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Abstract

In traditional grammar instruction, learners were often exposed to isolated grammar rules, which can lead to a separation between language acquisition and its real-world usage. Bridging this gap, task-based language teaching has emphasized the significance of context and promoted learner autonomy, encouraging them to actively use grammar structures in relevant and authentic situations. The purpose of this paper was to find out the effects of task-based language teaching on students’ grammar acquisition at Van Lang University in the second semester of the academic year 2023-2024. The samples included 74 English-majored freshmen. Data were collected through an experimental design and a survey mainly based on Larsen-Freeman’s theoretical framework. The results indicated the neutral effect of this approach on learners’ grammar acquisition as well as their mixed perceptions towards the approach.

Introduction

Considered as the structural glue and the “code” of language, grammar is controversially at the heart of language use (Grabe, 2004). Not surprisingly, both methods of teaching grammar, deductively and inductively, have been the source of extensive discussion. In line with the increasing of currently international integration, the fostering of communicative competence in foreign language learning has been taken into account. As a matter of fact, in tertiary levels, grammar course plays a key role on the curriculum of English language. In order to improve college students’ grammar skills, task-based language teaching (TBLT), an innovative approach to language instruction that places emphasis on practical application and meaningful communication, becomes one of pedagogical choices for improving English learners’ communicative competence in all four language skills highlighted by Vietnam Ministry of Education and Training (MOET, 2006). When compared with traditional teaching methods, this approach which has become prevalent since the mid-1980 in grammar teaching has effectively addressed the current issues in the instruction of grammar.

Regardless of its subsequent emergence in the field of language teaching methodology, TBLT has demonstrated greater favorability as it allows for the integration of traditional methods and enables teachers to provide guidance and direction when needed (Ellis, 2003). In the teaching of English grammar, tasks serve as effective instruments for promoting learners' interactive engagement in generating and comprehending information to foster authentic language usage (Brown, 2007). 

Despite unavoidable debate regarding the theory of TBLT and its impact on language instruction overall, including the teaching of English grammar specifically, this approach remains a compelling subject for researchers in the TESOL field. In response to the present societal demand for competent individuals in the realm of foreign languages, Van Lang University has taken on the responsibility of equipping the community with well-qualified language professionals. Among the key aspects emphasized is the proficiency in utilizing English for effective real-world communication. The application of TBLT in improving grammar competence of English students has been found to be advantageous and disadvantageous, according to prior research. However, there are very few study articles on this subject that were produced in Vietnam, especially at Van Lang University. While fluency and accuracy are crucial for comprehension, students at VLU struggle to express themselves correctly in speaking and writing tasks. Recognizing this reality, the university has introduced grammar courses spanning two semesters to enhance students' grammatical foundation. The first semester of the school year 2023-2024 witnessed students' scores in Grammar in use 1 course at an alarming rate. Specifically, the statistical marks showed that 53.4% of 267 students got an average mark (5 to 6), and 6% of them got a good mark (8 to 9). Noticeably, up to 25.2% of them failed the exam.

Table 1. The students’ grades in Grammar in use 1 course
	Mark
	Number of students
	Percentage

	<5
	112/267
	41.9%

	5
	63/267
	23.6%

	6
	41/267
	15.4%

	7
	22/267
	8.2%

	8
	21/267
	7.9%

	9
	8/267
	3%

	10
	0/267
	0%



Among the various pedagogical methods available for teaching grammar, TBLT stands out as a promising option. Consequently, this research aims to examine the impact of TBLT on the acquisition of grammar among EFL freshmen at Van Lang University and explore their perceptions of this approach to learning grammar. As far as previous research is concerned, the findings has shown that TBLT has actually facilitated students better grammar skills than those who have been involved in traditional classes. Particularly, TBLT enhances learners’ passion for learning remarkably, significantly promotes deeper understanding, and greatly cultivates cooperative learning among students (e.g., Wang, 2019; Namaziandost, Nasri, & Ahmadi, 2019; Kafipour, Jafari, & Khojasteh 2018; Marlina, 2014; Yildiz & Senel, 2017; Tale & Goodarzi, 2015; etc.). However, there is ongoing debate and discussion within the field about the effectiveness and suitability of TBLT owing to its drawbacks ranging from time-consuming design and implementation, lacks of explicit instruction to limited concentration on individual needs (e.g., Ki, 2000; Astuti, 2019; Huynh & Nguyen, 2023, etc.). Besides, the limitation of some previous studies is the sample data is not large enough and lacks experiments to verify the effects of TBLT on tertiary students, especially in teaching and learning grammar. Based on the description above, this research adopts a model from the research of Astuti (2019) and expands the number of participants by conducting an experimental study at Van Lang University, Vietnam.

