
Fluency, accuracy, and complexity are “major research variables in applied
linguistic research” (Housen & Kuiken, 2009). From the educational standpoint, they
are also the three main goals to be achieved by learners (Skehan, 1996). However,
fluency, accuracy, and complexity are hypothesized to be in a trade-off relationship,
where prioritizing one can have negative effects on the others (Skehan, 2009). The
trade-off relationship has been reported between complexity and accuracy (Foster &
Skehan, 1996; Mehnert, 1998; Skehan & Foster, 1997) and between fluency and
accuracy (Yuan & Ellis, 2003). In contrast, Robinson (2001) argued, based on multiple
resource theory, that there is no attentional competition. He argued that fluency,
accuracy, and complexity in tasks can be explained by task complexity, by drawing on
the concept of cognitive dimensions: namely the resource-directing and resource-
depleting dimensions. Wang and Skehan (2014) argued, in their counterargument to this
hypothesis, that the assumption of Trade-off Hypothesis “does not mean that the effects
of Trade-off are unavoidable” (p.156) and that “a major contribution of task research is
to explore how task characteristics and task conditions can mitigate its effects” (p.156).

Task repetition is one of the possible ways to mitigate trade-off relationships.
Simultaneous positive effects of task repetition have been reported on fluency and
complexity (Ahmadian, 2011; Ahmadian & Tavakoli 2011; Bygate, 2001), and
sometimes also on accuracy (Saeedi & Kazerooni, 2014; Thai & Boers, 2016; Wang,
2014).

Some explanations for the effects have also been provided in the literature. For
example, Wang (2014) conducted video description tasks with participation of 77
undergraduate students with TOEFL scores of 540 to 630 in order to investigate the
effects of intervention conditions by tapping into different stages of speech production
in terms of strategic and online planning, pre-watched condition, and immediate task
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repetition. They found large simultaneous improvements was observed in fluency,
accuracy, and complexity in the repetition condition. Wang (2014) attributed the
improvement in accuracy to the allocation of released attentional resources to
monitoring. Fukuta (2016) conducted tasks of narrating six-frame cartoons twice with
an interval of 1 week with participation of 28 university students at the CEFR (=
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages) B2 level. They confirmed
the positive effects on accuracy and attributed the improvements to the shift in attention
orientation from conceptualization to formulation. However, no improvements were
observed in fluency and complexity. Skehan et al. (2012) argued that task repetitions
can be a form of planning, which enhances the level of preparedness for the task.
Skehan (2014) slightly mentioned the possible involvement of priming. However, he
provided an explanation for effects of task repetition from the perspective of task
preparation by stating "[n]ot only may the act of speaking establish a better trace for
subsequent performance (in that it is more enduring), it also, vitally, is a better
preparation for subsequent performance" (p. 218). Sheppard and Ellis (2018) referred
to the transfer appropriate processing hypothesis as a theoretical ground for the effects
of task repetition. Transfer appropriate processing is “a theory that memory
performance is better when the cognitive processes engaged during retrieval match the
cognitive process that were engaged when the material was encoded” (American
Psychological Association, n.d.).

Proceduralization is another explanation (De Jong & Perfetti, 2011; Suzuki,
2020). For example, De Jong and Perfetti (2011) conducted a task-repetition study with
participation of 47 university students at the intermediate level. The participants were
allocated to two task-repetition condition groups (one with a delayed test and the other
without a delayed test) and one no-task-repetition condition group. The repetition
groups engaged in tasks with the 4/3/2 technique, where they talked about the same
topic in 4 minutes, 3 minutes, and 2 minutes. The participants engaged in three such
sessions with one-week intervals between the pre- and post-tests, and one group was
followed with a four-week delay test. Participants were informed about fluency at the
beginning of each session. They were also provided with an opportunity to self-
evaluate and reflect on their performance after each task. The participants received
feedback after each session. Their fluency improved as seen in the post test, and
transferred to their performance with new topics. The effects were retained after four
weeks. They explained the results in terms of proceduralization, based on changes in
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mean length of pause, phonation-time ratio, and mean length of run.
Among several factors that may be involved in task repetition, an under-

