Likert-scale questionnaire including 36 items to
measure self-efficacy and motivation. The reflective dimensions for SSE were ability, activity
perception, and aspiration in the first part of the questionnaire. The second part explored the
three formative dimensions of the L2MSS, namely ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, and L2
learning experience (Table 3). Participants were asked to choose one of five replies, from (1)
“strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree.”
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Table 3
Taxonomy of the SSE and L2MSS Questionnaire and Focus-group Interview

Questionnaire

Measured dimensions Adapted from
Items

- i Gahungu (2007), Idrus et al. (2011), and
Ability -7 Mikulecky et al. (1996)

. . i Gahungu (2007), Idrus et al. (2011), and
Activity Perception 8-13 Mikulecky et al. (1996)

__— i Gahungu (2007), Idrus et al. (2011), and
Aspiration 14-17 Mikulecky et al. (1996)
Ideal L2 Self 18-21 Taguchi et al. (2009)
Ought-to L2 Self 22-27 Taguchi et al. (2009)
L2 Learning Environment  28-36 Taguchi et al. (2009) and Papi (2010)

Because the participants were more fluent in Vietnamese, the English version of the
questionnaire was translated into their mother tongue to increase the data’s reliability and to
obtain a high response return rate (Thomas, 2013). However, anticipating the unwanted
inconsistency and flaws of back-translation (Behr, 2016), the authors applied a procedure of
quality assurance to minimize potential issues of this method. Firstly, all the questions were
translated by all the authors and reviewed by the first author. Both Vietnamese and English
versions of the questionnaires were peer-reviewed by three other experts, all of whom held
Ph.D. degrees in TESOL. The authors then revised the questionnaires according to their
recommendations and conducted an online pilot test with 25 Vietnamese students via Google
Quiz. Finally, these participants reported the problems with the online questionnaires which
were then finalized to eliminate technological and mechanical errors. After the responses were
collected, Cronbach’s alpha was used to examine these responses (.879 < a <.970). The results
confirmed that this survey was highly reliable and applicable on a large scale.

Procedures

Having acquired consent from HQT Education, the researchers started sending out
documents to recruit participants. Due to the schools’ and institutions’ closure, the participants
in this study were rather familiar with online learning using Zoom, which was the platform
chosen to provide treatment. After explaining the research, the authors provided the written
consent form for the participants to sign. The voluntary participants of the two classes (class A
and B) were taught by the same teacher who was the head-teacher of the English training center.
The researchers and the teacher had worked together about pedagogical aspects to reach an
agreement on the instruction of each lesson. The two classes studied three speaking topics
(Meals, Construction, and Space History) over three weeks, but they were taught using
different approaches. For example, in week 1, class A would be taught with TBLT in 90
minutes. Students in class A would neither be provided with vocabulary nor any language in
advance to complete the task. Meanwhile, because class B was taught with TSLT using the
same topic as class A, the teacher would present the target linguistic items and then give
students some time to conduct controlled practice. Finally, students in class B would use what
they had learnt to complete the task. After each lesson, the questionnaires were delivered on
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the Internet with a 100% return rate from both classes. The responses were then analyzed with
SPSS 20.

Lesson Design: The Rationale for the Main Task Choice

The tasks in the three sessions were designed to improve students' collaboration and
communication. After working in groups, students were required to discuss their meal
preparation on a limited budget in Lesson 1. Lesson 2 required them to design a house out of
three sustainable materials and present it to the class. In Lesson 3, students had to create
infographics that explained the timeframe of one space exploration expedition. The outcome
of the first TBLT session was to motivate students to negotiate in groups and design a menu
list for a day with 100 dollars. The major outcome of the second TBLT session was for students
to select three green resources to erect a sustainable structure. The third lesson challenged them
to reason with one another on which ideas and visual materials they should add to the
infographics. The Appendix contains a sample description of the task types and characteristics
of Lesson 2's main task. Additionally, TSLT employed the Present-Practice-Produce model
with task-based freer practice. The same tasks were used as freer practice for students in these
TSLT sessions after the teacher taught and provided grammatical structures and lexical
elements related to the themes.

