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Abstract – The present study is an investigation of the effect of task input formats on task 

outcomes in performance writing to find out what task input formats leads to the open 

outcome and what input format leads to closed outcome. The study was conducted with 60 

students at Atlas institute in Tuyserkan. The participants were randomly selected. These 

students in three different groups received three different input formats, namely, verbal and 

non-verbal input formats through the medium of a reading, oral, and pictorial input formats 

followed by a writing task by the participants as the outcome of the task. To assure the 

criterion of homogeneity, 60 students were selected from 120 learners based on the results 

obtained from an Oxford Placement Test. Results from one-way ANOVA and descriptive 

statistics indicated that pictorial input format as a non-verbal format leads to the closed 

outcome. However, oral and reading input formats lead to open outcome. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Task input format refers to the specific-purpose material that the language users process 

and respond to. In a text task, the input is primary a means of establishing the key features of 

the context. Input is the way through which the needed information to perform the task is 

supplied. This reflects the need to distinguish between the kinds of input data that a task 

provides, for example, whether it is verbal as listening and reading or non-verbal as pictorial 

input. Input data consists of the visual input format such as pictures, maps, and graphs, oral 

material such as audio script, and reading texts that the task participants must process in order 

to undertake the task. The researchers aim to find out using what type of task input format leads 

to open outcome and what type of input format leads to closed outcomes in a writing 

performance task. 

 

A. Task Definition  

Long (1985) defines a task as a piece of work undertaken for oneself or for others, 

freely or for some reward. In other words, by a task it is meant the hundred and one thing 

people do in everyday life. Tasks are things people will tell you they do if you ask them and 

they are not applied linguists. 
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Prabhu (1987) limits the notion of a task as an activity which require learners to arrive 

at an outcome from given information through some process of thought, and which allow 

teachers to control and regulate that process.  

Skehan (1996) continues this with a task defined as an activity in which meaning is 

primary; there is some sort of relationship to the real word; task completion has some priority; 

and the assessment of task performance is in terms of task outcome.  

Richards, Platt, and Weber (1985) define a task as follows a task is 'an activity or action 

which is carried out as the result of processing or understanding language, i.e. as a response. 

For example, drawing a map while listening to a tape, and listening to an instruction and 

performing a command, may be referred to as tasks. 

 

B. Task Features 

The task variables based on Ellis (2003) that we will consider here are: (1) required vs. 

optional information exchange, (2) types of required information exchange (one way or two 

way), (3) expected task outcome(open vs. close), (4) topics (familiarity, interest), (5) discourse 

domain (storytelling, descriptive), (6) cognitive complexity (context dependency, and amount 

of information).  

 

C. Dimensions of Tasks  

Scope, language skills, cognitive processes, and outcome refer to dimensions of task 

(Ellis, 2003, p.88). Should the term 'task' be restricted to activities where the learners' attention 

is primarily focused on message conveyance or should it include any kind of language activity 

including those designed to get learners to display their knowledge of what is correct usage? 

Long (1985), Richards, Platt, Weber (1985), Nunan (1989) and Skehan (1996) clearly 

wish to restrict the use of term to activities where meaning is primary. Tasks are activities that 

call for primarily meaning-focused language use. In contrast, exercises are activities that call 

for primarily form-focused language use (Ellis, 2003, p.3).  

What linguistic skills are involved in performing a task? Any skill can be focused. Tasks 

involve cognitive processes such as selecting, reasoning, classifying, and sequencing, 

Transforming information, deducing new information, and evaluating information. Outcome 

refers to what learners arrive that when they have completed the task. For instance, whether 

learners can tell a story based on pictures or not. Aim of a task, on the other hand, is the 

pedagogic purpose of the task. For example, to elicit meaning- focused language, or receptive 

or productive samples (Ellis 2003, p.8). 

 

D. Input Variables Contextual Support  

Skehan and Foster (1999) examined the effects of contextual support by comparing 

learner’ production in a watch-and-tell condition, i.e. the learners had to simultaneously watch 
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a Mr. Bean video and speak, and a watch-then-tell condition, i.e. they told the story after they 

had finished watching he video.  

