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the integration of grammar into a task-based

blended learning programme
Sophie BELAN & Jemma BUCK
Lecturers
CRINI — University of Nantes

Introduction

This article intends to explore the views of teashend students as to the
place of grammar in a task-based language learmragramme. After
overviewing the theories of task-based learning @agthing and the place of
grammar within that approach, we will examine hdwse theories have
influenced our programme design.

Our paper is based on the work of the team of #xachnd technicians
involved in a Business English blended learninggpamme launched in 2008 at
the University of Nantes in France. This programmres implemented in the
first year of a degree in Foreign Languages andrmational Trade as an
attempt to find an answer to the problem of largmigs of students. There can
be up to 50 students in a group for a total of nthean 700 students in the first
year. We also wanted to find a solution for thekladf motivation and
involvement in language classes, to provide mordividual feedback to
students and to encourage collaborative work (N&@asnbes, 2008).

In the second semester of the academic year ykimt-students in Applied
Foreign Languages and International Trade (“Landtteangéres Appliquées”
or LEA) attend four hours of compulsory “Businessghish and Translation”
classes every week: one hour with the entire dasisone hour in small groups
for classroom sessions, and two hours in mini-gsoofpfour students without
their teacher for the preparation of tasks. Sirmcridry 2011, third-year students
have benefited from the same type of programme \oiih a different
organisation depending on the week concerned:rdlihee hours with the entire
group or one hour with the entire group and tworkau mini-groups.

Before the programme was developed, our hypotheses that motivation
and interest would be sustained if students weflered more personalized and



individual tutoring and feedback. We also expecthdt regular work on
collaborative tasks would result in acquisitiontbat terms of linguistic skills
and organisational skills, as students have to taeghese tasks in groups
(Lantolf, 2000). The programme now includes fowal dasks €.g.presentations,
simulations of meetings or of business conversaji@nd four written tasks
(e.g.reports, translations).

Studies are currently being carried out as to stigdebeliefs about the
programme, subsequent to their undertaking the wwddved.

Bringing beliefs to the surface prior to programmedevelopment

The development of the new programme had to takieoand the different
beliefs regarding the place and the importanceraigar, expressed by both
teachers and students. In the early stages of @@weint, bringing out these
beliefs was important, as was discussing them gpénlorder that those using
the programme could understand the place givemaimigar and especially that
this essential element of language learning was inofact, neglected. This
discussion took place within the teaching teamialiyt but may well in the
future be the subject of discussion within the b@ag groups, since students
frequently express the opinion that there is insigit grammar focus. It may
well be that this discussion brings out essentiaifferences between the
meaning that students and teachers attribute ttethe“grammar”. Are teachers
looking for signs of grammatical competence, foaraple, while students are
looking for exercises that will prove their knowigdof the system? It would be
interesting to look at this point. Questionnairesravgiven to LEA students at
the end of the year by J. McAllister (research mogpess). They illustrate
student beliefs about the perceived importanceestm®l aspects of language
learning including grammar as well as the satigfactegarding these aspects
and their weight in the programme. On a scale & #, grammar is given a
score of 3.3 with regards to perceived importamegpint fifth place (out of
ten). However, in terms of student satisfactionhwilie programme, grammar
practicedrops slightly to 2.7, and is in last place.

The initial assumption by one of the authors remgardbeliefs was
prompted by the observations carried out by stiedenttheir third year of a
degree course in Foreign Language, Literature amdligation studies,
undertaking work experience in secondary schoolsis Twork experience
involved the observation of L2 teaching approachesl, in the resulting
dissertation, few of these students reported hawbsgrved task-based learning
during lessons whilst there seemed to be a presmlef communicative
activities, preceded by a grammar focus, often didde; with the presentation
and explanation of the rule giving rise to a battef exercises using the form
that had been explained and ending in a commune&activity designed to
promote the use of the targeted form. This is thesic PPP approach — Present
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the structure, Practice it, Produce it. This maypbeause teachers are likely to
reproduce the approaches used when they themde&res, the communicative
approach being prevalent in the 80s and 90s, indérdvan den Branden (2006:
221-222) summarises research showing that “manghéza appear to be
resistant to external intrusions: to take decisitbey primarily rely on their own
experiences in the classroom, either as a learnexsoa teacher” (Clark &
Peterson, 1986; Lortie, 1975; Richards, 1998) aluts shat