The paper’s aim entails two research questions as follow:
1 Does TBLT have any effect on the first-year VLU English majors’ grammar acquisition?
2 What are the first-year VLU English majors’ perceptions towards the use of TBLT in learning grammar?
Regarding the above-mentioned questions, this paper is based on the following null hypotheses:
H01. Task-based language teaching approach has no significant effect on the first-year VLU English majors’ grammar acquisition.
H02. Task-based language teaching approach has no significant effect on the first-year VLU English majors’ motivation.

Literature review

An overview of TBLT

TBLT is of great concern to various scholars and educators (e.g. Long & Norris, 2000; Littlewood, 20024; Nunan, 2004; Branden, 2006; Richard, 2006; Larsen-Freeman, 2011; Ellis, 2009; Houghton, 2018; etc.). Historically, N. Prabhu pioneered the development of task-based language teaching in the southern Indian city of Bangalore. Prabhu's belief, as cited in Littlewood (2004), was that students could enhance their learning efficiency by directing their attention towards the task at hand rather than solely focusing on the language they were using (Prabhu, 1987). Particularly, Long (1985) and Prabhu (1987) advocated for a system that allows learners to engage in functional tasks that facilitate language production and provide explicit opportunities for language learning (Branden, 2006). TBLT aims to create a prerequisite for learning and application. As far as its noticeable benefits are concerned, this approach is enormously advantageous in terms of boosting learners’ motivation, facilitating better comprehension, and fostering collaborative work among learners. To be specific, a task-based lesson typically involves actively engaging learners in creating and participating in activities, which in turn enhances their motivation to learn. Such lessons provide ample opportunities for students to demonstrate their thinking through their actions, allowing teachers to be more responsive to their individual needs. TBLT allows students to apply their acquired knowledge practically within the task's context, thereby improving their procedural knowledge. Through this approach, both the team peers and the instructor contribute different perspectives on the same situation, leading to meaningful deliberation. The task also enables students to present their own work and have interactive peer evaluation (Ki, 2000). Both Richard (2006) and Larsen-Freeman (2011) characterized TBLT as a means of a process-based approach emphasizing the acquisition of language through meaningful tasks and interaction. According to Ellis (2013), when implemented in the classroom, TBLT is advantageous since learners have ample opportunities to engage in natural learning through real-world activities, contributing to the development of learners' communication skills beyond the classroom setting (Houghton, 2018). Regarding learners’ motivation, Nunan (2004) proposed that TBLT could boost intrinsic motivation due to its learner-centered instructional process. 

Apart from the above-mentioned remarkable merits, however, the use of TBLT may not be appropriate for all learners particularly for beginners for insufficient linguistic support can lead to uneven oral development (Bruton, 2005). Additionally, Hismanoglu and Hismanoglu (2011) argued that prioritizing fluency over accuracy could potentially be detrimental to learners.

The conceptual framework for TBLT

Willis and Willis (2007) devised a task-based framework that comprises three key components and several sub-parts. Instead of explicitly opting for the structures or vocabulary to be taught within a unit, teachers employ tasks to accomplish diverse objectives based on the students' needs and interests. This approach surpasses the conventional language instruction method known as the "3 Ps" (Presentation, Practice, and Production), as introduced by Skehan (1998) and Ellis (2003). The framework benefits teachers and learners in terms of facilitating alternative assessment and interactive communication.
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Figure 1. The conceptual framework for TBLT adapted by Nunan (1989) and Willis (2007)

