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ABSTRACT
It has become increasingly common for practitioners of extensive reading (ER)
to incorporate the use of language learning tasks into their lessons. The links between
tasks for ER and the principles of task-based language teaching (TBLT), however,
have not been fully explored. It is suggested that research on task design and task
evaluation can provide insights to teachers about how to effectively utilize graded
readers for various types of meaning-focused language learning. This case study
presents a micro-evaluation (based on Ellis, 1997) of five tasks for extensive reading
with a class of intermediate-level first-year students at a Japanese university. The
evaluation consisted of observation by the teacher, analysis of spoken and written
work, and student feedback through questionnaires and interviews. The purpose of the
study was to utilize the principles of TBLT to systematically and empirically evaluate
each task in practice. Based on the results of the evaluation, conclusions are reached
about the benefits of tasks for ER and how tasks can be implemented effectively in an
ER context. The findings suggest that, through the use of well-designed tasks, ER and
TBLT can function together as mutually supportive forms of meaning-focused
pedagogy.

KEYWORDS: Task-based Language Teaching, Extensive Reading, Class Readers,
Task Evaluation, Micro-evaluation
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Extensive reading (ER) is a form of foreign language pedagogy in which students
read large quantities of simplified texts. ER has come to be viewed as an effective
way to promote second language acquisition by having students read a lot of easy
material for pleasure and general knowledge (Day, 2011). There is no single way by
which to implement ER. In some cases, students are free to select their own books; in
other cases, a group of students may read the same book, or the teacher may select
one book for the whole class (known as class ER).
The use of language learning tasks has become an important component of many ER
programs. ER tasks allow for further communicative learning opportunities based on
students’ knowledge and interest in the stories they have read (Bamford & Day,
2004). In other words, previous reading provides a context for students to further
engage with the story in ways that can develop their language skills. Furthermore, it is
an opportunity to take what is normally a solitary activity (reading) and incorporate it
into the socially constructed fabric of the classroom. Thus, ER tasks can serve as a
vehicle for students to explore stories in new ways and share individual
interpretations about what they have read. This is not a universally accepted form of
ER practice, though, as some researchers believe that tasks act as obstacles to learning
and that students benefit more from simply reading (Mason, 2010). Despite the lack
of consensus within the ER community about the role of tasks, both views represent
different types of established ER practice (Waring, 2010). Nevertheless, a full
understanding of the role of tasks for ER has yet to be achieved and this continues to
provide opportunities for further research.
One area of research that remains under-explored concerns the ways in which ER can
be implemented within the framework of task-based language teaching (TBLT).
There are reasons to believe that teachers may benefit from such an investigation.
Green (2005) has argued that ER and TBLT are well suited to function as mutually
supportive forms of pedagogy, each enhancing the goals of the other. However,
systematic and empirical investigations that evaluate tasks for ER according to the
principles of TBLT remain scarce. This paper aims to address this gap in the research
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by conducting such an investigation.
Specifically, for this research, five tasks for ER were designed and implemented with
an intermediate-level class of 29 first-year students at a Japanese university who were
reading the same graded reader in a class ER context. Research on TBLT underpinned
both the design (Samuda & Bygate, 2008; Ellis, 2003) and evaluation (Ellis, 1997) of
each task. Based on the results of the evaluation, conclusions are reached about the
following larger issues concerning tasks and ER:
(1) What is the value of using tasks in a class ER setting? and
(2) if tasks are used for ER, what insights about them can be gained through the
micro-evaluation process?

This paper begins with a review of the academic literature that is relevant to linking
ER to TBLT. This review is in Chapter 2, and it begins with a discussion of the basic
principles and types of ER, followed by a discussion of the basic principles of
language learning tasks and task design. Subsequently, Ellis’ (1997) model of microevaluation of language learning tasks is presented. Finally, examples of relevant tasks
for ER are introduced and related back to TBLT.
Chapter 3 describes the tasks and the method of investigation. Chapter 4 presents the
results of the micro-evaluation in three parts: (1) the results of a teacher-response
evaluation, (2) the results of students’ task evaluation questionnaires, and (3) the
results of interviews with four students. Chapter 5 discusses the reasons why each
task was deemed successful (or not), the means of improving unsuccessful tasks, and
the implications of the study. Lastly, chapter 6 summarizes the findings of the study
and presents conclusions about the two questions of enquiry above. It is hoped that
this case study provides insight into the kinds of tasks for ER that might be
successful, how such tasks might be systematically and empirically evaluated, and
how they can be better designed.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter reviews the academic research literature related to linking ER with
TBLT.
2.1 Types of extensive reading
In ER, learners read large quantities of simple texts. Day (2011, p. 10) describes ER
this way: “In ER, students read large quantities of easy material (usually books) in
English. They read for overall meaning, for information, and for pleasure and
enjoyment.” Thus, reading materials are selected according to students’ level of
language ability and topical interest. Graded readers, books whose vocabulary and
grammar have been simplified within a level-based system, are a commonly used type
of reading material in ER. The general principle behind using ER in a languagelearning context is that through exposure to massive amounts of texts students will
gradually improve their level of proficiency in the target language (Day & Bamford,
1998; Grabe, 2009). In a review of the research on ER, Day (2011) presents the
benefits of ER as including increases to the following: general proficiency, reading
rate and proficiency, vocabulary knowledge and range, writing proficiency, affect
(motivation and attitude), speaking proficiency, listening proficiency, and knowledge
of grammar.
There is no single way by which to implement ER. Several options exist regarding the
selection of materials, time and place of reading, and use of supplemental tasks.
Waring (2010; 2011a) has classified ER into four types: pure, integrated, class, and
literature. Literature ER is beyond the scope of this dissertation and will not be
discussed here. The other three types of ER have been summarized in Table 2.1 and
are discussed below.

Table 2.1 Three types of extensive reading (based on Waring, 2010; 2011a)
Variables
Materials
selection

	
  

Pure ER
Students choose
individually

Integrated ER
Students choose
individually or as
part of a group
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Class ER
Teacher chooses
for the class

Variables
Time and
place of
reading
Use of tasks

Pure ER
In class as
sustained silent
reading or outside
class during free
time
No

Integrated ER
In class as
sustained silent
reading or outside
class during free
time
Yes

Class ER
In class as
sustained silent
reading with
reading outside
class as necessary
Yes

2.1.1 Pure ER
In pure ER, individual students are responsible for selecting their own reading
materials as well as determining when and where they will read (Waring, 2010). This
has also been described as ‘free voluntary reading’ (Day & Bamford, 1998). Although
there is an emphasis placed on reading outside of class, time may be given in class for
sustained silent reading. If at any point a book is deemed to be uninteresting or too
difficult, students are free to stop reading and change books.
In addition to the emphasis on freedom of choice, another characteristic of pure ER is
that supplemental tasks, such as book reports or discussions are rarely, if ever used
(Waring, 2010). Whether or not to use tasks remains a contentious issue among some
ER practitioners, as Day (2011: 18) states, “Some feel that students should spend all
their time reading books and not doing activities.” Mason (2010) has argued
specifically against using tasks with ER, claiming the following: (a) students do not
enjoy ER tasks, and (b) tasks are less efficient at promoting the acquisition of
grammar compared to spending time only reading. The scope of Mason’s research,
however, is limited and therefore the results are not generalizable. Furthermore,
Mason limits the investigation of tasks to written reports and their impact on student
enjoyment and grammatical correctness. Other researchers have identified other
benefits of tasks and these will be discussed below.
2.1.2 Integrated ER
In integrated ER, tasks are utilized as an extension of the reading process. Waring
(2010) has defined integrated ER as students doing “discussions, reports or other
follow up classwork all with the aim of building the four skills [of speaking, listening,
reading and writing].” Bamford & Day (2004) use the term extensive reading
‘activities’ to describe classwork related to ER. Green (2005, p. 307) has gone one
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step further by arguing that ER should be incorporated into a task-based language
teaching (TBLT) curriculum to balance the “individual and largely unguided activity”
of pure ER with the interactionist approach to learning utilized in TBLT. For Green
(2005), when ER is combined with TBLT, they both function as mutually supportive
forms of pedagogy: ER materials are an appropriate source of meaning-focused
content for TBLT project work; meanwhile, TBLT makes the reading process more
salient. Drawing on the work of Green, the author will use the term ‘task’ as an
aggregate term for classwork related to ER. This has been decided for reasons of
consistency in terminology and to reflect the growing body of research on task-based
approaches to language learning.
The rationale for using tasks with ER includes using activities to promote an
understanding of the text, increase vocabulary acquisition, balance the learning
process through facilitating output, and provide a means of checking whether students
have actually been reading (Bamford & Day, 2004). Furthermore, Green (2005, p.
310) has argued that through ER tasks, “students can be encouraged to develop
certain core competencies such as research, critical thinking skills, and the ability to
synthesize information drawn from different sources.” Both of these viewpoints
present a direct challenge to researchers who would argue against the use of tasks
with ER.
Besides the use of tasks, integrated ER differs from pure ER with regard to the
selection of reading materials. It is possible to use tasks with students who select their
own book or with a group (or class) of students who read the same book. Whether or
not students are reading the same book will determine, in part, the types of activities
that are possible in class. If students are reading the same book then they can work
together to accomplish a shared task.
2.1.3 Class ER
Class ER has much in common with integrated ER, with the exception that in class
ER every student reads the same book (Day & Bamford, 1998). Books in class ER are
referred to as class readers. Parminter & Bowler (2011, p. 44) describe class ER as
establishing a “shared alternative reality,” which provides a meaningful context for
engaging with tasks. If every student is reading the same book then the teacher may
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be better able to engage the whole class in an ER task.
Class ER may benefit students by functioning as a form of ER training (Waring,
2011b; Day & Bamford, 1998). Students who are new to ER may lack the reading
habits that will enable them to read extensively. For example, students may lack the
confidence to read extensively, may not understand how to find books of an
appropriate level, or may approach reading as a translation exercise (Waring, 2011b).
In class ER, students are able to receive feedback on their reading habits from the
teacher or other students through working on tasks or through other forms of
classroom interaction.
One challenge of implementing class ER concerns the selection of appropriate
materials. Students have their own reading preferences, so not every student is likely
to share the same level of interest about a given class reader. To maximize students’
interest in a class reader, Parminter & Bowler (2011) have suggested that teachers
select materials that will hold a general appeal for their students. What constitutes
general appeal, however, may vary according to context. Consequently, teachers need
to gage what will appeal to their students before selecting a class reader.
Another challenge of implementing class ER is finding reading material at an
appropriate level for the class. Waring (2011b) suggests that teachers select class
readers which students will find easy to read without the need for a dictionary. The
process of selecting a reader for a class of students who are at approximately the same
level has been compared to that of selecting a textbook, whereby a teacher considers
the range of students’ abilities to determine the most appropriate level (Hill, 1992).
Vocabulary coverage is another measure that has been used to determine the
appropriateness of ER materials. For students to read independently and at a highlevel of comprehension, 98% vocabulary coverage is seen as desirable (Schmitt et al.,
2011). Nevertheless, Schmitt et al. also found that students with less than 98%
coverage do not suffer disproportionate losses of comprehension. In other words,
there does not appear to be a minimum vocabulary coverage threshold that students
must possess. In addition to vocabulary coverage, background knowledge and
reading-fluency skills were also seen as affecting comprehension.
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Once the class has begun reading, it may become apparent that not every student can
read independently. In such cases, weaker students may benefit from targeted
instruction (Schmitt et al., 2011; Hill, 1992). It is already common for graded readers
that are published these days to include a glossary of key terms and pre-, during-, and
post-reading questions to aid comprehension. Class ER provides opportunities for
instruction and ER training which can help students develop into independent readers.
2.2 Tasks in language learning
In the context of language education, the definition of the term ‘task’ has continued to
evolve over the past several decades. Ellis (2003) points out that researchers once
focused on tasks as a means for uncovering what they believed were the underlying
processes of language learning employed by the learner. Only later did educators
begin to view tasks as pedagogical instruments in themselves that could be used to
actually promote language learning. Even still, and to this day, there is no single
definition of task.
In one recent definition, Nunan (2004, p. 4) states that a task is “a stand-alone
communicative act in which students mobilize grammatical knowledge to create
meaning rather than manipulate form.” Another definition comes from Ellis (2011,
p.212), who lists four principles of language learning tasks:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Tasks should be meaning-focused
Tasks should include an information or opinion gap
Learners should rely mainly on their own linguistic resources
Tasks should result in a clearly defined outcome

Both of these definitions stress the importance of using language to communicate
meaning to achieve a communicative purpose.
The definitions of task presented above describe an approach to language teaching
that stands in contrast to the more traditional ‘focus on forms’ and presentation,
practice, and production (PPP) approaches of manipulating decontextualized grammar
points and communicating through reproducing pre-selected grammatical patterns
(Willis, 1996; Ellis, 2011). Instead, this newer approach, called task-based language
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teaching (TBLT), allows students to utilize the linguistic resources available to them
to create meaning and accomplish tasks. Van Lier (1996, cited in Samuda & Bygate,
2008) describes the types of linguistic resources available to students as a student’s
own linguistic knowledge, feedback from others, and input from resources such as
teaching materials. Van Lier’s description of linguistic resources highlights the role of
interaction as a mediating force in the learning process (Lantolf, 2000), whether this
interaction be peer-peer, teacher-learner, or learner-other resource.
For learning to take place in TBLT, a certain quality of interaction is necessary. In
describing the relationship between tasks and interaction, Ellis (2003, p. 180) states,
“It is not tasks themselves that create the context for learning but rather the way the
participants carry out the task.” One form of learning through meaning-focused
interaction is known as scaffolding. Ohta (2000, p. 52) describes scaffolding as a
“process through which assistance is provided from person to person such that an
interlocutor is enabled to do something she or he might not have been able to do
otherwise.” Other types of interaction that tasks can promote are the subject of second
language acquisition research, some of which include learners testing hypotheses
about language, negotiating meaning, and noticing language forms. Learning through
interaction constitutes a socially constructed process in which learners can appropriate
language (Lantolf, 2004) rather than simply receive it.
2.3 Task types and task design
There is no definitive list or taxonomy of language learning tasks and the number of
task types available to teachers is too great to mention here in full. Several researchers
have created such lists and these reflect their own views of task-based teaching. For
example, Willis and Willis (2007) have produced what they refer to as the “task
generator” (Figure 2.1). The task generator is a taxonomy of seven task types from
which teachers can draw ideas for task-based teaching. Teachers can plan lessons in
which different task types are used to explore one central topic. If one were to adopt
the perspective of Green (2005), the word ‘topic,’ at the centre of the model, could be
replaced with the word ‘book’ to create a task-based form of extensive reading.
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Figure 2.1 The Willis and Willis model of task types (reproduced from Willis and
Willis, 2007, p. 108)
Ellis (2011) has taken a different approach to describing tasks by classifying them in
terms of their constituent qualities. Specifically, Ellis classifies tasks according to
three sets of opposing characteristics:
1. focused or unfocused,
2. input-providing or output-prompting, and
3. closed or open.
In focused tasks, the language necessary to complete the task is provided to students
so they can target features of communication, such as fluency or engagement. On the
other hand, if a task is unfocused then students complete the task by utilizing the
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linguistic resources available to them. Input-providing tasks are described by Ellis as
focusing on listening and reading skills while output-prompting tasks focus on
speaking and writing. Closed tasks have a single or limited number of possible
outcomes and are related to ‘information-gap’ activities while open tasks have many
possible outcomes and are related to ‘opinion-gap’ activities. Ellis’ task typology
differs from those of other researchers because it does not suggest specific tasks but
rather defines characteristics to be considered during the task design process.
Examining a range of task types can provide teachers with a plethora of ideas. But
selecting a task and using it effectively in the classroom are two different processes.
Task design is the process of tailoring a task to be effective in a specific learning
context (Samuda & Bygate, 2008). More specifically, Ellis (2003) lists five elements
of task design as the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

goal,
input,
conditions,
procedures, and
predicted outcomes (product and process).