[...] it is not so much the educational trainingoged by the teachers or the
academic wisdom they are offered in inservice ingjror in educational journals,
but what they have done and do in the classroagif,isnd the meaning that they
attach to these experiences, that constitute tbkblbae of what they think and
believe about education (Van den Branden, 2006}.222

An analysis of textbooks on the market, espectalbge published pre-CEF
(Common European Framework) and those publishedlgladter, again reveals
a preponderance of communicative activities, rathan tasks, and the PPP
approach. The assumption was made that the LEAIdests targeted by the
new programme were likely to have followed thisckof course.

Effect of these beliefs on programme content

In terms of the teachers’ beliefs, it has been mamb to include activities
and tasks which allow grammatical accuracy to bergrortant criterion for the
assessment of successful realisation of the taskadt, grammatical accuracy
appears in many forms in the assessment criteda.the pre-task, linguistic
accuracy accounts for 50% of the assessment, glthdbe latter is not
expressed in terms of a mark, but in terms of mdis of a given level. For the
end of term exam, linguistic competence is agaipressed in terms of
indicators of a given level, but is allocated agarof marks depending on
syntactic complexity, grammatical accuracy andness of the language. The
place of grammatical awareness activities in the-tpsks and post-task
feedback is also given importance in discussionthertasks. All tasks include
some of these activities in the pre-tasks, andabdback after all tasks is highly
likely to include some calls for remedial action e undertaken on one
grammatical form or another.

For the students, it seems clear that the gramatatlements need to be
flagged up more explicitly, since we believe thia¢re is ample opportunity
within the programme content for this work to benepbut they clearly do not
recognise those opportunities. It may be that taochmemphasis is placed on the
successful completion of the task, making themkthimat the pre-tasks are less
important. This could also explain another resudtrf the previously-mentioned
guestionnaire: only 26% of the students regulaasrycout all of the pre-tasks,
with a further 70% doing them infrequently or palfti, but 3% declare never
having done them (Buck & McAllister, 2011). Sinceeoof the foci on form



takes place during the pre-tasks, the importancdoofg this work is clearly
something we need to work on. Similarly, althoudpe fpost-task feedback
indicates the remedial work to be done and wheagngkes of such work can be
found, there is no obligation for the student tatdo

Task-based language teaching and learning (TBLT):raoverview

As a team, the approach adopted falls within thenéwork of task-based
teaching and learning. In early team meetings, eveh after four years of
experimentation, discussion often revolves arourtwexactly constitutes a
task. A plethora of definitions of “task” existsndng those which have proved
iImportant for our discussion are these (definitignsted by Van den Branden,
2006: 7-8):

Nunan, 1989: “A piece of classroom work which inxed learners in

comprehending, manipulating, producing or interagtin the target language
while their attention is primarily focused on meaamnrather than form.”

This is one of the earlier definitions and one Wwhaearly places the
primary focus on meaning and on “learning by doing”

Willis, 1996: “[...] activities where the TL is udeby the learner for a
communicative purpose in order to achieve an ouécom

This is a much broader definition which could ermege those currently
engaging in communicative approaches to continugldoso. The idea of
“‘outcome” to a task is important.

Skehan, 1998: “A task is an activity: meaning isn@ary, learners are not given
other people’s meanings to regurgitate, there mesaort of relationship to

comparable real-world activities, task completicas lsome sort of priority, the
assessment of the task is in terms of outcome.”

The idea of “outcome” occurs again, with the talskth being the means
and the result. Of particular interest is the idleat learners do not simply
“regurgitate”- they have to process the input and come up weéh dwn ideas
using it. Also of relevance to our programme isittea of “real-world tasks”, as
we will show later in this paper.