Data Collection and Analysis

Questionnaires were given after each treatment of the synchronous lesson via Google
Quiz, and participants could only submit their answers once. After submission, they were not
allowed to modify their answers. The quantitative data included students’ responses from the
self-efficacy and L2MSS questionnaire. The authors used a one-way ANOVA to discover
whether there were significant differences between the questionnaires on SSE and motivation
that each class took after a treatment. Moreover, to specify how the test results of a class
changed after the treatment, the authors proceeded with LSD post hoc tests of variance.

Findings
Within-class Comparison
Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations Comparing the Three Stages on the SSE and L2MSS of the
Students of Class A

SSE L2MSS
Stage N M SD M SD
| First (TBLT) 30 371 0.37 3.76 0.37
Second (TSLT) 30 291 0.38 2.89 0.53
Third (TBLT) 30 3.60 0.48 3.77 0.46

I I I I
Total 90 341 0.54 3.47 0.61
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Table 4 shows descriptive statistics for the three stages or three lessons with tasks that
students in class A experienced. In the first and third stages, students were taught with TBLT
lessons, but in the second stage, a TSLT lesson was conducted. Generally, Table 4
demonstrates that the mean values of both self-efficacy and motivation were higher for the
TBLT lessons than for the TSLT lesson. The mean of self-efficacy was 3.71, which was the
highest, for students in the first stage. Although this figure was followed by 3.60 of the mean
for students’ SSE in the final TBLT stage, the TSLT class’s figure only registered 2.91. As
regards students’ L2MSS, the mean of the first and final TBLT lessons constituted 3.76 and
3.77, respectively, which were higher than that of 2.89 for the TSLT lesson. Tests of
homogeneity of variances were also used to check the assumption that the variances of the
three stages are equal for dependent variables. For self-efficacy (p = .36) and L2MSS (p = .44),
the Levene's tests were not significant. Therefore, the assumption was not violated, and the
LSD post hoc test could be used to examine which pairs of means were significantly different.

Table 5
One-way Analysis of Variance Summary Table Comparing the Three Stages on the SSE and
L2MSS of the Students of Class A

Source df SS MS F p
| Between Groups | 2 | 11.31 | 5.65 | 33.13 | .000 |
SSE Within Groups 87 1485 0.17
| Total | 89 | 26.16 | | |
L2MSS | Between Groups | 2 | 15.39 | 7.70 | 36.85 | .000 |
Within Groups 87 18.17 0.21
| Total | 89 | 33.56 | | |

Regarding Table 5, the between-groups differences for SSE and L2MSS were
statistically significant. In specific, the difference was identified among the three stages on
class A’s self-efficacy F (2, 87) = 33.13, p = .000 and on their L2ZMSS F (2, 87) = 36.85, p =
.000. LSD post hoc tests were provided below (Table 6) to compare the group means.

Table 6
LSD Post Hoc Tests of Variance Summary Table Comparing the Three Stages on the SSE and
L2MSS of the Students of Class A

Source Stage (1) Stage (J) Mean Difference (I-J) p
SSE First (TBLT) Second (TSLT) .80 .00
Third (TBLT) A1 31
Second (TSLT) First (TBLT) -.80 .00
Third (TBLT) -.69 .00

Third (TBLT)  First (TBLT) -11 31
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Second (TSLT) .69 .00

L2MSS First (TBLT) Second (TSLT) 87 .00
Third (TBLT) -.01 .93

Second (TSLT) First (TBLT) -.87 .00

Third (TBLT) -.88 .00

Third (TBLT) First (TBLT) .01 .93

Second (TSLT) .88 .00

Post hoc LSD tests (Table 6) show that the students’ perspectives about self-efficacy in
the second stage differed significantly from their belief in the first and third stages with p <
.05. Similarly, there were also significant mean differences in learners’ motivation between the
TSLT and the TBLT classes with p < .05 using the same test. The fluctuation in their
perspectives could be the result of the teaching approaches to which they were exposed. The
TBLT lessons were more likely to influence the students than the TSLT lesson. In addition,
there was only a small mean difference between the mean of the first TBLT and the last TBLT
lessons (Table 4), and the post hoc LSD tests also indicate that the two lessons did not
significantly differ with p = .31 for self-efficacy and .93 for motivation, respectively. It seems
that the TBLT lessons had more influence on the students’ efficacy and motivation. The next
section will investigate whether class B would exhibit the same outcome.

