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Abstract 
This quasi experimental study has validated the effectiveness of Task Based Language Teaching 
(TBLT) in promoting writing skills of EFL learners enrolled in undergraduate programs at public 
sector Malaysian universities. TBLT is emerging as an essential part of curricula in language pe-
dagogies in several countries around the globe and advocated by prominent SLA researchers 
along with ELT practitioners. In current study research participants were divided into an experi-
mental and a control group. The data were collected following a Mixed Method Research paradigm 
during pretest and posttest. A Paired Samples T-test was used to determine the statistical signi-
ficance of the learners’ scores in pretest as compared to the posttest. The vast majority of the 
learners opined in their reflective journal that TBLT was the most interesting and a learner cen-
tered approach enabling learners to use their existing linguistic resources. The use of existing 
linguistic resources is a fundamental principle of TBLT as it leads the EFL learners to be fluent and 
confident users of English language both inside and outside the classroom in real life situations. 
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1. Introduction 
English language is the key to success in every walk of life as it is the lingua franca of our age and the most 
learned as well as taught language around the globe (Rahman, 2006, 2015). It is a fact that English language has 
emerged as the most important and widely used language all over the world, so it is required to learn English 
everywhere in all continents. Due to its efficacy and being a guarantee of secure future, the number of English 
learners is increasing day by day in every part of the world. English language teaching has emerged as an inde-
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pendent discipline and we have ever increasing English language teaching methodologies (Pishghadam, 2011). 
The current study focused on validating the effectiveness of Task Based Language Teaching (TBLT) to improve 
the writing skills of English language learners belonging from various nationalities at the language center estab-
lished in all tertiary level institutions in Malaysia. 

2. Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the current study was to confirm the effectiveness of Task Based Language Teaching (TBLT) in 
promoting writing skills of the university undergraduates learning English language at the language centers in 
the public sector institutions of tertiary level in Malaysia. A quasi experimental research was designed in April, 
2015 to determine the usefulness of TBLT in promoting writing skills of the language learners as compared to 
the traditional language teaching methodology based on Present-Practice-Production paradigm (Harmer, 2009). 
All new international entrants in any public sector Malaysian university are required to prove their English lan-
guage proficiency either through IELTS or they must belong from the countries having English language as a 
medium of instruction. Otherwise every international student in any Malaysian university is required to improve 
his/her English language skills from the established Language Centers in the Universities. The English language 
learners go through English Language Proficiency Test (ELPT) to prove their language skills. In other words, 
learners belonging from countries situated in the expanding circle of Kachru’s (1990) three concentric circles are 
required to prove their English language abilities in order to be a successful student of any Malaysian university. 

3. Research Questions 
The prime objective of the study was to determine the effect of TBLT on the writing skills of the English lan-
guage learners of university undergraduates. The study constituted and focused on validating any improvement 
on the learners’ writing skills, in the first phase, by TBLT treatment at undergraduate level registrants. Secondly 
learners from the experimental group also presented their views about the TBLT treatment with respect to their 
previous schooling experience following Presentation-Practice-Production paradigm in ELT classrooms (Zai-
nuddin, 2011). Student feedback and perceptions about TBLT exposure was sought in order to determine their 
vision about TBLT treatment as compared to the traditional teaching methodology. To be more specific, current 
empirical study was designed to find out the answers of following research questions. 

1) How does TBLT affect the learners’ second language writing skills? 
2) What are the EFL learners’ perceptions about TBLT in improving L2 writing skills? 