investigated one is implicit learning. Implicit learning can be a factor because task
repetition inevitably provides an opportunity to encounter the same or similar patterns
of forms repeatedly with meaning. Repetition can contribute toward implicit learning.
As Ellis (2005) stated, “each language processing usage results in the elements of the
construction being primed and made more available in memory as a result” (p. 321).
Lambert et al. (2017) investigated 6-time immediate task repetitions among 32
university students at different English proficiency levels during a 90-minute class.
They confirmed the positive effects on fluency. They interpreted decreased pausing
inside clauses as an indication of the possible facilitation of encoding mechanisms
through priming effects. “In the context of language use, priming refers to the
phenomenon in which prior exposure to language somehow influences subsequent
language processing” (McDonough et al., 2009, p. 1). Priming is associated with
implicit memory instead of implicit learning (Buchner & Wippich, 1998; McDonough
et al., 2009), where implicit memory is “information acquired during a single episode”
(Buchner & Wippich, 1998, p.7). However, Bock and Griffin (2000) mentioned that
priming has all the characteristics of implicit learning. Chang et al. (2006) claimed that
“structural priming is a form of error-based implicit learning” (p. 245). If this is so, the
results reported in Lambert et al. (2017) may suggest the involvement of implicit
learning during task repetition.

Instruction, Learning, and Knowledge
First, instruction, learning, and knowledge should be distinguished. Table 1

provides a rough overview of instruction, learning, and knowledge. Schmidt (1994)
recommended distinguishing between explicit instruction and explicit learning by
referring to the former as “telling subjects the rules in experimental studies or teaching
them about a language in classroom settings” (p.20). In their meta-analysis study,
Norris and Ortega (2000) considered instructional treatment as explicit “if rule
explanation comprised any part of the instruction” (p.437) or “if learners were directly
asked to attend to particular forms and to try to arrive at metalinguistic generalizations
on their own” (p. 437), whereas instructional treatment was considered as implicit
“when neither rule presentation nor directions to attend to particular forms were part of
a treatment” (p.437).

― 56 ― ― 57 ―

Possible Involvement of Implicit Learning in Task Repetition



Schmidt (1994) also recommended distinguishing between implicit and explicit
learning and knowledge by stating that “the first set refers to the processes of learning,
the second to the end-products of learning (or sometimes to knowledge that is innate
and not learned at all)” (p. 20). Implicit learning is the process of learning something
without intending to do so, whereas explicit learning is the process of learning
something with conscious intention (DeKeyser, 2003). Figure 1 presents a schematic
diagram from instruction to performance. Instruction results in learning, which leads to
knowledge. The resultant knowledge is used to produce performance.

Note. Instruction results in learning, which leads to knowledge. The resultant
knowledge is used to produce performance.

Implicit Learning and Implicit Knowledge
Implicit learning primarily results in implicit knowledge, whereas explicit learning

results in explicit knowledge (Rebuschat, 2013). Implicit learning is learning without
awareness (DeKeyser, 2003; Schmidt, 1994). The most common defining feature of
implicit knowledge in the literature is the lack of awareness (Han & Ellis, 1998; Roehr-
Brackin, 2015). Implicit knowledge is automatic (Ellis, 2008; Han & Ellis, 1998;
Roehr-Brackin, 2015; Shin & Christianson, 2012) and unanalyzed (Han & Ellis, 1998;
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Table 1
Overview of Instruction, Learning, and Knowledge

Instruction Learning Knowledge
Explicit Explicit Instruction Explicit Learning Explicit Knowledge
Implicit Implicit Instruction Implicit Learning Implicit Knowledge

Figure 1
Schematic Diagram from Instruction to Performance

Table 2: Task-Appropriateness: Reading

Dimension Item
Individual Group

Mean SD Mean SD

Success
Q12 Did Everything Assigned 4.0 1.2 3.8 1.1
Q7 Read Whole Book 4.5 1.1 3.7 1.2

