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The Effect of Choice on Task Affect and Task Output
John THURMAN*

Abstract

In this study are the results of an examination of the influence choice would have upon two affective variables, Task

Interest and Task Self-Efficacy, and three oral production variables, Accuracy, Complexity, and Fluency, while the participants

were conducting task-based lessons. There were three levels of choice: none, limited, and complete, and there were three types

of tasks: descriptive, narrative, and decision-making. The results showed that the participants had statistically significant more

Task Interest and Task Self-Efficacy with the limited level of choice for all tasks, and Complexity was enhanced for all treat-

ments of choice. The results were more mixed in regards to Accuracy and Fluency, but choice instilled greater levels of both

in most cases. Results suggest that a new variable for task design and task implementation, choice, should be considered.
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The Effect of Choice on Task Affect
and Task Output

The aim of the research summarized in this article is to
examine closely the effectiveness of utilizing a technique
known to facilitate autonomy, that of providing a choice of
a task topic, and how this choice influences the affective
variables of motivation and self-efficacy, as well as variables
of task oral production, operationalized in this paper as
accuracy, complexity, and fluency. A unique contribution of
the design of this study is that it incorporates two influential
disciplines. From the area of human motivation, autonomy
has shown to be highly salient in increasing feelings of
controlling the environment (e.g., Dember, Galinsky, &
Warm, 1992) and in promoting self-determined motivation
(e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1985).

In this study, autonomy is defined as the amount of
choice that students have in selecting the topic of the task:
no choice, a limited choice of three topics, or an unlimited
topic choice confined by the limitations of the type of
task. The reason a level of limited choice is utilized is to
introduce an intermediate level of topic choice which also
melds choice with teacher guidance.

Choice can be motivationally beneficial when participants
can choose the tasks in some way. Zuckerman, Porac,
Lathin, Smith, (1978)

students who were given a choice of a puzzle form to

and Deci compared university
complete and students who were not. The result was that
the students who could choose the puzzle form spent more
time completing the puzzle, compared to those who could

not choose the puzzle form, an indicator of greater intrinsic

motivation. Even the illusion that there is a choice, such
as when gambling (Langer, 1975), has been shown to be
a powerful motivator.

Choice also implies a power to control the environment.
In the words of Langer and Rodin (1976), choice is “a
crucial variable in enhancing an induced sense of control.”
(p.192). Dember et al. (1992) found that participants
were significantly more vigilant (in detecting bar flashes
on a computer screen) when they were told they had a
choice of a difficult or easy task, compared to those who
were told they had no such choice, even though the
random assignment of the task was the same for both
groups. This result suggests that participants may be more
cognitively aware while engaged in a task if they have a
choice in the pre-task implementation stage, even when
there is no actual difference between the tasks.

In relation to task-based language teaching, this research
utilized three different types of tasks. One type of task is
a static task, which is a task in which learners describe
static relationships and by doing so are describing object
properties, the location of objects, and the relationship
between the objects (Brown & Yule, 1983). A second
type of task is a narrative task which incorporates
dynamic relationships and learners must be able to tell a
coherent story using language indicating locations, activities,
and states, as well as descriptions so that the hearer can
understand and re-create the story. Lastly, with a decision-
making task, Foster and Skehan (1996) suggested that
speakers have to consider new information, evaluate the
information, and defend their opinions when engaged in

this type of task. Although the main aim of this study is
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to examine the differences between the different levels of
choice, enough material will be provided so that the reader
may examine the differences between the different types
of tasks as well. For a more detailed examination of the
differences between the tasks, please refer to Thurman
(2008b).

Study 1 will center on the effect of choice upon what
Reeve (1997) referred to as two mini-theories of motivation,
self-determined motivation (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1985), and
self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1977, 1993). According to
Ryan and Deci (2000, p.68), self-determined motivation is
a theory of human motivation centered on the human
capacity for inner personality development and behavioral
regulation. This theory places motivation on a continuum
from amotivation, through extrinsic motivation, to intrinsic
motivation, where choice plays a large role in inducing
feelings of autonomy. Important in this continuum is the
increase of the perceived locus of causality. The greater
the feelings of autonomy, the more internal this locus of
In the

research, Noels (e.g., 2001) has centered her research on

causality becomes. field of language learning
this theory of human motivation.

Self-efficacy centers on how well a person can cope
successfully with the demands of the task. According to
Reeve (1997), “self-efficacy ... determines the extent to
which a performer copes successfully when skills are
stressed” (p.188), and that when self-efficacy increases,
anxiety is reduced. Stotland and Blumenthal (1964) found
that when a participant could choose a task, anxiety was
significantly lower compared to those who were not able
to choose the task. In the field of language learning
motivation, both Dornyei (1994, 2001) and Tremblay and
Gardner (1995) support a self-efficacy component in their
hypotheses of language learning motivation. While Dérnyei
places self-efficacy as a sub-component of self-confidence
at the learner level, Tremblay and Gardner propose a
direct influence upon language learning motivation and
relate self-efficacy and language use anxiety in their
updating of Gardner's (1985) Socio-Educational Model.