Bachman & Palmer, 1996: “[...] an activity that atves individuals in using
language for the purpose of achieving a particgtal or outcome in a particular
situation.”

Again, the idea of “using language” to get to tlhcome,.e. the language
iIs both the means and the result, makes this tiefininteresting for our
programme.

Van den Branden (2006:4): “A task is an activitywhich a person engages in
order to attain an objective, and which necessttte use of language
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The task is the means for getting to the end, aneérgaging in it, the
student has to use language.

There is a slight problem with these definitionswever, and that is the use
of the word “activity” to define “task”. Earlier ithis article, mention was made
of communicative activities. This leads to an impot question: when is an
activity not a task? Ellis (2003: 3) refers to Gkes (1986) in writing “[...] in
neither research nor language pedagogy is ther@letaragreement as to what
constitutes a task, making definition problematid’[ He concludes thus: “[...]
we need to recognize that the overall purposesifstes the same as exercises —
learning a language — the difference lying in theans by which this purpose is
achieved”. Widdowson (1998) distinguishes betwesaniantic meaning” being
the focus of the exercise and “pragmatic meaningihdp the focus of tasks,
pointing out that exercises can require attentomeaning too (this being the
case, for example, in exercises asking the leamdistinguish between several
past tenses where the sentence gives the cluendsdio tense is appropriate).

We chose to approach this question by looking asstbom events. We
might attempt a classification of classroom evéntsxplain what we mean by a
task in our programme.

Exercises are primarily language/form-focused. Tregjuire the learner to
intentionally focus on learning the correct fornmey focus on the learner as a
learner rather than as a user of the language kibeledge of the form is a
prerequisite for the exercise to be successfuligpleted.

Activities are simple tasks requiring language use successful
completion, and are the application of learnt farmey may be limited in
scope and require minimal decision-making on the pathe learner. A role-
play where both learners are given cue cards onhathieir roles are written out
for them in cue form would be an activity as it uggs their voicing the
remembered language prompted by the cues. An gctiviere the learner has
to answer a postcard following the cues given ta l similar: it involves a
peripheral understanding of the original postcéndt, it especially requires the
use of the forms learnt beforehand in order to egrthe message as intended
by the cues. Both of these activities are closelyled by the activity writer.
Activities can be seen to need the application mdvk-how in order to be
successful.

Tasks are more complex, and are primarily meanmegged. This “primary
focus on meaning” is seen by Ellis (2003) as onthefmain features of TBLT.
The participants act primarily as language usdflerahan as language learners,
employing communicative processes to reach thectoge The developer of
the task most probably does not know all of thesjixds outcomes of their task,
as the outcome depends on the learners. This caedrein the outcomes of
some of the tasks developed for this programme.eixample, in a first task
about outsourcing, the thirteen “teams” in one hesy group, engaged in
deciding to which country they might outsource tislwore in the future, came



up with thirteen radically different outcomes whitttey then presented orally.
All of them had the same input and the same taskilslebut the results went
from outsourcing but not offshoring, offshoring mdt outsourcing, and both.
Which part of the business would be offshored otsamurced was another
variable as was the country (out of the four prepdswhich occasionally
included other countries, thus demonstrating furthesearch having been
undertaken by the learners. The task gave opptytbon individualisation of
the outcome and also engaged the interest of dra ting it as well as the
other teams who listened to the presentation. Udewarative knowledge and
pragmatic know-how is necessary for the successiuipletion of a task.

It is important to note the word “primarily” — wheengaged in a task, a
learner is highly likely to see guidance on formlexis, a switch (Ellis, 2003)
from focus on meaning to focus on form almost bBk&ime-out” from the task
itself. Long (1997) states that “focus on meanimgna (a) is insufficient to
achieve full native-like competence, and (b) cannygroved upon, in terms of
both rate and ultimate attainment, by periodicraitb® to language as object”.

Instances of this “time-out” are observed regulanythe tasks we have
developed. Equally, the more formal micro-tasksufdeg on a grammar point
or on essential vocabulary, specified as part efgre-tasks, can be seen as a
switch of attention from meaning to form.