Challenge/Skill

Q20 Language Easy 4.3 0.8 3.6 0.8
Q10 Steady Pace 4.0 0.7 3.7 0.9
Q6R Plot (Not) Difficult 2.4 0.9 2.9 0.8
Q17R (Didn’t) Often Stop 3.7 1.4 4.4 1.0
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Roehr-Brackin, 2015), and requires minimal attentional resources (Seger, 1994).
Another key issue in implicit learning is abstractness. Whether implicit learning
involves surface structures or abstract rules is a matter of great controversy (Seger,
1994). Still, Reber (1989) stated that “implicit knowledge results from the induction of
an abstract representation of the structure that the stimulus environment displays” (p.
219). Long endurance is also reported (Allen & Reber, 1980; Bock & Griffin, 2000).

The transferability of implicit knowledge has also been reported in the studies on
artificial grammar. With respect to the transfer of implicitly learned artificial grammar
to a different set of letters following the same rules, Reber (1969) argued that some
abstraction was involved, whereas the surface structure still mattered. Manza and Reber
(1997) proposed a model that combined chunking and abstraction, as a plausible
explanation for the transfer of implicitly learned artificial grammar.

Knowledge and its use should be clearly distinguished. Although implicit and
explicit knowledge are two different things, their use can be simultaneous. Learners
may develop and draw on both implicit and explicit knowledge (Ellis, 2009a). It is
possible that implicit knowledge works automatically behind the scenes even when
explicit knowledge is in use, because the former does not require awareness. Thus, the
use of explicit knowledge does not exclude the use of implicit knowledge.

Interface
There are three positions explaining the relationship between both types of

knowledge (Ellis, 2005). The non-interface position argues that implicit knowledge and
explicit knowledge are unrelated to each other. For example, Krashen (1981) has argued
that the acquired system (or implicit knowledge) is initially used to produce utterances
and conscious learning (or explicit knowledge) is only used for the sake of monitoring
in order to change the output. The strong-interface position states that explicit
knowledge can be proceduralized to be similar to implicit knowledge. DeKeyser
(2003), for example, stated “[e]ven though implicitly acquired knowledge tends to
remain implicit, and explicitly acquired knowledge tends to remain explicit, explicitly
learned knowledge can become implicit in the sense that learners can lose awareness of
its structure over time” (p. 315). However, DeKeyser (2018) stated that
proceduralization does not mean that declarative (or explicit) knowledge changes its
nature into proceduralized (or implicit) knowledge. The weak-interface position
maintains interactions between both types of knowledge. It maintains that explicit
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knowledge facilitates the acquisition of implicit knowledge. For example, Ellis (2011)
has argued that explicit knowledge helps with noticing and leads to the acquisition of
implicit knowledge through subsequent implicit learning as “the primary mechanism of
explicit language learning is the initial registration of pattern recognizers for
constructions that are then tuned and integrated into the system by implicit learning
during subsequent input processing” (p. 308).

Another important perspective is that implicit and explicit learning can take place
simultaneously (Bell, 2017; Seger, 1994; Shin & Christianson, 2012). As Hulstijn
(2002) put it, “since implicit learning takes place as an unstoppable information
processing mechanism, it will automatically accompany explicit learning activities” (p.
208). The same thing can be said about the use of knowledge. While implicit knowledge
and explicit knowledge are dissociated (Ellis, 2009a), learners can develop both
implicit knowledge and explicit knowledge, and they can draw on both types of
knowledge (Ellis, 2009a). In sum, implicit knowledge is expected to work
automatically without awareness even when explicit knowledge is in use. This makes a
suggestion that implicit learning and the resultant implicit knowledge can be in place
during task repetitions, and can contribute toward making improvements in task
performance.