The goal relates to the general purpose of the task, such describing an object or
comparing and contrasting. The input is the information (verbal or non-verbal) that
the task provides. The conditions relate to how the input is presented, for example,
shared information versus information which is split between students. The
procedures concern the methodological decisions about how the task will be achieved,
such as grouping, timing, and levels of support. There are two types of predicted
outcomes: product and process. The product outcome is the end goal that students
work toward achieving, for example, making a list or drawing a map. Process
outcomes are the types of language, interaction, and cognition that students use to
accomplish the task.
Ellis’ model demonstrates some basic principles of task design. First, prediction plays
a key role in task design (Ellis, 2003). Task design is a process of predicting outcomes
from an interrelated set of goals, input, conditions and procedures. Second, task
elements can be adjusted to modulate the complexity of a task (Samuda & Bygate,
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2008). Time limits, student roles, and input quality are examples of some of the
conditions that can be relaxed or restricted within tasks to make them easier or more
difficult. Third, if elements of the task design are deemed inappropriate or if predicted
outcomes are not achieved, building task evaluation into the design can help to
identify problems and the means for improvement (Ellis, 1997; Nunan, 2004).
Despite a teacher’s best efforts, task objectives might not always be successfully
achieved because, in some such instances, students may have interpreted the task
differently than the teacher. For example, Ellis (2003) describes a group of students
who completed an information gap activity by simply showing each other their papers
rather than by communicating in English as the teacher had predicted. Though Ellis
does not speculate about the reasons for this disparity, any number of factors could
have contributed, such as misunderstanding the task, shyness, lack of interest, or overenthusiasm. Breen (2001, p. 306) has discussed the phenomenon of multiple
interpretations of classroom interaction in terms of how students “navigate the
opportunities and constraints provided by classroom discourse.” In short, individual
goals, the classroom environment, and societal norms all influence a person’s notion
of what constitutes ‘successful’ classroom interaction. The phenomenon of task
interpretation is complex but accounting for it likely contributes to more effective task
design, implementation, and evaluation.
2.4 Task evaluation
Evaluation can be seen as the dual process of describing a task and then reaching
conclusions about its efficacy (Littlejohn, 2011). In terms of TBLT, this dual process
has been described as the task-as-workplan versus the task-in-process stages of task
evaluation (Samuda & Bygate, 2008). For teachers, another way to view evaluation
would be in terms of teacher decisions: planning decisions, interactive decisions, and
evaluative decisions (Richards & Lockhart, 1996). Planning decisions occur before a
lesson and consist of designing both the task and the evaluation. Interactive decisions
occur during a lesson and involve the three-part process of teaching, class
management and data collection. Lastly, evaluative decisions occur after a lesson and
involve reaching conclusions about the task, such as how well the task objectives
were achieved or how the task could be improved.
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Several researchers have argued in favour of evaluation being systematic and
empirical (evidence-based). McGrath (2002) states that a systematic and empirical
approach allows teachers to be more effective and accurate than with impressionistic
or ad hoc forms of evaluation. Without a framework in place, the evaluation process
may lack focus, consistency, or relevancy. Likewise, Nunan (1991) suggests that a
systematic approach to evaluation may help to ensure that the focus remains on how
well the institutional, student, and teacher goals are supported.
One model for systematically evaluating tasks is provided by Ellis (1997) in the form
of a micro-evaluation (Figure 2.2). Ellis defines a micro-evaluation as a detailed
empirical evaluation of a particular language-teaching task. The micro-evaluation
framework informs teachers of the types of choices that need to be considered when
evaluating tasks. For example, teachers may choose to base their evaluations on any
combination of student-responses, teacher-responses, or learning-based outcomes
(such as pre- and post-tests). Another important choice concerns the method of data
collection. Examples of data collection methods include audio or video recording
students, observing students, analyzing students’ work, or eliciting feedback from
students via questionnaires or interviews. Through a comprehensive yet flexible
framework, the micro-evaluation is one example of how teachers can evaluate tasks to
suit their needs.
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Figure 2.2 Choices involved in planning a task micro-evaluation (reproduced
from Ellis, 1997, p. 37)
The steps for conducting a micro-evaluation consist of the following: (1) describe the
task, (2) plan the evaluation, (3) collect the data, (4) analyze the data, and (5) reach
conclusions about the task (Ellis, 1998). The micro-evaluation corresponds to the
three types of teacher choices (planning, interactive, and evaluative) discussed above:
steps 1 and 2 of the micro-evaluation correspond to teacher planning decisions, step 3
corresponds to interactive decisions, and steps 4 and 5 correspond to evaluative
decisions. The relationship between the steps of the micro-evaluation and Richards &
Lockhart’s (1996) concept of teacher decisions is presented in Table 2.2.
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Table 2.2 The relationship between teacher decisions and steps in a task microevaluation (based on Richards & Lockhart, 1996 and Ellis, 1998)
Task evaluation
phase
Task pre-use
phase
Task during-use
phase
Task post-use
phase

Type of teacher
decision
A. Planning

Steps in a micro-evaluation
procedure
1. Plan the task
2. Plan the evaluation
3. Collect the data

B. Interactive
C. Evaluative

1. Analyze the data
2. Reach conclusions about the task

Task evaluation is an important part of task-based language teaching. Researchers
such as Ellis, and Richards & Lockhart have demonstrated that a systematic
evaluation begins at the initial planning stages of a lesson. Moreover, data collected
from the classroom provides teachers with a more accurate basis from which to make
evaluative decisions. The micro-evaluation described above represents one way for
teachers to reflect on the tasks that they implement in their own lessons.
2.5 Tasks for extensive reading
In Section 2.1, a rationale for using tasks with integrated or class ER was discussed.
The benefits of implementing tasks for ER included aiding comprehension, ER
training, and language skills development. In this section, examples of some tasks for
ER will be discussed in greater detail.
A reading circle is an example of a speaking task that is tailored to a group of students
who are reading the same book. Furr (2011, p. 63) has described reading circles as
“small groups of students who meet in the classroom to talk about the stories they
have read.” In Furr’s (2011) model, students meet after finishing the book and each
student fills a role within the group discussion framework, such as the discussion
leader, story summarizer, or word master. Less structured, smaller scale versions of
the reading circle can also be used intermittently within a class ER setting. Hill (1992)
has described one such form of student discussion occurring after the students have
finished reading each section of a class reader.
Writing tasks, such as reports, are another way that students can demonstrate their
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understanding and express their ideas about the texts which they have read (Day &
Bamford, 1998). Though written tasks may be designed to elicit a story summary,
they can also be used to generate student opinions or creative writing (Helgesen,
2005). Through written tasks, students can utilize their thinking skills to engage with
the story across different levels of meaning.
Hill (1992) has proposed a model of class ER which incorporates the use of both
speaking tasks, such as discussions, and writing tasks, such as reports (see Table 2.3).
In Hill’s model, a class reader is divided into three parts and covered over four
lessons. In the first lesson, the teacher introduces the book and students begin to read
the first part. Any unfinished reading is assigned for homework. The second lesson
begins with students doing tasks related to the reading, such as a reading circle or
other comprehension tasks. Students then begin reading the next section in class and
finish at home. In the third lesson, the cycle of tasks followed by reading is repeated.
In the final lesson, the teacher leads a discussion to conclude the story and prepares
students to write a report.
Table 2.3 Hill’s model of class ER (based on Hill, 1992)
Stage
Tasks

Reading

Lesson 1

Lesson 2

Lesson 3

Teacher
introduces the
book; check
comprehension
after a few pages
Read part 1 in
class and finish
for homework

Comprehension
questions;
discussion;
preparation to
read next section
Read part 2 in
class and finish for
homework

Comprehension
questions;
discussion;
preparation to read
next section
Read part 3 in
class and finish for
homework

Lesson 4
Discussion of the
whole book;
preparation to
write a report

Whether teachers draw from collections of tasks, such as Bamford & Day (2004)
suggest, or design their own, planning is still a necessary step for any task (Nunan,
2004). For example, Furr (2011) offers a detailed list of objectives, procedures and
advice for teachers, which are referred to as the ‘magic formula’ of reading circles.
Whether or not this term is used in jest, it underscores a potential problem for
teachers. Samuda & Bygate (2008) caution that teachers who do not understand a
task’s objective or procedures may assume that the task will still function smoothly in
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class - as if by magic. Samuda & Bygate go on to warn that in such cases the ‘task-asmagic’ approach risks degenerating into ‘task-as-chaos.’ Thus, teachers who wish to
implement tasks for ER are faced with the same questions as TBLT practitioners:
(1) What factors need to be considered when designing and implementing tasks?
and
(2) how can teachers evaluate and improve tasks in their classes?
These two questions lead back to the previous discussion on TBLT and underscore
the relevance of TBLT principles for teachers who choose to implement tasks for ER.
2.6 Summary
This chapter has reviewed the research, which is relevant for connecting ER and
TBLT. In Section 2.1, three types of ER (pure, integrated, and class) were discussed.
Each type was defined in terms of how reading materials are selected and how (or if)
tasks are implemented. Following this, a discussion of TBLT covered the basic
principles of tasks (Section 2.2), task design (Section 2.3), and task evaluation
(Section 2.4) which can serve as basis for planning ER within a TBLT framework.
Finally, in Section 2.5, examples of tasks for ER were presented along with a model
for using tasks within a class ER context.
The remainder of this study presents a case study of class ER being
implemented within a TBLT framework. The class reader provided both the source of
content and the impetus for engaging with the tasks. Each task’s objective was
designed to support and enhance the students’ experience of ER by stimulating ideas
and providing opportunities for meaning-focused communication about the story.
Through the micro-evaluation, this study presents evidence about the value of
combining ER and TBLT and insights into how they can be used together effectively.

	
  

16	
  

CHAPTER 3: METHOD
This chapter describes the educational context, tasks, and evaluation procedure.
3.1 Description of the class
The class consisted of intermediate-level first-year students majoring in international
tourism at a Japanese university. There were 29 students, 14 males and 15 females.
These students were placed in the highest of three levels of first-year English classes
based on the results of the university’s placement test. Students’ previous experience
with ER consisted of reading three self-selected graded readers during the two months
prior to this study, April and May 2011.
3.2 Description of the book
The class read The Mysterious Island (Verne, 2008), which is graded at level 2 (600
headwords) of the Penguin Readers series of graded readers. The teacher selected this
book for both its level and content. Based on the teacher’s previous experience with
this level of class, the teacher believed this book to be appropriate because most
students from previous years self-identified as level 2 or above. The schedule for
selecting books required that books be selected before the school year started, so
previous experience was the primary criterion for choosing a book at this level. This
particular book was selected because of its general content and familiar premise: five
people stranded on an island.
3.3 Overview of the tasks
Students read The Mysterious Island over the course of four lessons and completed a
series of five tasks related to the story. The five tasks were as follows: (1) Discussion
circle, (2) Island life, (3) Island writing, (4) Frozen picture, and (5) Final project.
Each in-class reading session was followed by the Discussion circle in which students
discussed the main points of the reading. After this, students worked on one of the
other four tasks. The tasks were conducted and evaluated over the course of six 90minute classes, held weekly during June and July 2011. Table 3.1 presents a schedule
of the readings and tasks done in class.
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Table 3.1 Schedule of in-class reading and tasks for The Mysterious Island
Stage

Lesson 1

Lesson 2

Lesson 3

Lesson 4

In-class Chapters
reading 1-2

Chapters 34; Ch.5-7
(homework)

Chapters
8-10

Chapters
11-13 (end)

Tasks

Discussion
Discussi
circle; Island on circle;
writing Pt.1 Frozen
picture

Discussion
circle;
Island life

Discussion
circle;
Island
writing
Pt.2; Final
project
(prepare)

Lesson 5

Final
project
(prepare)

Lesson 6

Final
project
(present)

