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(a) Title 
Adapting task-based pedagogy for students with special educational needs: Training, practising and 
validation 

(b) Abstract 
Task-based language teaching (TBLT) assumes that general learners can benefit from doing tasks by 

negotiating meaning, making sense of them, experimenting with words and sentences that eventually 

become part of their proficiency and communicative competence (Mackey, 2012; Pica, 1996;). 

Therefore, tasks will become more challenging as they are sequentially sequenced more strategically 

and cognitive reasoning skills are gradually developed (Robinson, 2015). Over the past 30 years, these 

viewpoints have not changed much, but this implicit assumption presents fundamental challenges in 

the context of special education (SE) classrooms, in which there are students with dyslexia, autism, or 

cognitive impairment, who have difficulty reasoning, using literacy skills, or communicating verbally 

(Daloiso, 2017; Hockly, 2016). This research presents a study between 2021-2024 that attempted to 

adapt TBLT to SEN classrooms. This study evaluated the implementation of TBLT by seven teachers 

in six SEN schools, analysing 91 lessons with 273 times of observations - possibly the first study to 

assess this group 's English language learning in Hong Kong. Among the outcomes, a 5-dimensional 

TBLT framework for lesson planning and evaluation has been proposed. The framework advocate 

moving away from textbook tasks or negotiating external language forms, but promote a direct 

experience to concept development and language learning, via (a) a context in which experience, 

emotions and feelings are encouraged, (b) well-defined input, © encouraging output via (d) teachers' 

improvisational techniques, and (e) utilising assistive techniques. Based on multiple regressions, the 

5-dimensional framework explains 45.8% of the variance in task-basedness in the teachers' lessons and 

explains 61.5% of the variance. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) was 

used to condense the instrument, keeping the salient questions and eliminating those with poor loadings. 

This report offers suggestions for why the framework might not be fully utilised and proposes 

reunderstanding of known definitions ofTBLT. 

(c) Keywords 
Task-based Language Teaching (TBLT), special schools, learners with intellectual disabilities, 5-
dimensional TBLT framework 
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( d) Introduction 

The study's prequel: In the application document, the project team proposed a 5-dimensional class 

observation scheme for Special Educational Needs (SEN) learners, focusing on ecological-semiotic 

sphere (larger environment), task design, task meaning, tools and mediation, and assistive techniques. 

This concept is different from existing TBLT paradigms that emphasise micromanagement of task 

factors (e.g., accuracy, fluency, and complexity) and manipulation of forms, but instead emphasise a 

' deep-dive' context that promotes personal investment, purpose and thinking (Bolton, 1977; Lambert, 

Aubrey, & Bui, 2023), clear input and teacher's scaffolding. Building on this wish, this study aims to 

test this framework (left) in order to develop a practical schema for teachers' lesson planning in SEN 

classrooms. 

The primary reason of proposing a deep dive into language, social and emotional learning (LSEL) is to 

fill the gaps left by other models, such as Eilis's (2005) principle-based framework, Willis and Willis's 

(1996) staged framework (pre-task), Seedhouse' s (2005) workplan-or-process framework, and 

Skehan's (1998) cognitive framework (task as a means to allocate resources), Long's (2015) task as a 

syllabus model (2015). These models describe and dissect the components of a task, or measure changes 

in task-doing processes. Apart from Willis and Willis, which presents ideas about task stages, few have 

devoted time to this aspect, or their focus has been on narrow aspects. The importance of tasks for 

personal investment, language development, and emotional development is not emphasised until 

recently by Lambert (2023). Developing a framework that emphasises sequential planning and 

engagement considerations for promoting LSEL is therefore crucial. 

Table 1. Framework in the original proposal 

Proposed task-design rrame\\'ork in the proposal ObserYati on scheme in the proposal 
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T1blt 3. Tbt nvt-<1lmtnslon1I TBL fram•work 
Dlmt:nslons 
Dimension 1 
(Ecolo~ka l-~mlolk 

sph• r•) 

DI. I Story as ecolou 
A story is a macro­
organiscr of an ecology. 
Every learner is ::an acrivc 
agent capable of picking 
up meanings in pursuit of 
some Jc3ming targets. 