Task Repetition
The term task refers to “an activity in which meaning is primary, there is some sort

of relationship to the real world, task completion has some priority, and the assessment
of task performance is in terms of task outcome” (Skehan, 1996, p. 38). Ellis (2009b)
also provided four criteria to define a task: (a) primary focus on meaning, (b) existence
of a “gap,” (c) reliance on learners’ own resources, and (d) an outcome to be achieved.

Effects of various factors on task performance have been vigorously investigated
on fluency, accuracy, or complexity (For example, Ahmadian, et al., 2015; Bui, 2014;
Bui & Huang, 2018; D’Ely et al., 2019; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Lambert, et al., 2017;
Lynch & Maclean, 2000; Mehnert, 1998; Saeedi & Kazerooni, 2014; Skehan, et al.,
2012; Skehan & Foster, 1999, Wang, 2014; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). Effects of interim
activities have been also investigated (Sheppard & Ellis, 2018).

Of these factors, task repetition has been reported to be effective for simultaneous
enhancement of fluency, accuracy, and complexity (Ahamadian, 2011; Ahmadian &
Tavakoli, 2011; Bygate, 2001; D’ Ely et al., 2019; Gashan & Almohaisen, 2014;
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Saeedi & Kazerooni, 2014; Thai & Boers, 2016; Wang, 2014). Figure 2 shows some of
the studies that include task repetition. The table extracted effects of task repetition, as
some of the studies investigated task repetition in combinations with other factors.
Some studies have reported simultaneous improvements in fluency and complexity
(Ahamadian, 2011; Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2011; Bygate, 2001), fluency and accuracy
(D’Ely,2019; Gashan & Almohaisen, 2014), and even in all the three constructs (Saeedi
& Kazerooni, 2014; Thai & Boers, 2016; Wang, 2014).

Task repetition can be perceived as two dimensional in terms of content and
procedure. Kim and Tracy-Ventura (2013) proposed the categorization of task
repetition into exact and procedural repetition. The former involves the same content
and procedure whereas the latter involves “the same procedure but a different content”
(Kim & Tracy-Ventura, 2013, p. 831). Ahmadian (2011) conducted the same narrative
task involving a silent film 11 times with two-week intervals between each task. This
was an exact repetition.
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Table 2
Effects of task repetition in the literature

Study Task F A C No. Interval Type
Bygate (2001) Narrative task (a film cartoon)

Interview (life in Britain)
○ × ○ 2ａ 10 weeks E/Pa

Ahmadian &
Tavakoli (2011)

Recounting a 15-minute silent film ○ × ○ 2 1 week E

Ahamadian
(2011)

Narrative (retelling a 10-minute silent film)
Interview (personal experiences, once)

○ × ○ 11 2 weeks E

De Jong & Perfetti
(2011)

The 4/3/2 task; speak about a given topic
- Exact repetition (as Repetition)
- Procedural repetition (as No repetition)

○
×

-
-

-
-

3x3b 3sessions
/2 weeks E

P

Kim & Tracy-
Ventura (2013)

Communicative information-exchange tasks
- Exact repetition
- Procedural repetition

×
×

×○d

×○d

×
×e

3 3 times
/one weekc E

P

Saeedi &
Kazerooni (2014)

Retelling stories of sequential pictures
- Loosely structured
- Tightly structured

○
○

×
○

○
○

2 1 week E

Wang (2014) Video description tasks ○ ○ ○ 2 Immediate E

Gashan &
Almohaisen,
(2014)

Spotting the differences between two
pictures

○ ○ – 2 2 weeks E

Fukuta (2016) Describing six-frame cartoons × ○ × 2 1 week E

Thai & Boers
(2016)

Talk about a given topic.
- 4/3/2
- constant time

○
○

×
○

×
○

3x2f Immediate E

Lambert et al.
(2017)

Instruction, narration, and opinion ○ – – 6 Immediate E

D’Ely et al.
(2019)