Skehan and Foster (1999) found that the watch-then-tell condition led to more complex 

language use. When there is an absence of contextual support, production is more complex and 

accurate but less fluent, as claimed by Robinson (1995). There is also the question of the 

medium through which the support is provided written, or aural. 

 

E. Input Format Variables 

Ellis (2003) argues that some of the most popular tasks in both research and teaching 

involve information transfer. That is, the input to the task takes the form of some non-verbal 

device, such as a picture, a map or a diagram. Such tasks can be designed so that the speakers 

can see the non-verbal device while they are communicating a here-and- now condition, or so 

that they cannot see it, a there-and- then condition. Specifically, it can be hypothesized that 

here-and-now tasks will result in greater fluency and there-and-then tasks in greater complexity 

and, perhaps, accuracy. 

 Robinson (1995) found that oral narratives produced while the speakers were able to 

look at a picture strip tend to be more fluent, i.e. they had longer length or runs, while narratives 

produced while the speakers could not see the picture strips tend to display greater accuracy.  

 

F. Open vs. Closed Outcomes 

Open outcomes are those where the participants know there is no pre-determined 

solution. Many opinion gap tasks, for example, tasks involving making choices, surveys, 

debates, and general discussion are open in nature because learners are free to decide on the 

solution.  

Open outcome focus on meaning and meaning negotiation. It is not predictable by the 

teacher. Open outcome is used in communication. Closed tasks are those that require students 

to reach a single, correct solution or one of a small finite set of solutions. Information gap tasks, 

for example, are typically closed in nature. Closed outcome refers to what we predict of the 

participants in their outcomes as a result of doing a task. It focus on form (Ellis, 2003, p.123). 

 

G. Research Question and Hypothesis 

The present study aimed to answer the question raised about the effect of task input 

formats on task outcomes in writing performance task. 

Q1: Do the task formats have any effect on task outcomes?  

To reveal the purpose of this study the researchers tried to find the confirmation or rejection 

of the following null hypothesis: 

H1: The task formats do not have any effect on task outcomes.  
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II. METHODOLOGY 

A. Participants 

The participants for this study were chosen among the intermediate EFL learners of 

Marefat institute in Hamedan. One hundred and twenty students were chosen as the population 

of the study. Participants were reduced to sixty students and then they were divided into two 

groups randomly. The first group was exposed to reading input format, the second group was 

exposed to reading input format, and the third group was exposed to pictorial input format. All 

the students are studying at high school, male and female, and differed in terms of age. They 

range from 16 to 20 years old. None of them had ever lived in a foreign country or traveled to 

an English speaking country. 

 

B. Instrumentation 

The following instruments were utilized to gather the data in the present study: (1) 

Oxford Placement test measures a test taker’s ability to communicate in English. It provides 

information about a person’s language level. This test is comprised of 60-item test. 5 items are 

reading comprehension, 30 multiple- choice items are vocabularies and grammar, and 25 items 

are in the form of close test. The test is reliable and valid. The reliability of the test was 

estimated by the researcher, and the reliability was 0.77. (2) “Select Readings “book (pre-

intermediate) as reading input format (3) a listening Mp3 of Select Reading book for oral input 

and (4) 27 Pictures as non-verbal input. The outcomes of the students in a writing task based 

on different inputs such as a reading text, a listening material, and pictures. Data were collected 

in a frequency table. The table shows the title of the different input formats, number of the 

participants in each group, and the frequency of closed and open outcomes of each group.  

 

C. Procedure  

The study was conducted at the start of the semester. In order to determine the 

participants’ level of language proficiency, Oxford Placement Test was administered. Those 

students whose scores were 1 SD below and above the mean were considered intermediate. 