4. Significance of the Study 
In a holistic view English is enjoying a status of the most prestigious language as compared to any other lan-
guage in this world. It is due to the importance of communication in English as no nation can survive without 
sufficient knowledge of English in order to promote trade, commerce and imports/exports. Irrespective of nation, 
religion or any geographical location everyone is struggling to be dexterous in English language skills. Same is 
the case with the emergence of several language teaching methodologies (Zainuddin et al., 2011). Being an ELT 
practitioner the researcher aspires to enable English language learners to get rid of erroneous English and to be 
confident users of English especially in higher education at any international university such as Universiti Utara 
Malaysia and many more in Malaysia providing quality education to the international students in several fields. 
Researcher believes that by validating the effectiveness of TBLT in improving writing skills by this study, lan-
guage pedagogy would be one of the amazing aspirations both for the teacher and the taught. TBLT is a learner 
centered language teaching methodology and the teacher plays the role of a facilitator and not as the master of 
the show in the traditional language teaching methodologies (Ellis, 2009; Robinson, 2011; Willis & Willis, 2007; 
Carless, 2009; Samuda & Bygate, 2008). 

5. Literature Review 
Language is one of the basic characteristics of human beings; language categorizes Homo sapiens uniquely from 
all other animals. According to Crystal (2010), “It is language, more than anything else, which makes us feel 
human”. Each society in this world has a particular language, and this unified language usage determines that 
speech community marking identity of the speakers. Language is an important tool and it has various functions 
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but the most vital function of language is to communicate with fellow human beings (Pozzi, 2004). There are 
four basic language skills such as listening, speaking, reading and writing. A child in any linguistic environment 
learns his/her mother tongue in this natural order and it is a fact that writing is the most complex skill to master 
(Ellis, 2003). 

Another division of language skills is the productive skills (speaking and writing) and receptive skills (listen-
ing and reading). Willis and Willis (2007) categorized speaking as an interpersonal skill and writing as the 
transactional skill. We all acquire mother tongue almost without any effort. When there is a case of learning a 
language other than one’s mother tongue, situation is different as compared to any individual mother tongue. 
Learning style refers to an individual’s favorite way to learn and utilize one’s natural abilities to focus on partic-
ular ways to learn in an idiosyncratic manner. Basically learning styles are two faceted subjects such as syste-
matic versus unsystematic, reflective versus impulsive and inductive versus deductive. Every individual has 
certain style specific priorities marking their merits and demerits (Dörnyei, 2005). Learning styles, can maneuv-
er at any time, are not static or fixed for a long time as they are dependent on relative situations and tasks under-
taken by the learners (Griffiths, 2008). Almost same is the case with language teaching methods as Kumarava-
divelu (2008) has differentiated language teaching methods in three main categories: 

1) Language centered methods 
2) Learner centered methods 
3) Learning centered methods 
Each language teaching method is based on specific syllabus depending upon the focus on the underlying as-

sumptions as highlighted in the syllabus. In fact syllabus is at the center of any teaching-learning process and it 
plays a paramount role in ELT. For effective and result oriented ELT scenario a number of syllabuses have been 
devised based on certain assumptions and requirements of the target needs of the learners (Thakur, 2013). 

There are two major kinds of syllabuses such as product-oriented syllabuses and process-oriented syllabuses. 
Nunan (1988) describes that product oriented syllabuses are those where focus is on the end product i.e. know-
ledge which learners gain after classroom teaching. Process oriented syllabuses are those where emphasis is on 
the learning experience using analytic approach. Task based syllabus is an upgraded modification of communic-
ative language teaching and it differs from other syllabi as it commences after needs analysis (Nunan, 2001). 
Task based syllabus considers many perspectives of language learning before its execution. Task based syllabus 
is emerging as the most utilized syllabus in all the continents of the world due to its effectiveness and outcome 
in English language pedagogy (Pishghadam & Zabihi, 2012; Carless, 2009; Park, 2010; Rahimpour, 2008). 

