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งานวิจัยเชิงทดลองชิ้นนี้ จัดทำขึ้นเพื่อสำรวจผลของการเรียนการสอนรูปแบบที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานเมื่อรวมกับรูปแบบสภาวะแวดล้อมในการเรียนรู้ที่แตกต่างกัน คือ การเรียนการสอนแบบเผชิญหน้า และการเรียนการสอนแบบผสมผสานด้านการทักษะการพูดของนักศึกษาระดับปริญญาตรีที่ใช้ภาษาอังกฤษในฐานะเป็นภาษาต่างประเทศ งานวิจัยชิ้นนี้มีวัตถุประสงค์เพื่อที่จะ: 1)เปรียบเทียบความสามารถด้านการพูดของนักศึกษาระหว่างกลุ่มควบคุมคือเรียนโดยใช้งานเป็นฐาน และกลุ่มทดลองคือการเรียนในรูปแบบที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานและการเรียนแบบผสมผสาน และกลุ่มควบคุมคือการเรียนในรูปแบบที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานและการเรียนแบบเผชิญหน้า 2)เพื่อสำรวจผลของผลสะท้อนกลับระหว่างนักศึกษาระหว่างกลุ่มควบคุมคือเรียนโดยใช้งานเป็นฐาน และกลุ่มทดลองคือการเรียนในรูปแบบที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานและการเรียนแบบผสมผสาน และกลุ่มควบคุมคือการเรียนในรูปแบบที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานและการเรียนแบบเผชิญหน้า และ 3) เพื่อหาทัศนคติหลังจากการเรียนในสภาวะการเรียนรูปแบบที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานและการเรียนแบบผสมผสาน ภาษาอังกฤษในกลุ่มทอดลอง ผู้ร่วมวิจัยมีจำนวนทั้งสิ้น 88 ราย ในส่วนกลุ่มทดลองเป็นนักศึกษาสาขาภาษาไทย มีจำนวน 44 ราย และ ควบคุมเป็นนักศึกษาจากสาขาการจัดการทั่วไป มีจำนวนทั้งสิ้น 44 ราย ทั้งสองกลุ่มเป็นนักศึกษาชั้นปีที่ 1 ที่มหาวิทยาลัยราชภัฏอุดรธานี  ได้รับการคัดเลือกจากการใช้สถิติแบบการสุ่มแบบเจาะจง การรวบรวมข้อมูลในงานวิจัยชิ้นนี้ ประกอบไปด้วย 3 เครื่องมือในการทำงานวิจัย ได้แก่ แบบทดสอบ ก่อนและหลังเรียน แบบสังเกตการณ์และแบบสัมภาษณ์แบบกึ่งโครงสร้าง ผลการวิจัยจากคำถามวิจัยข้อที่ 1 พบว่ามีการเพิ่มของความสามารถด้านการพูดในด้านความแม่นยำ ความคล่อง การโต้ตอบในการสื่อสาร การบรรลุเป้าหมายของกิจกรรม การออกเสียง และ คำศัพท์ ของทั้งสองกลุ่มจากผลการทดสอบหลังเรียน จากคำถามวิจัยข้อที่ 2 เกี่ยวกับการเปรียบเทียบปัญหาด้านการพูด ผลสะท้อนกลับของผู้สอน และคะแนนความสามารถด้านการพูด จากการณ์สังเกตของผู้วิจัยพบว่านักศึกษาทั้งสองกลุ่ม มีปัญหาด้านการพูดและผลสะท้อนกลับของผู้สอนมีจำนวนลดลง มากไปกว่านั้นความสามารถด้านการพูดชองทั้งสองกลุ่มมีคะแนนเพิ่มมากขึ้น จากคำถามวิจัยข้อที่ 3 เกี่ยวกับทัศนคติที่ดีต่อการเรียนการรูปแบบที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานและรูปแบบการเรียนแบบผสมผสาน  จากการสัมภาษณ์แบบกึ่งโครงสร้างพบว่า นักศึกษามีทัศนคติที่ดีต่อการเรียนแบบผสมผสานในการพัฒนาความสามารถด้านการพูด มากไปกว่านั้น นักศึกษามีทัศนคติที่ดีต่อการผสมผสานกันระหว่างรูปแบบการเรียนการสอนที่ใช้ภาระงานเป็นฐานและการเรียนการสอนแบบผสมผสาน อย่างไรก็ตามนักศึกษาจำนวน 2-3 รายมีความประสงค์จะพักการเรียน เนื่องจากจำนวนชิ้นงานที่มีมากเกินไป 
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Abstract