Then the participants were divided into three groups. The first group was exposed to a reading 

text task, the second group was exposed to a listening task, and the third group was exposed to 

some pictures. The topic of all three input formats was the same and was about “The advantages 

and disadvantages of mobile use” extracted from Select Reading book. In order to see whether 

there was any significant difference between the types of outcome based on three different 

input formats, all participants in the three groups in a writing performance task made a list 

about the advantages and disadvantages of mobile use. Finally, the outcomes of the three 

different input formats were compared. 
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 III. DATA ANALYSIS 

This study was an attempt to investigate the effect of task input formats on task 

outcomes on Iranian EFL learners Tuyserkan. To fulfill the purpose of the study, both 

descriptive and inferential statistics were used. As mentioned above, 120 learners participated 

in this study. Some statistical analysis were ran to prove the homogeneity of the participants:  

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of all groups on the pre-test 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

oral 20 7.00 60.00 67.00 62.9000 2.22190 4.937 

reading 20 9.00 60.00 69.00 63.9000 2.26878 5.147 

pictorial 20 9.00 59.00 68.00 63.4000 2.72223 7.411 

Valid N (listwise) 20       

 

Table 1 provides useful data for all three groups. The data include the mean, the 

standard deviation, minimum and maximum scores. As you can see, the mean for oral group is 

62.90. The standard deviation is 2.22. The minimum score is 60.00 and the maximum score is 

67.00, so the range would be 7.00. In the second group i.e., reading group, the mean is 63.90. 

The standard deviation is 2.26. The minimum score is 60.00 and the maximum score is 69.00, 

and the range is 9.00. In the third group i.e., pictorial group, the mean is 63.40. The standard 

deviation is 2.72. The minimum score is 68.00 and the maximum score is 59, and the range is 

9.00.  

 

Table 2: One-way ANOVA to confirm the homogeneity of the groups 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 10.000 2 5.000 .857 .430 

Within Groups 332.400 57 5.832   

Total 342.400 59    

 

With pre-test scores, we ran ANOVA, to show the groups are homogeneous. Table 2 

shows the output of the ANOVA analysis and whether there are any significant differences 

between the means of the three independent groups. Since the significance level is 43 (p=.43) 

which is above 0.05, it can be concluded that there are not statistically significant differences 

between groups. Therefore, it can be said that the three groups are homogeneous at the outset 

of the study. 
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Table 3: Multiple Comparisons 

Scheffe      

(I) 

VAR00004 

(J) 

VAR00004 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

1 2 -1.00000 .76365 .430 -2.9194 .9194 

3 -.50000 .76365 .808 -2.4194 1.4194 

2 1 1.00000 .76365 .430 -.9194 2.9194 

3 .50000 .76365 .808 -1.4194 2.4194 

3 1 .50000 .76365 .808 -1.4194 2.4194 

2 -.50000 .76365 .808 -2.4194 1.4194 

 

Table 3 provides useful data for all groups in a more detailed way. The data include the 

mean difference, the standard error of measurement, sig, lower brand and upper brand. As you 

can see, the mean difference of oral group and reading group is -1.0, and the sig is.430 which 

is above the alpha. This means there is not difference between the two groups. The mean 

difference of oral group and pictorial group is -.50, and the sig is.4.80, which is above the alpha. 

This means there is not difference between the two groups. The mean difference of reading 

group and oral group is 1.0, and the sig is.430 which is above the alpha. This means there is 

not difference between the two groups. The mean difference of oral group and reading group 

is -1.0, and the sig is.430 which is above the alpha. This means there is not difference between 

the two groups. The mean difference of reading group and oral group is 1.0, and the sig is.430 

which is above the alpha. This means there is not difference between the two groups. The mean 

difference of pictorial group and oral group is.50, and the sig is.80 which is above the alpha. 

This means there is not difference between the two groups. The mean difference of pictorial 

group and reading group is -50, and the sig is.80 which is above the alpha. This means there is 

not difference between the two groups. The sig of all the two compared groups are above the 

alpha that is 0.05. This means that the three groups are homogenized. 