The above classifications are not seen as catedorihhe degree of
personal involvement may vary in an activity andairtask. As part of the
discussion on planning and designing the tasksoae into account several of
the key parameters as mentioned by Ellis (2003jpalricular, authenticity,e.
situational authenticity or real-world tasks, wagportant. To these was added
interactional authenticity — the behaviour eliciteg the task corresponds in
some way to the kind of communication that arisemfperforming the task in
the real-world. This is often difficult to achiesance, inevitably, the learners are
not performing in the real world when they are lsssroom 443 in a university
in France.

We also wanted to ensure that all of the skillseanevered at some point in
the programme: that listening comprehension, fangxe, was not neglected in
a programme where the tasks are all productiorstalke place chosen for the
receptive skills was in the pre-tasks, where thputnneeded for task
accomplishment was to be found.

Finally, the cognitive processes involved in tagkf@grmance are a major
parameter in TBLTI].e. the processing of language which is needed inrdale
fulfil the task. Prabhu (1987) drew attention te teed for the learner to make
connections, to extrapolate, evaluate, deduce,fetm the input in order to
decide on an appropriate output. There are inssaot@&put processing in the
tasks developed.

However, a further definition found in Ellis (2008ave the way forward to
our search for a middle way between communicataregllage teaching and
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TBLT. He describes as task-supported learning tlpmegrammes that, while
maintaining a primary focus on meaning, are dewadogp as to promote the use
of a particular form in the productive stage. Ittiee term “task-supported
learning” that most closely corresponds to theemirtasks of our programme.

This research into definitions of classroom evemtd approaches allowed
us to develop a definition of a task within our gmamme. A task involves
learners in using language in order to achieve taos&come. That “using
language” involves all of the language skills, ati different facets of
knowledge, skills and existential competence. Eirglirknowledge of the
language as system is part of these but is seeasnah add-on, or a separate
part of the programme but as an integral part eftdsks themselves and the
process the learner goes through in order to ketaldccomplish the tasks.

The question then needed to be asked as to whemgmalearning should
occur within the tasks. There are two views of fflace of grammar, as
explained in Willis & Willis (2007). “Get it righin the beginning” refers to the
view that it is important that the grammar is mesdebefore attempting to use
it. The forms of the language are seen as theihgildocks of the language and
each stage in the process has to be correct bgborean move on to the next.
Forms are presented in an incremental fashion temyasf one leading to the
introduction of another. Ellis refers to this asotlks on Forms”, in the plural
(FonFs). Pre-selected forms are presented to thende either explicitly
(teaching the rules, structure-based instructionimplicitly (inferring the rules
from a given set of exercises, or communicativedas containing the target
form). Long (1997) further qualifies focus on for@ms leading to a “classroom
input that is functionally restricted and ‘impowsdred’ in various ways. In other
words, a focus on forms often leads to what Widaow@ 972) called language
usage, not to realistic models of language use.”

It is difficult to see how this view could be inparated into our
programme as the learners are highly likely to Haae a first learning of most
of the key structures during their secondary sclsituction. Our programme
can, on the other hand, give them the opportunitgvise their prior knowledge
while focussing on meaning.

The opposing view is expressed as “Get it righthm end” — focus on the
meaning and let the grammar arise from the inpdtfesm the learner’'s needs.
Long (1997) explains focus on form thus:

Focus on form refers to how attentional resouraes allocated, and involves
briefly drawing students’ attention to linguistitements (words, collocations,
grammatical structures, pragmatic patterns, andmpin context, as they arise
incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus fsneeaning, or communication,

the temporary shifts in focal attention being teged by students’ comprehension
or production problems.