This experimental study sought to investigate the effects of task-based language teaching (TBLT) when utilized in two learning environments, namely face-to-face (F2F) and blended learning (BL) and face-to-face on the speaking skills of Thai EFL undergrad learners. This study aimed to 1) compare the learners’ improvement in speaking ability between the TBLT face-to-face group and the BL + TBLT group, 2) investigate the effects of feedback on the TBLT group and the BL + TBLT group, and 3) explore learners’ attitudes towards the TBLT approach in the blended learning speaking course. The participants were an experimental group (44 participants) and a control group (44 participants). Three research instruments were used to collect data: pre-post-tests, the teacher’s observation, and semi-structured interviews.  The results showed that 1) the findings indicate that the participants showed an increase in speaking proficiency in all areas: accuracy, fluency, interactive communication, task completion, pronunciation and vocabulary. 2) demonstrated that the speaking problems of both the control and experimental groups decreased; moreover, the overall mean speaking scores of the control and the experimental group both tended to increase. 3) presented that the learners in the experimental group demonstrated a positive attitude towards the combination of task-based learning and blended learning. In addition, the TBLT that was implemented in both groups played a major role in encouraging the participants to complete the speaking tasks; on the other hand, the experimental group complained considerably about the task workload. 
Keywords:  Blended Learning, Task-based Learning, Speaking 
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1. Introduction

The task-based learning approach was expected to address the above lack of communicative ability because the task-based learning approach provides an opportunity to communicate, subsequently enhances communication and authenticity, and supports cooperative learning and active learning.  In the opinion of Akuli (2018) and Grgurovic (2011.), the task-based approach is a very helpful tool for students with a low level of grammatical knowledge, structure, and vocabulary. Similarly, Ellis (2003) stated that task-based learning can be beneficial for learners who can only communicate in basic English. The English proficiency level of the participants was therefore taken into account in the current study.
This study proposed the combination of exciting technology and computer programs in language teaching, via blended learning. The path to integrating the two learning approaches was supported by several related studies. Firstly, Allen et al. (2007) stated that blended learning refers to the combination of the online and face-to-face learning environments. Moreover, blended learning aims to improve and increase the potential of students in learning language situations (Hinkelman, 2005). Finally, blended learning supports motivation in language learning, and students have a more positive attitude after implementing blended learning in class (Banditvilai, 2016). Based on the results from these previous studies, this study was established to harness the strength of blended learning and to combine it with the task-based learning approach in order to improve the speaking ability level of students. There exist studies of blended learning on language teaching in ELT research areas. 
Task-based learning provides an opportunity for students to use the target language in a communicative way through real world tasks (Nunan, 2003). Moreover, Ellis (2003) noted that learner ability is the main factor in successful language learning due to the level of learners’ proficiency being most advantageous for completing communicative tasks. In teaching speaking skills, Richards and Rogers (1986) proposed task-based communication activities such as games, role plays, and simulations which focus on pair communication material. 
Empirical studies have proven that a task-based language teaching approach is effective for speaking development (Munirah & Muhsin, 2015; Khoshima, 2015; Tiwari & Mani, 2017; Sharafiye & Azarnoosh, 2017; Akuli, 2018). However, for online learning, task–based learning is not a panacea. Ellis (2003) and Hinkelman (2005) noted that task-based instruction is designed for use in a classroom; however, there are several suggestions as to how task-based learning and teaching should be implemented in and outside the class (E-learning). Therefore, the current study proposed a new approach, which combines task-based learning and blended learning.  
1.1 Research Objectives

1) To compare the learners’ speaking ability between the task-based language teaching (TBLT) group and the blended learning and task-based language teaching (BL + TBLT) group, 

2) To investigate the effects of feedback between the task-based language teaching (TBLT) group and the blended learning and task-based language teaching (BL + TBLT) group, and

3) To explore learners’ attitudes towards the task-based language teaching approach in the blended learning speaking course. 
1.2 Research Questions

This study thus aimed at answering the following research questions: 
1) To what extent do learners improve their speaking ability after the treatment? 
2) What are the effects of receiving feedback from task based language teaching in the traditional class group and task-based language teaching in the blended learning class? 
3) What are the learners’ attitudes towards the implementation of the blended learning    class? 