A number of researchers from numerous countries around the globe such as China (Wang, 2019), Korea (Lee, 2021), Japanese (Suzuki, 2015; Hanaoka & Izumi, 2019), Iran (Kaivanpanah, 2012; Namaziandost & Bohloulzadeh, 2017), Kosovo (Dragobuzhda, 2020), Thailand (Watcharin, 2014), and Indonesia (Astuti, 2019) have conducted different research on the effectiveness of TBLT on EFL learners’ grammar achievements. The sample of the paper was also heterogeneous ranging from young learners, secondary school students, high school students to college students. In relation to the research outcomes, TBLT has proven to be a beneficial approach since it has a positive impact on learners' grammar proficiency. Although substantial research in Vietnam has been carried out to investigate the impact of TBLT on English language skills such as reading skills (Nguyen & Duong, 2022), speaking skills (Nguyen & Van, 2021), writing skills (Nguyen & Luu, 2018), together with exploring the perspectives of teachers and students regarding its application in classroom settings (Huynh & Nguyen, 2023), there has been limited research conducted regarding the effects of this approach on grammar achievement, except for a quasi-experimental study undertook by Pham & Do (2021), which specifically focused on the performance of grammar in speaking and writing skills. Consequently, there haven't been any studies that investigate the effectiveness of TBLT on EFL learners’ grammar acquisition at Van Lang University, leading to motivate the researcher to undertake this paper.

In NamazianDost & Bohloulzadeh (2017)’s study titled “The effect of task-based language teaching on motivation and grammatical achievement of EFL junior high school students”, they examined the impact of TBLT on the motivation and grammatical achievement of 80 junior high school Iranian EFL students. The data were analyzed using Paired and Independent Samples t-tests. The findings indicated that the experimental group performed significantly better than the control group, suggesting that TBLT could enhance grammar ability among Iranian EFL learners. In addition, the results of the motivation questionnaire showed a significant difference between the experimental and control groups' motivation in the post-test, indicating a significant increase in motivation among the experimental group. Overall, the study suggested that TBLT can be effectively implemented in English classes to foster grammatical proficiency in Iranian EFL learners.

Wang (2019) conducted a survey on the application of task-based approach in English grammar teaching in Chinese junior high schools with the aim of validating the significant influence of implementing the task-based approach on the teaching and learning of the English language. Drawing upon the principles of the task-based approach theory, the paper outlined the key aspects of task design, teaching process, and contextual considerations as well as urged educators to integrate the task-based approach into the instruction of English grammar at the junior high school level. Noticeably, one of the study’s limitations is its focus on highlighting the most perplexing and significant concepts related to TBA rather than strategies for enhancing the abilities of both students and teachers.

Astuti (2019)’s six-month descriptive qualitative study designated “Learning basic grammar using task-based learning: a perspective on analyzing online media text” presented an analysis of using task-based learning to examine online media text as a means of learning basic grammar at IAIN Tulungagung. The findings revealed that the perspectives of 45 Indonesian undergraduate students on analyzing online media text using task-based learning varied, including factors such as lack of interest, passivity during the learning process, low interest in reading, reliance on peers, and difficulty in analyzing online text. The study also reported several benefits of task-based instruction in teaching Basic English Grammar, such as deepening understanding of the materials, fostering cooperation, improving memory retention, effective time management, identifying different grammar components, and enhancing communication abilities. However, the disadvantages of task-based learning in learning Basic English Grammar through analyzing online media text included difficulties in analysis, unfamiliarity with the learning model, boredom and discomfort with the strategy, and feeling burdened with tasks.

Dragobuzhda (2020)’s study named “Teaching grammar through task-based language teaching” shed light on the perspective of teachers regarding the role of TBLT, which can serve as a basis for further research involving learners. To investigate the effects of TBLT on students' grammar learning and teachers' instructional approaches to grammar, forty English teachers participating in the study filled up a questionnaire consisting of eleven multiple-choice questions. In the end, the findings indicated that TBLT led to a substantial improvement in students' understanding of grammar and yielded meaningful outcomes when compared to traditional grammar teaching methods.

Research method

The paper aims to investigate the efficacy of TBLT in teaching grammar courses to VLU English freshmen majors and to reveal their perceptions towards this approach. To accomplish the above-mentioned purposes, a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods is utilized in this action research. Data is gathered through tests and questionnaires.