6. Background of TBLT 
Basically TBLT follows on the principles and effectiveness of experiential learning introduced by John Dewey 
(1859-1952) and real life situations are rehearsed in the language teaching classrooms (Ellis, 2009; Hu, 2013). 
More recently in modern theories of learning TBLT is based on the constructive theory of learning. History of 
TBLT goes back to 1980s as it emerged out of the Communicational Language Teaching project in India by 
Prabhu (1987). The rationale behind its origination is the lack of performance in the target language production 
and other limitations of the traditional language teaching methodologies based on the structural approach fol-
lowing PPP (Presentation-Practice-Production) paradigm. The PPP approach is based on the behaviorist school 
of learning and learners are presented with chunks of language focusing on the abstract grammatical principles 
and rote learning of the target language structures (Ellis, 2003; Long & Crookes, 1993). Previously it was as-
sumed that learners could only master a language if they memorized and practiced the grammar of the target 
language. It proved wrong in the long run as learners knowing only theoretical grammatical rules were not able 
to communicate fluently in the target language in real life situations (Krashen, 1985; Prabhu, 1987; Willis & 
Willis, 2007; Ellis, 2003).  

The role of the learner’s motivation, cognitive abilities and autonomy enjoy the central place in constructiv-
ism, which are also fundamental assumptions in TBLT (Robinson, 2011; Willis, 1996; Ellis, 2009; Bygate et al., 
2001). Wang (2011) asserts that constructivism emphasizes learners’ autonomy, reflectivity, personal involve-
ment and active engagement of the learners in the process of learning; practically same is the case with TBLT 
principles. When a learner undertakes a communicative task, he is inclined to make use of his existing linguistic 
resources in order to achieve an outcome (Willis & Willis, 2007). There is a concurrence both in TBLT and in 
the learning principles of constructivism (Ellis, 2003; Hu, 2013). TBLT asserts that language is best learned 
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when focus is on meaning and it is contrary to the concentration on form i.e. grammatical structures of the target 
language based on the traditional linguistic or structural syllabus (Ellis, 2003; Willis & Willis, 2007). Dörnyei 
(2005) has illustrated that “language learning is ultimately a highly interpersonal enterprise, involving relation-
ships between learners and teachers, therefore, understanding the psychology of these relationships and of the 
agents involved in them is half the battle.” 

Skehan (1996) and Carless (2009) differentiated strong from weak forms of task based language teaching. 
The strong TBLT form focuses more on meaning making in real life scenarios along with authentic and accurate 
performance of the tasks. The weak form of TBLT accommodates more flexible tasks for communicative teach-
ing and language pedagogy (Hu, 2013). The roles performed by the language learners in TBLT are labeled as: 
participants, risk takers, listeners/speakers, storytellers, innovators and sequencers. They participate in group 
works or in pair/dyads during task cycle for successful L2 development. 

The basic unit of a lesson in TBLT classroom is the task and various tasks are designed to facilitate the learn-
ers with real life communicative situations enabling them real communicators of the target language. It is a 
learner-centered approach, based on the constructivist school of learning and teacher plays the role of a facilita-
tor of the communicative interaction among the learners (Ellis, 2009). During TBLT a language learner plays a 
dynamic role in the whole process of language learning as he takes active part in interactive and communicative 
activities throughout the task performance cycle to achieve an outcome (Prabhu, 1987; Bygate et al., 2001; Ske-
han, 1998; Robinson, 2011; Ellis, 2003). Samuda and Bygate (2008) defined task as “A task is a holistic activity 
which engages language use in order to achieve some nonlinguistic outcome while meeting a linguistic chal-
lenge, with the overall aim of promoting language learning, through process or product or both” (Samuda & 
Bygate, 2008: p. 69).   

Nunan (2004) has differentiated task classification as the pedagogical tasks and real life tasks. The pedagogi-
cal tasks mean the communicative activity performed in the classroom to achieve an outcome, basic purpose of 
pedagogical task is the rehearsal of real world all around. The real-world task means the real life interactive 
communication outside the classroom for example reserving an air ticket, job interviews and making new 
friends. The basic purpose of a task is not only to communicate but to achieve a purpose and an outcome while 
focusing primarily on pragmatic meaning (Ellis, 2009). Figure 1 describes TBLT framework designed by Nu-
nan (2004). 