 

Table 4: Means for groups in homogeneous subsets 

VAR00004 N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 

1 20 62.9000 

3 20 63.4000 

2 20 63.9000 

Sig.  .430 
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Means for all groups in homogeneous subsets and sample size in all groups were displayed in 

Table 4. 

 

Table 5: Frequency of open and closed outcomes based on different input format. 

INPUT FORMAT SUBJECTS OPEN OUTCOME CLOSED OUTCOME 

Oral 

Written 

Pictorial 

20 

20 

20 

18 

15 

2 

2 

5 

18 

 

 The frequency of the open and closed outcomes are displayed in table 5. The outcomes 

of the subjects in a writing performance task in an oral input format, reading input format, and 

pictorial input format are as follow. The frequency of the open outcome in oral input format is 

18 and the frequency of closed outcome is 2. The frequency of the open outcome in reading 

input format is 15 and the frequency of closed outcome is 5. The frequency of the open outcome 

in pictorial input format is 18 and the frequency of closed outcome is 2. So the results of doing 

a writing performance based on different input format shows that the oral input leads to open 

outcome, reading input leads to open outcome, but pictorial input format leads to closed 

outcome. With regard to input medium, information that is presented in written or pictorial 

form, which can be decoded in the learners own time, is likely to be easier to process than 

information that is provided orally which requires decoding. Pictorial input will be easier than 

verbal input as it makes no demand on the learners’ linguistic resources. Possibly the least 

complex outcome is one that involves some simple visual inputs such as a map, a drawing, or 

a diagram, as this pose no linguistic demands at the level of input. It would sensible to make 

use of simple comprehension tasks with beginner learners, who cannot be expected to listen or 

read comprehensibly in the L2 until they have developed some L2 performance. Tasks with 

closed outcomes will be easier in that the participants know there is a ‘right answer and thus 

can direct their efforts more purposefully and, perhaps, more economically. 

  

IV. CONCLUSION 

With regard to input medium, information that is presented in written or pictorial form, 

which can be decoded in the learners own time, is likely to be easier to process than information 

that is provided orally which requires decoding. For beginner learners, tasks with an oral input 

are easier than tasks presented in writing. It can be a conjecture that pictorial input will be 

easier than both oral & reading input as it makes no demand on the learners’ linguistic 

resources. Textual input that is supported by visual information is generally easier to process 

than information with no such supports. Text supported by photographs, drawings, tables and 

graphs are easier to understand.  

Familiarity of information i.e. learners’ background of the world can makes the task 

more or less difficult for them depending on whether they are more or less familiar with the 

topic. Input lexical and syntactical complexity (code complexity) also influence the learners’ 
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ability to comprehend. Input text with high frequency vocabulary are easier to understand than 

texts with low frequency vocabulary and complex structure. Tasks involving pictures and 

diagrams frequently figure in course designed for learners of limited proficiency. It is sensible 

to make use of simple comprehension tasks with beginner learners who cannot be expected to 

listen or read comprehensibly in the L2 until they have developed some L2 performance.  

Tasks with closed outcomes will be easier in that the participants know there is a ‘right 

answer and thus can direct their efforts more purposefully and, perhaps, more economically. 

As with input, the medium of the outcome is a potential factor influencing task complexity. 

Again, pictorial and written products may prove easier than oral products. The least complex 

outcome is one that involves some simple visual product such as a map, a drawing, or a 

diagram, as this poses no linguistic demands at the level of outcome. Frequency vocabulary. It 

is sensible to make use of simple comprehension tasks with beginner learners, who cannot be 

expected to speak or write in the L2 until they have developed some L2 competence. The initial 

tasks did not require Learner production. 

Outcome may need to be expressed in more or less precise terms and claims that the 

greater the precision, the more complex the task. Cognitive complexity concern the cognitive 

demands of processing the information content of the input material. The information can be 

‘Static’ or ‘dynamic’ or ‘abstract’. Static tasks are easiest, and abstract tasks are the most 

difficult.  
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