Narrative task (Retelling a cartoon film) ○ ○ × 2 4 weeks E

Notes. F = fluency; A = accuracy; C = complexity; No. = the number of task implementations;
E = exact repetition; P = procedural repetition; ○ = improved; × = not improved; – = not applicable.
a Treatment 1 + Treatment 2 (= 2 x 3 times, overlapping one task) + Data (repeated and new)
b three sessions of 4/3/2 training
c the whole procedure (= pre-test, three main tasks, post-test 1, and post-test 2) over four weeks
d left = global accuracy, right = use of simple past
e slight tendency of increase in syntactic complexity with the procedural repetition group
f two sessions of 4/3/2 training/constant-time training
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Kim and Tracy-Ventura (2013) investigated exact and procedural repetitions of
information-exchange tasks among 36 high school students in Korea. The participants
engaged in information-gap tasks, where they exchanged information on a given topic
such as school events. Pre-test, three main tasks, and post-tests 1 and 2 were conducted
over a period of four weeks. The accuracy of the use of the simple past form improved
in both groups. Neither fluency nor complexity changed in either group, although a
slight tendency in the syntactic complexity was observed in the procedural repetition
group. Whether procedural repetition yields improvements in fluency, accuracy, and
complexity is of great interest because such improvements can serve as an indication of
the abstraction involved in implicit learning during task repetition.

Implicit learning is expected to take place with the frequency effects of the same
patterns of constructions (Ellis, 2002). Task repetition is expected to fulfill such
conditions. For example, De Jong and Tillman (2018) conducted picture description
tasks of six-frame cartoons. One group engaged in the task following the 4/3/2 method,
whereas the other group performed under constant time limitations. They analyzed
repeated task performance in terms of unigrams, trigrams, and part-of-speech trigrams.
They confirmed the reuse of the same patterns longer than single words. The findings
show that the same patterns were frequently used in task repetition. This suggests the
possibility of the involvement of implicit learning during task repetition.

Discussion and Conclusion
Ellis (2011) argued that noticing as an initial register of patterns followed by

successive priming of patterns can lead to implicit learning. Although priming is
associated with the implicit memory of an episode instead of the implicit learning of
abstract rules, Shin and Christianson (2012) argued “that structural priming itself has a
cognitive function in L2 learning as a form of implicit learning” (p.957). Implicit
learning occurs with frequent exposure to the same patterns with meaning. Task
repetition provides such conditions. The resultant implicit knowledge is expected to
lead to automatic and long-lasting effects on task performance. Implicit and explicit
knowledge can be simultaneously obtained and available simultaneously during
performance. Therefore, the existence and use of explicit knowledge does not
necessarily exclude the use of implicit knowledge. In other words, implicit and explicit
knowledge are two pieces to be combined in order to realize maximum effects in
language learning and acquisition. There is no reason to exclude implicit learning from
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possible factors for the effects of task repetition. Rather, the involvement of implicit
learning is strongly suggested, considering the emphasis on meaning rather than on
forms in tasks and the repeated exposure to the same patterns of constructions during
task repetition. As the processing of implicit knowledge requires minimum attention,
implicit knowledge is expected to reduce the cognitive burden, which, in turn, can result
in higher fluency, accuracy, and complexity. Thus, the simultaneous improvement of
fluency, accuracy, and complexity supports the evidence of implicit learning. Transfer
to a new task such as in procedural repetition may be an indication of implicit learning
involving abstraction.

References
Ahmadian, M. J. (2011). The effect of ‘massed’ task repetitions on complexity,

accuracy and fluency: Does it transfer to a new task? The Language Learning
Journal, 39(3), 269–280. https://doi.org/10.1080/09571736.2010.545239

Ahmadian, M. J., & Tavakoli, M. (2011). The effects of simultaneous use of careful
online planning and task repetition on accuracy, complexity, and fluency in EFL
learners’ oral production. Language Teaching Research, 15(1), 35–59. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1362168810383329