 

 
Figure 1. Framework for TBLT by Nunan (2004: p. 25).                                   
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Willis and Willis (2007) have distinguished tasks in a broader sense as the rehearsal tasks and the activation 
tasks. Rehearsal tasks assist the learners to perform anything which requires the learners to attempt outside 
classroom. These tasks are not exactly the same as the real-world situations but there is some kind of adaptation 
to fit in the classroom environment. Examples of rehearsal tasks are to search an advertisement in newspaper for 
a suitable employment or a job interview by a pair or group in the classroom. The activation tasks have nothing 
to do with real world situation and they are designed to stimulate and to improve integrated language skills. Here 
textbook adaptation by a skillful teacher facilitates the second language learners to improve target language 
learning (Ellis, 2003; Robinson, 2011). 

7. Research Methodology 
Current study followed mixed method research paradigm as the research is categorized by the way it is designed 
to collect data and to analyze the data to reach the findings of that study. The research is called a mixed method 
research (MMR) if it collects data both quantitatively as well as qualitatively i.e. the data consisting on words, 
views, opinions, responses and numbers or numerical data. It is obvious that data produced by mixed method 
research (MMR) is more authenticated, replicable, valid and verifiable as compared to any other approach pro-
ducing data singly. Creswell and Clark (2007: p. 5) define MMR as “it involves philosophical assumptions that 
guide the direction of the collection and analysis of data and the mixture of qualitative and quantitative data in a 
single study. Its central assertion is that the use of quantitative and qualitative approaches in combination pro-
vides a better understanding of research problems than either approach can do alone”.   

MMR is supported by both type of data collection along with data analysis following qualitative as well as 
quantitative paradigms. Both inductive and deductive approaches are employed in MMR for data collection 
(Riazi & Candlin, 2014). It is a kind of research, where the researchers focus on qualitative paradigm during one 
phase and follow quantitative paradigm at the other phase of the research. According to Zohrabi (2013) an 
MMR has more reliable and valid research instruments for data collection as compared to any other single para-
digm. Current study was an example of a small scale MMR as the researcher started with the Pretest of the re-
search participants of control and experimental group, followed by treatment of TBLT to the experimental group. 
Pretest and posttest were also administered for the control group being taught by traditional methodology. Ref-
lective journals were utilized by the English language learners of the experimental group at University Utara 
Malaysia to find out their perceptions and feedback about the TBLT treatment. It can by concluded the MMR is 
just like conducting two mini-studies simultaneously within one main research for corroboration of the research 
findings (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 

8. Research Participants 
The research participants were international students from different countries having different ethnographic 
backgrounds. One thing was common they all belonged from countries situated in the expanding circle of the 
Kachru’s (1990) three concentric circles. All the participants were enrolled in different undergraduate programs 
at a tertiary level institution and registered in Intensive English Language program to appear in the English 
Language Proficiency Test (ELPT) to be successful students by proving their proficiency in English language. 
The age group of the experimental group was from 19 to 22 years with a mean age of the group as 20.5 years. 
Almost same was the age group of the control group i.e. from 19 to 22 years with a mean age of the group as 21 
years. In this way all the research participants from the experimental group and control group were homogenous 
in terms of their EFL background, admitted in university undergraduate program (BS programs) and in their age 
group. All students were in their first semester and new to university education. The experimental group com-
prised on a total of 14 participants (n = 14) including male and female students Research participants of control 
group were 16 (n = 16) during pretest and the posttest comprising on male as well as female students. The expe-
rimental group consisted on nine female and five male students. The control group consisted on ten female and 
six male students. Every student was willing and motivated to be the part of research process to improve his/her 
writing skills as they signed the consent form voluntarily to be part of the experimental research process. 