A common research perspective (e.g., Ellis, 2005;
Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1997) is to
examine the differences between different types of tasks in
relation to the three assessment tools of oral output,
accuracy, complexity, and fluency. Study 2 will center on
the effect choice has upon these three output variables.
Accuracy, complexity, and fluency, as they are related to
research of oral production, have been defined extensively
(e.g., Ellis, 2003; Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Lennon,
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2000; Skehan, 1996, 2003; Skehan & Foster, 1999) and
the following can be considered as an amalgamation of
various definitions. Accuracy is performance that is native-
like through its rule-governed nature and is connected with
a learner's capacity to handle the language capabilities at
whatever level of interlanguage complexity the learner has
acquired at the time. Accuracy is also related to the
learner's norms in regards to beliefs about the necessity of
accuracy. Increasing complexity indicates change and
development in the interlanguage system and is based on
the ability of learners to take risks, use more syntactically
complex language, and use more language subsystems with
the possibility that such language may not be controlled
effectively. Fluency 1is the ability to use linguistic
resources to the best of one's ability while communication
is taking place and to produce speech at a normal rate of
speaking.

In summary, this study has two independent variables,
three different levels of choice (none, limited, and
complete) and three different types of tasks (descriptive,
narrative, and decision-making). Study 1, based on survey
data, is an examination of two dependent variables; Task
and Task Self-Efficacy. Study 2, based on

production data, is an examination of three dependent

Interest,

variables; Accuracy, Complexity, and Fluency.

Study 1 consists of two research questions, whether
choice can affect Task Interest and Task Self-Efficacy. It
is hypothesized that choice can influence these dependent
variables positively, but complete choice may actually be
related to lower levels of Task Interest, based on research
that claims that too much choice may engender feelings of
de-motivation (e.g., Iyengar & Lepper, 2000; Schwartz,
2004a, 2004b). This may not be the case with Task-Self-
Efficacy and there may be a linear increase of Task Self-
Efficacy as more choice is presented.

Study 2 consists of three research questions, whether
choice can affect the oral output in relation to Accuracy,
Complexity, and Fluency. It is hypothesized that there may
be a linear progression of greater oral output for each of
the dependent variables, according to research that showed
that with choice, there is a greater amount of attention to
the completion of the task (e.g., Dember et al., 1992). In
addition, choice may also engender greater willingness to
(e.g., Maclntyre, Clément, Dornyei, &
Noels, 1998; Yashima, 2002), which has been shown by
Kormos and Dérnyei (2004) to possibly have a relation

communicate

with more complex and fluent output. Lastly, increased

motivation itself, enhanced by choice, may affect attention
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(Crookes & Schmidt,
complexity in the oral production (Robinson,
Skehan, 2007).

1991) which may support more
2003;

Method

The design of this study is a 3 x 3 repeated measures
design. There were nine treatments in all. The procedures
for the data collection sessions are in Figure 1. Each task
was commenced twice for every treatment. The first time
a task was started, one of the pair had the complete
information of the topic for the no choice of topic
treatment and also chose the task for the choice treatments
when that occurred. This is known as the first round of
the task. When this task was completed, the students

reversed roles with the same task and level of choice.

Participants and Data Collection

For Study 1, there were 78 participants (female =55,
age=18.8)
Japanese university students. An after-task survey (Figure
2, with English

administered each time the

male =23; average who were first-year

translation and item sources) was
students finished a task.
Questionnaire data from both rounds (see Figure 1) were
utilized. The mean for the Cronbach alpha reliability result
over the nine treatments was .85 with a range of .80 to
.88.

For Study 2, there were 21 dyads from the same pool
of participants as in Study 1. All but two were same-sex
pairs. The conversations of these pairs were recorded over
the nine treatments and were then transcribed and coded
for data analysis. There were differences in the length the

participants conversed for each type of task and to more

Figure 1. Procedures for data collection.

Student A

Student B Student A Student B

2 we e L)
FIRST ROUND FIRST ROUND
Get Task Select Task
Complete Task Get Task
*  After-task Survey Complete Task
SECOND ROUND % After-task Survey
Production Get Task SECOND ROUND
datal
(first2')|  Complete Task Select Task
Production
| After-task Survey # data Get Task
(first 2')

Complete Task
l After-task Survey

Procedures for
No Choice of Tapic Treatment Sessions

Procedures for Limited and

Complete Choice of Topic Treatment Sessions
Complete Choice of Topic Treatment Sessions

*= Surveys used for Study 1 analysis
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evenly compare the interactions across all nine treatments,
the first two minutes of each interaction was coded. In
addition, only the production data from the second round
(see Figure 1) was utilized to calculate Accuracy,
Complexity, and Fluency, when the participants were more
familiar with the requirements of the task and conversed
more on the task itself rather than how to do the task.
Accuracy was operationalized as error-free clauses (e.g.,
Ellis & Yuan, 2003), complexity as type-token ratio (e.g.,
Robinson, 1995), and fluency as word count (e.g., Duff,
1986). Although there are many methods of assessing
accuracy, complexity, and fluency (Ellis & Barkhuizen,
2005, pp.139-164), careful consideration deemed these as
more appropriate for these participants. For example, to
assess fluency, silence and pausing is often utilized.

However, because silence is acceptable
discourse (e.g., Gudykunst & Nishida,
2002; Lebra, 1987; Yamada,

writing was required to complete some tasks, silence that

in Japanese
1994; Harumi,

1997) and because some

was not an indication of disfluency may be introduced.
Type-token ratio is also a very commonly used statistic to
assess lexical complexity, but it has one weakness in that
it is influenced by text length: the shorter the text is, the
higher the ratio is likely to be (e.g., Malvern & Richards,
1997; Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, & Kim, 1998). However,
this method of assessing output has a long history in both

first and second or foreign language situations (Johnson,

Figure 2. After-task survey.