Ahmadian, M. J., Tavakoli, M., & Dastjerdi, H. V. (2015). The combined effects of
online planning and task structure on complexity, accuracy and fluency of L2
speech. The Language Learning Journal, 43 (1), 41–56. http: //dx. doi. org/10.
1080/09571736.2012.681795

Allen, R., & Reber, A. S. (1980). Very long term memory for tacit knowledge.
Cognition, 8(2), 175–185. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(80)90011-6

American Psychological Association. (n.d.). APA dictionary of Psychology. https:
//dictionary.apa.org/

Bell, P. K. (2017). Explicit and implicit learning: Exploring their simultaneity and
immediate effectiveness. Applied Linguistics, 38(3), 297 – 317. https://doi.org/10.
1093/applin/amv028

Bock, K, & Griffin, Z. M. (2000). The persistence of structural priming: Transient
activation or implicit learning? Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 129
(2), 177–192. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.129.2.177

Buchner, A., & Wippich, W. (1998). Differences and commonalities between implicit
learning and implicit memory. In M. A. Stadler & P. A. Frensch (Eds.), Handbook

― 64 ― ― 65 ―

Possible Involvement of Implicit Learning in Task Repetition



of implicit learning (pp. 3–46). Sage Publications.
Bui, G. (2014). Task readiness: Theoretical framework and empirical evidence from

topic familiarity, strategic planning, and proficiency levels. In P. Skehan (Ed.),
Processing perspectives on task performance (pp. 63–94). John Benjamins.

Bui, G, & Huang, Z. (2018). L2 fluency as influenced by content familiarity and
planning: Performance, measurement, and pedagogy. Language Teaching
Research, 22(1), 94–114. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168816656650

Bygate, M. (2001). Effects of task repetition on the structure and control of oral
language. In M. Bygate, P. Skehan, & M. Swain (Eds.), Researching pedagogic
tasks (pp. 23–48). Longman.

De Jong, N. H., & Perfetti, C. A. (2011). Fluency training in the ESL classroom: An
experimental study of fluency development and proceduralization. Language
Learning, 61(2), 533–568. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2010.00620.x

De Jong, N. H., & Tillman, P. (2018). Grammatical structures and oral fluency in
immediate task repetition: Trigrams across repeated performances In M. Bygate
(Ed.), Learning language through task repetition (pp.43–73). John Benjamins.

DeKeyser, R. (2003). Implicit and explicit learning. In C. J. Doughty & M. H. Long
(Eds.) The handbook of second language acquisition (pp.313–348). Blackwell.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470756492.ch11

DeKeyser, R. (2018). Task repetition for language learning: A perspective from skill
acquisition theory. In M. Bygate (Ed.), Learning language through task repetition
(pp.27–41). John Benjamins.

D’Ely, R., Mota, M. B., & Bygate, M. (2019). Strategic planning and repetition as
metacognitive processes in task performance: Implications for EFL learners’
speech production. In Z. Wen & M. J. Ahmadian (Eds.), Researching L2 task
performance and pedagogy (pp.199–228). John Benjamins.

Ellis, N. C. (2002). Frequency effects in language processing: A review with
implications for theories of implicit and explicit language acquisition. Studies in
Second Language Acquisition, 24 (2), 143–188. https: //doi. org/10.
1017/S0272263102002024

Ellis, N. C. (2005). At the interface: Dynamic interactions of explicit and implicit
language knowledge. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27(2), 305–352.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S027226310505014X

Ellis, N. C. (2011). Implicit and explicit SLA and their interface. In C. Sanz & R. Leow

― 64 ― ― 65 ―

Possible Involvement of Implicit Learning in Task Repetition



(Eds.), Implicit and explicit language learning: Conditions, processes and
knowledge in SLA & Bilingualism (pp. 35–47). Georgetown University Press.

Ellis, R. (2008). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Ellis, R. (2009a). Implicit and explicit learning, knowledge and instruction. In R. Ellis,
S. Loewen, C. Elder, E. Hayo, R. Erlam, & J. Philp (Eds.), Implicit and explicit
knowledge in second language learning, testing and teaching (pp. 3–26).
Multilingual Matters.