The schedule presented in Figure 3.1 contrasts with Hill’s model of ER (see Figure
2.3) in three ways: (1) the book was divided into five parts, (2) reading occurred
before the tasks, and (3) reading occurred almost entirely in-class. The author decided
to use a reading-first approach so that students could receive assistance and feedback
immediately after reading. Furthermore, with classes held only once per week, the
author wanted the reading to be fresh when students attempted the tasks.
3.3.1 Individual task descriptions
The tasks were designed according to the criteria established by Ellis (2003): goal,
input, conditions, procedure, product outcome, and process outcome. Each task was
un-focused (the language to complete the task was not provided) and outputprompting with varying degrees of openness. Furthermore, in accordance with the
definitions of language learning tasks provided by Nunan (2004) and Ellis (2011) in
Section 2.2, each task was designed to be a meaning-focused activity in which
students utilized their linguistic resources to achieve a communicative purpose. Table
3.2 summarizes the main variables of each task.
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Table 3.2 Summary of tasks in this study
Task
variable
Goal

Discussion
circle
Recall main
points of
reading

Conditions

Groups of 3-4;
20 minutes;
one group
leader;
one scribe

Product
outcome

Process
outcome

Island life

Island
writing
Imagine
characters’
experiences

Frozen
picture
Physicalize
one scene
from the story

Groups of 3;
45 minutes;
one scribe;
choice of two
tasks

Individual;
45 minutes
preparation;
exchange
papers during
the fifth class

Groups of 5;
30 minutes
preparation;
15 minutes
presentation;
one leader

Eight task
topics;
individual or
pairs;
45 minutes
preparation

A list of main
points about
the reading

A list of items
ranked for
importance:
to do list, or
long-term
challenges

Journal, letter,
comic, or
picture book;
written
feedback

A group
tableau with
spoken
content

A presentation
or piece of
writing

Discussion in
English,
cooperation,
scaffolding

Discussion,
cooperation,
applying
understanding,
and reasoning

Expand
understanding
of story, think
creatively

Cooperation;
applying
understanding;
character
empathy

Present with
minimal notes;
give feedback
on writing

Predict the
story

Final project
Studentdirected
expansion of
the story

The Discussion circle was based on the concept of the reading circle discussed in
Section 2.5. The name was changed to more accurately reflect the main activity of the
task. It was conducted a total of four times after each in-class reading session. The
objective was for students to help each other understand the story by recalling the
main points of the day’s reading. Groups consisted of three to four students who
discussed the reading for about 10 minutes then collaboratively wrote down the points
that they discussed for another 10 minutes. The product outcome was to create a list
of about five main plot points. The process outcome was to communicate in English
and assist each other through scaffolding and the negotiation of meaning when
communication broke down.
Island life was another form of group discussion similar to the Discussion circle. Held
in the first class, the task’s objective was for students to predict the challenges faced
by the characters in the story. Students worked in groups of three for 45 minutes.
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They chose one of the following problems to discuss: (1) create a to-do list for the
characters to focus on immediately, or (2) consider what challenges the characters
might face over the long-term on the island - environmental, psychological,
interpersonal, or other dangers. Students were to discuss for 10 minutes, then write for
10 minutes. After this, two students from each group moved together to another
group’s table; the scribe for each group remained in place. In their new groups, the
students exchanged ideas and added to the pre-existing list of ideas. The students then
ranked all the ideas by importance while trying to justify their choices. The product
outcome was to create a list that addressed one of the problems. The process
outcomes were to discuss in English, cooperate, reason, and justify ideas.
Island writing was an exercise in writing as one of the characters in-role. The
objective was to imagine life on the island from the perspective of one of the
characters - their experiences, thoughts and feelings. The task was begun in class and
finished for homework. In a later class, students read each other’s work and gave
written feedback. The product outcome was to produce a piece of writing in one of
the following formats: journal entry, letter, comic, or picture book. The process
outcome was for students to expand upon their understanding of the story by thinking
about it in creative ways.
The Frozen picture is a task taken from Millar & Saxton (2004). In groups of five,
students used their bodies and voices to present a tableau of one scene from the story.
Students chose one scene from the reading and each student selected one character to
play. Each student struck a still pose to represent their character’s position within the
scene. The effect was that of a snapshot in time. While remaining frozen in the
picture, each student said one line that expresses their character’s thoughts in that
moment. The product outcome was to present a clear representation of one moment
from the story as a tableau. The process outcome was to cooperate with other students
and physically experience their character’s place within the scene.
For the Final project, students were able to choose from the following list of topics:
1. Do a presentation that compares the events of the story to students’ own lives,
2. Write an additional chapter of the story,
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Make a tourist brochure for the island,
Design a magazine spread focusing on one or more aspects of island life,
Role-play a newspaper interview with one character,
Role-play a job interview with one character,
Role-play a scene from the story,
Read 20,000 Leagues Under the Sea and create a profile of Captain Nemo.

The objective was for students to explore elements of the story that interested them.
Projects could be done individually or in pairs. Students could prepare for 45-minutes
in class and finish at home. Presentations occurred during the following class. The
product outcome was to give a presentation or present a piece of writing. The process
outcome for presentations was to present with minimal use of notes. For students with
writing projects, the process outcomes were to think creatively about the story and
elicit spoken feedback afterward.
3.4 Micro-evaluation
The tasks were subjected to a micro-evaluation based on Ellis (1997), which was
described in Section 2.4. The evaluation consisted of two phases, a teacher-response
and student-response phase.
The teacher-response phase consisted of a three-step process of pre-, during-, and
post-use of the task evaluation (see Figure 3.1). In the pre-use phase, the teacher
created a work-plan for each task. In the during-use phase, the teacher made
spontaneous adjustments to the work-plan as it was being taught in class. Data were
also collected during class in the form of observations by the teacher, and audio and
video recordings of students accomplishing the tasks. In the post-use phase, the
teacher evaluated the task work-plan to determine the extent to which the task
outcomes were achieved and to consider ways to improve the task.
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Pre-use of the task
1. Design the task based on Ellis (2003).
During-use of the task
1. What changes did I make to the input? Why? Result?
2. What changes did I make to the conditions? Why? Result?
3. What changes did I make to the outcome? Why? Result?
Post-use use of the task
1. To what extent did students achieve the process outcome? Evidence?
2. To what extent did students achieve the product outcome? Evidence?
3. How did students respond to the task? Evidence?
4. How else could this task be improved?
Figure 3.1 Model of task evaluation in this study
The student-response phase consisted of questionnaires administered after each task
(Appendix A), as well as pre- and post-reading questionnaires about the book
(Appendix B). The only exception was the questionnaire for the Discussion circle,
which was administered as a cumulative assessment in the final lesson. The
questionnaires allowed for responses in the form of a seven-point Likert scale and free
written comments for each question. Figure 3.3 presents the questions used for the
task-evaluation questionnaire and Figure 3.4 presents the questions used for the preand post-reading questionnaires. The numerical data for the pre- and post-reading
questionnaires were statistically analysed using the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
with SPSS 19.
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1. I enjoyed this task.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
Comment:

4

5

6

7

(Agree)

2. This task helped me better understand the main points of the story.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
(Agree)
Comment:
3. This task helped me understand the story in new ways.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
(Agree)
Comment:
4. This task gave me a chance to use English to express my ideas.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
(Agree)
Comment:
5. This task helped me enjoy the story.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
6
Comment:

7

(Agree)

Figure 3.2 Questions from the student task evaluation questionnaires

Pre-reading
1. How interesting do you think this book will be?
[Very interesting]
1
2
3
4
5
6
Comment:

7

[Not interesting]

2. How likely would you be to choose this book on your own?
[Not likely]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
[Very likely]
Comment:
3. How easy to read do you think this book will be?
[Easy]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
[Difficult]
[% I understand]
100% 98% 96% 94% 92% 90% <90%
Comment:
Post-reading
1. How interesting do you think this book was?
[Very interesting]
1
2
3
4
5
6
Comment:

7

[Not interesting]

2. How likely would you be to choose a book like this in the future?
[Not likely]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
[Very likely]
Comment:
3. How easy to read was this book?
[Easy]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
[Difficult]
[% I understood]
100% 98% 96% 94% 92% 90% <90%
Comment:

Figure 3.3 Questions from the pre- and post-reading questionnaires

	
  

23	
  

In addition to the questionnaires, four students (for gender balance: two females and
two males) were interviewed three weeks after finishing the project. The female
students were interviewed together, as were the male students, in an effort to create a
relaxed, and comfortable atmosphere. The interviews were conducted for two reasons:
(1) to receive more in-depth feedback from students, and (2) to examine which parts
of this project impacted these students the most.
3.5 Adherence to good research practices
The author made every effort to be consistent with good research practices as outlined
by the British Association of Applied Linguistics (2006). For example, students were
informed that this project was being conducted as part of the teacher’s research for a
master’s program. Students were assured that their privacy would be protected by not
disclosing their names or other personal information. Furthermore, students were told
that any audio or video recording would be done solely for the purpose of anonymous
transcription and that they could choose to not be recorded without repercussion.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
Chapter 4 presents the results of the micro-evaluation of extensive reading tasks. The
results of the teacher-response evaluation are presented in Section 4.1. Following this,
Section 4.2 presents the results of students’ task-evaluation questionnaires. Section
4.3 concludes with the results of the student interviews.
4.1 Teacher-response evaluations
In this section, the results of the teacher-response evaluation will be presented for
each task. The results correspond with the degree to which the product and process
outcomes were achieved by a majority of students. The results are summarized in
Table 4.1.
Table 4.1 Results of the teacher-response task evaluations
Outcome
type
Product
outcome
Process
outcome

Discussion Island life
circle
Achieved
Partially
achieved
Achieved
Partially
after
achieved
changes
made

Island
writing
Achieved
Achieved

Frozen
picture
Not
achieved
Not
achieved

Final
project
Achieved
Achieved

For the Discussion circle (appendix C), the product outcome was deemed to be
achieved based on comparing students’ lists of plot points to a master list created by
the teacher. The process outcomes (communicating and cooperating through spoken
English) were not achieved during the first lesson. However, after changing the task
to resemble a memory game that prohibited the use of books and explicitly required
conversation before writing, the process outcomes were achieved. The task provided
opportunities for aiding comprehension, learning through interaction, enjoying the
story, and practicing speaking, listening, and writing.
For Island life (appendix D), both the product and process outcomes were judged to
be only partially achieved. Though each group was able to make a list of challenges
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facing the characters, four out of nine groups did not include ways to overcome those
challenges. For the process outcomes (communicating and cooperating through
spoken English), observation and recorded data indicated that students needed
encouragement to share their ideas and, even still, were not always willing or able to
do so. The task provided opportunities for learning through interaction, enjoying the
story, synthesizing information, predicting, reasoning, and practicing the four skills.
For Island writing (appendix E), both the product and process outcomes were
achieved. The product outcome was achieved by 24 out of 29 students who produced
writing in the form of a journal entry, letter, comic, or picture book. The process
outcomes were achieved since students’ work demonstrated a creative expansion of
their knowledge of the story. Moreover, they were observed to enjoy reading and
commenting on each other’s work. As a result, this was deemed to be the most
successful task by the teacher. The task provided opportunities for learning through
interaction, enjoying the story, synthesizing information, thinking critically and
creatively, and practicing reading and writing.
For the Frozen picture (appendix F), neither the product nor the process outcomes
were achieved. No group was able to create a picture that was frozen, unified, and
clear. Most groups did not understand the task, so were unable to work together
effectively. The task could be improved by adjusting the explanation and preparation
procedures.
Both the product and process outcomes for the Final project (appendix G) were
achieved. The most common projects were tourist brochures for the island, a profile
of Captain Nemo, and an extra chapter to the story. Only one student did not prepare a
project. Students gave presentations with little or no use of notes. Students who
produced writing engaged in creative writing and elicited spoken feedback from other
students. The task provided opportunities for learning through interaction, enjoying
the story, synthesizing information, researching information from ER materials,
predicting, and practicing the four skills.
4.2 Student questionnaires
The responses from the task evaluation questionnaires were collected and calculated
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to determine the mean score for each question. The questionnaire (presented in Figure
3.2) took the form of a seven-point Likert scale, with seven as the highest (most
positive) choice, and included a space for written comments. Appendices H-L present
the numerical data and a summary of student comments for tasks 1-5 respectively.
The results (see Table 4.2) show that students rated each task positively, with most
questions having an averaging response of 5 to 5.9. Overall, students rated Island
writing and the Final project the highest. Island writing ranked first for three
questions and second for another. Furthermore, it was the only task to receive an
average score of six for any question, which it received for Q1 (task enjoyment) and
Q5 (story enjoyment). Most prominently, the results indicated that students viewed
both Island writing and the Final project as the most enjoyable tasks.
Table 4.2 Average scores of the student task evaluation questionnaires
on a seven-point Likert scale for each question)
Area of task evaluation
Questionnaire administered in
Q1 I enjoyed this task
Q2 This task helped me
understand the main points of
the story
Q3 This task helped me
understand the story in new
ways
Q4 This task gave me a chance
to express my ideas in English
Q5 This task helped me enjoy
the story
Total average score
Overall ranking of task, based
on enjoyment and perceived
usefulness

(based

Discussio
n circle
Class 6

Island
life
Class 1

Island
writing
Class 5

Frozen
picture
Class 4

Final
project
Class 6

5

5

6

5.3

5.7

5.6

5.3

5

5.1

5.1

5.1

4.8

5.4

4.8

5

5.5

5.2

5.7

4.7

5.8

5.3

5.3

6

5.1

5.9

26.5

25.6

28.1

25

27.5

3

4

1

5

2

The results also showed that students ranked two tasks, the Frozen picture and Island
Life, relatively poorly. These were the only two tasks to receive average scores below
five and were the only tasks not to exceed 5.3 for any question. The Frozen picture
was rated the lowest in three out of five questions and Island life was rated the lowest
in two out of five questions. The Discussion circle received scores of between 5 and
5.6, placing it as the third highest rated task. In Q2, students rated the Discussion
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circle as the best task for helping them understand the main points of the story, which
reflects the objective of this task more than any other task.
The results of students’ pre- and post-reading responses to the book are presented in
Table 4.3. The questionnaire (presented in Figure 3.3) took the form of a seven-point
Likert scale, with seven as the highest (most positive) choice, except for T2 in which
the lower number represents easiness and the higher number represents difficulty. The
data are presented in appendices M-N.
Table 4.3 Average scores of the pre- and post-reading questionnaires
on a seven-point Likert scale for each question)
Topic of inquiry
T1 Interest level in the book
T2 Likelihood of self-selecting this book
T3 Easiness of reading the book