The study is carried out at Van Lang University (VLU), a prestigious private university located in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. Established in 1995, VLU is known for its commitment to providing quality education and fostering a dynamic learning environment for its students. VLU offers a wide range of programs across various disciplines, including business administration, economics, law, foreign languages, tourism, information technology, and to name just a few. Of all programs, the English Language program at VLU is designed to provide students with a comprehensive understanding of the English language, including its grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and usage, which equips students with effective communication skills in both spoken and written English, enabling them to confidently interact in various professional and social settings. Remarkably, it is widely noted that students' grammar proficiency seems to be limited, even after completing two advanced grammar courses, as indicated by the average grade of 4.5 in grammar over the past three years. The sample consisted of 74 first-year students majoring in English, who were from two classes (71K29NGNA01 and 71K29NGNA02) during the 2023-2024 academic year. Irrespective of their gender, the individuals' ages spanned from 19 to 21 years old. To be honest, they would enroll in two 10-week advanced grammar courses with the use of the course book “Advanced Oxford Practice Grammar” authored by George Yule (2019).

Grammar tests were used by the researcher to get information about the learners’ proficiency in grammar. In total, a sequence of two tests (a pretest and a posttest) was given to students at a ten-week interval. Test items were varied including multiple-choice questions, gap-filling, error correction and sentence rewriting. The tests were designed to be marked in an objective manner by incorporating and evaluating all the grammatical points and structures covered in the course syllabus. In particular, all tests employed a multiple-choice format with four options. Prior to administering the tests to the participants, they were piloted with the top-performing students from other classes who possessed a strong understanding of the subject matter. This was done to ensure that the tests were free from any ambiguities, meaning that no test item had more than one possible correct answer. Each test was given a time limit of 60 minutes, and a total of 10 points were allocated for grading. Noticeably, the instrument can be said to have content validity when it can clearly define what it is supposed to measure. In this study, the scope of the tests was taken from the grammatical points which students must master from the course book. Hence, research could ensure the objectives of the tests. In order to ensure the reliability of the test, rubric score was used.

Apart from grammar tests, a set of bilingual questionnaires was utilized to explore the participants’ perceptions of TBLT. The questionnaire's response section was designed using a five-point Likert scale, which ranged from "strongly disagree" (1) to "strongly agree" (5), allowing participants to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement. The 10-item questionnaire aimed to assess each participant's perception of the effectiveness of TBLT on their grammar acquisition. The questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first section focused on individuals' attitudes towards the benefits of TBLT in enhancing their grammar competence. The second section addressed the potential drawbacks of using TBLT in the process of achieving their grammar knowledge. To ensure the consistency and the coherence of the questionnaire, the researcher tested the questionnaire data with the help of Cronbach’s alpha, which is above 0.7 confirming the questionnaire's validity for the research (Pallant, 2007:9). 

The study consisted of four distinct phases. During the first phase, the necessary materials for the lessons were organized, which included questionnaires, lesson plans, and grammar tests. Moreover, at the beginning of the lesson, the researcher administered the pilot of the questionnaires and grammar tests. Not surprisingly, preparing lesson plans for classroom instruction was the most time-consuming task. The next step involved administering a pretest to 74 participants before the trial lessons, constituting the second phase. Subsequently, the lessons implemented Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) to the experimental group (class 71K29NGNA01) and students of control group belonging to class 71K27NGNA02 learned grammar with the traditional method, i.e explaining grammar rules explicitly and practicing exercise drills. Upon completing the 10-week course, the students underwent the first posttest to evaluate their grammar proficiency. Additionally, three weeks after the initial posttest, the students were given another posttest to assess their ability to retain grammar knowledge. The third phase focused on distributing a survey questionnaire to an experimental group. Prior to handing the questionnaires out, the researcher dedicated additional time to provide clear instructions and guidance to the students on how to carefully respond to all of the questions. Last but not least, the fourth and the most significant phase was to revolve around the manner in which the data were processed, organized, assessed, and analyzed to obtain the research findings. To be specific, the scores obtained from the pretest and posttest were computed, calculated, and transformed into average scores, taking into account the total number of participants. The data analysis process involved several steps. T-test analysis was used to see if there was any significant difference between the experimental and control group regarding their performance on the grammar pre-test. In addition, the data obtained from the post-test administration to the participants after ten weeks of intervention was also analyzed by the T-test to examine the differences in the grammar acquisition among these two groups. As far as the feedback gathered from the questionnaire was concerned, it was initially read, sorted, and interpreted to understand the participants' perceptions of TBLT. The researcher then compared the valid percentages of agreements and disagreements to determine the overall treatment. As suggested by Alkharusi (2022), the interpretation of M would be: (1) Mean: 1.00 – 1.49: Strongly disagree; (2) Mean: 1.50 – 2.49: Disagree; (3) Mean: 2.50 – 3.49: Neutral; (4) Mean: 3.50 – 4.49: Agree; and (5) Mean: 4.50 – 5.00: Strongly agree.