01.2 Thrre worlds 
Lessons should le.id 

A story a..c; an ecology serves 
to interrelate o series of tasks. 
In !his story, 1hc srudcnts 
were on a journey 10 look for 
a missing mother. 1 

4 --- .. ~ .. --~ .... ..-....,_~ ... .. 
~ -

In another story, the teacher 
asked the students to interact 
with on Englisb·spcalting 

• Drawina on ideas from 
sys1emic-f1111Clionol 
linguisllc lhcofy and 
ccologic1l-semio1ic 
theory, TBL should 
create a classroom 
ccolo&Y 1h11 emphasises 
tbs rc!ationsbjp between 
language and 1bc WJckr 
wodd in which language 
i1..m4 (Halliday. 1978: 
>'In Litt, 20041, 2008). 

• TH.ks arc not merely 
lanM:uaa:c taW. but also 

THIS SCllEME IS FORA SINGLE LESSON 

Docs the teacher 
include a vnricry of 

';: ~? 

Wh1n is the mnll2: 
tcmooml strucu1rc of 

m 
mtnts 

1 euch lask1 ...,_,.-~~~~~-~~~~--~---< 

(e) Review of Literature of the Project 

Meta-analyses flourished: Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) has emerged as a researched 

pedagogy that consistently shows effectiveness across multiple learning settings. Several meta-analyses 

of TBLT have evaluated its efficiency. Boers and Faez (2023) have reported an aggregated effect size 

of d=0.93, which is very close to Keck et al (2006) d=0.92 after an analysis of 14 TBLT studies on the 

acquisition of lexical and grammatical items. These studies studied traditional tasks, including jigsaw, 

information gap, problem-solving, decision-making, opinion exchange, and narrative. Bryfonski and 

McKay' s (2019) meta-analysis that claims to have a broader scope than Keck, lberri-Shea, Tracy-

Ventura, and Wa-Mbaleka (2006) includes 52 studies; the study concludes that TBLT has medium to 

large effects. Bryfonski's study is disputed by Boers and Faez's (2023) study, who question the former 

study for including studies that should not have been included (due to the definition of task and the 

experimental methods). Overall , the positive effects of TBLT have prompted more interest in short 

exchange tasks (such as jigsaws or problem-solving), because they are controllable, comparable, and 

compact for measurement, benefiting the researcher' s agenda. However, the overemphasis on balance, 

granularity, and micro-features has done little to encourage practitioners to consider the broader 

educational benefits of TBLT, such as its learner-centred nature, or discovery tasks, that sadly are only 

available in edited books or found only in older texts. 

Task-based research in SEN contexts: Understanding new parameters 
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One prevailing attitude in SLA research today is: Teachers are allowed to engage in a wide range of 

TBLT programmes, but when it comes to reporting research, scientific rigour is paramount. In line with 

what Sato and Loewen (2022) mentioned, research and teaching need to contribute more reciprocally, 

especially in the context of special education where "practitioners can inform L2 research to make it 

more relevant for the classroom." (p.509). To date, niches or advocates of task research may be more 

interested in how task-structure prompts engagement or attention-directing mechanisms in task designs 

(Hiver & Wu, 2023; Philp & Duchesne, 2016; Reeve & Lee, 2014), has promoted multidimensional 

kinds of engagement and attention-directing engagement during TBLT. These interesting ideas are 

related to our framework. To date, interest in newer niches of task research are only confined to smaller 

circles. Teachers searching for TBLT literature mainly find short exchange tasks or broad task 

principles. To give an example: one broad principle that defines a task as 'an activity with a 

communicative focus and a non-linguistic outcome' does not adequately describe the work of SEN 

teachers. How is communicative focus when students have difficulty communicating? Suggestions 

which are either too specific or too broad do not provide ecologically valid insights ready for application 

in SEN classrooms. 

The second problem with introducing TBLT into the SEN context is not that it is impossible, but it 

requires balancing the TBLT principles with students' limited abilities. This requires re-contextualising 

new parameters, such as LwSENs' limited attention spans, their inflexible thinking, school's lengthier 

unit duration with few assessment requirements. This demands a grounded approach to research 

(Glaser, 1978), where what we theorise will be based on the data we collect (Merriam, 1998). A third 

problem with current TBLT research relates to its sampling biases: Godfroid and Andringa (2023) in a 

recent special issue have questioned how SLA have sourced their samples exclusively from university 

settings which does not reflect the needs of non-academic participants. This sampling bias problem 

overlooks the needs, for example, of what Tarone (2010) calls low-literate learners. These learners share 

certain literacy characteristics with learners with SEN. The learners in this study are further down the 
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continuum taking a separate curriculum in special schools. Overall, recent TBLT meta-analyses indicate 

that researchers analyse task conditions microscopically and generate insights at a micro-level levels 

(but with much scientific rigour). Although the micro-research agendas do not always align, they are 

all in agreement about the importance of leamer-centredness, meaning-making, and goal-orientedness 

in doing tasks. 