Prediction

Assessment

4.4
3.8
4.2

4.8
4.4
4.4

(based

Statistical
significance
p<.475
p<.630
p<.134

The results did not indicate any statistically significant change in students’ opinions
about the book for any of the three questionnaire topics. Based on T1 and T2, the
class appeared to enjoy the story but not overly so. In T3, most students reported
reading with less than 98% vocabulary comprehension, with the class average around
94% comprehension.
4.3 Student interviews
Tables 4.3 and 4.4 present a selection of relevant comments by the female and male
students, respectively. Comments include a reference in parentheses to the student(s)
by whom they were made. See appendix O for a summary of the female students’
comments and appendix P for a summary of the male students’ comments.
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Table 4.4 Comments from the interview with two female students (S1 and S2)
Project area
Thoughts on
this project

Thoughts on
the story
Favourite
task
Other
comments

Student comment
Prefers free voluntary reading and individual reports but still enjoyed
the tasks (S1)
Preferred this project to free voluntary reading and individual reports
(S2)
Did not initially like the story but the tasks made it enjoyable (S1; S2)
This story was easy to read so students could focus on speed (S1) and
comprehension (S2)
Final project because of task choice (S1; S2)
Did not enjoy the frozen picture because of shyness (S1) and
similarity among group presentations (S2)

Table 4.5 Comments from the interview with two male students (S3 and S4)
Project area
Thoughts on
this project

Student comment
Reading texts with simple words was enjoyable (S3)
Rather than focusing on memorization, the presentations were a
chance to interact and learn from other students (S4)
Did not dislike the book but there were other books he liked better
(S3)

Thoughts on
the story

Enjoyed the content of the story (S4)
Read slowly at first but speed improved as they got used to the story
(S3; S4)
Used in-book questions to aid comprehension during reading (S3; S4)

Favourite
task

Island writing because of task choice and reading other students’
writing (S3)
Discussion circle because it was enjoyable and helpful for
comprehension (S4)
Enjoyed the frozen picture because it allowed students to use their
bodies while speaking English (S3) and to work as a team (S4)

Other
comments

Many groups’ frozen picture covered the same points, which was not
good (S4)
Could not think of ways to improve the frozen picture (S3; S4)
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All four students responded positively to this this project. In particular, each student
mentioned that the social aspect of the tasks played an important part in enjoying this
project. Students enjoyed sharing ideas with each other and viewed this as a good way
to study the story. Even though three of the students did not particularly enjoy the
story itself, they cited the tasks as positively influencing their opinions of it.
Though the small sample size renders the results un-generalizable, some of the
comments appeared to be gender-specific. For example, both female students thought
the story was easy to read; whereas, the male students required the assistance of the
during-reading comprehension questions found at the end of the book. The female
students also did not enjoy the Frozen picture task, though the male students did.
Finally, both female students cited the Final project as their favourite task. Each male
student’s favourite task was different to the other students: Island writing and
Discussion circle. For the Final project, however, both female students selected a
writing task that mirrored Island writing. Consequently, three students shared the
same (or similar) favourite task. Among those students, ‘task choice’ was mentioned
as a determining factor for their favourite task.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
In Chapter 4, the results of the micro-evaluation of extensive reading tasks were
presented. In this chapter, each of the five tasks will be examined further to determine
why each task was successful (or not) and how each task could be improved. The
discussion will be based on data drawn from the following sources: (1) teacher
observations, (2) recorded instances of classroom interaction, (3) examples of written
work, and (4) students’ spoken and written feedback. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of the implications of using ER tasks in the classroom.
5.1 Task 1: Discussion circle
The teacher initially deemed the Discussion circle as unsuccessful and in need of
improvement. The problem stemmed from students not following the task
instructions. For instance, in some groups each student would skim their book to find
the main points of the reading and then confirm with other members in Japanese. In
other cases, one of the members would take on the role of the scribe but without
consulting the other members about what was being written. The teacher attempted to
rectify the situation by repeating to students that they should discuss their ideas in
English before writing collaboratively. Some groups did begin to do this but, in most
cases, only when the teacher sat with them. Thus, students demonstrated the potential
for this task to work as planned but, when left to themselves, appeared to prefer ways
of achieving the product outcome (creating a list) that required less interaction in
English. This appears to be an example of students negotiating the discourse of the
classroom (Breen, 2001) to find their own (non-linguistic) way of achieving the
product outcome. As a result, the teacher deemed that the process outcome
(discussion in English) had not been achieved and this prompted a change to the task
design.
For subsequent sessions, the teacher decided to change the name of the task from
Discussion circle to Memory game. Thus, students were explicitly told that opening
their books to check for the main plot points was against the rules. Rather, they had to
create their list of plot points by talking together in English. Another rule was that
students could begin writing (as a group) only after they had remembered at least five
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plot points. These changes were made to emphasize to students that how they created
the list was as important as what they put on it. Moreover, by shifting the emphasis to
memory, the teacher sought to realign students’ priorities to match those of the
process objective. In other words, the teacher hoped that through a memory game
students would be freed to focus more on communicating their ideas and helping each
other rather than creating a definitive list. Following these changes, the teacher
observed that the quality of student interaction improved. Students were observed to
communicate much more in English and to cooperate to achieve the product outcome.
An example of how students used scaffolding to successfully achieve the process and
product outcomes can be seen in the following instance of recorded classroom
interaction (Figure 5.1). In this instance, three students cooperated to think of one plot
point and how to say it correctly.
Student A: Someone Smith wo hakonda…
Student B:
carry…
Student C:
carried…
Student A:
carried Smith to the cave.
Figure 5.1 Excerpt from the Discussion circle task

In this instance, student A presented part of the idea in Japanese to which Student B
gave a suggestion in English. Student C then corrected the form of Student B’s
suggestion, which Student A appropriated to finish the point.
Later, during the collaborative writing portion of the task, a different group was
recorded working on the same plot point, presented in Figure 5.2.
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Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student

A: Someone carried…
B: Carried?
A: Carried.
B: Carried…
A: Smith.
B: Smith?
A: Into the cave.
B: Carried…
A: Into the cave
B: Carried?
A: Cay-reed. Carried.
B: Carried.
A: Yeah.
B: Smith.
A: Smith. Into…
B:
Into the cave. Into the cave.
A:
Cave.
B: Next.
A: Next.
B: So, last one.

Figure 5.2 Excerpt from the Discussion circle task (collaborative writing)
In this instance, Student A is teaching Student B how to write the sentence. Student B
appears to have difficulty understanding the spoken form of ‘carried’ and this
constitutes the main portion of the interaction. Toward the end of the interaction, after
establishing the word ‘carried,’ Student B no longer needs assistance and finishes the
sentence himself. Following this, they both confirm that the sentence is complete and
agree to move on to the next point.
The final reporting stage in which the whole class checked against a master list of plot
points was successful from the first lesson. The teacher instructed the groups to
choose one member (who was not the scribe) to report one item from their list that
had not been mentioned by another group. Every group volunteered ideas without
needing to be called upon. The teacher observed that pre-selecting reporters had a
positive influence on students’ willingness to volunteer because those students were
already prepared to speak. Furthermore, since groups were not allowed to provide the
same information as another previous group, some students seamed eager to volunteer
so that they could say their point and be finished as soon as possible.
The results of the student questionnaire showed that students viewed the post-reading
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discussion positively. In particular, students expressed that this task helped them the
most to understand the story (Q2: average 5.6/7), which suggests that the discussions
were not only an exercise in recall but that student-to-student discussion may have
aided comprehension. Students’ comments also supported this suggestion, as one
student wrote, “If I can’t understand, everyone teach[es me].” Another student made a
similar point, “Other people taught me different point[s].” A third student
commented, “There were many idea[s] from many people.” Such comments indicate
that students engaged in a collaborative process to summarize the reading and are
consistent with the teacher’s observations. Looking at the interview, both S3 and S4
stated that this task helped them to understand the story. Though neither S1 nor S2
needed help with comprehension, they both enjoyed the task.
The questionnaire results also indicated that although students enjoyed this task (Q1:
5/7 average), it received a relatively low score in general. Supplementary comments
described a range of opinions about this task, for example, “I enjoyed this task. I
could express my ideas to others.” Positive comments such as this were the most
common. At the same time, some comments reflected the difficulty of completing the
task, “Talking English is not easy to me. But I can speak English with my friend!”
This student has acknowledged the difficulty of the task and has accepted the
challenge. On the other hand, another student expressed possible frustration at other
students’ levels of participation, “It depends on students willing[ness] to communicate
with you in English.”
5.2 Task 2: Island life
Island life was similar to the Discussion circle but more complex and demanding. In
addition to the task demands of creating a list, students were required to rank their
ideas and further discuss the reasons behind their choices. As discussed in Section
4.1, students’ inability to meet these extra demands was the reason why the teacher
judged this task to be only partially successful.
The transcript below presents an example of one of the most successful groups. In this
instance, the students are in the process of ranking the items on their to-do list for the
characters. The process appears to proceed smoothly but, when pressed by the teacher
to justify their ideas, the conversation breaks down and students revert to using
Japanese.
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Student A: This must be the second.
Student B: Second?
Student A: Second.
Student B: It’s second?
Student A: This must be the second.
Student B: Girls? You like girls?
Student A: Then that’s the third. Ok? The third. This one is second.
Student B: Second. Second.
Student A: Third. The third.
Student B: Fourth?
Student A: The third.
Teacher: Which is number one?
Student A: Number one is this one.
Teacher: What does it say?
Student A: Should search for some food and sleeping place.
Teacher: So this is number one, number two, number three. Do you agree?
Student B: Yeah. I don’t agree with search for girls.
Teacher: Oh really, what do you think?
Student A: The third will be which one?
Student B: Maybe…
Student A: Maybe this one is the first.
Student B: Yeah, make cooking tools and hunting tools.
Student A: This one is the first.
Teacher: You think that this is number one, but you think this is number one. Why is this
one number one?
Student C: Yeah. Important.
Teacher: Ok, why is it more important than this one?
Student C: Yeah, difficult.
Student A: All of them are number one.
Student C: Kore? Nigeru?
Student B: Nigeru, nigeru.
Student C: Nigeru, number one.
Student B: Cyrus and Top, no help them?
Student A: Dekireba [translates his own comment] If possible.
Teacher: What do you think?
Student B: Yeah… nigeru mae ni.
Teacher: [Encourages other students] Help, help.
Student A: Nigeru mae ni, before they escape.
Student B: Before they escape.

Figure 5.3 Excerpt from the Island life task

Although the students were not able to fully accomplish the task, the transcript data
could serve as a diagnostic check for the areas in which students needed additional
support. In this case, the data indicated that students had difficulty justifying their
choices. In other words, students appeared to succeed at using English to describe
ideas, and even to rank them, but not to evaluate them. Student comments also
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reflected this but only up to a point. Many students commented that the task was
difficult but nowhere did students comment specifically about what caused them
problems. Hence, students’ comments may help the teacher understand the extent to
which the class had difficulty (in this case, many) but the comments were not detailed
enough to identify how the problem should be addressed.
The results of combining information from students’ comments with the transcript
data and teacher observations suggest that students required more support than was
provided to them. One way to improve this task would be to assign the ranking of list
items as individual homework. Achieving consensus within a group based on wellarticulated arguments within a short time frame in class is a worthwhile goal to work
toward. However, as a first step, students might benefit from organizing their own
ideas during their own time and then presenting them to the group during the
following class.
Despite having some problems, students did succeed at achieving the basic outcomes
of the task. Students were able to identify the challenges that the characters were
likely to face and, in part, were able to suggest how to overcome them. By doing this,
students applied their knowledge of the story to reasonably predict what might
happen. The teacher hoped that this would help students ‘get into’ the story and
student comments indicate that this was likely the case. Although many students
described this task as difficult, many of the same students also described it as fun and
helpful. One student who found the task difficult also commented, “I could think
about the story from many points [of view]. For example, ‘Any other people on the
island?’ ‘Why did they ride on the balloon?’ and so on.” Another student commented,
“The more I study [the] task, the more I want to read the story!” Hence, this task can
still be viewed as successful and would be worth improving and trying again.
5.3 Task 3: Island writing
One of the main reasons why this task was successful was the amount of choice given
to students. Specifically, one can point to topic choice and genre choice. Looking first
at genre choice, the range of choices accounted for the different interests and abilities
of students. Students could challenge themselves to write extensively by creating a
journal entry or a letter. Alternatively, students with lower levels of English, or who
	
  