2. Literature Review
2.1 Blended Learning in Language Teaching and Learning Models

In a class that applies blended learning, the face-to-face and online delivery aspects are seen as inseparable (Graham, 2006). Because of this unique combination, many scholars have agreed to define blended learning as a learning and teaching approach that combines traditional learning environments with the application of technology (Bank & Graham, 2006; Dewar & Whittington, 2004; MacDonald, 2006). In this study, blended learning is that successful learning generally occurs in a learning environment that combines a traditional class with online learning. 
In the 21st century, finding an appropriate blended learning model is a way to deal with different learning goals. Horn (2017) noted that there are no ‘best’ models; devising the right model for particular goals can be acceptable. Starker and Horn (2012) proposed several models that classify classroom levels. There were station rotation, flex, self-blended, and enrich virtual model. This study applied station rotation model.  It consists of, firstly, station rotation, which is a classroom-based station. A whole class, groups or individual students can be rotated with online class. 
2.2 Task-based learning

Task-based language teaching (TBLT), which is also called task-based language learning (TBLL) and task-based approach (TBA), has been an alternative approach to the traditional method of presentation, practice, and production (PPP), which solely focuses on grammar (Crookes & Gass, 1993; Skehan, 1998; Willis & Willis, 2007). With its communicative language teaching (CLT) nature, task-based language teaching involves interactive activities that can overcome Thai students’ passive nature. 
Many definitions can describe the meaning of task-based learning, and these definitions have been debated and discussed widely over time (Long, 1985; Prabhu, 1987; Bygate, Skehan & Swain, 2001; Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 2004). According to these definitions, a task is defined as a language activity which requires learners to comprehend, manipulate, produce or interact the target language through communicative activities which have clear objectives and learning outcomes. The task needs effort from the teacher in order to achieve these goals. 
Certain characteristics of TBLT have led to it being widely considered by scholars (Prabhu, 1987; Skehan, 2011; Willis, 1996; Ellis, 2003). The first characteristic is that the task-based nature provides activities that engage learners in the use of the target language. In this regard, Bygate et al.  (2001) stated that communication occurs when learners undertake the communicative task or activities.  The second characteristic is that task-based language teaching offers communicative purposes. As Skekan and Swain (2001) stated, tasks and activities are designed to support learners to serve communicative purposes, which in turn results in students’ positive learning outcomes. They, therefore, encourage learners to exchange meaning to lead them to desirable outcomes. They also facilitate learners to comprehend, manipulate and produce the target language.
2.3 Speaking ability
 This study aims to identify the students’ speaking ability. In the current study, the students’ CEFR speaking is B1. They must be able to show comprehension of main points on familiar topics, retaining their comprehension. They may make pauses for grammatical and lexical planning and repair. Moreover, they should be able to link discrete, simple elements into a connected sequence to give straightforward descriptions on a variety of familiar subjects within his or her interest. In short, the student should be able to use the main repertoire associated with more predictable situations accurately.
CEFR-based speaking rubrics were adapted and designed using the criteria of Cambridge (2009), UCLES (2011) and Akuli (2018). They consist of fluency, accuracy, pronunciation, communicative interaction, vocabulary, and task completion.
3. Research Design
This study was a two-group pre-post quasi pre-post-test experimental design. There were 88 participants. The control group consisted of students majoring in Management Sciences (44 students or 22 pairs when doing the tasks), while the participants in the experimental group were Thai language majors (44 students or 22 pairs when doing the tasks). Both groups were first year students at Udon Thani Rajabhat University (UDRU). In this study, both groups took in total 6 weeks, including two weeks for the pre-post-test. 
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Figure 1 presents how this study was designed to serve the research goal (Settabut, 1983).
The symbols are explained as follows. 
O1=Speaking Task Pre-Test

X=Speaking tasks in blended learning course

O2=Speaking Task Post-Test

The participants in the control group were required to study in class, while the participants in the experimental group were required to participate in class activities and to complete the speaking tasks online. Both groups aimed to develop their English speaking skills. In this study, the tasks were relevant to those in the course textbook, but the researcher specially designed additional tasks based on task-based concepts. 
Tasks were designed to be role-plays on daily life topics. The control group completed these tasks in class or as assignments. The experimental group, on the other hand, took the lessons online and completed the same tasks in class. The experimental group needed to submit the speaking tasks in video recording that were assigned for each lesson. However, the control group needed to present the tasks in class. For the experimental group, their video files needed to be uploaded, and then the instructor provided feedback on these tasks. The feedback was made orally in class for the face-to-face group (control), and online via Facebook Messenger, or LINE, for the blended group (experimental). 
3.2 Data Collection

