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Effects of Task Complexity on Oral Production of CSL Learners

Wu Jifeng', Gao Min®, Zhao Xiaona®
(1. College of International Education, Capital Normal University, Beijing 100089;
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Abstract: Task complexity is an important topic is SLLA. This paper explores the effects of
task complexity on linguistic complexity, accuracy and fluency of spoken output using two oral
tasks with different reasoning demands as test materials for 30 beginning-to-intermediate CSL
learners. The results reveal that the high-complexity task is significantly higher than the low-
complexity task in two indicators of lexical diversity (the number of types and tokens), lexical
sophistication and syntactic complexity, but significantly lower on lexical accuracy, grammatical
accuracy and language fluency. These findings support the Limited Attentional Capacity Model
and A Blueprint for the Speaker, and partially support the Cognition Hypothesis.

Key words: task complexity; CSL; spoken language; complexity; accuracy; fluency

(it B &)

176