Concepts to be investigated in this study: Criticism of TBLT research does not imply that it is 

unimportant for the research of SEN. One well-known concept in TBLT is negotiation for meaning 

(Long, 1996), a special type of interaction that involves clarification, feedback, forced reformation, and 

strategic repairs. However, this concept (as well as 'meaning-making') does not apply to LwSENs 

because they do not strategically repair, adapt, and then communicate. To apply it to SEN classrooms, 

this concept requires clarification, such as if negotiation processes can be applied in their entirety, or in 

part. Consequently, readjusting our expectations and measurement methods is an important question 

this study should address. Second, modem TBLT theories champion the idea that task configuration 

(e.g. , planning time, rubrics) can change task requirements, thereby fostering language acquisition or 

language reformulation. The assumption that tasks or learners can co-adapt themselves cannot be 

applied straightforwardly to learners with SENs. Finally, the macro-goal of TBLT is to promote an 

unconscious process of meaningful communication; this goal is in line with SEN education since one 

of its primary objectives is to enable learners to use language functionally to engage in social 

interaction. Paradoxically, students with SENs typically face challenges in communication and self­

management. How teachers will scaffold meaningful communication is an important aspect of the 

current TBLT framework. 

(t) Theoretical and/or Conceptual Framework of the Project 

The 5-dimensional TBLT fran1ework underpinning this study's training, practising, and validation 

processes is based on the idea proposed in Chan (2022), which champions five key facets for 
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consideration for adapting TBLT in SEN contexts, and subsequently in Chan (2023). These facets 

include (a) person-environment reciprocity, (b) acting-perceiving processes, ( c) three-world elements, 

( d) tools and affordances, and ( e) specialist advice. As shown in the first three terms, the theoretical 

framework places a heavy emphasis on learners' internal perception of meaningfulness, on the goal of 

acting, and on the context in which learning activities take place. Through SCOLAR's support, these 

theoretical ideals can be translated into practice. 

When applying them in the actual study (2021-2024), the first three concepts are combined into what I 

call a 'deep-dive' context in the remainder of this report. The 'acting and perceiving' processes (i.e., 

learners must take actions in order to perceive opportunities, and the perceived opportunities in tum 

inform output) further become 'task input' and ' task output' in the framework. With the transparent 

language, teachers and raters will be able to design tasks and understand evaluation purposes more 

effectively. The remaining two facets are preserved in the 5-dimensional framework. Altogether, the 

five aspects of TB LT implementation are: context, input, output, dialogical mediation and assistive. The 

verification of the 5 dimensions provides a tool for designing TBLT tasks and evaluating task-based 

lessons. 

(g) Methodology 

Lessons observed: The main research method of this study is class observations, based on the 5-

dimensional observation scheme. This approach is psychometrically-oriented, designed to tap into the 

raters' interpretation of TBLT. As such, it is assessing truth through the lenes of rater judgement. The 

questions focused on (a) deep dive, (b) input, (c) output, (d) thinking-together, and (e) assistive 

techniques. 

(h) Data collection and analysis 
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The number of lessons observed totalled 91 , spanning 3,110 mins. The great majority of the lessons, 

85, were observed by three observers to ensure maximum impartiality, while six lessons were observed 

by two observers. They added up to 237 times of observations. 

Raters: They were members presented to SCOLAR, including the principal investigator, the research 

assistant (with a Ph.D), university language instructors (3), current and retired school principals (3), as 

well as a front-line educator with 20 years of experience (1). These observers were grouped in diverse 

combinations and assigned to rate the lessons using the following instrument, ensuring a diversity of 

perspectives. A rater could observe on-site or watch a video recording. 

Instrument: After Chan (2022) published with a deeper understanding of literature reached, the final 

instrument differed from the original proposal. The questions re-categorised to highlight the importance 

of input, output and collaborative thinking to promote engagement (Original 5 aspects: story, 

undertaking tasks, perceiving meanings, using tools, practising skills). The five-aspect instrument 

consists of 46 items: 23 scalar questions on a Like1t scale, 15 open-ended questions, and 3 multiple-

choice questions. The scalar questions enabled the generation of aggregate and statistical data. The 

open-ended questions captured explanations which could be thematically coded via MAXQDA. The 

multiple-choice questions allowed teachers to choose from predefined options, limiting ambiguity that 

can arise from open-ended questions. 