Y2 VT2 REDHERY

HREOEIEREL(CRTEELRATIES L,

C DIREXIREFMICABIFRH D A

(An after-task survey.)

(Please choose a response that best explains
your thinking.)

(This survey has no connection with grading.)

e L s atall =1y

{1 4o not lllllll\ S0 at dll =1)

(If I were to say, I do not think so = 2)
(I can not say either way = 3)

(If T had to say, I think so = 4)

(That is {exactly } what I think = 5)
LCE3BbRL, =1
EBHNEVNZITZES BB, =2
EBHLEEEIRL, =3
EELENEVZIEZSBS, =4
ZOBNEERS. =5

1. FEZDIRIEE LA TIT O 0 o 1 2 3 4 5
(I liked this task. (original item))

2. RITOIRIDSMOERARIENTER .. 1. 2.3 4 5
(I learned from this task. (Julkunen, 1989))

3. HIADOKFLEBAIN- M F—LBETIENTELLRS, 2 4 5
(I told my feelings to my partner while doing this task (Takashlma 2000))

4. FFTRERLABA LIZN— KN F—LETILNTELLEES, 2 4 5
(I ‘talked with my partner without undue silence (Takashlma 2000))

5. FE BRONS— L F-ERHTELEERS, 2 4 5
(I cooperated with my partner while doing this task. (Takashima, 2000))

6. FITOIRIDNELEZENTER, oo 1 3 4 5
(I enjoyed doing this task. (original item))

7. FETDEIBIRTEHDETVEL, cveveeieieinieins 3 4 5
(I want to do more tasks like this (Robinson, 2001b))

8 I ED T DI RIS UN Dleoniioniins s 1 2 3 4 5
(This task was difficult. (Julkunen 1989))

9. FITOIRVILEKTADRMERE ZER Do v, 1 2 3 4 5
(I used a lot of time doing this task. (Julkunen, 1989))

10. FFLHERSKLTIDIRVERDEBTENTELERS, 2 3 4 5
(I did the task to the best of my ability. (Julkunen, 1989))

11, RFZDIZRIZER U e oo 3 4 5
(I was able to concentrate while doing this task. (Julkunen, 1989))

12, FARBEBAOTEEZITHERBUTVS v 4

(I am satisfied with my performance doing this task. (Julkunen, 1989))

CHhHOMESTETNET,

(Thank you for your cooperation)
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1944; Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998). In addition, as Samuda
(2001) has shown, low proficiency learners often overcome
communication difficulties lexically rather than grammati-

cally.

Task Materials

For the descriptive task (one-way, closed) with no
choice and limited choice of topic, the participants
completed modified activities from Nicholson and Sakuno
(1982) (example in Figure 3). For the session with
complete choice of topic, the participants described a place
that they chose while their partner sketched it.

For the narrative task (one-way, closed) with no choice
and limited choice of topic, students told picture stories
from Heaton (1966). For these tasks, one person of the

pair held the story in the correct order and the other not

Figure 3. Example of descriptive task

Thank you.
1

Partner B:Page 2

Partner B:Page 1
par

Partner A:Page 1
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in the correct order. The goal of the task was for that
person to put the story into the correct order by interact-
ing with his or her partner. For the session with complete
choice of topic, the students told a personal story that they
chose while their partner listened to the story and outlined
it.

All of the decision-making task (two-way, open) topics
(Figure 4) were made originally for this study. Rather
than topics that require a moral judgment, topics for the
no and limited choice treatments included what questions
to ask world leaders, deciding upon what people to make
a home page about, what to put in a time capsule
together, and other similar topics. For the session with
complete student choice of topic, students engaged in
topics dealing with current environmental problems and

deciding a solution.

Results
Study 1
Before the data were analyzed with factor analysis,
univariate outliers with a z-score of +/- 3.29 for any item
were removed and items violating the assumption of
normality were transformed. Next, multivariate outliers,
examined using Mahalanobis distance, were removed.
After this step, 78 participants remained.
Factor analysis revealed that eight items from the
survey, Items 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 11 loaded more
consistently across all nine treatments into one factor. The

data from these items formed the Task Interest dependent

Figure 4. Topics for decision-making tasks

No Choice of Topic, First-Round Task:

You and your partner have won a prize to visit three foreign countries. You can visit any
three foreign countries but you only can spend one day in each country. The rest of the time you
will be traveling in the plane. What three countries would you and your partner like to visit?
‘Why do you two want to go to that country? Please discuss and decide with your partner which
countries you would like to visit.

No Choice of Topic, Second-Round Task:
Please decide the following. You and your partner will be able to visit six world leaders
of today. What questions would you like to ask them? Please write a question for each world
leader.

Topics for Limited Choice of Topic, First-Round Task:

1. You and your partner will have a visitor from the United States. You and your partner
have one day to take him to Kyoto. You and your partner have enough time to take this person to
six (6) places. Which places do you want to go to? Please put a check next to the places you want
to go to. Good Luck! (adapted from http://www.pref.nara.jp/nara_e/index.html).

2. You and your partner will go on a camping trip. What will you and your partner take?
You will already have a tent, a sleeping bag, and a backpack. What ten (10) things will you take?