Ellis (2003) refers to two elements of this “FoamsForm” in the singular
(FonF). Planned FonF is the treatment of pre-satefdrms while the learner’s
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primary focus is on processing meaning (communieatinput and tasks
containing the form), which would appear to be etas the definition above of
activity, and Incidental FonF, where the form ig poe-selected and attention
occurs incidentally when the learner’s primary f®@s on meaning (recasts and
negotiation of meaning during communicative intéoac can be seen as
examples of this, as can the “time out” previousigntioned). Long (1997)
describes this shift of focus thus:

Learners’ attention is briefly shifted to lingutsttode features, in context, when

students experience problems as they work on conwuative tasks,.e. in a

sequence determined by their own internal syllabusgrrent processing capacity,
and learnability constraints.

Whilst it is clear that our programme is more basedhe latter category,
we have made provision for both planned and indalefronF in our
programme. However, this supposes another diseusbiow far should the
FonF be teacher-driven, or alternatively, learmareth? If the learner reacts to
the input and asks questions in order to underst@dstructures used in the
input, this can be seen as reactive, or learngedyiFonF as opposed to the pre-
emptive teacher-driven attention to form. In marmyoor tasks, there is a pre-
emptive teacher-driven element to focus on forrtha choice of exercises and
activities which make up the pre-tasks, but theran invitation to reactive work
given through feedback leading to remedial work.we have already seen,
learners performing meaning-focused activities bamefit by shifting their
attention momentarily towards form, and such at €faih promote interlanguage
restructuring. Therefore we can say that the tdek®loped have provision for
both types of FonF.

As part of the discussion, mentioned above, auitigntthis time of the
Input, was seen as an important criterion. Theeevaays of making the target
form stand out more clearly to the student. Onacehoould have been to make
the target structure more salient, using highliggptipop-ups, or bold typeface.
This is known as “enhanced input” (Sharwood Smith93). Another choice
would have been rewriting the input in order tduke as many examples of the
target structure as possible, an “input flood”. Heeision was to do neither but
to use authentic input at all times. However, tHepdion of a textbook, even
one which uses texts taken from major journals sagkheFinancial Timesor
The Economistpartially precludes that, unless we decide notige the texts
available as part of the pre-tasks. The latterooptvas chosen for some tasks,
where the input included documents taken from antibesources and not
modified in any way.

Some of our current pre-tasks do enhance the impakjng the grammar
point more obvious to promote the later use ofiproduction tasks, but there
are no instances of input flood.
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The effectiveness of explicit grammar instruction o pragmatic use of the
language

In the previous paragraphs, we have skirted arthmassue of whether the
explicit instruction of grammar works. Macaro & Masnan (2006: 2) state that
“explicit grammar instruction results in gains impécit knowledge and its
application to specific grammar-related tasks Inatre is less evidence that it
results in gains in production tasks”. Their reskawas carried out on an
admissions procedure to a university-based modamigh languages course
where a grammar-based gap fill test and a trapnslatine were given to
prospective students. Prior explicit instructionsvwseen as beneficial for a test
targeting solely the recognition of the grammampadbut the efficacy of it for a
real-world task, in this case a translation tasks Vess clear.

However, declarative explicit knowledge of grammand implicit,
unanalysed awareness, may well interact in long-teremory. Known as the
interface position (Ellis, 1994, cited in Ellis, @), this would advocate the need
for both types of learning. This position refletiiat chosen for our programme,
where certain pre-tasks offer the potential forlexdearning and the input and
performance give opportunities for implicit awarsséo be shown.

It may be important to stress to teachers and gtipdt the roles played by
the teacher in a task-based environment diffeihgligfrom those played in a
more grammar-focused environment. When a focusoan(f) is taking place,
the teacher is seen as a knowledgeable expert,expiains and guides. This
occurs both pre- and post-task. When the focushifed to language, the
teacher is both facilitator and guide, who clasfee linguistic point, providing
scaffolding to enable the student to phrase cdyreekplains the point when
necessary, corrects and more. This occurs whiléethm@ers are engaged in the
task and also post-task. During the time when #ankers are focussed on
meaning, the teacher is seen as a mediator, focuse attention on attaining
comprehension of input and on choosing salient tpofor attaining task
completion, using paraphrase and reformulation.s Tioio occurs while the
learner is engaged in the task.