Findings and discussion

Research question 1: Does TBLT have any effect on the first year VLU English majors’ grammar acquisition?

One of the prominent goals of the study was to examine the impact of TBLT on students' English grammar performance. The participants underwent a pretest and a posttest before and after the intervention. The objective of the pretest was to determine if there were any differences in grammar competence between the experimental and control group, while the purpose of the posttest was to compare the participants' ability to retain grammar knowledge after being exposed to TBLT and traditional grammar instruction. T-test analysis was employed to determine whether there existed a remarkable distinction between the experimental and control groups regarding their grammar competence on the pre-test. Additionally, the data collected from the post-test administered to the participants after a duration of ten weeks of intervention were also subjected to T-test analysis in order to investigate the variations in scores among them. Accordingly, the study results denoted that the experimental group retained grammar as well as the control group. This could be explained through the mean score of the two groups on the posttest in Table 4.

Grammar acquisition

Results indicated that mean score of the experimental group on the pretest was 6.2 and for the control group was 6.4 and the standard deviations were 1.00956 and 1.22766 respectively (Table 2). Calculation of observed p-value between the experimental and control group (sig = 0.307) and comparing it with the critical value of P = 0.05 concluded that there was no statistically significant difference among pre-test scores of the control and experimental group regarding their grammar competence on the pre-test.

	Table 2. Sample Statistics for the Pre-test

	
	group
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	pretest
	experimental group
	38
	6,1842
	1,00956
	,16377

	
	control group
	36
	6,4167
	1,22766
	,20461



	Table 3. Independent Samples Test for the pretest

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	pretest
	Equal variances assumed
	1,057
	,307
	-,892
	72
	,376
	-,23246
	,26070
	-,75215
	,28723

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,887
	67,863
	,378
	-,23246
	,26208
	-,75545
	,29054




After the intervention, the mean score for the post-test in Table 4 showed 6,84 with standard deviation (SD) of 0.855 for the experimental group and 6.94 with SD of 1.193 for the control group. As far as Levene’s test for equality of variances was concerned, the F value (1.215) and the p-value (0.274, which is greater than 0.05) indicated that the variances of the two groups were considered equal and there were no significant differences between them. Moreover, test for equality of means pointed out t = - 4,26 by degree of freedom of 72 and the significant level of the reported p-value (sig = 0.672) was higher than the critical p-value which meant there was no significant difference between the performances of the participants in the two groups. In other words, the first Null hypothesis was accepted based on the results obtained from T-test. So with the 95% confidence, the researcher could come up with the conclusion that task-based language teaching approach has no significant effect on the first-year VLU English majors’ grammar acquisition.

	Table 4. Group Statistics

	
	group
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	posttest
	experimental group
	38
	6,8421
	,85507
	,13871

	
	control group
	36
	6,9444
	1,19390
	,19898



	Table 5. Independent Samples Test for the posttest

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	posttest
	Equal variances assumed
	1,215
	,274
	-,426
	72
	,672
	-,10234
	,24043
	-,58163
	,37695

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,422
	63,170
	,675
	-,10234
	,24256
	-,58703
	,38235



Based on the findings obtained, it could be said that the task-based language teaching approach could not retain VLU students’ grammar competence well as expected. Based on the experiment, it could be proved that students made a slow grammar acquisition through both traditional grammar instruction and task-based approach. To make it clear, through the task-based language teaching approach, there was a shortage of opportunities for students to be exposed to explicit and formal grammar instruction, which was revealed through some researchers (e.g. Ki, 2000; Astuti, 2019; Huynh & Nguyen, 2023, etc.). Based on the researcher’s observation, students sparingly practiced grammatical structures in a targeted and repetitive manner since task-based activities often focused on communicative tasks and language use in context, requiring them to concentrate much on meaning, fluency, and task completion. Without enough focused practice and feedback on their grammar usage, students may struggle to internalize and apply the grammar concepts (Astuti, 2019). 