36	
  

were more inclined to work with pictures and text, were able to work in comic or
picture book formats. In practice, language ability was not the sole determining factor
in genre choice as some high-level students chose comics and some low-level
students wrote journal entries. Thus, genre interest appeared to influence some
student’s choices.
For topic choice, students were encouraged to think about the daily experiences of the
characters on the island. One unexpected outcome was that a few students chose to
write endings to the story, detailing how the characters could leave the island. These
had predictable narratives and were the least interesting examples. Most students,
however, explored the daily experiences, thoughts, and feelings of the characters as
they imagined them. In the process, students produced texts that demonstrated
empathy toward the characters and their situation. One example of a diary entry,
comic, and letter will be used to illustrate this point.
One example of a successful text was a diary entry written as the character of
Pencroft. In the entry, Pencroft complains about the monotony of eating the same
food day after day and of the constant nuisance of mosquitoes. Later, though, he
describes a happy moment of making a sand castle on the beach with another
character. This text succeeds by using the character’s perspective of events to explore
feelings of helplessness and coping with life on the island.
Another student created a comic in which the character of Smith, fed up with the
never changing menu of birds, attempts to eat Herbert’s dog. Smith fails, however,
and is bitten by the dog in the process. From that point, the dog acts hostile toward
Smith and this raises the suspicions of the other characters toward him. This comic
uses humour to explore the group dynamics on the island and the way that one
character’s selfish actions can create tension within the group.
In the final example, one student wrote a letter in the role of Herbert (the boy) to his
mother. In the letter, Herbert describes the various challenges he has overcome to
settle into the island. Having achieved this, however, Herbert admits to being
unexpectedly happy on the island. Such a text highlights the sense of separation
between the characters and their homes and loved ones. At the same time, this student
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has avoided clichés by revealing an element of inner conflict within the character.
In addition to creating their own texts and establishing their own points of view about
the story, students also read each other’s work and provided feedback. One student
whose text was an unsuccessful collection of disconnected bullet points received
‘constructive’ feedback from a student who wrote simply, “What’s happening?” In
another example, one student expressed solidarity with a classmate who wrote about
the same character, “You’re with me. I use the same character. I think Smith was so
tired. How [do you think] the friends helped Smith?” Through peer sharing this task
changed from an individual writing task to an interactive exchange of ideas about the
story.
Students also commented that they specifically enjoyed the social element of this task.
In the interview, S3 stated that Island writing was his favourite task because he could
write about his ideas and learn about the ideas of others. Many students wrote
comments on the questionnaire similar to this: “It was very interesting to read other
people’s writing.” Finally, the teacher observed that students actively read and
commented on each other’s work. They were observed to enjoy both making and
sharing their texts.
5.4 Task 4: Frozen picture
This task was deemed unsuccessful for two main reasons: unfamiliarity with the task
and student shyness. Students had never done this task before in any class. As a result,
even though the task instructions were explained and demonstrated, most groups
confused this task with creating a dramatic role-play, which would have been more
familiar. Perhaps compounding this problem was that several students (and whole
groups) were not paying full attention during the explanation of the task, perhaps
assuming that they already knew how to do it. Consequently, students were not able
to plan effectively and much time was wasted as the activity needed to be reexplained several times. Even still, many groups appeared confused and did not
actively prepare.
In addition to task unfamiliarity, shyness also appeared to negatively impact students’
performances. During the presentations, several students were laughing and many
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students appeared to be uncomfortable. Other students over-performed their parts,
perhaps as a compensation strategy for their discomfort. While this drew laughs from
the audience it also prevented any truths about the story from being revealed.
In the end, about half of the groups presented frozen pictures while the other half
presented role-plays. None of the presentations were clear or communicated a deeper
level of the characters’ thoughts or feelings. In their interviews, both S1 and S3
complained that many of the groups chose to present the same scene and that this was
not interesting. Indeed, among the eight groups only two different scenes were
presented. This, however, need not be a problem when the task is done well. This task
is successful when each group presents a picture in their own way, revealing the lines
of tension that exist below the surface. For example, pirates attacking the cave can
reveal instances of bravery or cowardice, unity or discord, private confessions or
public pronouncements that provide insight into each character of the story. The
options are limitless. Unfortunately, both S1 and S3’s complaints were justified by the
unsatisfactory performances in class.
Looking at the results of the questionnaire, students rated this task the lowest overall.
However, they also rated it as more enjoyable than the Discussion circle and Island
life. Students who rated this task favourably commented that they enjoyed becoming
an actor, working together on a creative task, and watching their friends perform.
Similar comments were expressed by S3 and S4 in the interview. Students who rated
the task poorly commented on the difficulty and confusion of the task and not being
able to accomplish the task well.
This task could be improved in several ways. For example, groups could begin by
sketching their picture on paper with one speech bubble per character. This would
help to emphasize the frozen quality of the scene. It would also allow for a low risk
beginning to the task and ample opportunities for peer and teacher feedback. After
this, students could begin to physicalize the scene with their bodies. Another idea
would be to have several students work with the teacher before the lesson to plan,
rehearse, and present a frozen picture to the class. The students who presented could
then become the leaders of their respective groups during class. This could be a way
of scaffolding the procedure for this or any other unfamiliar tasks. For the teacher,
too, it would likely be easier to introduce a complex task for the first time to six rather
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than 29 students.
5.5 Task 5: Final project
Similar to the Island writing task, the Final project was rated especially highly by
both the teacher and students. Another similarity is that the Final project provided
students with a great degree of task choice. Notably, no students chose to present roleplays. It is not clear whether this was due to issues of shyness discussed in Section 5.4
or other factors. Instead, every student created a poster presentation or a piece of
writing. The outcomes for the writing tasks were similar to the Island life task and, for
this reason, will not be discussed in-depth here.
One of the most popular topics was to imagine the island as a tourist destination and
to create a travel brochure for it. This allowed students to apply the task objectives to
their major area of study: international tourism. Students who chose this task used
English in ways that are likely to be useful to them after graduation, such as creating
and describing a travel itinerary, creating and describing maps, describing facilities,
and considering the wants and needs of customers.
Students also applied their knowledge of the story to re-imagine how people might
interact with the island under different circumstances. For example, in one brochure
the island had been fully developed into a resort with only certain details from the
story preserved to accent the experience. Another student approached the task from an
eco-tourism perspective, offering visitors the chance to re-create the experiences of
the characters. For example, visitors would first arrive at the adjacent island and then
swim onto the main island, mimicking the characters at the beginning of the story.
Another student imagined the island as a historical site and emphasized this as a
selling point. The brochure included a section on the history of the island based on
reading The Mysterious Island and 20,000 Leagues Under the Sea. Since students
were already familiar with what constitutes a tourist brochure they were able to
capitalize on the freedom of choice afforded by the task. Each student’s brochure
expressed a unique perspective on how the story can be interpreted within the context
of international tourism.
This task was popular among the students. Students’ comments expressed positive
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feedback about creating and sharing ideas with others, as one student commented,
“To make a new story is difficult. But I think it’s a good task. Everyone made
interesting stories or brochures.” Another student commented, “I can imagine this
story’s world. I thought I want to go to this island.” These comments were typical of
the class. The teacher also observed that students actively worked on their projects
and appeared to enjoy interacting with others.
5.6 Implications of the study
The results of the micro-evaluation provided insights that are relevant to teachers who
wish to implement tasks for ER. In particular, the results point to the areas of task
design, learning opportunities, comprehension, and enjoyment.
5.6.1 Task design
Each of the tasks varied in the degree to which they were open or closed,
straightforward or complicated, and familiar or unfamiliar. The two most popular and
successful tasks (Island writing and the Final project) proved to be the most open,
straightforward, and familiar. Moreover, it was found that individual interpretations of
these tasks were more likely to result in rich and insightful task outcomes whereby
students probed deeper levels of thought about the story.
The other tasks (Discussion circle, Island life, and Frozen picture) were, to different
degrees,

more

closed,

complicated,

or

unfamiliar.

For

these

reasons,

misinterpretations of the task seemed more likely to occur, which resulted in students
not fully achieving the task outcomes. Since students did not require as much help in
interpreting Island writing and the Final project, the teacher was better able to
provide feedback that probed students’ ideas about the story (“How do you think
Herbert is feeling while writing this letter?” “How do you expect the tourists to arrive
at the island?”); whereas, during the other tasks the teacher spent more time ensuring
that students were correctly following the task procedure (“Make sure to discuss and
then write.”). This suggests that teachers can use the variables within their task
designs to predict how best to support students in successfully achieving the
objectives of tasks which are more closed, complex, or unfamiliar.
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5.6.2 Learning opportunities
The results of the study also indicated some of the learning opportunities that teachers
can facilitate through the use of tasks in an ER context. The Discussion circle allowed
students to arrive at a shared understanding of the story through a focus on
comprehension. This task also prepared students to complete each of the other
subsequent tasks for which an understanding of the story was necessary. Students
were required to accomplish the task through group discussion and the data indicated
that this task provided students with opportunities for learning through social
interaction, such as the negotiation of meaning and scaffolding.
After completing the Discussion circle, students could move beyond comprehension
and toward applying their knowledge of the story to probe deeper levels of
understanding by way of the other successful tasks (Island life, Island writing and the
Final project). Depending on the task, students demonstrated their abilities to reason,
predict, empathize, think critically and creatively, and transfer knowledge of the story
to real world situations. Consequently, the results would appear to support Bamford &
Day’s (1998) view that tasks can aid comprehension and balance the learning process.
Moreover, this study supports Green’s (2005) view that tasks can help develop
students’ core competencies and promote interactive forms of learning. The tasks
presented here also provided concrete examples of how an ER text can function as a
catalyst for learning through task-based projects, as proposed by Green (2005).
Furthermore, the findings of this study provide support for the view of Parminter &
Bowler (2011) that the class readers provide a shared alternative reality that is
conducive to implementing tasks.
5.6.3 Comprehension
Perhaps the greatest challenge associated with class ER is selecting a class reader at
an appropriate level. In a class of 29 students, every student might not have the 98%
vocabulary coverage necessary for independent reading (Schmitt et al., 2011). This
study has suggested that ER tasks, particularly the Discussion circle, might assist
students to better comprehend the story when students’ vocabulary comprehension
falls below that level. Schmitt et al. have suggested that targeted instruction may help
students with less than 98% comprehension of texts and have called for further
research into this area. This study points toward the need for further research on the
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role of peer-to-peer instruction through tasks in aiding students with less than 98%
comprehension of ER texts.
5.6.4 Enjoyment
Fostering student enjoyment of the reading process is one goal of ER (Day 2011).
One potential obstacle to successfully implementing tasks in a class ER context was
Mason’s (2010) assertion that students do not enjoy such tasks; however, no evidence
in this study was found to support such a claim. The teacher’s observations and
students’ comments consistently indicated that students enjoyed the tasks. Another
challenge related to enjoyment was that of selecting a class reader that students would
find interesting. Students in this study expressed a range of positive and negative
opinions about story. Pre- and post-reading questionnaires did not indicate a
statistically significant change in their opinions about the book. This would appear to
indicate that the tasks had no effect on students’ enjoyment of the story. Elsewhere,
however, students’ comments indicated otherwise. Numerical data and written
comments from the task evaluations, and comments from three of the four students
who were interviewed indicated that the tasks made the story more enjoyable. In other
words, it appears that not only do students enjoy learning through well-designed ER
tasks but that such tasks may also increase their enjoyment of reading ER texts. This
finding lends further support to the view that TBLT and ER can enhance each other,
especially in contexts where students are not able to choose their own books, as in
class ER.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION
This study has presented a case study of class ER conducted within a TBLT context.
Students read The Mysterious Island (Verne, 2008), a graded reader with 600
headwords. The purpose was to investigate the following questions:
(1) What is the value of using tasks in a class ER setting? and
(2) if tasks are used for ER, what insights about them can be gained through the
micro-evaluation process?
The micro-evaluation of language learning tasks (Ellis, 1997) was used to evaluate
five tasks for ER, implemented with a class of intermediate first-year university
students in Japan. The results of the evaluation were used to reach conclusions about
the benefits of combining ER with TBLT. The evaluation process consisted of both
teacher- and student-based responses. The teacher-based evaluations were conducted
before, during, and after implementation of the tasks. The teacher-based evaluations
consisted of observation of the class and analysis of students’ spoken and written
work. The student-based evaluations were comprised of post-task questionnaires and
interviews with four students.
The findings indicated several instances of ER and TBLT positively enhancing each
other. The Discussion circle, when conducted as a memory game, was helpful in
establishing among students a shared understanding of the story. It also provided
opportunities for language learning through social interaction. The other three
successful tasks (Island life, Island writing, and the Final project) were deemed
effective for examining the story from different perspectives in the form of research
or creative projects. Furthermore, students indicated that they enjoyed these four tasks
and that this enjoyment may have contributed to an increase in their enjoyment of the
story.
The findings also indicated some of the potential problems that can occur when tasks
for ER are implemented. There were times when students misinterpreted elements of
a task, resulting in failure to achieve the task’s objectives. One source of such
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problems was the degree to which tasks were closed, complicated, and/or unfamiliar.
Shyness and student discomfort were also factors for at least one task. However, one
advantage of the micro-evaluation model used was that it included adequate
guidelines in the task design phase for modifying the task conditions and clarifying
the explanation of the task procedures. This was accomplished successfully for the
Discussion circle. For two other tasks (Island life and the Frozen picture), the
evaluation indicated the types of task design modifications that could enable students
to fully achieve each task’s objectives in the future.
The implementation of the Ellis micro-evaluation model, as explored in this case
study, suggests some benefits of a systematic and empirical approach to both the
design and evaluation of tasks for ER. By predicting the product and process
outcomes during the design phase, the teacher enters the classroom better prepared to
communicate these objectives to the students and to make any necessary spontaneous
adjustments to the task. In some cases, it is possible to predict problems during the
task design phase. Otherwise, when problems do occur, the task evaluation can be
used to diagnose the source of the problems and suggest ways to remedy them
through modifications to future task designs.
Despite its systematic and empirical approach, this study is subject to several
limitations. First, it was conducted with only one class of students, so the findings for
specific tasks with The Mysterious Island are not generalizable. However, using tasks
together with a graded reader was seen to be an effective approach when implemented
with the guidance of the TBLT-oriented micro-evaluation. Also, it was not possible
for the teacher to observe and record all students at all times. Thus, this part of the
evaluation reflects the teacher’s individual experience of the lessons. Furthermore,
student feedback was collected by self-reporting methods. Therefore, it is possible
that some students provided answers that were either convenient to write or in line
with what they thought the teacher wanted to hear. Attempts were made to account for
these limitations by triangulating the teacher’s observations with students’ feedback
and examples of students’ spoken and written work. Further case studies would help
to clarify the extent of the limitations mentioned here.
ER and TBLT are two forms of foreign language pedagogy that offer students rich
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opportunities for learning. The results of this study suggest that combining ER and
TBLT might benefit students through enhanced opportunities for engaging in
meaning-focused input and meaning-focused output. The micro-evaluation provides
teachers with a powerful tool to guide future task design in ways that would be
specifically tailored to individual teacher’s needs and classroom situations. It is hoped
that this study can contribute to the conversation about how ER can be implemented
within a TBLT framework.