3. The university will make a time capsule. This is a box where you put personal things
and then the time capsule is put in the ground. This time capsule will removed from the ground
in 100 years. What four (4) things will you put in this time capsule? Please choose four things
with your partner and the reason for putting them in the time capsule. Good luck!

Topics for Limited Choice of Topic, Second-Round Task:

1. You and your partner will have a visitor from the United States. You and your partner
have one day to take him to Kyoto. You and your partner have enough time to take this person to
six (6) places. Which places do you want to go to? Please put a check next to the places you want
to go to. Good Luck! (adapted from http://www.japan-guide.com/e/e2155.html).

2. You and your partner will go America. You and your partner only have enough space
to take ten personal items between you. What will you and your partner take in your luggage?
Please choose ten (10) things to take. What ten (10) things will you take?

3. You will make a home page of famous Japanese people of today. You and your partner
only have enough space to write about four (4) people. Please choose four people and the reason
you chose that person.
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variable. The remaining items, Items 3, 4, 8 (reverse-
coded), and 12, loaded more consistently across all nine
treatments into a second factor. This formed the Task
Self-Efficacy dependent variable.

Data were validated using Winsteps (Linacre, 2004)
and the person ability logit scores were entered into SPPS
for final analysis for repeated measures ANOVA analysis.
Correcting for the number of comparisons, interactions at
the p<.025 (.05/2) significance level will be considered
statistically significant. In addition, to correct for Type II
errors, figures for effect size (n*) and observed power (B)
are provided. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007,
p.54), effect size represents the degree to which the inde-
pendent variables and the dependent variables overlap, or
are related. According to these authors (p.55), an effect
size of n’=.01 is small, a size of 1’=.09 is medium, and
an effect size of m°=25 is large. The observed power
takes the given data as representative of the population
and estimates the proportion of times a significant result
would be obtained in a random sample of this size. In this

case, a B of .90 or better is desired.

Task Interest

In Table 1 are the results of the descriptive analysis for
Task Interest. In general, all treatments for the limited
level of choice (capital “B”) had the highest mean. The
Rasch Item Reliability (RIR) score is relatable to the KR-
20 or the Cronbach alpha for assessing reliability, but,
according to Linacre (1997), it is more conservative and
less misleading. A low score may indicate that a larger
sample from the population is needed.

The results of the repeated-measures ANOVA for the
Task Interest variable are shown in Table 2. Mauchly’s
test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been
met for the analysis. There was a significant main effect
for Choice and a significant interaction effect between
Task and Choice. For all three tests, the observed power
is quite high, suggesting that the probability is high for
avoiding a Type II error. The large effect size for Choice
may indicate that Task Interest and Choice are related to
a strong degree.

Examining the profile plot for the level of choice of
task topic (Figure 5, right panel), the limited level of
choice showed the highest level for all task types.
However, the motivation to engage in the task dropped
steeply for all task types when the complete choice of
topic was introduced (Figure 5, left panel). Pairwise

comparisons with a Bonferroni correction indicated that

81

Table 1
Descriptive statistics for Task Interest.
Treatment M SEM 95% Con.Int® SD  Min® Max® S K RIR
Low  High
1A 6644 181 6284 70.03 1594 42 100 g1 =27 94
2A 6128 1.74 57.81 6475 1539 32 100 98 78 .89
3A 66.14 188 6241 69.88 16.56 32 100 68 -17 86
1B 7009 169 6673 7345 1492 37 100 43 -06 95
2B 69.19 202 6517 7321 1782 32 100 26 -77 95
3B 6686 199 62.89 70.83 17.59 32 100 41 =50 92
1c 6635 1.74 6288 69.81 1535 36 100 7119 88
2C 59.19 196 5529 63.09 1729 32 100 1.09 .19 .88
3C 6196 175 5848 6544 1544 36 100 99 .66 .85

795% Confidence Interval. ” Minimum. © Maximum. ¢ Skewness. ¢ Kurtosis. ' Rasch Item
Reliability.

Notes. 1 = Descriptive task; 2 = Narrative task; 3= Decision-Making task; A = No topic choice;
B = Limited topic choice; C = Complete topic choice.

N=78.SES=27. SEK = .54.

Table 2

Repeated-Measures ANOVA Results for Task Interest
Source df SS MS F n’ B
Task 2 2296.52 1148.26 10.72* 12 99
Error (Task) 154 16494.37 107.11
Choice 2 4669.37 2334.68 23.99* 24 99
Error (Choice) 154 14989.52 97.34
Task x Choice 4 1473.93 368.48 4.13* .05 92
Error 308 27469.85 89.19

(Task x Choice)

Notes. n* = effect size (partial eta squared). p = observed power.
*p<.025.

the limited level of topic choice was significantly higher
then both the no choice and the complete choice of topic
treatments (p < .05). However, there was no significant
difference between the no choice of topic and complete

choice of topic treatments.

Task Self-Efficacy

In Table 3 are the results of the descriptive analysis for
Task Self-Efficacy. Again, except for the descriptive task
(Arabic numeral “1”), the limited choice (capital “B”)
was higher.