Table 7
Means and Standard Deviations Comparing the Three Stages on the SSE and L2MSS of the
Students of Class B

SSE L2MSS
Stage n M SD M SD
' First (TSLT) 30 2.96 0.48 2.94 0.57
Second (TBLT) 30 3.83 0.38 3.86 0.45
Third (TSLT) 30 293 0.57 3.10 0.39
Total | 90 | 3.30 | 0.63 | 3.24 | 0.63

Table 7 provides descriptive statistics for the two TSLT lessons and one TBLT lesson
that were taught to students in class B. Unlike class A, in the first and third stages, the teacher
applied a TSLT approach; and in the second stage, a TBLT approach was used. Overall, Table
7 shows that the mean values of both self-efficacy and motivation were higher for the TBLT
class than they were for the TSLT classes, which was in alignment with the findings of class
A. For L2ZMSS, the mean was 2.94 in the first stage, which was also the lowest. It was followed
by the mean for motivation in the third lesson (3.10). Finally, the highest mean belonged to the
second TBLT stage with 3.86. For students’ self-efficacy, the mean values of the first and final
TSLT lessons were 2.96 and 2.93, respectively, which were lower than 3.83 for the TBLT
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lesson. Levene’s test for equality of variances was also used to check the assumption that the
variances of the three stages were equal for independent variables, with self-efficacy (p = .33)
and L2MSS (p = .10).

Table 8
One-way Analysis of Variance Summary Table Comparing the Three Stages on the SSE and
L2MSS of the Students of Class B

Source df SS MS F p

I I I
Between Groups 2 1465 7.33 3142 .000

L2MSS Within Groups 87 20.29 0.23
[ I I I l I
Total 89 34.94
[ I I I l I 1
SSE Between Groups 2 1565 7.83 3452 .000

Within Groups 87 19.73 0.23

I T I

| T T
Total 89 35.38

Regarding Table 8, a statistically significant difference was identified among the three
stages of class B’s speaking L2MSS F (2, 87) = 31.42, p = .000 and their speaking efficacy F
(2, 87) = 34.52, p =.000. However, follow-up tests need to be applied to compare the group
means and determine which specific means were different from which other ones.

Table 9
LSD Post Hoc Tests of Variance Summary Table Comparing the Three Stages on the SSE and
L2MSS of the Students of Class B

Source Stage (1) Stage (J) Mean Difference (I- p
J)
L2MSS First (TSLT)  Second -.92 .00
(TBLT)
Third (TSLT) -.16 .20
Second First (TSLT) .92 .00
(TBLT)
Third (TSLT) .76 .00
Third (TSLT)  First (TSLT) .16 .20
Second -.76 .00
(TBLT)
SSE First (TSLT)  Second -.87 .00
(TBLT)

Third (TSLT) .03 80
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Second First (TSLT) 87 .00
(TBLT)
Third (TSLT) .90 .00
Third (TSLT)  First (TSLT)  -.03 .80
Second -.90 .00
(TBLT)

As can be seen from the Post hoc LSD tests (Table 9), the students’ perspectives about
SSE when studying with a TBLT lesson differed significantly from their perspectives in the
first and third stage when studying with TSLT lessons (p < .05). Similarly, there were also
significant mean differences in motivation between TSLT and TBLT with p < .05 using the
same test. In line with the findings from class A, the teaching approaches noticeably affected
the students’ levels of efficacy and motivation. The post hoc LSD tests also indicate that the
two lessons did not significantly differ with p = .20 for L2ZMSS and .80 for self-efficacy, in
turn. Because other factors did not undergo any changes and the findings of class A and class
B were similar, it can be stated that the students’ self-efficacy and L2MSS were more affected
by the TBLT approach.