Table 2. Basic instrument for analysis - 5-Dimensional TBLT framework 

Dimensions Scalar questions Open-ended c1uestions 
(Generate aggregate and statistical 

Summative 
questions 
(Independent 
of Dimensions 
1-5) 

dat.1) 

How 'task-based' was this lesson? 
(Are there things to accomplish? Is 
there a mission?) (1. . . 5) 

Was this an effectively conducted 
lesson? 
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1. What were some good 
practices in this lesson? 

2. What were some poor 
practices in this lesson? 

3. Any explanations for the 
strong/weak points? 



4. How "task-based" is this 
lesson? (Are there things to 
accomplish? Is there a 
mission?) 

5. Why/Why not 'task-based' ? 
6. Was there a moment when 

communication failed 
(meaning is not 
comprehended)? How did the 
teacher solve the problem? 

7. Was this an effectively 
conducted lesson? 

DIMl D 1.1 The context/theme has D 1.6 What is your opinion of the 
(Deep dive) social/community relevance. task context? 

Dl.2 The context is real-life-based. 
D 1.3 There are things to 
accomplish. 
D 1.4 The context can be 
comprehended by students with ID. 
D 1.5 There is intellectual 
stimulation I reaching the task goal 
involves concept development. 

Dim. 2 D2.1 Linguistic input is well- D2.3b Examples of concept 
(Input) defined in a task. development? 

D2.2 Linguistic input is gauged at 
the learners' level. D2.8 Do you have any comments 
D2.3a Task design encourages or observe major problems with the 
concept development. task input? 
D2.4 There is a variety of activities 
in this lesson (e.g. listening, 
reading, role-play, information-
gap.) 
D2.5 Tasks are appropriately 
ordered/sequenced. 
D2.6 Task arouses experiential 
knowledge. 
D2. 7 Task arouses interpersonal 
knowledge I interpretation 
communication skills. 

Dim.3 D3 .1 Teacher/Task encourages D3.5 Do you have any 
(Task students to respond (verbally, comments or observe major 
output) through gestures, moving, etc.). issues with the task output? 

D3 .2 Teacher/task encourages 
students to draw on prior 
knowledge. 
D3.3 Teacher/ task encourages 
production of everyday/social 
knowledge. 
D3 .4 Teacher/task evoke affective 
meanmgs. 
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Dim. 4 D4.1 Teacher' s language is able to D4.5c What are your comments 
(Dialogical lead students to the theme/context. about the teacher's dialogic support 
mediation D4.2 Teacher makes explicit the and discursive strategies? Quality? 
and tools) concept(s) through language. Superfluous? Procedural? 

D4.3 Teacher helps learners to try Distracting attention?) 
and try again via different 
examples. 
D4.4 Teacher 
demons trates these 
classroom language: 
Wondering aloud{~€! . J.~~¥ 

DM .. . ). echoing students' 
response{~~~ ... ). 
a ccepting paraphrasing 
U* ~~ . ay jj!p 1* ... ) and 
modelling ways of 
thinking { ~fti-~ DM. ~D*~{,f-
DM, ~~ ... ). 

Dim. 5 D5. la Assistance offered is DS.lb Use of tangible 
(Assistive multi sensory teaching tools, realia 
techniques) 1) Visual and other aids ? 

2) Aural 
3) Kinesthetic D5.2 Did you observe these in 
4) PowerPoint clarity, this lesson? 
5) £-resources Raising phonological awareness, 

(Spelling I sound-letter 
decoding) 
Repetitions (Words I syllables I 
sounds), 
Specially designed worksheets, 
Assistive technologies (Widgit 
symbols, writing aids, etc.) 

Last • Can you identify any turning 
questions points? 

• If you gave this teacher advice 
before, does he/she follow it? 

• After observing this lesson, 
what advice would you give to 
this teacher? 

Main research questions (as stated in the proposal): 

1. What is the internal reliability of the five-dimensional observation tool? 
2. Can the five-dimensional TBL framework be suitable for guiding task designs for students with 

mild ID, for assessing teaching and learning? What is the difference between phase I and phase 
2? 