The results of the repeated-measures ANOVA for the
Task Self-Efficacy dependent variable are shown in Table
4. Mauchly’s test indicated that
sphericity had been violated for the interaction effect
between Task and Choice (3’ (9)=22.09, p<.05). The

interaction effect of Task and Choice (e=.74) was <.75 for

the assumption of

Mauchly’s test of sphericity so the degrees of freedom

was corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of
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Figure 5. Task Interest by task (left) and by choice (right).
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2 o Descriptive
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S e N\ N4 Narrative
= — -
2 N Decision
< § =
g o N\ Making
-——-
58
None Limited Complete
Level of Choice
Table 3
Descriptive statistics for Task Self-Efficacy.
Treatment M  SEM 95% Con.Imt* SD  Min® Max* §° K RIR
Low  High
1A 5735 1.74 53.89 60.80 15.32 12 100 -20 1.05 .94
2A 51.62 201 4761 5562 1775 14 100 -13 .56 .97
3A 5277 169 4941 5613 1488 0 86 -63 148 .98
1B 56.60 1.75 53.11 60.09 1548 0 86 -74 135 .96
2B 59.03 138 5628 61.77 1219 22 100 -05 135 .97
3B 5599 128 5343 5854 1134 25 86 -57 .88 .96
1C 5442 134 5176 57.08 11.80 27 85 29 63 95
2C 5474 156 51.63 5785 13.80 23 87 141 11 .97
3C 4746 1.85 4378 51.14 16.33 0 100 -26 148 97

95% Confidence Interval. ® Minimum. © Maximum. ¥ Skewness. ° Kurtosis. ' Rasch Item
Reliability.

Notes. 1 = Descriptive task; 2 = Narrative task; 3= Decision-Making task; A = No topic choice;
B = Limited topic choice; C = Complete topic choice.

N=78.SES=.27. SEK = .54.

sphericity & =.89), as suggested by Girden (1992). There
was a significant main effect for Choice and a significant
interaction effect between Task and Choice. As in Task
Interest, the observed power for all three tests is high.
However, a medium effect size for the Choice main effect
may indicate that there was only a partial relationship be-
tween the dependent and independent variables.

In the profile plot for Task Self-Efficacy by level of

Rasch Measure of Task Motivation

2

70

68

Level of Choice

None
Limited
- -
Complete
g
Descriptive Narrative Decision-
Making
Task-type
Table 4
Repeated-Measures ANOVA for Task Self-Efficacy
Source df SS MS F n’ B
Task 2 2085.78 1042.89  8.16* .10 96
Error (Task) 154 19691.33 127.87
Choice 2 3019.10 1509.55  9.55% 11 98
Error (Choice) 154 24336.68 158.03
Task x Choice® 354 239135 674.87  5.02% .06 95
Error 272.85 36661.53 134.36
(Task x Choice)”

Notes. n* = effect size (partial eta squared). 8 = observed power.
*df and MS from Greenhouse-Geisser correction for degrees of freedom.
* p<.025.

choice (Figure 6, right panel), the limited choice of topic
of

However, the no choice of topic and the complete choice

treatment engendered higher levels self-efficacy.

of topic treatments showed mixed results and mirrored
cach other across the different types of tasks. As in Task
Interest, the level of Task Self-Efficacy was parabolic
across the different levels of choice (Figure 6, left panel).
Pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni correction
indicated that the limited level of topic choice was signifi-

cantly higher than both the no choice and the complete

Figure 6. Task Self-Efficacy by task (left) and by choice (right).
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choice of topic treatments, at the p <.05 significance level.
However, there was no statistically significant difference
between the no choice of topic and complete choice of

topic treatments.

Study 2
The data for Study 2 were collected from the first two
minutes of the recorded conversations between the pairs,
which were then coded for Accuracy (error-free clauses),
Complexity (type-token ratio), and Fluency (word count).
Analysis of the production data was conducted with the
the

number of comparisons in Study 2, interactions at the p

original, untransformed raw data. Correcting for
<.017 (.05/3) significance level were considered statisti-

cally significant.

Accuracy

In Table 5 are the results of the descriptive analysis for
Accuracy. It is more difficult to make out a pattern, other
than that either treatment of choice, limited (capital “B”)
or complete (capital “C”) was highest, even if by a small
margin, except for the descriptive task with no choice of
topic (capital “A”). The Task main effect for Accuracy
failed the assumption of spehericity (y*(2)=9.20, p <.05).
The interaction effect of Task and Choice (e=.62) was
<.75 for Mauchly’s test of sphericity so the degrees of
freedom was corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates
of sphericity ( &=.72), as suggested by Girden (1992).

The results of the repeated-measures ANOVA for the
Accuracy dependent variable are shown in Table 6. The
main effect of Choice and the interaction effect between

Task and Choice were both statistically significant. The

Table 5

Descriptive statistics for Accuracy (Error-free Clauses).

Treatment M SEM  95%Con.Int® SD M’ Max* S K

Low High

1A 48 05 37 .58 23 .00 .80 -38 -72
2A A1 03 .04 17 I3 .00 40 92 -50
3A 48 06 35 60 28 .00 100 .13 -17
1B 42 04 34 50 17 00 71 -35 38
2B A3 .04 04 22 19 00 .67 165 243
3B 49 06 37 .62 27 .00 100 -37 .18
1c 34 06 22 45 25 00 100 .68 .83
2C 38 .04 30 47 U8 00 78 17 .28
3c 28 04 20 37 a8 00 71 29 .16

95% Confidence Interval. ° Minimum. ¢ Maximum. . * Skewness. ¢ Kurtosis.