Therefore the task-based environment in no way teeghe need for the
teacher as expert in the language involved. S/hwires the main source of
linguistic expertise, although that role may tengpiby, within the groups, be
played by a student. The teacher acts to encoutregdéocus on the form or
forms. This role continues in the language focusens the teacher facilitates
access to linguistic correctness while the taskalsng place, during those
“time-out” times previously mentioned when the fechifts from meaning to
form. In the meaning focus, the teacher again @at®cilitator, enabling access
to meaning using reformulation, clarification, $o&ding and paraphrasing.



From theory to application

We will now focus on how this exploration of theetiny translates into the
development of tasks for the programme. Since #gnining, tasks have been
designed following the steps and parameters defigedillis & Willis (2007).

* |dentify learner needs, what they need to be abtiotin the language.

» Select appropriate topics in the light of the ideed needs (and, in our case,
since we identified a textbook we would use) in ligéat of the resources
available.

* Design task sequences, including the identificatmn the forms and
vocabulary and the skills required.

- Decide on the outcome or outcomes (there may bamtarmediate
task) required and see what the learner needsder a0 get to that
goal. Writing that outcome involves deciding on sieg, on audience,
on format, on expected language use. Writing tit@lirfbrief” helps
the course developer to see where the studenttiem@ing and it
should be clear to them.

- Decide what the priming phase will consist of: tisishe starting point
of the task — will it be an impromptu discussionadrainstorming, a
call to prior knowledge or experience from the stnid, a visual to
provoke interest, etc.?

- ldentify the steps needed to reach the goal ane Wrem as pre-tasks.
Identify the format of each of these and make ¢her to the student.

- This task structure needed to be closely contrdidedur tasks since
the preparation stages were carried out almostsixely at distance.
Deadlines and word limits as well as the occasiomadl-task
intervention were also specified.

- Clarify learner roles.

- Put pressure on language production. Encouragesrsisido push
themselves to produce output as far as possikdehaeve accuracy —
this can involve learner or teacher as expertaitt be interesting to
record and publicise instances of scaffolding arttero learner
interactions.

- Pre-plan, but be ready to change, post-task aesviThis can include
feedback (individual or whole group, as an invdatito remedial
work), assessment, focus on form activities (irdlial or whole
class).

* Monitor the effectiveness of the tasks in the c¢la@ms and refine them or
even stop using them where necessary.

However, some of these steps had to be refinedk® into account the
distance learning element of the programme.

Tasks are designed by the teachers themselvesrang\aewed by the
whole team at the end of the conception procesankdto a partnership with
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the educational publisher Pearson/Longman, we Hazeen able to use a
selection of the themes and activities of theireimtediate and Upper
Intermediatelntelligent Businesgourse books. We checked that all the tasks
produced used parts of the textbook and that no tasfis used the same
activities from the textbook, which did occur irethrst stages but was quickly
remedied.

Teachers representations prior to the implementation of theprogramme

Changing teachers’ beliefs about what studentsldhmel asked to do was
not simple: at the beginning, tasks were not nec#gsoriented towards
authentic use of the language, but were similars¢bool-type activities,
probably because of the washback effect of the dfreaxam “Baccalauréat”,
which students take in the final year of secongahool. In the first versions of
tasks, there were sometimes problems with instrastivhich were not TBLT-
oriented either. In the current versions of thek¢asve draw our students’
attention to forms in the pre-task phase: in sorhé¢he students’ task files,
grammar is introduced in a “How to say it” sectishich refers to exercises in
the coursebook, to the students’ grammar book outovirtual self-study centre
on the Moodle Virtual Learning Environment (VLE).

For example, the fourth task of the programme israh production task in
which students have to prepare a presentation ertappic of counterfeiting.
Here is the mission they have to accomplish widrtmini-groups:

You work for an international company with subsigia in France and the UK. It
is currently worried by illegal copying of the gmodt produces. Your brand
manager has asked you to prepare a short presentetinow counterfeiting may

affect the profitability of the company. You havarmed out some research and
are now ready to present your team’s findings.