Between-classes Comparison
Table 10

Comparison of Stage 1 TBLT and TSLT Approaches on SSE and L2MSS (n = 30 students of
class A and 30 students of class B)

Variable M SD t Df p d

' SSE | | | 598 5800 000 156
TBLT 371 037

TSLT 296 057

" L2MSS | | | 747 5800 000 191
TBLT 376 037

TSLT 204 048

Table 10 shows that the TBLT approach was significantly different from the TSLT
approach on learners’ self-efficacy and L2MSS. Inspection of the two group means indicated
that the means of learner efficacy (M = 3.71) and motivation (M = 3.76) for the TBLT approach
were higher than the means of the TSLT one, with efficacy (M = 2.96) and motivation (M =
2.94). The difference between the means is 0.75 for efficacy and 0.82 for motivation on a 5-
point Likert scale. The effect size d was 1.56 and 1.91, which was a large effect size.
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Table 11
Comparison of Stage 2 TBLT and TSLT Approaches on SSE and L2MSS (n = 30 students of
class A and 30 students of class B)

Variable M SD t df P d

' SSE | | ‘859 5800 000 221
TBLT 383 045

TSLT 201 038

" L2MsS | | 8.09 5800  0.00 12,10 |
TBLT 386 038

TSLT 289 053

Regarding Table 11, in the second stage, the TBLT approach was also significantly
different from the TSLT approach regarding self-efficacy and L2MSS. The two groups’ means
demonstrate that the means of motivation (M = 3.83) and efficacy (M = 3.86) for the TBLT
approach were significantly higher than the means for the TSLT approach, with the mean
efficacy being 2.91 and the mean motivation being 2.89. The difference between the means
was 0.92 for efficacy and 0.97 for motivation on a 5-point Likert scale. The effect size d was
2.21 and 2.10, which was also a large effect size.

Table 12
Comparison of Stage 3 TBLT and TSLT Approaches on SSE and L2MSS (n = 30 students of
class A and 30 students of class B)

Variable M SD t df P d

' SSE | | '5.94 5800  0.00 153 |
TBLT 360 048

TSLT 203 039

" L2MSS ' | ‘506 5800 000 322
TBLT 377 046

TSLT 310 057

As shown in Table 12, in the third stage, the TSLT approach was also significantly
different from the TBLT approach in SSE and L2MSS. The two group means demonstrate that
the means of motivation (M = 3.10) and efficacy (M = 2.93) for the TSLT approach were
significantly lower than the TBLT means, with the mean of efficacy being 3.60 and the mean
of motivation being 3.77. The difference between the means was 0.67 for both efficacy and
motivation on a 5-point Likert scale. The effect size d was 1.53 and 3.22, which is also large.
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Discussion

How TBLT and TSLT Affects the Students’ SSE

The quantitative data highlights a significant difference in the students’ SSE when they
were exposed to the two approaches. Overall, TBLT could affect students more positively
during the COVID-19-prompted situation than TSLT in both in-class and between class
analyses. The finding supports the results of previous studies by Ozan et al. (2005) and Chen
(2014), which illustrate that there might be a close connection between the use of TBLT and
learners’ self-efficacy.

Specifically, the discrepancies in students’ SSE scores could be attributed to several
factors. Regarding online TSLT sessions, the focus on accuracy may have provoked the
participants’ anxiety. Such attention to linguistic items could be prioritized at the expense of
SSE because several participants could have been afraid of losing face and refrained from
speaking. In a study by Mak (2011), it was discovered that negative experiences such as the
students’ mistakes being rectified by teachers and peers might have created anxiety among the
students. This fear of losing confidence and the current COVID-19 issue could accidentally
place more pressure on those who attended TSLT sessions. Especially when some participants
were required to get COVID-19 treatment in hospitals, they would have been more nervous
because other patients could have been observing them during online classes. Likewise, other
students who needed to stay home due to lockdown and quarantine might have been too worried
to speak because of the parents’ or family members’ presence. Thus, the focus on accuracy
could have overtaxed some students and greatly decreased their levels of SSE in TSLT
sessions.