9. Research Design 
The study was designed to conduct the pretest at the onset of the research in the experimental group in April, 
2015 followed by the TBLT treatment in class. The topic of the lesson was “Kinds of Essays” and the main focus 
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of the experimental teaching was on improving learners’ descriptive writing skills. The posttest was conducted 
after treatment of TBLT to the research participants of the experimental group. Similarly the pretest and the 
posttest were administered in the control group without any treatment of TBLT. Data of learners’ writing skill 
during pretest and posttest of the experimental and control group were collected to determine any improvement 
in writing skill by introducing TBLT treatment. English language learners were given an essay for a writing task 
“Benefits of woman education” in order to collect their writing samples. 

10. Data Analysis 
Learners’ second language complexity was measured with regard to L2 lexical diversity usage (Rahimpour, 
2008; Salimi & Dadashpour, 2012; Ishikawa, 2006), described in the formula below: 

( ) Total number of open class wordsL2 Complexity lexical 100
Total number of L2 words

= ×  

Table 1 shows improvement in Lexical Complexity between the pretest and posttest in learners’ L2 perfor-
mance of the experimental group.  

Table 1 provides evidence of improvement in L2 lexical complexity in writing skill with TBLT treatment as 
the difference in L2 complexity of posttest is +63.02 more than that in pretest. Table 1 is an evidence and an-
swer to the research question one about the effect of TBLT on learners’ writing skills; same is the case in L2 
fluency and L2 accuracy in following sections. 

10.1. L2 Fluency Measure 
Skehan (1998) defined fluency as the learners’ capability to use language emphasizing meanings and using a variety 
of lexical items for a successful communication in second language. Ishikawa (2006) measured fluency of L2 writ-
ten production as the number of words divided by T-Units. The main clauses were added to the subordinate clauses 
(attached or embedded in the main clause) to count as T-Units (Long, 1991; Salimi & Dadashpour, 2012).    

 
Table 1. Difference of L2 complexity during pretest and posttest in experimental group.                                                               

S. No Pretest Posttest 

EFL 
learner 

Total 
words 

Function 
words 

Content 
words 

L2  
Complexity 

Total 
words 

Function 
Words 

Content 
words 

L2  
Complexity Difference 

S-1 119 35 84 70.58 166 46 120 72.29 +1.71 

S-2 120 51 69 57.50 135 50 85 62.96 +5.46 

S-3 248 98 150 60.48 245 75 170 69.38 +8.90 

S-4 134 44 90 67.16 130 34 96 71.64 +4.48 

S-5 184 69 115 62.50 172 64 108 62.79 +0.29 

S-6 100 47 53 53.00 87 33 54 62.17 +9.17 

S-7 154 44 110 71.43 164 45 119 72.56 +1.14 

S-8 154 70 84 54.54 167 67 100 59.88 +5.34 

S-9 114 53 61 53.51 144 60 84 58.33 +4.82 

S-10 182 70 112 61.54 165 63 102 61.82 +0.28 

S-11 180 95 85 47.22 165 72 93 56.36 +9.14 

S-12 238 100 138 58.00 178 67 111 62.36 +4.36 

S-13 175 75 100 57.14 197 77 120 60.91 +3.77 

S-14 157 62 95 60.51 184 65 119 64.67 +4.16 

Total  835.11  898.13 +63.02 

Difference and improvement in L2 Complexity +63.02  
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( ) Total number of L2 written wordsLearners  L2 Fluency Written
T-Units

=’  

T-Units in this case mean total sum of main and subordinate clauses in learners’ L2 written sample (Ishikawa, 
2006; Salimi & Dadashpour, 2012; Long, 1991). 

Table 2 presents difference of written L2 Fluency between Pretest and Posttest of the experimental group. 
Table 2 illustrates improvement in L2 fluency measure (+27.79) of the experimental group in the posttest as 

compared to the pretest. The sum total of L2 fluency of the experimental group during pretest was 138.92 and it 
was improved to become 166.71 after TBLT treatment in posttest. Following subsection describes the difference 
and improvement in accuracy measure in writing skills of the experimental group.  