Before completing the task, students have to goutyit pre-tasks based on
activities from thelntelligent Businessourse book. The pre-tasks include a
vocabulary building section as well as reading &sténing comprehension
activities. Then, with their mini-groups, the statkehave to invent their own
company. Later, but still during this pre-task ghabey are asked to pause their
preparatory work on meaning for a moment to foaushe use of conditionals
and on presentation skills. This is based on theing hypothesis (Schmidt,
1990), which states that drawing learners’ attentio form in the input may
lead to acquisition. Our hypothesis is that aftadging the use of conditionals
in English, students may use them in their presiemisto make predictions for
the future of their invented companies. Howeveg, ithpact of noticing on the
outcome of the task or on the final oral producsth remains to be examined.

The fifth task is another example: it consists ahae study which includes
an intermediate task in the form of a class disousprior to the final written
task. Students have to carry out the following mrss



You work for a consultancy which gives advice tonpanies on different topics.
One of your customers, the eBay online auction @mpwants feedback on
customers’ views of its activities and website andgestions on how to improve
them. As a group, you will present those findingallg during a round table with

the rest of your class. After that, taking into@aat other groups’ comments, you
will prepare a short report for the managementRdye indicating the strengths
and weaknesses of the company and suggesting is1peints.

In this task there is an intermediate task: thesctaund-table discussion on
eBay. This allows the students to base their orabyrction on their own
experience. During the last three years, this disom has expanded into
alternative e-commerce sites which might be seercaamspetitors to eBay,
including France-specific sites, bringing out stidé thoughts about “local”
sites, and fears involving trust in e-commerceenggal. This element has been
adapted by some teachers who ask the studentsdstigate other, less well-
known, online auction sites, again competitorddite under discussion.

This intermediate task feeds directly into thenraisk, a mini case-study
where the knowledge of competitors can lead to ssiyons, as the task
requires.

If focus on language is explicitly introduced inns® of the tasks,
grammar is also dealt with in the post-task, feeklhzhase in class. Focus on
form arises from the difficulties the teacher hadentified in the students’ oral
and written productions. Most of the teachers managexplain or re-explain
grammar points during the class sessions, but GHckime often makes it
difficult. As our assessment of the tasks is baseddvice and suggestions as to
what can/should be improved, students are alseithaally advised to do some
work on the Moodle VLE where they have accesswvotaal self-study resource
centre. Our team has created various remedial Awsiks for students to
practise, that is to say listening comprehensiortivides, vocabulary,
translation, grammar explanations and interactiveer@ses. However,
combining our approach with the algorithmic natwe Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) (Guichon, 2006) ist simple and those
micro-tasks look somehow very “traditional” (struictl exercises, for example).
The use of the Moodle VLE for remedial work or foactise has another limit
as there is no online tutoring, so students migél they are left alone with their
guestions about grammar. This is a problem thatedftstudy centres based on
VLEs or websites have to face.

Based on the first results we have observed, amduse we will be
introducing a different coursebook as of Septen®d2, the whole programme
IS under revision at the moment, with the developnoé tasks using the new
coursebook. We are currently thinking about howane going to decide which
grammar points will be introduced in the futurekasWill they be in the
authentic documents given to students? Or dependingthe students’
difficulties at each level?
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We are also looking into technical feasibility wiiconditions the task
types we will eventually choose. For example, aspnt, the attractive option of
having students record an extended monologue ahdt mun the platform is
causing concern, but the technical team is workingt. We are also assessing
the resources that we have available at our fipggeend looking at resources
that we will import.

It is expected that the grammar points chosen ewierge from the input
selected, rather than conditioning the selectiacgss. As an example of this,
although not grammatically correct, the McDonaldlsgan “I'm loving it”
could be chosen as an example of how correct |la@ggu@orphs into incorrect
but totally acceptable language and then passeshataccepted language forms
of the country concerned. Clearly, a part of thangnar elements that we
choose will come out of our expectations and egpmee as to student
difficulties — this is especially so for the selfidy part of the course, which is
also in the process of being remodelled in ordesfter more interactivity and
more tutoring.
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