Finally, unlike TSLT, the teachers of TBLT groups may take and switch different roles
(Richards et al., 2001) to encourage learning instead of being a sole presenter or lecturer.
Especially when online emergency remote teaching is implemented because of COVID-19,
Mohmmed et al. (2020) suggest that teachers should utilize various learning resources to offer
immediate support to students rather than just giving lectures. Other studies have also
confirmed the roles of teachers in the online classroom, especially their roles in the TBLT
online classrooms in enhancing students’ SSE (Nguyen et al., 2022). Hence, the TBLT groups
in this present study might have benefited more from the teacher’s various roles in the online
classrooms and generally improved students’ self-efficacy and communicative competence in
comparison with the TSLT approach.

How TBLT and TSLT Affected the Students’ L2MSS

Our findings also suggest that the TBLT approach could influence students more
noticeably than TSLT in increasing students’ motivation in both within-class and between-
class comparisons. Previously, Sabet et al. (2014), Tavakoli et al. (2019), and Ulla (2020)
concluded that the TBLT approach has mostly been considered more useful in motivating
students than the PPP procedure, both in offline and online classes. They contend that the level
of motivation among EFL students is affected by the presence of tasks. After comparing TBLT
and PPP, Sabet et al. (2014) conclude, “students will be motivated when their teachers provide
them with tasks which are challenging, used activities which are related to the real world, made
them curious in learning new things, gave them enough autonomy, praised their efforts, and
gave them useful feedbacks, and TBLT approach was more successful in this regard” (p. 959).
That is, tasks are believed to play an indispensable role in motivating students. However, when
the current study examined the two task-related approaches in online EFL classrooms, a higher
motivation level was recorded in TBLT classes. It is plausible that a task, despite its
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significance, may not be the only contributor to students’ motivation. Therefore, this study may
identify other factors responsible for students’ motivation and provide more insights into the
application of tasks in online EFL classrooms.

The first factor contributing to varying degrees of motivation between the TBLT and
TSLT approaches may be the amount of teacher talking time and student talking time. It is
generally believed that teacher talking time is mostly higher than student talking time in PPP
classes, while the opposite is true for TBLT classes (van den Branden, 2016). The TBLT
teacher often played the role of a facilitator who would guide students to perform tasks. Thus,
they did not talk much but only directed students to self-explore, which might have engaged
the participants. By contrast, in TSLT lessons, the teacher presented most of the materials,
which accounted for roughly half of the lesson’s time. And when the teacher delivered long
lectures, students were more likely to display off-task behaviors. They could be distracted by
social media, health concerns, and family matters, especially during the current setting — the
COVID-19 pandemic. Accordingly, to boost motivation in online classes, especially during
crisis-prompted situations, teachers should consider several suggested steps. First, they can
assign collaborative tasks, which involve the participation of more than one student to increase
peer interaction, and consequently generate greater motivation. Moreover, for both approaches,
teachers can motivate students by providing tasks with topics that are familiar or personalized.
It is likely that if students feel connected to the lessons, they will become more determined in
learning (Gonzalez-Lloret, 2020).