10.2. L2 Accuracy 
Accuracy in writing skill means the degree of correctness i.e. to what extent students write correct English. 
Skehan and Foster (1999: p. 77) defined accuracy as “ability to avoid error in performance, reflecting higher le-
vels of control in the language as well as avoidance of such challenging structures that might provoke error”. El-
lis (2003: p. 340) defined second language accuracy measure as, “the learner’s ability to produce error free tar-
get language”. It means how language written during L2 performance was accurate. In current study learners’ 
L2 accuracy was measured as error-free T-units divided by T-units. It means, only that T-unit was counted as 
error free T-units which was free from grammatical, syntactical and spelling error (Rahimpour, 2008; Ishikawa, 
2006; Salimi & Dadashpour, 2012). In simple words accuracy was measured by counting total number of error 
free clauses divided by the total number of clauses in the speech or written sample of the target language. The 
formula for calculating learners’ L2 accuracy is as below: 

Total number of error free clauses of L2Learners L2 Accuracy
Total number of clauses of L2 sample

=’  

Table 3 describes difference and improvement in EFL learners’ accuracy measure during pretest and posttest 
from the experimental group. 

 
Table 2. Difference in L2 Fluency of the Experimental group in pretest and posttest.                                                               

S. No Pretest   Posttest 

Score Total words T-Units L2 Fluency Total words T-Units L2 Fluency Difference 

S-1 119 13 9.15 166 17 9.76 +0.61 

S-2 120 11 10.9 135 10 13.50 +2.60 

S-3 248 22 11.27 245 20 12.25 +0.98 

S-4 134 12 11.16 130 10 13.00 +1.40 

S-5 184 17 10.82 172 14 12.28 +1.46 

S-6 100 12 8.33 87 10 8.70 +0.37 

S-7 154 15 10.26 164 12 13.67 +3.41 

S-8 154 15 10.26 167 14 11.93 +1.67 

S-9 114 13 8.77 144 13 11.08 +2.31 

S-10 182 20 9.1 165 12 13.75 +4.65 

S-11 180 20 9.0 165 15 11.00 +2.00 

S-12 238 25 9.52 178 14 12.72 +3.20 

S-13 175 15 11.66 197 14 14.07 +2.41 

S-14 157 18 8.72 184 20 9.20 +0.48 

Total  138.92   166.71 +27.79 

Difference and improvement in L2 Fluency +27.79  
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Table 3. Learners’ L2 accuracy during pretest and posttest of the experimental group.                                                               

S. No Pretest   Posttest 

EFL  
learner 

Total 
Clauses 

Total Error 
free Clauses L2 Accuracy Total 

Clauses 
Total Error free 

Clauses L2 Accuracy Difference 

S-1 13 7 0 .54 17 13 0.76 +0.22 

S-2 11 8 0.73 10 8 0.80 +0.07 

S-3 22 12 0.55 20 15 0.75 +0.20 

S-4 12 7 0.58 10 8 0.80 +0.22 

S-5 17 11 0.64 14 10 0.71 +0.07 

S-6 12 6 0.50 14 9 0.64 +0.14 

S-7 15 10 0.66 11 9 0.82 +0.16 

S-8 15 11 0.73 18 15 0.83 +0.10 

S-9 13 8 0.61 13 10 0.77 +0.16 

S-10 20 12 0.60 12 10 0.83 +0.23 

S-11 20 13 0.65 15 11 0.73 +0.08 

S-12 25 15 0.60 8 6 0.75 +0.15 

S-13 15 8 0.53 20 14 0.7 +0.17 

S-14 18 9 0.50 22 17 0.77 +0.27 

Total  8.42   10.66 +2.24 

Difference and improvement in L2 Accuracy +2.24  

 
Table 3 describes that the treatment of TBLT to the experimental group has increased L2 accuracy measure in 

writing skill from 8.42 to 10.66 i.e. an improvement in accuracy measure equal to +2.24. 
In order to find out statistical significances in the scores of learners’ L2 performance in terms of complexity, 