Notes. 1 = Descriptive task; 2 = Narrative task; 3= Decision-Making task; A = No topic choice;
B = Limited topic choice; C = Complete topic choice.

N=21.SES=.50. SEK = .97.

83

Table 6

Repeated-Measures ANOVA for Accuracy
Source df SS MS F n’ B
Task® 1.44 .01 .005 11 .05 .06
Error (Task) 2891 2.11 .07
Choice 2 1.81 1.01 15.37% 43 99
Error (Choice) 40 2.36 .05
Task x Choice 4 1.75 44 11.90* .37 99
Error 80 2.94 .04
(Task x Choice)’

Notes. nz = effect size (partial eta squared). B = observed power.
*dfand MS from Greenhouse-Geisser correction for degrees of freedom.
*

p<.017.

observed power and the effect size for the Task main
effect were both very weak. However, the main effect of
Choice and the interaction effect of Task and Choice both
resulted in high observed power and very high effect size,
which may indicate a strong relation between the two
independent variables and Accuracy.

Examining the profile plot for Accuracy by level of
choice (Figure 7, right panel), the results were mixed.
Although one of the treatments of choice, either limited or
complete, had the highest mean for two out of the three
treatments, no definite pattern is discernable. The complete
choice of topic showed high levels of accuracy overall. It
appears that in general, providing the participants a choice
of topic exerted an influence on the accuracy of their
spoken production. In Figure 7, left panel, the level of
Accuracy is somewhat similar for the decision-making task
across the different levels of choice, but there is a sharp
the

descriptive and narrative tasks. Pairwise comparisons with

drop for the limited choice of topic for both
a Bonferroni correction indicated that the composite means
for the no and complete choice of topic treatments were
higher than the composite mean for the limited choice of

topic treatment at the p <.05 level.

Complexity

In Table 7 are the results of the descriptive analysis for
Complexity. The means for either treatment of choice are
higher for all types of tasks. Mauchly’s test indicated that
the assumption of sphericity had been met for the main
effects of Task and Choice, and for the interaction effect
between Task and Choice, for Complexity.

The results of the repeated-measures ANOVA for the

Complexity dependent variable are shown in Table 8. The
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Figure 7. Accuracy by task (left) and by choice (right).
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Table 7
Descriptive statistics for Complexity (Type-token Ratio).
Treatment M SEM  95% Con. Int* SD  Min® Max §° K
Low High

1A 34 01 32 37 05 24 46 -1 .26
2A 4202 38 46 09 27 58 20 -73
3A 42 .02 .38 45 .08 27 56 -29 -.60
1B 4102 37 4509 26 54 -09 -L12
2B 49 .03 43 .55 14 28 .76 .07 -93
3B 48 03 42 54 14 24 72 51 -64
1C 42 .02 .38 46 .09 29 .63 .61 -18
2C 51003 44 570427 720 -20 -9l
3C 45 .02 41 49 .09 32 720 143 222

*95% Confidence Interval. ® Minimum. © Maximum. ¥ Skewness. ¢ Kurtosis.

Notes. 1 = Descriptive task; 2 = Narrative task; 3= Decision-Making task; A = No topic choice;
B = Limited topic choice; C = Complete topic choice.

N=21.SES=.50. SEK = .97.

main effect of Choice was significant. Although the power
and effect size for the interaction effect of Task and
Choice were both very low, there was high observed
power for the Choice main effect as well as a strong
effect size. This indicates that Choice and Complexity
were strongly related.

The profile plot for Complexity by level of choice

o> 6
2
=
<
(SR N
o4 e
: Sy
b N
S a ’/’ M Level of Choice
5 -, None
g 2 e
7
g T Limited
I ---
g Complete
0
Descriptive Narrative Decision-
Making
Task-type
Table 8
Repeated-Measures ANOVA for Complexity
Source Df SS MS F 7 B
Task 2 20 .10 7.74% 28 93
Error (Task) 40 .53 .01
Choice 2 .18 .09 9.98* 33 .98
Error (Choice) 40 37 .01
Task x Choice 4 .02 .01 74 .04 23
Error 80 .59 .01
(Task x Choice)

Figure 8. Complexity by task (left) and by choice (right).
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Notes. 0’ = effect size (partial eta squared). B = observed power.
*p < 017.

(Figure 8, right panel) indicates that the limited and com-
plete choice of topic treatments sustained high levels of
complexity across all task types. The plot in the left panel
of Figure 8 indicates that Complexity increased somewhat
linearly for the descriptive and narrative tasks, but the
level of Complexity was parabolic for the decision-making
task across the different levels of choice. Pairwise com-
parisons with a Bonferroni correction indicated that the

limited level of topic choice was higher to a statistically
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significant degree than the no choice of topic treatment (p
<.05). The complete choice of topic treatment was also
significantly higher then the no choice of topic treatment
(p<.05). However, there was no statistically significant
difference between the limited choice of topic and com-

plete choice of topic treatments.

Fluency

In Table 9 are the results of the descriptive analysis for
Fluency. Even though the results may seem mixed, either
the limited or the complete level of choice had the highest
mean for any type of task. Mauchly’s test indicated that
the assumption of sphericity had been met for the main
effects of Task and Choice, and for the interaction effect
between Task and Choice for Fluency.