3.2.1 Research procedure
The participants completed the pre-test before the implementation of the treatment. Then, they undertook either a face-to-face course mode with task-based learning, or a blended learning course mode with a task-based design. The two modes of learning are illustrated in Figure 4
Figure 4 The blended learning and task-based language teaching (BL + TBLT) modes
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Figure 4 shows the blended learning and task-based language teaching modes. The blended learning class combines the face-to-face learning environment and the online learning environment. The oval-shaped figure consists of task-based learning phases, including the pre-task, task cycle and post task. The next section describes what the learners and the teacher did.
The pre-task phase aimed to introduce the unit. In this phase, the teacher asks the learners to recall the words and phrases that will be needed for their performance in the task (online exercises). After that, the teacher presents and defines the topic by playing video clips demonstrating a daily life topic, e.g. shopping. The learners are separated into groups of five. Each group is assigned to identify certain words, phrases, and expressions used to serve in the topic for each unit. However, the learners work within a time limit. 
The task cycle phase refers to stating the task, planning it, and reporting on it. In the starting the task phase, the learners are asked to watch a video with a script. Then, they are asked to work in pairs. After that, in the planning stage, each pair creates a dialogue according to the task instructions. They are allowed to study and use information from Google classroom to create dialogues before they play their roles. In the report stage, the pairs present their video.
The post-task phase refers to students analyzing their speaking videos. They are encouraged to revise and to re-record their videos. During this phase, participants work in pairs to identify words, phrases, and expressions from conversational videos of native speakers which were selected by the teacher for that topic with an example script. This aims for the learners to reflect on the task and focus on language forms. After that, the learners practice and record videos again using correct words, phrases, and expressions from the feedback of the teacher and of the class. 
In small circles, the learners present the status of the learning environments (online or face-to-face). On the right, the squares show the duration that the class spent. The online session took two hours, with just one hour for the face-to-face class. 
Figure 5 The task-based language teaching (TBLT) mode
Figure 5 shows the face-to-face class with task-based language teaching. The participants study as a normal class. The oval-shaped figure consists of task-based learning phases, including the pre-task, task cycle and post task.
The pre-task phase aimed at introducing the unit. In this phase, the teacher asks the learners to recall the words and phrases that will be useful for their performance in the task (online exercises). After that, the teacher presents and defines the topic by playing a video clip demonstrating a daily life topic, e.g. shopping. The learners are separated into groups of five. Each group is assigned to identify certain words, phrases, and expressions used to serve the topic of each unit. However, the learners work within a time limit.
The task cycle phase refers to stating the task, planning it, and reporting on it. In the starting the task phase, the learners are asked to watch the video with the script. Then, they are asked to work in pairs. After that, in the planning stage, each pair creates a dialogue according to the task instructions. They are allowed to study and use information from the Internet to create their dialogues before they play their roles. In the report stage, the pairs present their role-plays in front of the class. 
The post-task phase refers to when the students analyze their role plays. They are encouraged to revise, and transcribe and practice again. During this phase, participants work in pairs to identify words, phrases, and expressions from the transcription. After that, the teacher presents videos about the conversation of native speakers about that topic, with an examples script, for the learners to reflect on the task and focus on language forms. After that, the students practice in their old pairs and present again using correct words, phrases, and expressions from teacher and class feedback. 
However, the experimental and control groups were treated with the same overall procedures. The duration for each class was three hours, with one hour for the pre-task, one hour for the during-task, and one hour for the post-task. The participants studied in a face-to-face learning environment. 
4. Findings 

4.1 Research Question 1: To what extent do learners improve their speaking ability after the treatment? 

To answer Research Question 1, the data from the tests were analyzed. The tests aimed to examine the participants’ speaking ability via the scores of the participants from the pre-test and post-test. T test was used to compare the mean scores (x̄ and S.D.) of the participants from the pre-test and post test scores by looking at 7 aspects, namely fluency, accuracy, vocabulary, pronunciation, interactive communication, task completion and total scores.  
	Table 1 Control and Experimental T-Test
	

	Group
	 x̄
	S.D.
	t
	Sig.

	pre-Flu
	con
	2.30
	.24
	-6.28
	.000*

	
	exp
	2.78
	.25
	
	

	pre-Acc
	con
	2.26
	.16
	-3.75
	.001*

	
	exp
	2.59
	.37
	
	

	pre-Voc
	con
	2.74
	.25
	-1.34
	.000*

	
	exp
	2.82
	.12
	
	

	pre-Pro
	con
	2.28
	.19
	-12.58
	.000*

	
	exp
	2.80
	.04
	
	

	pre-Int
	con
	2.30
	.23
	-3.78
	.000*

	
	exp
	2.60
	.28
	
	

	pre-Tas
	con
	2.66
	.24
	-11.29
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.32
	.13
	