accuracy and fluency, a Paired Samples T-test was utilized through SPSS version 20.0. Table 4 illustrates that 
there are significant differences in the complexity of experimental group scores from pretest scores (M = 59.65, 
SD = 6.82) to posttest (M = 64.15, SD = 5.26), t (13) = −5.55, p = 0.000 (two-tailed). The mean difference in 
two scores was −4.50 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from −6.25 to −2.75. The Eta squared statistic 
(0.70) indicates a large effect size in the scores. It is a proof of the effectiveness of TBLT in improving writing 
skills. The results in Table 4 demonstrate that there are significant differences in the L2 fluency of experimental 
group scores from pretest scores (M = 9.92, SD = 1.10) as compared to that in posttest (M = 11.92, SD = 1.74), t 
(13) = −6.12, p = 0.000 (two-tailed). The mean difference in two scores is −1.99 with a 95% confidence interval 
ranging from −2.70 to −1.29. The Eta squared statistic (0.74) indicates a large effect size. Similarly, there was 
significant difference in the accuracy of experimental group as compared to that in the pretest (M = 0.60, SD = 
0.075) to that in posttest scores (M = 0.76, SD = 0.05), t (13) = −9.41, p =0.000 (two-tailed). The mean differ-
ence in two scores was −0.16 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from −0.19 to −0.12. The Eta squared sta-
tistics (0.87) indicated a large effect size i.e. the effect of TBLT on learners’ writing skills as shown in Table 4. 
A Paired Samples T-test was also carried out to determine the significant differences among English language 
Complexity, Fluency and Accuracy measures of the control group during pretest and posttest. Table 4 illustrates 
L2 performance of experimental and control groups comprehensively. 

It is evident that by comparing the Eta squared statistics i.e. effect sizes of measures of L2 complexity, fluen-
cy and accuracy of the experimental and the control group, the experimental group performed holistically better 
than the control group in their L2 writing skill as illustrated in Table 4. There were no significant differences to 
mark any improvement in the scores of control group as compared during pretest and posttest in their writing 
skills. The results in Table 4 indicate that there are no significant differences in the pretest scores and posttest 
scores of L2 performance triad within the control group but in case of the experimental group there are statistical 
significances in the scores of L2 performance indicators, complexity, fluency and accuracy. 
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Table 4. Paired samples t-test.                                                                                              

Sample 
Pairs 

Paired Statistics Paired Differences 

t df Sig. Eta Squared Mean 
Score 

Standard  
Deviation Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

Complexity1_exp 59.65 6.82 
−4.50 −6.25 −2.75 −5.55 13 0.00 0.70 

Complexity2_exp 64.15 5.26 

Fluency1_exp 9.92 1.10 
−1.99 −2.70 −1.29 −6.12 13 0.00 0.74 

Fluency2_exp 11.92 1.74 

Accuracy1_exp 0.60 0.075 
−0.16 −0.19 −0.12 −9.41 13 0.00 0.87 

Accuracy2_exp 0.76 0.05 

Complexity1_cont 59.47 5.078 
−0.10 −1.03 0.82 −0.23 15 0.819 0.003 

Complexity2_cont 59.57 4.79 

Fluency1_cont 9.30 1.41 
0.60 −0.71 1.92 0.99 15 0.340 0.061 

Fluency2_cont 8.69 1.81 

Accuracy1_cont 058 0.042 
0.014 −0.007 0.034 1.41 15 0.179 0.11 

Accuracy2_cont 0.56 0.03 

11. Student Feedback of TBLT Treatment 
Students of the experimental group provided feedback to express their views about TBLT treatment and to de-
termine answer of second research question in present study. Student feedback was based on Likert scale conti-
nuum from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” ranging from 1 to 5. The feedback was obtained in order to 
find out research participants’ opinion about three subcategories: 

(a) Student       (b) Materials       (c) Teacher 
Respondents were also provided with facility to write down their suggestions and comments about the expe-

rimental teaching based on TBLT. Few students opined TBLT as an interesting way of learning and teaching. 
While some wrote teacher was very punctual and others wrote TBLT, a new method of teaching. Table 5 
presents students’ response in reflective journal. 