	
  

46	
  

APPENDIX A: Student task evaluation questionnaire

End of class task evaluation
Please answer the questions about today’s main task. Circle only one number from 1-7. Write
any comments about your answer in the comment space below each question. Try your best to
write comments in English; however, you may write in Japanese if necessary.
1. I enjoyed this task.
(Disagree) 1
2
Comment:

3

4

5

6

7

(Agree)

2. This task helped me better understand the main points of the story.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
(Agree)
Comment:

3. This task helped me understand the story in new ways.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
(Agree)
Comment:

4. This task gave me a chance to use English to express my ideas.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
(Agree)
Comment:

5. This task helped me enjoy the story.
(Disagree) 1
2
3
4
5
Comment:
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7

(Agree)

APPENDIX B: Pre- and post-reading questionnaires
Pre-reading questionnaire
Below, you will find questions about our class story, The Mysterious Island. Answer in terms of
how well they apply to you. Do not answer how you think you should, or how other people do.
There are no right or wrong answers so you will not be graded on this questionnaire. This
questionnaire usually takes about 5 - 10 minutes to complete. If you have any questions, let the
teacher know immediately.
1. How interesting do you think this book will be?
[Very interesting]
1
2
3
4
5
Comment:

6

7

1. How likely would you be to choose this book on your own?
[Not likely]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Comment:

[Not interesting]

[Very likely]

1. How easy to read do you think this book will be?
[Easy]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
[Difficult]
[% I understand] 100% 98% 96% 94% 92% 90% <90%
Comment:

Post-reading questionnaire
Below, you will find questions and statements about our class story. Answer in terms of how well
they apply to you. Do not answer how you think you should, or how other people do. There are no
right or wrong answers. This questionnaire usually takes about 5 - 10 minutes to complete. If you
have any questions, let the teacher know immediately.
1. How interesting do you think this book was?
[Very interesting]
1
2
3
4
5
Comment:

6

7

[Not interesting]

1. How likely would you be to choose a book like this in the future?
[Not likely]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
[Very likely]
Comment:
1. How easy to read was this book?
[Easy]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
[Difficult]
[% I understood] 100% 98% 96% 94% 92% 90% <90%
Comment:
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APPENDIX C: Teacher-response evaluation for the Discussion circle
Task name: Discussion circle
A) Task pre-use phase
Objective:
to recall the story and arrive at a shared understanding of the main points.
Input:
Written on the chalkboard and spoken by the teacher:
Procedure:
1. In your groups, talk together and try to remember 3-5 main points from the story.
Spoken only: this is a group discussion. You don’t need to look at your books.
If one student has a problem speaking, other students please help. Each
student should try to give at least one idea.
1. After talking, write your points on your paper.
Spoken only: work together when you write your points. One person can write
and the other people can help. For example, they can help with ideas,
grammar or vocabulary. Everyone should work together.
Conditions:
Time: 20 minutes
Grouping: 3-4 students; 1 proficient student selected as group leader who is charged
with keeping everyone involved and focused on the task; 1 other student selected
as the scribe.
Preparation: 20 minutes to discuss and write ideas.
Support: group members are expected to help each other first. The teacher will also go
around to each group and help as necessary.
Task choice and complexity: there are three facets to this discussion circle: the main
points, difficult words, student-generated questions. Some groups will works
faster than others. It is possible that some groups may not finish.
Predicted outcomes:
Process:
Students will discuss their ideas as a group at all stages
When problems with communication occur, students will cooperate by negotiating
meaning and scaffolding
Writing will be done collaboratively, with all students having a chance to provide
input about lexical and grammatical choices.
Product:
Main: a list of the main plot points of the reading
Secondary (for early finishers): a list of difficult words from the story and open-ended
questions about the rest of the story.
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B) Task during-use phase
What changes did I make to the input? Why? Result?
I encouraged students to put down their books and discuss with each other. This
consisted of telling the whole class and also going around to each group to
provide encouragement and feedback. Some groups responded well and began
discussing more but some students still reverted back to working individually
with minimal interaction with their group members.
What changes did I make to the conditions? Why? Result?
Added 10 minutes more time because students to allow students to finish the task.
This allowed them to finish. This was Students were too busy looking for the
answers in their books instead of discussing amongst themselves.
What changes did I make to the outcome? Why? Result?
None.
C) Task post-use phase
To what extent did students achieve the process outcome? Evidence?
Students achieved the process outcome to a limited extent. Many students were
observed to be looking for the main points in their books rather than discussing
with their group members. In this way, the task became a solitary skimming
activity for students who appeared intent on finding the correct answer.
Furthermore, when those students did talk to their partners, it was done in
Japanese. During this time, some groups were observed to have one student
transcribe students’ comments into English on the group paper. In other cases,
each student wrote their own points separately on their own papers.
The teacher told the class that they should discuss what they remember instead of
searching in their books. Also, the teacher sat together with some groups to
encourage greater discussion. Some groups responded positively to these types of
feedback from the teacher and began to discuss the main points of the story.
However, some groups did not sustain their discussions once the teacher moved
to another group. Some other groups, however, seemed uncomfortable putting
away their books and did not discuss very actively.
To what extent did students achieve the product outcome? Evidence?
Students were able to achieve the primary objective of creating a list of the main plot
points from the reading. Students’ lists demonstrated an understanding of the
main points of the story. A comparison between the teacher’s master list of plot
and ideas generated by the class are presented below in Section E of this
appendix.
How did students respond to the task? Evidence?
The results were mixed. Generally, students worked hard toward achieving the
product outcome. Some students responded positively the challenge of the task
and, in the end, had engaged in active discussion. Other students, however,
seemed uncomfortable at making a list without the use of their books.
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How else could this task be improved?
To eliminate the need for students to use their books and to encourage conversation,
this task could be changed into a memory game. As a result, two rules of the
game must be followed by students:
1. Students cannot open their books
2. Writing must be collaborative and may only begin after they discuss five plot
points.
D) Task post-use phase for subsequent classes
This section represents the post-use evaluation of the discussion circle task following
the suggestions for improvement above.
To what extent did students achieve the process outcome? Evidence?
Students were much more successful at achieving the process outcome. They were
observed to be conversing mainly in English without looking at their books.
When discussing, they were observed to engage in the negotiation of meaning
and scaffolding. Moreover, students discussed their points first without writing
and then worked together to write them on paper. The writing process was
observed to be often collaborative with all students working around the same
paper.
To what extent did students achieve the product outcome? Evidence?
Students were still able to complete their lists but the process was completed more
efficiently. Students were more focussed on the task, either discussing or writing.
How did students respond to the task? Evidence?
Students appeared to enjoy the task more, based on observation.
How else could this task be improved?
The role of scribe could be rotated among the students. In practice, not much attention
was paid to who in each group was the scribe. Students could be encouraged to
take turns during the task.
E) Results of the Discussion circle for each lesson

Plot points for chapters 1 - 2 of the Mysterious Island
Plot points

Point 1
Point 2
Point 3
Point 4
Point 5

	
  

Teacher’s master list

Student-generated list

Four men, a boy, and a dog were
flying in a hot air balloon.
A great wind carried them away.
Cyrus Smith and the dog fell out
of the balloon, into the ocean.
They crashed into the ocean and
arrived at an island.
They were able to find food.

There are five men and a dog in a
balloon.
The balloon is falling into the sea.
Cyrus Smith fell into the sea and top
(the dog) jumped into the sea.
They arrived at the island and waited
for Cyrus and Top.
Herbert found some eggs.
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Plot
points
Point 1
Point 2
Point 3

Point 4
Point 5

Plot
points
Point 1
Point 2
Point 3
Point 4
Point 5

Plot
points
Point 1
Point 2

	
  

Plot points for chapters 3 - 4 of the Mysterious Island
Teacher’s master list
Student-generated list
They made a fire and watched it One man always stays at the cave and
constantly.
watches the fire.
They made a bow to shoot birds.
Pencroft made a bow to catch birds.
They found Smith and Top in a They found Smith on the floor of the
cave.
cave.
Nab though that Smith was dead but
was only sleeping.
Smith is very weak.
The dog and men met. Nobody died.
Someone carried Smith into the Someone carried Smith into the cave.
cave but who?
Who carried Smith?
They found a mysterious box on Herbert found a big box from the sea
the beach with everything They found a notebook, coffee, dishes,
they wished for inside.
etc. in this box.

Plot points for chapters 8 - 10 of the Mysterious Island
Teacher’s master list
Student-generated list
Pirates attacked the island.

Pirates came to the island.
Pencroft swam to the ship at night.
A torpedo struck the ship and Somebody shoot a torpedo at the
sank it.
pirates.
All of the pirates died.
All pirates died.
Herbert became very sick and a Someone gave Herbert medicine.
bottle of medicine suddenly
appeared to cure him.
The characters received a note A letter from mysterious person came.
from the mysterious helper
telling them to visit him at
the bottom of the cave
because he was dying.

Plot points for chapters 10 - 13 of the Mysterious Island
Teacher’s master list
Student-generated list
The mysterious helper turned out
to be Captain Nemo.
Captain Nemo was famous for
battling the British in his
submarine.
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They met captain Nemo.
He hates the British.
He is Indian.
He has a submarine.

Point 3
Point 4
Point 5

	
  

He now lives alone on the island He dies.
and will die soon.
He gave the characters a boat and They get a ship from Nemo.
treasure.
The characters sailed on the boat They are rescued.
and were eventually rescued.
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APPENDIX D: Teacher-response evaluation for Island life
Task name: Island life
A) Task pre-use phase
Objective:
To consider the potential circumstances, risks and choices that the characters may
encounter. To provide an opportunity for strategic investment in the story through
prediction and reasoning.
Input:
Written on the worksheet and explained by the teacher:
1. Choose one problem for your group:
Problem 1: “Create a To Do list for the characters to do right now. Give information
about why each item is important and how they can accomplish them.
Which are the most important items?”
Problem 2: “What challenges will the characters face during their entire stay on the
island? Areas to consider are: danger, health, environment, character
relationships, psychology, etc. How can they overcome these
challenges?”
Spoken by the teacher at appropriate times during the task:
1. Students discuss different solutions to their problem for 10 minutes.
2. Students work together to write about five of their best ideas for 10 minutes.
3. Students practice speaking their ideas and try to remember as many as possible for
5 minutes.
4. In a jigsaw style, students re-construct their groups: the scribes stay put and the
other members move to different tables.
5. The scribe informs the new members of their previous group’s ideas, explaining
as necessary. The new members contribute new ideas, which the scribe writes
down. Students rank the ideas by importance.
6. A member from each group can present to the class one important idea. The
teacher will write the idea on the board. Scribes can copy the ideas down. 5
minutes.
Conditions:
Time: 45 minutes
Grouping: 3-4 students; 1 proficient student selected as group leader who is charged
with keeping everyone involved and focused on the task; 1 other student selected
as the scribe.
Preparation: 20 minutes to discuss and write ideas.
Support: group members are expected to help each other first. The teacher will also go
around to each group and help as necessary.
Task choice and complexity: one problem can be seen as simpler, focusing on
concrete needs of the here-and-now, while the other is more complex, possibly
involving speculation about abstract concepts in the future.
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Predicted outcomes:
Process:
Students will use their collective linguistic resources to share, refine, and present their
ideas. Negotiation of meaning and the writing process will provide an
opportunity to focus on form.
Product:
Depending on the problem selected, students will create either (1) a to do list with a
rationale and suggestions of ways to accomplish each task or ( 2) a list of possible
threats to the characters and suggestions of ways to prevent or overcome them.
For problem 1, students’ ideas included:
They need to look for groundwater.
Creating a boat for fishing from trees.
They need fire: look for wood.
They need food: they should look for fruit or go hunting.
They should look for their friend.
They should send an SOS: draw SOS on the beach.
They should look out for their own safety: if they meed strangers they need to run
away.
Search for girls.
Think about how to escape.
Make cooking and hunting tools.
For problem 2, students’ ideas included:
There are a lot of wild animals: make weapons.
There are storms: they need a strong house.
Nothing to eat or drink: go hunting
They need to distinguish between real foods from strange foods: they can’t live
without food. But, the island has many strange foods and safe foods. If they don’t
know, they may die or contract illness.
They must be careful of dangerous animals or insects: they don’t have weapons. So
they must know how to escape from dangerous animals.
B) Task during-use phase
What changes did I make to the input? Why? Result?
None.
What changes did I make to the outcome? Why? Result?
None.
What changes did I make to the conditions? Why? Result?
None.
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C) Task post-use phase
To what extent did students achieve the process outcome? Evidence?
Students created lists that answered one of the two problems. Students communicated
in English and helped each other with speaking and writing. After students
changed groups, some students could not remember some of their ideas but,
because two students from each group moved together, they could help each
other remember.
To what extent did students achieve the product outcome? Evidence?
Students were able to create lists that with items related to their selected problem.
For problem 1, ideas included the following:
Finding a source of drinkable water
Understanding the terrain of the island for food, safety, and escape purposes
Searching for Cyrus and Top
Finding a place to sleep, perhaps in a cave or in trees
Attempt to be rescued by drawing SOS on the beach
Building a fire and finding dry wood
Being alert for hostile locals
For problem 2, ideas included the following:
Wild animals, so the characters may need weapons
Storms, so they will need sturdy shelter
Finding food consistently, so they will need to develop hunting tools and skills
Even when they find food, they may not be able to distinguish between food that is
safe and food that is poisonous.
How did students respond to the task? Evidence?
Students appeared interested in thinking about and discussing their chosen problem.
Because this task resembles the discussion circle, however, some students may
have gotten tired of it toward the end.
How else could this task be improved?
This task was very similar to the preceding discussion circle. Perhaps this task could
be incorporated into the discussion circle to give the impression that students
were engaging in a single task rather than repeating the same task two times in
one class.
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APPENDIX E: Teacher-response evaluation for Island writing
Task name: Island writing
A) Task pre-use phase
Objective:
For students to imagine the experiences, thoughts, and feelings of the characters.
Input:
Written on paper provided to students and reviewed with the class:
1. Imagine that you are one character and write about your life on the island. The
content should not be a summary of story. You should make original content
about the character’s life (events, problems, ideas, and feelings).
1. Choose one of the following formats
Write a journal entry about your life on the island
Write a letter to someone back home (friend or family)
Make a comic
Make a scrapbook or picture book
Written on the blackboard and spoken by the teacher in the following class.
1. Exchange papers with another student
2. Write at least one comment and one question about their writing
Conditions:
Time: 35 minutes in class; at home as necessary; 15 minutes in the following class
Grouping: individual
Preparation:
Support:
Task choice and complexity:
Predicted outcomes:
Process:
Students will create original content that supplements their understanding of the story.
The writing is not a summary of what has been read but, rather, a creative
extension.
Product:
To produce a piece of writing, either a journal entry, letter, comic, or picture book.
To provide written feedback on other students’ writing.