	

	Total
	con
	2.42
	.14
	-9.03
	.000*

	
	exp
	2.82
	.14
	
	

	post-Flu
	con
	3.22
	.12
	-9.59
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.68
	.18
	
	

	post-Acc
	con
	2.80
	.71
	-5.39
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.66
	.21
	
	

	post-Voc
	con
	3.20
	.15
	-2.11
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.28
	.10
	
	

	post-Pro
	con
	2.27
	.34
	-17.51
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.64
	.13
	
	

	post-Int
	con
	3.22
	.12
	-1.32
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.32
	.32
	
	

	post-Tas
	con
	3.40
	.21
	-207
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.80
	.14
	
	

	Total
	con
	3.02
	.18
	-12.09
	.000*

	
	exp
	3.56
	.09
	
	


*p < .01
As can be seen in Table 2, the pre- and post-tests were administered to the participants. The results were then analyzed by qualified raters to assess the changes (if any) that occurred to the scores. All raters had been trained on using the speaking assessment rubric and had understood the research goals. The findings show that the post-test scores of participants’ speaking performance were higher than the pre-test scores of participants from the control and experimental group and that these were significantly different.
4.2 Comparison of speaking problems, receiving feedback by the participants, and speaking ability scores

This section compares the scores of the tasks before the participants received feedback.
Table 2 Table of the total mean scores of receiving feedback in pre and post phases for the control and experimental groups in six weeks

	
	Weeks 1-6

	
	Con
	Ex

	
	x̄
	SD
	x̄
	SD

	Pre-Acc
	5.14
	1.25
	2.27
	0.72

	Post-Acc
	3.45
	1.12
	0.83
	0.56

	Pre-Flu
	1.03
	0.10
	0.95
	0.34

	Post-Flu
	0.67
	0.49
	0.45
	0.48

	Pre-Voc
	4.59
	1.04
	2.60
	1.09

	Post-Voc
	2.89
	0.98
	1.16
	0.80

	Pre-Pro
	5.55
	1.33
	2.34
	1.25

	Post-Pro
	3.92
	1.32
	1.48
	0.76

	Pre-Int
	0.80
	0.39
	0.74
	0.30

	Post-Int
	0.67
	0.47
	0.24
	0.42

	Pre-Tas
	0.18
	0.24
	0.13
	0.24

	Post-Tas
	0.17
	0.07
	0.16
	0.27


The table shows the improvement from before receiving feedback and after receiving feedback for the control and experimental groups. In sum, receiving feedback may enhance the participants’ ability to reduce errors and mistakes in accuracy, fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation, interactive communication, task completion, and others. Even though both groups improved and the errors decreased after receiving teacher feedback, the mean scores for feedback in the experimental group were higher than in the control group for every speaking criteria (accuracy, fluency, vocabulary, , interactive communication, and task completion). That may be a reason why the blended learning may enhance the speaking ability of the experimental group when comparing the means with the control group, which implemented only task-based learning in face-to-face class. 
4.3 Research Question 3: What are the learners’ attitude towards the implementation of the blended learning class? 
To answer this question, data from semi-structured interviews were examined from the control group (traditional learning class) and the experimental group (blended learning class). There were 10 participants in this group. The total time spent on the semi-structured interviews was 60 minutes. To answer the third research question, there were positive results of implementing task-based learning and blended learning approaches. Task-based learning stages consist of pre-task, task cycle and language focus (Willis, 1996; Ellis, 2003). From this study, the components of task-based learning stages can be fitted into the blended learning approach due to the semi-structured interview of the participants. It showed that they had positive attitude towards studying speaking using a task-based approach in a blended environment. Moreover, after attending this course (blended learning course), learners felt highly confident in speaking ability and they thought it provides the convenience to learn. Therefore, blended learning is suitable for improving speaking ability, even though its design needs improving. 
5. Conclusion 
Accordingly, the findings show that the post-test scores of participants’ speaking performance were higher than the pre-test scores of participants from the control and experimental group and that these were significantly different in the categories of accuracy, fluency, vocabulary, interactive communication, pronunciation and task completion ability increased. It may therefore be inferred that implementing blended learning in task-based learning instruction may enhance speaking ability.  As a result, Research Question No.1 thus answered that learners’ speaking ability improved after implementing the blended learning approach in a task-based learning class.
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