It is clear that most of the students’ feedback was in the favor of the effectiveness of TBLT and their percep-
tions inclined towards agree and strongly agree with the statements as compared to strongly disagree and disag-
ree in Table 5. This marked their liking about TBLT treatment and a proof that TBLT is a learner centered lan-
guage teaching approach. 

12. Conclusion 
The main purpose of current study was to determine the effect of TBLT on writing skills of the university un-
dergraduates belonging for EFL contexts and aspiring for higher studies in Malaysian Universities (Kachru, 
1990). The experimental teaching was conducted in April, 2015 and there was an improvement in L2 perfor-
mance indicators in terms of L2 complexity, fluency and accuracy measures of the research participants from the 
experimental group as compared to the language learners from the control group as depicted in the tables illu-
strated above. The researcher learned and observed a lot during experimental teaching to the international stu-
dents. It was anticipated optimistically that researcher would improve during the conduct of further research in 
TBLT for a comprehensive study to validate the effectiveness of TBLT in improving productive skills. The 
study provided hands on experience of the TBLT treatment and motivation for the researcher to corroborate ef-
fectiveness of TBLT in any other context (Skehan, 1996; Carless, 2009; Ellis, 2009; Willis & Willis, 2007;  
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Table 5. Students’ feedback from the Experimental group about TBLT (n = 14).                                                  

S. No Item 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

F* 
P** 

F 
P 

F 
P 

F 
P 

F 
P 

1 The teacher and students were enthusiastic 6 
(42.85%) 

5 
(35.71%) 

3 
(21.43%) - - 

2 I learnt new things to improve English language 
writing skill 

5 
(35.71%) 

8 
(57.15%) 

1 
(7.14%) - - 

3 I am interested in the topics discussed in class 7 
(50%) 

5 
(35.71%) 

1 
(7.14%) - 1 

(7.14%) 

4 I enjoyed the class 5 
(35.71%) 

8 
(57.15%) 

1 
(7.14%) - - 

5 The content of the class suits my level 5 
(35.71%) 

7 
(50%) 

1 
(7.14%) 

1 
(7.14%) - 

6 Class was more collaborative and interactive 3 
(21.43%) 

6 
(42.85%) 

3 
(21.43%) 

2 
(14.29%) - 

7 I asked questions when I did not understand 5 
(35.71%) 

8 
(57.15%) 

1 
(7.14%) - - 

8 All students participated actively 1 
(7.14%) 

7 
(50%) 

4 
(28.57%) 

2 
(14.29%) - 

9 It is helpful to discuss topics in a group 5 
(35.71%) 

6 
(42.85%) 

2 
(14.29%) - 1 

(7.14%) 

10 Teacher talked clearly 5 
(35.71%) 

4 
(28.57%) 

3 
(21.43%) 

1 
(7.14%) 

1 
(7.14%) 

11 Class environment was friendly 5 
(35.71%) 

7 
(50%) 

1 
(7.14%) - 1 

(7.14%) 

12 Teacher came to every group 5 
(35.71%) 

7 
(50%) 

1 
(7.14%) 

1 
(7.14%) - 

13 Learning was student oriented 2 
(14.29%) 

4 
(28.57%) 

5 
(35.71%) 

2 
(14.29%) 

1 
(7.14%) 

14 Teacher moved forward in step with class 5 
(35.71%) 

7 
(50%) 

1 
(7.14%) - 1 

(7.14%) 

15 Learning was more interesting than my  
earlier schooling 

6 
(42.85%) 

4 
(28.57%) 

3 
(21.43%) 

1 
(7.14%) - 

F*= Frequencies. P**= Percentage. 
 
Rahimpour, 2008). It benefitted the researcher to validate the research instruments to be utilized for further rep-
lication in any other location and ELT settings as the research exposure was pragmatic and interesting as well. 
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