B) Task during-use phase
What changes did I make to the input? Why? Result?
When students were writing, I circulated and encouraged students to incorporate the
thoughts and feelings of the characters. This was due to seeing many students
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focus mainly on events. Several students incorporated this feedback into their
writing.
In the second class, I told students to write comments that went beyond simple
complements such as “great” or “nice.” I told students that those types of
comments were find but not enough. So I asked them to write comments that
addressed specific parts of the writing. This was done to challenge students to
think deeply about what they were reading and to provide the writers with better
quality feedback from their peers. Students responded well to this. They were
observed to immediately supplement the comments in front of them and to
continue this with comments on subsequent papers.
What changes did I make to the outcome? Why? Result?
None.
What changes did I make to the conditions? Why? Result?
In the second class, I provided more time for students to exchange papers and write
comments because students were enjoying the activity.
C) Task post-use phase
To what extent did students achieve the process outcome? Evidence?
There are many examples from students’ writing that demonstrate an understanding of
what the characters’ might be experiencing. For example
In a diary, Pencroft complains about the food, mosquitoes, and snoring of other
characters. He also talks of enjoying building a sand castle with Nab and
getting sunburned.
In one comic, Cyrus is so sick of eating birds everyday that he tries to kill Top, the
dog. He fails and this creates extra tension on the island.
In a letter to his mother, Herbert details of the challenges of settling in to life on the
island. Having overcome those challenges though, he admits to being
unexpectedly happy on the island.
Students also interacted with each other by providing written feedback to each other.
One student who wrote a collection of disassociated bullet points received critical
feedback with the comment, “What’s happening?”
One student who wrote about the same topic as another expressed interest, “You’re
with me. I use the same character. I think Smith was so tired. How [do you
think] the friends helped Smith?”
To what extent did students achieve the product outcome? Evidence?
Students produced a rage of texts in the form of journal entries, letters, comics, and
picture books. Five students produced texts that consisted of sentence fragments
in the form of bullet points that could not be considered as conforming to one of
the product outcome formats.
One unexpected outcome was that four students wrote comics or stories that proposed
ways for the characters to leave the island. I had not expected students to jump to
the end of the story.
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How did students respond to the task? Evidence?
Students appeared to enjoy this task very much. They were observed to be interested
in reading. Furthermore, they were smiling and seemed excited to exchange
papers with others.
How else could this task be improved?
Clarify the instructions about writing in-role. Students could be given a sample piece
of writing to clarify.
It should be made explicitly clear that students should explore the experiences of the
characters rather than simply writing an alternate ending to the story.
This writing could even function as an extension of the previous task, Island Life. In
this task, students could take one challenge and explore is further through writing.
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APPENDIX F: Teacher-response evaluation for the Frozen picture
Task name: Frozen picture
A) Task pre-use phase
Objective:
For students to physically place themselves into a scene from the story.
Input:
Written on the blackboard, and spoken and demonstrated by the teacher:
1. Choose a scene from today’s reading. For example, anything from today’s
discussion would be fine.
2. Each student takes on the role of one character
3. Each student takes a position in the scene and creates a pose. You are frozen.
4. Each character says one thing. You can speak to someone or speak an idea from
inside your head.
Conditions:
Time: 30 minutes for preparation; 15 minutes for presentation
Grouping: groups of five or six; one person is the director
Preparation: 30 minutes in class given
Support: teacher and peer support available
Task choice and complexity: students can choose their own scene. The teacher
provided example of scenes. Students may choose their character, their pose, and
what to say.
Predicted outcomes:
Process:
Students will cooperate to create their group’s picture. Students will consider their
character’s relationship to the events of the scene.
Product:
Students will create frozen picture with their bodies that represents one scene from the
day’s reading. Each student will speak one line as their character.
B) Task during-use phase
What changes did I make to the input? Why? Result?
Repeated the instructions to the whole class and to each group because they did not
understand what to do. This helped some groups but, in the end, some groups
confused this task with creating a role-play.
What changes did I make to the outcome? Why? Result?
None.
What changes did I make to the conditions? Why? Result?
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I reduced the time for presentations in favour of extra presentation time. The reason is
that students were not ready to present and I thought that less time for
presentations would still be enough.
C) Task post-use phase
To what extent did students achieve the process outcome? Evidence?
Students did not fully understand the task and this prevented them from working
together effectively. Some groups stood around wondering what to do. Other
groups focused on characters acting within the scene. In these cases, students were
cooperating but creating a scene that is rich and clear requires much more time
than was available. Hence, it is doubtful that these students could focus on
distilling the scene into its essential characteristics.
Students’ spoken lines did not appeared superficial. Students needed to work more on
expressing their character’s motivation in the scene.
To what extent did students achieve the product outcome? Evidence?
Half of the groups produced a frozen picture. The other half of groups presented short
role-plays. None of the groups presented with confidence and most lacked clarity.
Students’ presentations appeared disjointed, suggesting that they needed more time to
rehearse.
How did students respond to the task? Evidence?
Students appeared confused during the practice time. When I explained the task again
individually some seemed relieved to understand the task and be able to get to
work. Other students seemed disinterested in the task and took it as an opportunity
to do little or nothing. Students appeared to enjoy watching the presentations but
were not enthusiastic.
How else could this task be improved?
Clarify the instructions about doing a frozen picture. Students could be given written
instructions in Japanese.
Students could be shown a video of different examples of frozen pictures
A group of students could work with the teacher before class to create a frozen
picture. This could be presented to students as a demonstration. Students who
participated in the demonstration could become the group leaders.
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APPENDIX G: Teacher-response evaluation for the Final project
Task name: Final project
A) Task pre-use phase
Objective:
To expand our understanding of the story through a student-selected project.
Input:
Written on the worksheet and explained by the teacher.
Choose one topic for your final project:
Make a poster presentation that compares this story to your life. For example, the
characters go to a new island; you came to a new university.
Story book – write the next chapter or a missing chapter for the story.
Imagine the island becomes a tourist vacation spot. Make a tourist brochure for the
Mysterious Island
Design a magazine story that focuses on one (or more) parts of island life for
example, fashion, food, housing, or amusement.
Role-play an interview with a character and a journalist after they return to America.
Role-play a job interview for one character:
Spillet – newspaper journalist
Herbert (boy) – work on a ship
Cyrus Smith – Ship’s captain
Another original idea
Role-play a scene from the story, or from after the story.
You should create original dialogue
Read 20,000 Leagues Under the Sea. What do you learn about the young Captain
Nemo? Make a poster presentation.
Conditions:
Time: 45 minutes preparation in class one; one hour presentations in class
Grouping: Individual or pairs.
Preparation: 45 minutes in class, at home as necessary.
Support: The teacher will also go around to each group and help as necessary.
Task choice and complexity: Students are free to select from a list of 10 task choices
or to devise their own. Students are free to tailor the task to their interests and
abilities.
Predicted outcomes:
Process:
Students will interact with each other in small groups, taking turns to present their
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projects. Presentations will be spoken and may be aided by the use of short notes.
They should not be read from a pre-written script. For writing, students should
give a brief spoken introduction to their writing. After reading, students should
provide some spoken feedback to the author.
Product:
Depending on the selected, students will create either (1) presentation or (2) a piece of
writing.
B) Task during-use phase
What changes did I make to the input? Why? Result?
None.
What changes did I make to the outcome? Why? Result?
None.
What changes did I make to the conditions? Why? Result?
None.
C) Task post-use phase
To what extent did students achieve the process outcome? Evidence?
Students were observed to be engaged in their presentations and, for the most part, did
not read from scripts. Evidence from video recording also supports this point
To what extent did students achieve the product outcome? Evidence?
As the topics varied, so too did the products. The most popular choices for tasks were
a travel brochure, writing an extra chapter, creating a profile of Captain Nemo
from 20,000 Leagues Under the Sea. Students who selected the first two of those
tasks were especially successful in producing interesting and thoughtful work.
Students who read 20,000 Leagues seemed to produce summaries of the story
more than a character profile of Catpain Nemo. This may have been related to
task familiarity or a way to simplify the task. Those students’ presentations also
appeared less organized than the others. One reason may have been that they
spent a lot of time reading the book, leaving them less time to prepare. No
students chose to do role-plays.
How did students respond to the task? Evidence?
Very positively. Students were observed to be actively engaged in giving and
listening to presentations.
How else could this task be improved?
Nothing
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APPENDIX H: Questionnaire data for the Discussion circle
Student

Task

S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20
S21
S22
S23
S24
S25
S26
S27
S28
S29

Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion

Q1
/7
4

Q2
/7
6

Q3
/7
6

Q4
/7
6

Q5
/7
5

4
5
4
7
4
5
6

5
6
5
3
7
6
4
6

5
5
5
7
5
4
5
6

5
6
5
6
7
6
7
6

4
5
5
5
7
6
6
7

5
1
5
5

6
7
5
6

6
5
4
5

3
1
4
7

5
1
4
6

6
7
5

6
6
7

6
4
6

5
7
6

6
7
5

5
7
6

6
7
2

6
6
3

6
7
6

6
6
6

5
5
5
4
5

5
7
6
4
7

5
7
5
4
2

6
7
5
4
5

5
6
5
4
4

Summary of students’ written comments for Task 1: Discussion circle
Question
Types of responses (number of respondents)
Q1 I enjoyed this task
I enjoyed this task in general (14)
I didn’t enjoy this task because it was difficult (3)
It depends on the partner’s willingness to speak
communicate with you in English (1)
Q2 This task helped me
This task helped me understand the main points (16)
better understand the main
points of the story
Q3 This task helped me
This task helped me understand the story in new ways (13)
understand the story in
So-so (2)
new ways
The groups mostly discussed the content rather than new
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Q4 This task gave me a
chance to use English to
express my ideas
Q5 This task helped me
enjoy the story

	
  

ideas (1)
I had a chance to express my ideas in English (16)
I used English but sometimes I used Japanese (1)
This task helped me enjoy the story in general (15)
This task was difficult but helped me enjoy the story (4)
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APPENDIX I: Questionnaire data for Island life

Student Task
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20
S21
S22
S23
S24
S25
S26
S27
S28
S29

Q1
/7
Island Life 3
Island Life 4
Island Life
Island Life 6
Island Life 5
Island Life 5
Island Life 5
Island Life 4
Island Life 7
Island Life 7
Island Life 3
Island Life 5
Island Life
Island Life 6
Island Life 2
Island Life 4
Island Life 4
Island Life 7
Island Life 5
Island Life 5
Island Life 6
Island Life 7
Island Life
Island Life 6
Island Life 5
Island Life 4
Island Life 5
Island Life 4
Island Life 7

Q2
/7
6
4

Q3
/7
6
5

Q4
/7
6
4

Q5
/7
5
5

6
5
6
7
5
6
7
1
5

5
4
6
4
4
5
7
4
6

6
5
6
5
6
6
7
3
6

5
5
6
6
7
6
7
2
6

5
4
3
6
4
7
3
7
7

4
3
4
6
2
7
4
7
4

3
6
5
5
6
5
4
6
5

5
5
5
7
6
7
5
5
7

6
5
6
5
4
7

4
4
5
6
4
5

6
4
6
5
4
5

4
5
5
5
4
3

Summary of students’ written comments for Task 2: Island life
Question
Types of responses (number of respondents)
Q1 I enjoyed this task
I enjoyed talking about my ideas (14)
This story became interesting (4)
This task was difficult (4)
This task was easy (2)
This task was difficult but interesting (1)
It’s not exciting (1)
Q2 This task helped me
This task helped me understand the story better (19)
better understand the main It was difficult to speak my desire (1)
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points of the story
Q3 This task helped me
understand the story in
new ways
Q4 This task gave me a
chance to use English to
express my ideas
Q5 This task helped me
enjoy the story

	
  

I don’t understand yet (1)
I found new ideas in this task (14)
I didn’t understand (2)
Other people’s ideas were the same (1)
I could use English to express my ideas (15)
This was a good chance but it was also difficult (8)
I could use English to express my ideas (15)
This was a good chance but it was also difficult (8)
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APPENDIX J: Questionnaire data for Island writing

Student Task
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20
S21
S22
S23
S24
S25
S26
S27
S28
S29

Q1
/7
Island writing 7
Island writing 5
Island writing
Island writing 7
Island writing
Island writing 4
Island writing 4
Island writing 7
Island writing 6
Island writing
Island writing
Island writing
Island writing 6
Island writing
Island writing
Island writing 5
Island writing 6
Island writing 5
Island writing 6
Island writing 6
Island writing 7
Island writing 7
Island writing 4
Island writing 5
Island writing 7
Island writing 7
Island writing
Island writing 7
Island writing 7

Q2
/7
6
4

Q3
/7
6
6

Q4
/7
6
5

Q5
/7
7
5

6

7

6

7

5
5
5
6

6
4
5
5

3
6
6
7

5
7
7
6

5

6

7

6

4
5
5
5
3
7
7
3
4
5
7

5
7
5
4
5
7
4
4
5
5
6

6
6
7
5
6
7
6
4
6
6
7

5
7
7
5
5
7
7
4
6
5
6

4
4

4
7

4
4

4
7

Summary of students’ written comments for Task 3: Island writing
Question
Types of responses (number of respondents)
Q1 I enjoyed this task
This task was enjoyable because we could share ideas (10)
This task was enjoyable in general (5)
This task was enjoyable because I liked writing it (5)
I could not finish my task (1)
It was a little difficult (1)
Q2 This task helped me
This task generally helped me to understand the main
better understand the main
points (10)
points of the story
Sharing ideas helped me to understand the story better (5)
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Q3 This task helped me
understand the story in
new ways
Q4 This task gave me a
chance to use English to
express my ideas
Q5 This task helped me
enjoy the story