3. How might the 'training-practising-validation' phases inform areas for improvement - which 
dimension(s) of the new TBL framework needs fine-tuning? Which dimension(s) requires 
further development? 
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4. To what extent can the new TBL framework affect SEN students' learning? (In the proposal) 

(i) Results and discussion (Quantitative data) 

Table 3. Overview of the results resented in this re 

Qu Internal consistency Cronbach's alpha The internal consistency of the 
ant coefficient instrument and its various 
ita dimension is high. 
tiv 
e Inte1Tater reliability Interclass correlation The raters did not diverge 

significantly in their rating of 
TBLTnature 

Improvement from Unit 1 Means and standards The teachers' TBLT lessons 
to Unit 2 deviations and teaching skills can be 

quantified. Individual teachers 
have individual gains and 
teaching styles. 

Predicting the reasons for Multiple regression Dimensions 1, 2 and 4 are 
TBLT significant reasons for why a 

lesson is task-based. 

Refining the instrument Factor analysis The instrument is further 
refined to make it more robust 

Qu Teachers ' insights Interviews and reflections Learnt about the teachers' 
ali and thematic analysis individual preferences. Various 
tat dimensions of the framework 
ive have been verified. 

By answering these questions, this study examines whether existing task-based principles can 

be extended to the teaching of learners with mild IDs. It also investigates how TBLT might need to be 

redefined for this specific learner group. 

Preliminary: Checking internal consistency 

In a survey that relies on psychometric assessment of variables (i.e., raters' evaluations of question 

items), the first issue I must address is internal consistency reliability. This concept determines 
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whether an instrwnent is reliable for measuring what it claims - "groups of items that are thought to 

measure different aspects of the same concept" (Litwin, 2013, p.14)". The Cronbach's alpha 

coefficient (a measure of scale reliability) of the 28-scalar questions was 0.93. When the five items 

related to the 'Assistance' dimension were excluded, the reliability of the remaining 23 items is 0.92. 

The alpha value of dimension 1 was .830, dimension 2 .797, dimension 3.729, dimension 4.712 (after 

deleting question D4.4), and assistance .670. These figures signal that the instrwnent was ' adequate' 

according to Taber (2018). The alpha coefficient variations indicate that pru1s of the instrwnent can 

be fine-tuned, and a revised instrwnent will also be presented. 

Table. Alpha coefficients by dimension 

Cronbach J\11 TBLT. Dl fVI 
J\lpha i tcms EIT. 

(27 DI to D4 (5 
items) ( 22 items) 

items ) 

0.64-0.85 0.933 0.927 
Delete4. 

4 

0.830 
Adequate 
(Taber, 
2018) 

Delete 
4.4 

Table 4. Alpha coefficients by question 

Dl.1 (community) 
Dl.2 (context) 
Dl.3 (goal) 
Dl .4 (difficulty) 
D 1.5 stimulation 
D2. l (well-definedness) 
D2.2 (appropriacy) 
D2.3 (concept develop) 
D2.4 (variety) 
D2.5 (sequence) 
D2.6 (experiential 
mean.) 
D2. 7 (interpersonal 
mean. 
D3 .1 (verbal/nonverbal 
output) 

Dl iVI DIM 
2 

.., 
. ) 

Dl i'vl 
..j. 

Visual 
Aural 

(7 items) (..J. items) (..J. items) Kineti c 
PPT elarit\' 
c-Rcsource 
(5 items or 
J\ssistance) 

0.797 0.729 0.712 
Delete 

4.4 

0.670 

Item-Total Statistics 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
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0.670 
0.723 
0.595 
0.568 
0.591 
0.458 
0.415 
0.655 
0.501 
0.653 

0.572 

0.460 

0.423 

Cronbach's Alpha of the 
dimension if Item Deleted 

0.784 
0.769 
0.807 
0.812 
0.806 
0.783 
0.790 
0.746 
0.776 
0.745 

0.762 

0.788 

0.72 



D3.2 (prior knowledge) 0.598 0.619 
D3.3 (everyday 
knowledge) 0.648 0.588 
03 .4 emotions/affect 0.427 0.724 
D4. l (storytelling; 
intersubjective) 0.420 0.694 
D4.2 (make concepts 
explicit) 0.709 0.547 
D4.3 (exemplify) 0.579 0.606 
D4.5b multisenso 0.386 0.755 
Visual 0.569 0.583 
Aural 0.239 0.696 
Kinetic 0.408 0.632 
PPT clarity 0.572 0.571 
e-Resource 

0.467 0.602 

According to the table above, all items within Dimensions 1 to 3 appear to be integral to the 

measurement of the target Dimensions; removal of any item would lower the reliability of that 

dimension. Item D4.5 (Assistance offered is multisensory) in Dimension 4 had the lowest item-total 

correlation. One reason is that the question attempts to measure several aspects, and a rater may 

interpret 'multisensory' differently. Removal of the item would raise the level of reliability of 

Dimension 4. Similarly, item Aural Assistance had the lowest item-total correlation; removing it would 

raise the reliability of the dimension of Assistance. 