Ellis, R. (2009b). Task-based language teaching: Sorting out the misunderstandings.
International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 19(3), 221–246. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1473-4192.2009.00231.x

Foster, P., & Skehan, P. (1996). The influence of planning and task type on second
language performance. Studies in Second Language Acquisition,18(3), 299–323.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100015047

Fukuta, J. (2016). Effects of task repetition on learners' attention orientation in L2 oral
production. Language Teaching Research, 20 (3), 321–340. https: //doi. org/10.
1177/1362168815570142

Gashan, A., & Almohaisen, F. (2014). The effect of task repetition on fluency and
accuracy of EFL Saudi female learners’ oral performance. Advances in Language
and Literary Studies, 5(3), 36–41. https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.5n.3p.36

Han, Y., & Ellis, R. (1998), Implicit knowledge, explicit knowledge and general
language proficiency. Language Teaching Research, 2(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/0.
1177/136216889800200102

Housen, A., & Kuiken, F. (2009). Complexity, accuracy, and fluency in second
language acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 30 (4), 461–473. https: //doi. org/10.
1093/applin/amp048

Hulstijn, J. H. (2002). Towards a unified account of the representation, processing and
acquisition of second language knowledge. Second Language Research, 18(3),
193–223. https://doi.org/10.1191/0267658302sr207oa

Kim, Y., & Tracy-Ventura, N. (2013). The role of task repetition in L2 performance
development: What needs to be repeated during task-based interaction? System, 41
(3), 829–840. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2013.08.005

Krashen, S. D. (1981). Second language acquisition and second language learning.
Pergamon Press.

― 66 ― ― 67 ―

Possible Involvement of Implicit Learning in Task Repetition



Lambert, C., Kormos, J., & Minn, D. (2017). Task repetition and second language
speech processing. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 39 (1), 167–196.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263116000085

Lynch, T., & Maclean, J. (2000). Exploring the benefits of task repetition and recycling
for classroom language learning. Language Teaching Research, 4(3), 221–250.
https://doi.org/10.1177/136216880000400303

Manza, L., & Reber, A. S. (1997). Representing artificial grammars: Transfer across
stimulus forms and modalities. In D. C. Berry (Ed.), How implicit is implicit
knowledge? (pp. 73–106). Oxford University Press.

Mehnert, U. (1998). The effects of different lengths of time for planning on second
language performance. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 20(1), 83–108
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263198001041

Norris, J. M., & Ortega, L. (2000). Effectiveness of L2 instruction: A research synthesis
and quantitative meta-analysis. Language Learning, 50(3), 417–528. https://doi.
org/10.1111/0023-8333.00136

Reber, A. S. (1969). Transfer of syntactic structure in synthetic languages. Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 81(1), 115–119. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027454

Reber, A. S. (1989). Implicit learning and tacit knowledge. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 118(3), 219–235. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.118.3.
219

Rebuschat, P. (2013). Measuring implicit and explicit knowledge in second language
research. Language Learning, 63(3), 595–626. https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12010

Robinson, P. (2001). Task complexity, cognitive resources, and syllabus design: A
triadic framework for examining task influences on SLA. In P. Robinson (Ed.).
Cognition and second language instruction (pp.287–318). Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524780.012

Roehr-Brackin, K. (2015). Explicit knowledge about language in L2 learning: A usage-
based perspective. In P. Rebuschat (Ed.), Implicit and explicit learning of
languages (pp. 117–138). John Benjamins.

Saeedi, M., & Kazerooni, S. R. (2014). The influence of task repetition and task
structure on EFL learners’ oral narrative retellings. Innovation in Language
Learning and Teaching, 8(2), 116–131. https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2013.
770860

Schmidt, R. (1994), Deconstructing consciousness in search of useful definitions for

― 66 ― ― 67 ―

Possible Involvement of Implicit Learning in Task Repetition



applied linguistics. AILA Review, 11, 11–26.
Seger, C. A. (1994). Implicit learning. Psychological Bulletin, 115(2), 163–196. https:

//doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.2.163
Sheppard, C., & Ellis, R. (2018). The effects of awareness-raising through stimulated

recall on the repeated performance of the same task and on a new task of the same
type. In M. Bygate (Ed.), Learning language through task repetition (pp.171–192).
John Benjamins.