The results of the repeated-measures ANOVA for the
Fluency dependent variable are shown in Table 10. There
was a statistically significant interaction effect between
Task and Choice. As in the results for Accuracy, the
power and the effect size for the Choice main effect were
small. However, for the interaction effect of Task and

Table 9
Descriptive statistics for Fluency.

Treatment M  SEM 95% Con.Int*  SD  Min® Max® §° K

Low  High
1A 7929 491 69.05 89.52 2248 41 145 141 297
2A 6243 454 5296 7190 20.80 34 105 38  -1.06

3A 57.86 347 50.61 6510 1591 33 94 32 -20

1B 83.57 5.63 7183 9532 25.80 38 123 14 -1.20
2B 68.00 4.18 5928 7672 19.15 43 117 1.11 1.19
3B 6233 548 5090 73.77 25.12 26 115 29 -.89
1C 68.57 4.81 5853 78.61 22.06 31 102 -13 -1.09
2C 6852 6.15 5570 8135 28.17 31 122 79 -.60
3C 80.00 440 70.82 89.18 20.16 29 129 -54 113

95% Confidence Interval. ® Minimum. © Maximum. ¥ Skewness. © Kurtosis.

Notes. 1 = Descriptive task; 2 = Narrative task; 3= Decision-Making task; A = No topic choice;
B = Limited topic choice; C = Complete topic choice.

N=21.SES=.50. SEK = 97.

Figure 9. Fluency by task (left) and by choice (right).
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Choice, the observed power was high and the effect size
was large, which may indicate that the two independent
variables of Task and Choice together were strongly
related to Fluency.

Examining the profile plot for Fluency by level of
choice (Figure 9, right panel), highly noticeable decreases
in fluency across the tasks for the no choice of topic
treatment as well as the limited choice of topic treatment
was evident. In general, the treatments with choice were
again higher than the no choice of topic treatment across
the different types of tasks, as with Accuracy. The plot in
the left panel of Figure 9 indicates that there was a linear
increase for Fluency for the decision-making task, very
little increase for the narrative task, and a parabolic curve
with a steep decline for the descriptive task, across the
different levels of choice. Pairwise comparisons with a
Bonferroni correction indicated that there were no statisti-
cally significant differences between the different levels of
choice amongst the different types of tasks.

It should also be noted here that the effect sizes showed
a strong relation between the task independent variable
and the dependent variables of Complexity and Fluency.

This may indicate a strong relationship and this may attest

Table 10

Repeated-Measures ANOVA for Fluency
Source daf SS MS F nz B
Task 2 4741.46 2370.73 5.34% 21 81
Error (Task) 40 17774.32 44436
Choice 2 1219.65 609.83 1.84 .08 36
Error (Choice) 40 13286.79 332.17
Task x Choice 4 7523.94 1880.98 7.43* 27 99
Error 80 20254.95 253.19

(Task x Choice)

Notes. n* = effect size (partial eta squared). B = observed power.
*p<.017.
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to the efficacy of using complexity and fluency to gauge
oral output during task-based lessons and for task-based

language research (e.g., Ellis, 2005).

Discussion

With the design of this study, it seems that, in general,
the hypotheses for Study 1 claiming that choice would
inculcate higher levels of Task Interest and Task Self-
Efficacy were supported. According to previous research in
the psychological field, this result was not unexpected.
What was unexpected with this research was that increased
autonomy, through the introduction of choice, possibly
lead to higher levels of motivation with this particular
sample of the population. According to some (e.g.,
Iyengar & DeVoe, 2003; Iyengar & Lepper, 1999, 2002;
Iyengar, Lepper, & Ross, 1999; Sethi, 1997), those from
cultures that are more interdependent, which Markus and
Kitayama (1991) claim are mostly Asian cultures, would
value autonomy, and therefore choice, less than those from
independent cultures, which Markus and Kitayama claim
are mostly Western cultures. In fact, Iyengar and De Voe
(2003, p.163) stated that individuals from interdependent
dutiful

choosers, will have little, if any, intrinsic motivation, a

cultures, which these authors referred to as
motivation that is completely internal to the person.

The participants in this study were first-year students at
a university in a very rural area of Japan. For many of
these students, they are living away from home for the
first time. This experience may have lead these students to
value choice more now that they are on their own. There
may be less feeling of autonomy by these students
compared to those in the US, who, for example, can
choose the contents of school meals (e.g., “School Menus,”
2004) from grade-school-age, but it is valued nonetheless.
The result of this research possibly sheds new light on a
more dynamic value of choice with students in Asia.

The results of this research also show that too much
choice may be de-motivating and also cause a lessening of
self-efficacy in the completion of the task. As stated by
Iyengar and Lepper (2000) and Schwartz (2004a, 2004b),
when there is too much choice, regret at the choice made,
the difficulty in choosing an appropriate topic, and the
pressure of being the one to make the choice, could have
lead to lower feelings of motivation and self-efficacy. This
is may especially be the case when the choice is not
private but is known by another.

Results also show that with choice, Task Self-Efficacy

may improve. This may lend support that anxiety, which

86

can be debilitating for self-efficacy, may be reduced
(Stotland & Blumenthal, 1964)
students may then feel more self-efficacy while engaged in
the task. The reason Task Self-Efficacy suffered when the

through choice and

complete level of choice of topic was conducted may also
stem from anxiety, which may have been increased. As
Burger (1987) wrote, there is some degree of pressure on
the one doing the choosing, especially when the choice is
known by another, and this may lead to increased anxiety,
according to Burger. In this case, guided choice may have
helped promote self-efficacy, but unguided not.