Another distinguishing feature that might cause different levels of motivation is the
learners’ agency within the two approaches. Because TBLT lessons generally gave students
more control than TSLT ones (Tavakoli et al., 2019), learners’ agency in TBLT classrooms
was possibly higher. Students attending TBLT classes were encouraged to work
enthusiastically and perform tasks by themselves without the teachers’ constant intervention.
Students were not closely watched and judged during TBLT sessions, so they might not be too
worried about learning. However, students of TSLT could feel demotivated and avoid
communicating in online classrooms because of the teacher’s close attention to their
performance. The operation in our classes is backed up by Chong and Reinders’ (2020)
research. They agree that learning opportunities are distributed generously among TBLT online
classes, and students often complete tasks on their own, asking for teachers only when
necessary. To address the problems in TSLT online classrooms, teachers can consider
designing tasks that are adaptive to students or address their immediate and affective needs
during the crisis. Ideally, teachers should consider trauma-informed teaching to help students
overcome difficulties in learning. A possible kind of support can be that students have the right
to negotiate whether the tasks are suitable for them or change the requirements of the tasks. As
some students are under quarantine, or their family members have already suffered from
COVID-19 severely, some sensitive topics such as diseases and death may trigger negative
feelings, and consequently reduce their motivation to learn. Therefore, learners should be
allowed to suggest a change of some tasks’ topic if they feel vulnerable, but these requirements
should be among the teacher's preparation and adaptation.

Conclusion and Limitations

This quantitative study has revealed different effects of the two teaching approaches on
students’ SSE and L2MSS in online COVID-19 emergency classrooms. Comparing TBLT and
TSLT, the study has shown that the presence of tasks in a lesson does not necessarily relate to
heightened motivation and SSE as implied by other previous researchers. Although both TBLT
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and TSLT incorporate tasks, TBLT is more advantageous for students’ SSE and L2MSS. This
study clarifies that while tasks are used as an important part of a lesson, there may be other
factors that can motivate and enhance students’ SSE in a teaching approach. First, during the
pandemic, the physical, mental, and psychological well-being of students should be rigorously
considered because the implementation of different teaching approaches in the emergency
online classes due to lockdowns and quarantines might cause different effects on the students’
affective factors such as self-efficacy and motivation. Second, peer support may be necessary
for this difficult period because mutual sharing can help them alleviate stress which may
possibly affect the students’ SSE and L2MSS in the emergency classroom. Moreover, learners’
needs should also be appreciated by teachers; not only should teachers provide tasks, but they
should also apply various techniques to attract students’ attention or guide them through the
lessons. It is suggested that teachers should strategically prioritize different teaching
approaches during an entire course. For communicative purposes, most of the time should be
spent on meaning-based learning with TBLT; and when it is important to prepare for written
exams, teachers may allow the students’ revision of lessons by doing focused tasks or focus-
on-form activities using the TSLT approach. Noticeably, if taking English online courses
becomes a daunting experience due to the teacher’s dominant talking time, TBLT might be
used so that students can have more opportunities to communicate. Allowing students to
negotiate the time, topic, and form of tasks according to their actual learning context may be
important to enhance their self-efficacy and motivation. Trauma-informed task-design using
TBLT should also be carefully examined to support learners in times of crisis. One limitation
of this study is that although counterbalancing can fundamentally pinpoint the effectiveness of
TBLT over TSLT in boosting students’ SSE and motivation, it requires more in-depth insight
to investigate what factors can cause these discrepancies. Mixed-methods research can be
conducted to ascertain the root causes of the differences in future studies. Furthermore, this
paper is grounded in quantitative data, the findings of which may be considered tentative.
Future research can incorporate the use of a qualitative approach to better elucidate different
perceptions of TBLT and TSLT learners on their SSE and L2MSS. Lastly, because
psychological variables such as self-efficacy and motivation are easily influenced by many
factors outside the classroom, more extended research time may be needed to further validate
this study’s findings. Despite some limitations in the sample size or regional scale, the authors
hope that the article can assist teachers, educators, and other researchers in future investigations
and applications in times of crisis.

Data availability

Detailed data, questionnaires, and lesson plans will be provided by the corresponding
author upon request.
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Type:
unfocused
real-life task

Sustainable
house design

Task features

ssimple input cholinguistic features

sunfamiliar topic olitput-based
reasoning gap
*0open-outcome
steacher-initiated/student co-
constructed

sfew elements
sthere-and-then needs

ssingle but challeging
reasoning demand

smultiple outcomes