As this is the first time that TBLT is focusing on LSEL (language, social, and emotional learning), items 

related to it suggest a connection between task-based learning and LSEL. 

Preliminary: Checking Interrater Reliability 

Although all the raters received briefings prior to the task, another preliminary step was to investigate 

the consistency of their judgement, that is, the degree to which different raters agreed on particular 

variables (Litwin, 1995). Table 5 shows the teachers observed:  
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Table 5. Interclass correlation for each teacher's observed lessons 

Teachers obse1Ycd ICC 95<Yo confidence Interpretation Interpretation 
intervals (Cl) (Eltayar ct al.. (Cicchetti & 

2022) S pUITO\\'. 198 1) 

 0.91 0.895 - 0.925 very good excellent 
 0.92 0.896 - 0.932 very good excellent 

 0.94 0.943 - 0.955 very good excellent 
 0.93 0.924 - 0.939 very good excellent 

 0.94 0.923 - 0.947 very good excellent 
 0.92 0.891 - 0.946 very good excellent 

 0.92 0.855 - 0.941 very good excellent 
 

 0.92 0.901 - 0.924 very good excellent 

The interclass correlation (ICC) method was a preferred method to measure interrater reliability due to 

its suitability for analysing continuous data. The ICCs were calculated using a two-way mixed effect 

model, which was appropriate when the same team of raters were observing multiple teachers. A two-

way mixed method assumes that the raters were a fixed effect (the same raters are used across all 

measurements), while the teachers being rated were a random effect (the findings from them can be 

generalised to a wider population). In this study, the ICC for inter-rater reliability ranges from 0.91 to 

0.94. The raters' ratings were highly consistent. This could be explained by the fact that wording of the 

questions did not lead to disparate interpretations. 

Teacher's individual growth trajectories in Unit 1 and Unit 2 

One crucial question asked by this study was 'Can the five-dimensional TBL framework be suitable for 

guiding task designs for students with mild ID?' After the preliminary analyses, the researcher began 

to investigate the crucial function of the instrument in assessing the SEN teachers' ability to connect 

TBLT and LSEL (language, social and emotional learning). 
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Recall that the instrument (Table 2) started with two summative questions: 'How task-based was this 

lesson? ' ('How TBLT') and ' How effective was this lesson?' ('How effective). A typical lesson was 

evaluated by three raters, which produced the results below. For a detailed analysis, it is important to 

look at the mean and standard deviation (SD) for each dimension. 

Table 6. Teachers' performance in Unit 1 (collaborating with researchers) and Unit 2 (working 
independent! y) 

All Ul 

teachers 

U2 

Bo 
th 

ve? 

3.45 
(0.944) 

3.50 
(0.825) 

3.48 
(0.890) 

t 

3.89 3.50 
(0.634) (0.643) 

3.87 3.55 
(0.615) (0.593) 

3.88 3.52 
(0.624) (0.619) 

io.01 t0.05 

Little 

chang 

e 

hink. nee 

3.22 3.55 3.54 3.52 
(0.822) (0.879) (0.738) 

3.33 3.65 3.71 3.62 
(0.728) (0 .659) (0.722) 

3.27 3.60 3.62 3.56 
(0.780) (0 .785) (0.734) 

t0.11 i0.10 i0.17 

• In Unit 1 (collaborating with the researchers), TBLT score was 3.49, Lesson Effectiveness was 

3.45, with means ranging from 3.22 to 3.89 for Dimensions 1 through 4, and a mean of 3.55 

for Dimension 5 ASSISTANCE. 

• In Unit 2 (working independently), TBLT rose to 3.70, Lesson Effectiveness was at 3.50, DIMs 

ranging from 3.22 to 3.87, and ASSISTANCE at 3.65. Unit 2 consistently shows higher means 

across all dimensions, suggesting more effective teaching practices. 

• Lesson observers consistently rated Dimension 1 context highly, indicating the significance of 

this aspect, they praised teachers' efforts in Dimension 5 (visuals, audio input), followed by 
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