Shin J. A., & Christianson, K. (2012). Structural priming and second language learning.
Language Learning, 62(3), 931–964. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2011.
00657.x

Skehan, P. (1996). A framework for the implementation of task-based instruction.
Applied Linguistics, 17(1), 38–62. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/17.1.38

Skehan, P. (2009). Modelling second language performance: Integrating complexity,
accuracy, fluency, and lexis. Applied Linguistics, 30 (4), 510–532. https: //doi.
org/10.1093/applin/amp047

Skehan, P. (2014). Limited attentional capacity, second language performance, and
task-based pedagogy. In P. Skehan (Ed.). Processing perspectives on task
performance (pp.211–260). John Benjamins.

Skehan, P., & Foster, P. (1997). Task type and task processing conditions as influences
on foreign language performance. Language Teaching Research, 1(3), 185–211.
https://doi.org/10.1177/136216889700100302

Skehan, P., & Foster, P. (1999). The influence of task structure and processing
conditions on narrative retellings. Language Learning, 49(1), 93–120. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-9922.00071

Skehan, P., Xiaoyue, B., Qian, L., & Wang, Z. (2012). The task is not enough:
Processing approaches to task-based performance. Language Teaching Research,
16(2), 170–187. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168811428414

Suzuki, Y. (2020). Optimazing fluency training for speaking skills transfer: Comparing
the effects of blocked and interleaved task repetition. Language Learning, 71(2),
285–325. https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12433

Thai, C., & Boers, F. (2016). Repeating a monologue under increasing time pressure:
Effects on fluency, complexity, and accuracy. TESOL Quarterly, 50(2), 369–393.
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.232

Wang, Z. (2014). On-line time pressure manipulations: L2 speaking performance under

― 68 ― ― 69 ―

Possible Involvement of Implicit Learning in Task Repetition



five types of planning and repetition conditions. In P. Skehan (Ed.), Processing
perspectives on task performance (pp. 27–62). John Benjamins.

Wang, Z., & Skehan, P. (2014). Structure, lexis, and time perspective. In P. Skehan
(Ed.), Processing perspectives on task performance (pp. 155–185). John
Benjamins.

Yuan, F., & Ellis, R. (2003). The effects of pre-task planning and on-line planning on
fluency, complexity and accuracy in L2 monologic oral production. Applied
Linguistics, 24(1), 1–27. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/24.1.1

― 68 ― ― 69 ―

Possible Involvement of Implicit Learning in Task Repetition



Abstract
This article does not present the findings of an empirical study, but rather those of

a literature review and provides some thoughts on implicit learning in task repetition.
This article first briefly reviews the literature for some explanations on the effects of
task repetition, and then introduces implicit learning as a possible explanation for the
effects of task repetition on task performance. After clearly distinguishing instruction,
learning, and knowledge, more details are provided on the issue of implicit learning and
implicit knowledge. Implicit learning does not require awareness and results in
automatic implicit knowledge. Such implicit knowledge is expected to reduce cognitive
burden, resulting in improvement of task performance. At the same time, task repetition
provides frequent exposure to the same patterns of constructions, which is a good
condition for implicit learning. Thus, implicit learning is likely to occur in task
repetition. Additionally, some studies argue that implicit learning involves the
abstraction of rules, unlike implicit memory of episodes. Transfer of the effects can be
an evidence for the involvement of implicit knowledge with abstraction. It contends that
implicit learning is the missing piece in explaining the effects of task repetition and that
there is a fair reason for hypothesizing the involvement of implicit learning in task
repetition.
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