The findings of this research approved the first hypothesis. Specifically, there was no statistically significant difference in grammar acquisition between the control and the experimental group. Therefore, it can be claimed that the participants in the latter group acquire grammar no better than those in the former one. The findings of this study were quite contradicted with the research findings conducted by NamazianDost & Bohloulzadeh (2017) regarding roles of task-based approach in L2 grammar acquisition. They proved that the experimental group outperformed the control group in grammar performance. In this study, the control group in which grammar rules was explained explicitly by means of forms, drill, and exercises (recall, study, and activate) whereas the experimental group in which grammar points were presented by different kinds of communicative tasks, leading learners to feel uncertain about grammar rules and structures. Undoubtedly, task-based teaching can enhance students' communicative language skills, but it can also present obstacles when it comes to mastering grammar. A major issue is the lack of direct grammar instruction in task-based approaches, which prioritize language use over formal grammar explanations. This can lead to confusion and difficulty for students in applying grammar rules correctly. Furthermore, the focus on communicative tasks may not always allow for enough practice of grammar concepts, making it challenging for students to fully grasp and internalize them. Without proper support and guidance, some students may struggle to connect the communicative aspect of tasks with building a strong foundation in grammar. Integrating explicit grammar instruction and targeted practice within task-based activities is essential for helping students develop a well-rounded language proficiency.  

Research question 2: What are the first-year VLU English majors’ perceptions towards the use of TBLT in learning grammar?

The questionnaires included 15 statements used to explore the students’ perception on the use of TBLT intervened by the researcher. Items 1-10 were to explore the students’ experience of the effectiveness while the rest of the items examined their attitude toward the drawbacks of TBLT as shown in Table 6 and Table 7 respectively.

Table 6. Students’ attitudes toward the effectiveness of TBLT
	

	Item
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	8. TBLT makes learning grammar more engaging and enjoyable.
	38
	4,2895
	1,13555

	3. TBLT promotes more meaningful and authentic grammar practice.
	38
	3,6842
	1,11756

	5. TBLT allows me to apply grammar in practical, communicative tasks.
	38
	3,6053
	1,30569

	 4. I feel more confident using grammar after learning through TBLT.
	38
	3,6053
	1,38602

	1. TBLT helps me develop a deeper understanding of grammar in context.
	38
	3,5526
	1,08297

	6. TBLT improves my problem-solving skills for grammar usage.
	38
	3,2105
	1,45487

	2. TBLT helps me understand grammar concepts better than traditional instruction.
	38
	3,1316
	1,37882

	10. TBLT encourages greater learner autonomy in grammar learning.
	38
	3,0263
	1,46097

	7. TBLT helps me notice grammar patterns and rules more effectively.
	38
	2,6579
	1,36117

	9. TBLT fosters better long-term retention of grammar knowledge.
	38
	2,0526
	1,01202

	Valid N (listwise)
	38
	
	



The table presented the results of a survey examining student perceptions of task-based language teaching (TBLT) and its impact on grammar learning. The survey included 10 items, and a total of 38 valid responses were collected. As shown in Table 6, most students expressed positive attitudes towards the use of TBLT in grammar learning with higher percentages of agreement (A). Generally, the responses showed that most students rank the benefits of applying this approach in grammar learning 4 and 5 on a 5-point Likert scale. The item that received the highest average score was “TBLT makes learning grammar more engaging and enjoyable” (M = 4.29, SD = 1.14), indicating that students generally found TBLT to be an engaging and enjoyable approach to learning grammar. What is more, students felt that TBLT encouraged more meaningful and authentic grammar practice (M = 3.68, SD = 1.12) and allowed them to apply grammar in practical, communicative tasks (M = 3.61, SD = 1.31). However, students' responses were more varied when it came to the impact of TBLT on developing a deeper understanding of grammar in context (M = 3.55, SD = 1.08), improving problem-solving skills for grammar usage (M = 3.21, SD = 1.45), and helping them grasp grammar concepts better than traditional instruction (M = 3.13, SD = 1.38). The question with the lowest average score was "TBLT fosters better long-term retention of grammar knowledge" (M = 2.05, SD = 1.01), suggesting that students were less convinced of TBLT's effectiveness in promoting long-term retention of grammar knowledge. Overall, the results indicated that students generally had a favorable attitude towards TBLT and its impact on various aspects of grammar learning, such as engagement, practice, and application. However, there were some mixed perceptions regarding its effectiveness in promoting deeper understanding, problem-solving, and long-term retention of grammar knowledge.