	
  

I read this book 3 times. So, I can understand important
points! (1)
I thought about the story in new was because of this task
(13)
There were no new ideas (2)
So-so (1)
I had many chances write my own story, read others’
stories, and write comments (19)
It was difficult but I had many chances to express my ideas
in English (2)
This task helped me to enjoy the story (13)
I enjoyed this task (6)
I think so (1)
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APPENDIX K: Questionnaire data for the Frozen picture

Student
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20
S21
S22
S23
S24
S25
S26
S27
S28
S29

Task
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture
Frozen picture

Q1
/7
4
4

Q2
/7
4
4

Q3
/7
4
6

Q4
/7
4
5

Q5
/7
4
5

6

6

6

5

7

6
6
3
7
7
7

4
7
4
5
6
7

6
2
5
6
4
5

5
7
4
4
6
3

6
4
3
6
6
3

6
5
7

7
5
3

6
4
6

3
3
7

6
5
6

6

4

4

2

5

4
5
3
4
5
7
4

4
6
4
4
6
6
6

5
5
4
4
4
6
3

4
4
5
5
6
6
5

5
7
3
5
5
6
5

Summary of students’ written comments for Task 4: Frozen picture
Question
Types of responses (number of respondents)
Q1 I enjoyed this task
I enjoyed this task in general (6)
I did not enjoy this task because it was difficult and/or
embarrassing (5)
I enjoyed acting/group work in this task (4)
I enjoyed this task but it was difficult and/or embarrassing
(1)
Q2 This task helped me
This task helped me understand the story better (15)
better understand the main So-so (1)
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points of the story
Q3 This task helped me
understand the story in
new ways
Q4 This task gave me a
chance to use English to
express my ideas
Q5 This task helped me
enjoy the story

	
  

It didn’t help (1)
This task helped me understand the story in new ways (11)
So-so (1)
I didn’t understand the story in new ways (1)
I could express my ideas in English (13)
This task is acting ability rather than English ability (1)
I spoke in Japanese (1)
No because we did not speak much English (1)
This task helped me enjoy the story (11)
I enjoyed this task (3)
This story is difficult (2)
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APPENDIX L: Questionnaire data for the Final project

Student
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20
S21
S22
S23
S24
S25
S26
S27
S28
S29

Task

Q1
/7
Final project 6
Final project
Final project 6
Final project 6
Final project 5
Final project 6
Final project 5
Final project 7
Final project 6
Final project 5
Final project
Final project 6
Final project 7
Final project 4
Final project 6
Final project
Final project 5
Final project 7
Final project 6
Final project
Final project 5
Final project 7
Final project 3
Final project
Final project 7
Final project 7
Final project 6
Final project 4
Final project 5

Q2
/7
6

Q3
/7
6

Q4
/7
6

Q5
/7
6

5
5
5
5
3
6
5
6

6
7
4
4
5
4
4
3

6
7
6
5
5
6
7
5

5
6
6
7
6
7
6
6

5
4
5
5

5
7
4
6

6
5
6
7

6
7
4
7

4
7
4

6
5
5

6
7
6

5
7
7

4
6
6

3
6
3

5
7
5

6
7
4

6
5
5
4
7

6
7
4
4
7

6
7
5
4
3

6
6
5
4
5

Summary of students’ written comments for Task 5: Final project
Question
Types of responses (number of respondents)
Q1 I enjoyed this task
I enjoyed this task in general (10)
I enjoyed this task because I could share ideas with others
(10)
I enjoyed this task because of the ability to choose different
topics (3)
It was difficult (1)
There are persons who use English and who don’t (1)
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Q2 This task helped me
better understand the main
points of the story

Q3 This task helped me
understand the story in
new ways

Q4 This task gave me a
chance to use English to
express my ideas

Q5 This task helped me
enjoy the story

	
  

This task helped me in general (15)
Other people’s presentations helped me (3)
So-so (1)
This task was about imagination so there was no
relationship to the main points (1)
I could think in English (1)
I understood the story in new ways in general (7)
I understood the story in new ways from sharing ideas (3)
I understood the story in new ways from creative writing
(3)
Captain Nemo’s story was interesting (2)
I disagree but I enjoyed it (1)
It gave me a chance to express my ideas in English (12)
It was difficult but gave me a chance (5)
Sometimes (1)
I enjoyed drawing the picture of the island (1)
I came to love Captain Nemo (1)
I wrote a poster in English for the first time (1)
This task helped me enjoy the story in general (14)
The task was enjoyable (4)
I enjoyed Nemo’s story (1)
I thought I want to go to this island (1)
Without the task, I could enjoy the story if it’s fun. It really
depends on the story and not the task (1)
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APPENDIX M: Data for the pre-reading questionnaire

Student
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20
S21
S22
S23
S24
S25
S26
S27
S28
S29

Questionnaire Q1
/7
Pre-reading
5
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
3
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
5
Pre-reading
5
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
6
Pre-reading
7
Pre-reading
5
Pre-reading
3
Pre-reading
3
Pre-reading
3
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
6
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
6
Pre-reading
6
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading
5
Pre-reading
2
Pre-reading
7
Pre-reading
2
Pre-reading
4
Pre-reading

Q2
/7
3
4
3
3
3
2
4
2
5
6
1
4
5
4
2
5
6
7
3
3
1
6
5
2
2
6
6
4

Q3
/7
4
5
4
3
6
6
3
3
2
7
5
4
4
4
3
6
7
6
4
3
6
4
3
1
2
4

Summary of students’ written comments for the pre-reading questionnaire
Question
Types of responses (number of respondents)
Q1 How interesting do
It looks interesting (7)
you think this book will
I don’ like the cover and/or pictures (4)
be?
So-so (3)
It does not look interesting (2)
I’m not sure (2)
I think this book is an adventure book (1)
Q2 How likely would you It is possible that I would choose this book (10)
be to choose this book on
I would not choose this book (5)
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your own?
Q3 How easy to read do
you think this book will
be?

	
  

This book is short (2)
This book will be easy (9)
This book has some words I don’t understand (4)
This book looks difficult (2)
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APPENDIX N: Data for the post-reading questionnaire

Student
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20
S21
S22
S23
S24
S25
S26
S27
S28
S29

Questionnaire Q1
/7
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
6
Post-reading
Post-reading
4
Post-reading
6
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
6
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
Post-reading
4
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
Post-reading
6
Post-reading
6
Post-reading
4
Post-reading
Post-reading
2
Post-reading
4
Post-reading
2
Post-reading
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
7
Post-reading
5
Post-reading
4
Post-reading
4

Q2
/7
5

Q3
/7
6

5
7
5
6
4
5
6

6
3
7
5
6
4
4
3

5
1
4
5

6
6
5
3

6
5
3

6
5
6

1
4
3

3
2
7

4
3
6
4
5

3
2
3
4
1

Summary of students’ written comments for post-reading questionnaire
Question
Types of responses (number of respondents)
Q1 How interesting do
This book was interesting (12)
you think this book was?
This book was somewhat interesting (4)
This book was difficult (2)
Q2 How likely would you I would choose a book like this (10)
be to choose this book on
I might choose a book like this (5)
your own?
I would not choose a book like this (5)
Q3 How easy to read was There were some words I did not understand (9)
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this book?

	
  

This book was easy (7)
This book was difficult (2)
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APPENDIX O: Summary of female students’ interview responses

Topic
Thoughts on
this project
Thoughts on
the story
Favourite
task
Other
comments

	
  

S1
Prefers free voluntary reading
and individual reports.
Didn’t like the story because no
female characters.
Working with friends made the
story interesting.
This story was easy to read so
she could read quickly.
Final project
Task choice was very important
Did not enjoy the frozen picture
because she is shy and does
not like to perform.
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S2
Prefers working with other
students on the same story.
Did not like the story at first but
the tasks made it enjoyable.
This story was easy so it allowed
her to gain a deeper
understanding.
Final project
Task choice was very important
Did not enjoy the frozen picture
because each group’s
presentation was similar.

APPENDIX P: Summary of male students’ interview responses

Topic
Thoughts on
this project

Thoughts on
the story

Favourite
task

Other
comments

	
  

S3
Reading texts with simple words
was enjoyable.

Did not dislike the book but
there were other books he
liked better.
Read slowly at first but speed
improved as the he got used
to the story.
Used the during-reading
questions from the book to
aid comprehension.
Island writing because of task
choice.
Reading other students’ writing
was also interesting.
Enjoyed the frozen picture
because it allowed him to
use his body while speaking
English.
Many groups’ frozen picture
covered the same points,
which was not good.
Could not think of ways to
improve the frozen picture.
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S4
Rather than focusing on
memorization, the
presentations were a chance
to interact and learn from
each other.
Enjoyed the story because the
content was easy to
understand.
Read slowly at first but speed
improved as the he got used
to the story.
Used the during-reading
questions from the book to
aid comprehension.
Discussion circle because he
could learn new words.
Other students’ ideas helped him
to understand the story.
Enjoyed speaking with English
others.
Enjoyed the frozen picture
because he was able to work
as part of a team to use
English.
Admitted that each group’s
presentation was similar to
each other and this was not
good.

REFERENCES
British Association of Applied Linguistics (2006) Recommendations on Good
Practice in Applied Linguistics. Retrieved August 10, 2010 from
http://www.baal.org.uk/dox/goodpractice_stud.pdf
Bamford, J. & Day, R. (Eds.) (2004) Extensive reading activities for teaching
language, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Breen, M. P. (2001) Navigating the discourse: On what is learned in the language
classroom. In Candlin, C. N. & Mercer, N. (Eds.) English language teaching
in its social context (pp.306-22). New York: Routledge.
Day, R. (2011) Extensive Reading: The Background. In Bringing Extensive Reading
into the Classroom (pp. 10-21). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Day, R. & Bamford, J. (1998) Extensive reading in the second language classroom.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Ellis, R. (1997) The empirical evaluation of language teaching materials. ELT J,
51(1), 36-42.
Ellis, R. (1998) The evaluation of communicative tasks. In Tomlinson, B. (Ed.)
Materials development in language teaching (pp. 217-38). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Ellis, R. (2003) Task-based language learning and teaching. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Ellis, R. (2011) Macro- and micro-evaluations of task-based teaching. In Tomlinson,
B. (Ed.) Materials development in language teaching (pp. 212-35). 2nd ed.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Furr, M. (2011) Reading circles. In Bringing extensive reading into the classroom
(pp. 63-74). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Grabe, W. (2009) Reading in a second language moving from theory to practice.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Green, C. (2005) Integrating extensive reading in the task-based curriculum. ELT J,
59(4), 306-11.
Helgesen, M. (2005) Extensive reading reports - different intelligences, different
levels of processing. Asian EFL Journal, 7(3). Retrieved October 7, 2010 from
http://asian-efl-journal.com/quarterly-journal/2005/09/30/extensive-readingreports-different-intelligences-different-levels-of-processing/#thethe-tabs-1-1
Hill, D. (1992) The EPER Guide to organising programmes of extensive reading.
Edinburgh: Institute for Applied Language Studies, University of Edinburgh.
Lantolf, J. P. (2000) Second Language Learning as a Mediated Process. Language
Teaching, 33(2): 79-96.
Lantolf, J. P. (Ed.) (2004) Sociocultural Theory and Second Language Learning,
Oxford: OUP.
Littlejohn, A. (2011) The analysis of language teaching materials: Inside the trojan
horse. In Tomlinson, B. (ed.) Materials development in language teaching (pp.
	
  

80	
  

179-211). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Mason, B. (2010) Comprehension is the key to efficient foreign language education.
Bulletin of Shitennoji University, 49, 1-13. Retrieved February 11, 2011 from
www.benikomason.net
McGrath, I. (2002) Materials evaluation and design for language teaching.
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Miller, C. & Saxton, J. (2004) Into the story. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Nunan, D. (1991) Language teaching methodology. New York: Prentice Hall.
Nunan, D. (2004) Task-based language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Ohta, A. S. (2000) Rethinking interaction in SLA: Developmentally appropriate
assistance in the zone of proximal development and the acquisition of L2
grammar. In Lantolf, J. P. (Ed.) Sociocultural theory and second language
learning (pp. 51-78). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Parminter, S. & Bowler, B. (2011) Class readers. In Bringing extensive reading into
the classroom (pp. 44-55). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Richards, J. C. & Lockhart, C. (1996) Reflective teaching in second language
classrooms. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Samuda, V. & Bygate, M. (2008) Tasks in second language learning. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan.
Schmitt, N., Jiang, X. & Grabe, W. (2011) The percentage of words known in a text
and reading comprehension. The Modern Language Journal, 95(1), 26-43.
Van Lier, L. (1996) Interaction in the language curriculum: Awareness, autonomy,
and authenticity. London: Longman.
Verne, J. (2008) The mysterious island. Harlow: Pearson Longman.
Waring, R. (2010) Types of ER. ELT News. Retrieved March 1, 2010 from
http://www.eltnews.com/columns/extensive_reading_listening/2010/01/types_
of_er.html
Waring, R. (2011a, February) Extensive reading at school in Japan. Paper presented at
Extensive Reading in Japan Seminar, Okayama, Japan. Retrieved March 10,
2011 from http://www.robwaring.org/presentations/JALT_SIG/ERJ_Plenary_2011.ppt
Waring, R. (2011b) Extensive reading in English teaching. In Widodo, H. & Cirocki,
A. (Eds.) Innovation and creativity in ELT methodology (Chapter 6). New
York: Nova Publishers. Retrieved March 10, 2011 from
http://www.robwaring.org/papers/waring_Nova_2011.pdf
Willis, D. (1996) Accuracy, fluency, and conformity. In Willis, J. & Willis, D. (Eds.)
Challenge and change in language teaching (pp. 44-51). Oxford: Heinemann.
Willis, D. & Willis, J. R. (2007) Doing task-based teaching. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.	
  

	
  

81	
  