However, the extra work involved in completing the
task at the complete level of choice could also have lead
some to be less motivated. The design of the tasks for the
complete level of choice for all types of tasks asked more
of the students, and in return, they may have liked it less.
That said, the students engaged in the task at the complete
level of choice much longer, and from that, there was
much more interaction during the task.

The results of Part 2 were more mixed. Accuracy and
Fluency were not affected in a statistically significant way
when choice was introduced before the task. It may be
that the proficiency level of the students was not high
enough to be positively influenced by choice. Greater
motivation through choice may have merits for the stu-
dents in the class, but those merits failed to extend to
these aspects of the output.

Be that as it may, that Complexity was positively
influenced by choice was an unexpected finding of this
study. The reason for this may in both the cognitive and
the affective domains. For the cognitive domain, Dember
et al. (1992) found that participants were more vigilant in
noticing changes in a flashing bar on a computer screen
when they were told they had a choice in the implementa-
tion of the task, compared to those who had no choice,
even though the participants were subsequently randomly
assigned. Vigilance requires a great deal of attention, and
it is possible that with choice, some attentional cognitive
resources were freed up to a certain degree so that
students paid more attention to the complexity of their
language output. This hypothesis may fit with Skehan's
(2007) Tradeoff Hypothesis, which claims that with
attentional resources freed up in one capacity, such as
fluency, those resources may be allocated for another
capacity, such as complexity.

For the task treatments where the design of the tasks
was more similar between choice treatments, i.e., the

descriptive and narrative tasks for the no and limited
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treatments of choice, there were significant differences be-
tween no and limited choice of topic treatments. In other
words, controlling for moderating variables as much as
possible with very similar tasks, so that choice may be
singled out, choice itself may have inspired more complex
output. Why this did not occur for Accuracy may be a
topic for further research. One reason for this difference
may be from the affective domain, which may have two
root causes.

One cause may be that a greater willingness to take
risks may have been supported with choice. According to
Skehan (1998, 2003), a greater willingness to take risks
is important to improving complexity with the possibility
that such language may not be controlled effectively.
Complexity may be an output variable where a stretching
of the

complex output, which indicates change and development

interlanguage boundaries is needed for more
in the interlanguage system. Students are reaching out with
their language and choice may have helped in some way
for the students to do this. Accuracy, on the other hand,
may be, according to Ellis (2003), a more conservative
output variable where, rather than reaching out, students
pull back to a safe zone where they are certain of the
correctness of their output. With these considerations, it
may be that choice helped the students to be more com-
plex but not more accurate.

Another cause for the higher level of complexity may
come from

communicate (MacIntyre et al, 1998; Yashima, 2002). In

the affective variable of willingness to

the case of research done by Kormos and Dérnyei (2004),
participants who had higher levels of a willingness to
communicate were also more complex in their output.
However, Kormos and Dornyei did not find this for
accuracy. With more choice, which may promote higher
levels of motivation, the student may be more willing to
say what they want to say. Recently, Yashima (2007) has
studied the connection of self-determined motivation and
intrinsic motivation, for which choice is important, to the
willingness to communicate model, and has found positive
trends. It may be with these participants that they felt a
greater willingness to communicate when choice was
involved, and therefore greater complexity may have
resulted.

Motivation itself may have had an effect on allocating
the students’ attention. According to Crookes and Schmidt
(1991), attention and motivation are inexorably linked.
These authors claim that task demands may cause an

involuntary allocation of attention, but factors such as
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interest, disposition, and expectations are important
determinants for attention. Because attention is important
for increasing complexity, motivation, supported by choice,
been an influential factor in

may have increasing

complexity.

Conclusion

Whatever may be the cause of this improvement in
complexity, that it is there may be of service to those who
design tasks. With choice, not only may motivation and
self-efficacy be improved, but more complex output may
also be supported. The results of this study suggest that
there may be two roads open to the task designer. For
one, more complex output may be supported with the
simple introduction of choice of topics for the lesson. For
another, to design a task to be more complex means that,
according to Foster and Skehan (1996) and Robinson
(2001a, 2001b), the task also has to be more difficult.
Therefore, another avenue open to the materials designer
wishing to improve complexity through task design is that
a task can be presented that is a little more difficult for
a certain level, so as to improve complexity with the
design of the task, but with choice, the motivation of the
students to do the task can still be supported. These
students may then persevere at the more difficult task a
little longer than if there had been no choice, thereby
possibly supporting higher levels of complexity in oral
production.

In the present study, the results for accuracy and
fluency were mixed. A more lenient acceptance of
grammatical forms (Thurman, 2008a) showed a slightly
more discernable pattern in favor of choice. The number
of participants (21) was rather small because these
participants attended all the sessions required to collect
data for nine consecutive treatments. Focusing on four of
those treatments, the no and limited choice sessions for
the descriptive and narrative tasks, may allow more
information from more participants. With more information
it is possible that more definite patterns may result for
accuracy and fluency.

With choice complementing pre-task planning, a new
dimension is presented to the teacher, the task designer,
and the language learning researcher for task implementa-

tion.
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