Although TBLT benefited students in terms of engagement, practice and application, its application was somewhat disadvantageous, according to the following findings.
Table 7. Students’ attitudes toward the drawback of TBLT
	

	Item
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	11. There is a lack of structured grammar presentations and drills. 
	38
	3,7105
	1,27147

	15. TBLT makes it potential for less focus on explicit grammar rules and explanation
	38
	3,6842
	1,06809

	12. TBLT has possibility of communicating ungrammatical language during tasks
	38
	3,6579
	1,02077

	14. TBLT requires more time and effort.
	38
	3,5000
	1,63987

	13. TBLT is difficult to implement effectively without proper teacher training
	38
	3,5000
	1,52014

	Valid N (listwise)
	38
	
	



Table 7 presented the participants’ perceptions regarding the challenges and drawbacks of task-based language teaching (TBLT) for grammar learning. The highest mean score was obtained by the item “There is a lack of structured grammar presentations and drills” (M = 3.71, SD = 1.27). This indicated that students expressed concerns about the potential absence of explicit grammar instruction and practice in the TBLT approach. Additionally, students felt that TBLT “makes it potential for less focus on explicit grammar rules and explanation” (M = 3.68, SD = 1.07) and “has the possibility of communicating ungrammatical language during tasks” (M = 3.66, SD = 1.02). Regarding the challenges of implementation, students perceived that TBLT “requires more time and effort” (M = 3.50, SD = 1.64) and “is difficult to implement effectively without proper teacher training” (M = 3.50, SD = 1.52). These findings revealed that students were aware of the increased demands and complexity associated with effectively implementing TBLT for grammar instruction, particularly in terms of teacher preparation and the potential trade-offs between communicative practice and explicit grammar focus. To conclude, the responses suggested that although students generally had a positive attitude towards TBLT for grammar learning (as shown in Table 6), they were also mindful of potential drawbacks and challenges associated with this approach. These include the perceived lack of structured grammar instruction, the risk of communicating ungrammatical language, and the increased time and effort required for successful implementation. Therefore, the findings from the questionnaire partly rejected the second hypothesis.

Conclusion

The findings of this paper provide valuable insights into the use of task-based language teaching (TBLT) for grammar acquisition and the perceptions of first-year English majors at Van Lang University. Regarding the first research question, the results indicate a neutral effect of TBLT on the students' grammar acquisition. The statistical analysis failed to reject the null hypothesis (H01), suggesting that the TBLT approach did not have a significant impact on the participants’ grammar learning outcomes. This neutral effect may signal the need for further investigations into the specific implementation, duration, or other contextual factors that could influence the effectiveness of TBLT for grammar instruction with a large scale of samples.

Nevertheless, the second research question revealed more positive insights. Generally, the students held favorable views towards the use of TBLT in learning grammar. Particularly, the survey responses showed high mean scores, indicating that students recognized the potential benefits of TBLT ranging from increasing opportunities for communicative practice to developing broader language skills. On the other hand, the students were also aware of potential challenges, such as the lack of structured grammar presentations and the increased demands on teachers’ instruction and preparation.

These findings suggest that even though the TBLT approach did not lead to measurable improvements in grammar acquisition, the students were receptive to and appreciative of this pedagogical approach. This highlights the importance of considering both learning outcomes and learner perceptions when evaluating the effectiveness of instructional approaches. Further research may be necessary to explore the optimal integration of TBLT and explicit grammar instruction to address the students’ concerns and unlock the full potential of this approach.
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