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ABSTRACT

This systematic review investigates the integration of Blended Learning (BL) and Task-Based Language Teaching
(TBLT) in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts, synthesizing findings from 20 peer-reviewed studies pub-
lished between 2015 and 2025. Guided by two research questions, it explores how BL and TBLT have been operation-
alized in classroom practice and what impacts this integration has had on learners’ language proficiency. Anchored in
well-established instructional frameworks, the review identifies key patterns in task design, platform use, skill develop-
ment, and learner engagement. The findings suggest that blended TBLT can enhance speaking, writing, and vocabulary
outcomes while fostering learner autonomy, confidence, and motivation. Successful implementation appears to depend
on the alignment between digital tools and instructional objectives, the authenticity of communicative tasks, and the
quality of teacher facilitation. This review contributes to the evolving field of blended language pedagogy by mapping
current integration models and offering practical and theoretical insights for future instructional design and research in
digitally mediated EFL environments.

Keywords: Blended Learning; Task-Based Language Teaching; Integration; Systematic Review

*CORRESPONDING AUTHOR:
Qiuyu Gong, Faculty of Education, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, Bangi 43600, Selangor, Malaysia; School of Foreign Languages and Cultures,
Xichang University, Xichang 615000, China; Email: p131149@siswa.ukm.edu.my

ARTICLE INFO
Received: 18 April 2025 | Revised: 7 May 2025 | Accepted: 10 May 2025 | Published Online: 12 May 2025
DOI: https://doi.org/10.30564/f1s.v716.9591

CITATION
Gong, Q., Mohd Said, N.E., Adnan, N.H., 2025. Integrating Blended Learning and Task-Based Language Teaching in EFL: A Systematic Review.
Forum for Linguistic Studies. 7(6): 899-915. DOI: https://doi.org/10.30564/f1s.v716.9591

COPYRIGHT
Copyright © 2025 by the author(s). Published by Bilingual Publishing Group. This is an open access article under the Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International (CC BY-NC 4.0) License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/).

899


https://orcid.org/0009-0005-8291-677X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2891-327X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9368-7646
https://doi.org/10.30564/fls.v7i6.9591

Forum for Linguistic Studies | Volume 07 | Issue 05 | May 2025

1. Introduction

Amid the rapid advancement of globalization and
information technology, approaches to teaching English as
a Foreign Language (EFL) have continually evolved to ad-
dress the diverse demands of 21st-century learners. In par-
ticular, pedagogical paradigms that emphasize flexibility,
learner autonomy, and communicative competence have
gained increasing prominence in both research and practice .
Among these, Blended Learning (BL) and Task-Based
Language Teaching (TBLT) have emerged as two influen-
tial frameworks—each with distinct pedagogical contribu-
tions and complementary strengths.

BL is commonly defined as the deliberate integra-
tion of face-to-face instruction with online learning com-
ponents, enabling both synchronous and asynchronous
engagement with materials, peers, and instructors . BL
is not merely a technological enhancement of traditional
classroom practices; it represents a shift toward learner-
centered, multimodal, and self-paced instruction . Moreo-
ver, online learning has been introduced not only to extend
learning beyond classroom walls, but also to enhance
teachers’ creativity and transform traditional instruction
into more dynamic, technology-driven experiences that
better capture students’ interest . In EFL settings, it offers
extended opportunities for individualized input exposure,
interaction beyond classroom hours, and differentiated
output tasks—all of which support language develop-
ment across varied learner profiles **. Meanwhile, TBLT,
is grounded in communicative language teaching and
is defined by its focus on meaning-oriented, real-world
tasks as the central unit of instruction '”. In the dynamic
landscape of language learning, TBLT has emerged as a
prominent pedagogical approach. A recent study examined
the intersection of task-based instruction and language ac-
quisition, specifically investigating the impact of pre-task
explicit grammar instruction on the development of both
explicit and implicit knowledge " A pedagogical task is
understood as an activity that requires learners to use the
target language to achieve specific communicative goals,
often involving problem-solving, information exchange,
or content creation "', The canonical TBLT framework in-
cludes three stages: pre-task (schema activation and plan-

ning), task-cycle (authentic language use and interaction),

and language focus (analysis, form-focused instruction,
and reflection) ""*!. Rooted in theories of interaction and
output (e.g., the research '*), TBLT prioritizes negotiation
of meaning, fluency development, and learner autonomy.
Importantly, BL and TBLT are not merely compatible
— they are mutually reinforcing. While BL provides the
digital infrastructure and temporal-spatial flexibility need-
ed for sustained task preparation, delivery, and revision,
TBLT supplies BL with a pedagogically coherent and com-
municative orientation. In tandem, they enable technology-
supported, task-driven language learning, with meaningful
applications in both resource-rich and resource-constrained
contexts "">'*. As such, the integration of BL and TBLT is
increasingly recognized as a promising pedagogical ap-

U718 "Over the past decade, a

proach in EFL instruction
growing number of empirical studies have investigated
the integration of these two approaches, examining their
influence on language proficiency, motivation, learner

1921 However, the exist-

agency, and classroom dynamics
ing literature remains fragmented, with most contributions
emerging from isolated case studies or context-specific
interventions. Notably, prior syntheses have seldom exam-
ined the longitudinal impacts of blended TBLT implemen-
tations, making it difficult to determine whether observed
benefits are sustainable over time. In addition, the focus
across language skills has been uneven, with speaking and
grammar receiving disproportionate attention, while read-
ing, writing, and integrative skills remain underexplored **'.
Furthermore, issues such as teacher readiness, fidelity of
implementation, and technological infrastructure across
diverse socio-economic settings have received limited at-
tention . A comprehensive, theory-informed synthesis of
integration models, instructional outcomes, and contextual
challenges is still lacking **.

Therefore, this systematic review aims to synthe-
size recent research on the integration of BL and TBLT in
EFL education. In addition to identifying implementation
models and evaluating instructional effectiveness, it high-
lights how BL and TBLT have been combined in various
pedagogical contexts. By showcasing integration strategies
and examining both the benefits and challenges observed
in practice, this review seeks to provide both theoretical
insights and practical guidance for future instructional de-

sign and research.
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Building on this objective, the present review seeks
to address the following research questions:

1. In what ways have BL and TBLT been integrated
in EFL contexts?

2. What impact does this integration have on EFL

learners’ language proficiency.

2. Methodology

This systematic review was conducted in accordance
with the PRISMA 2020 (Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines ** to
ensure methodological transparency and rigor. The primary
aim was to identify, evaluate, and synthesize empirical
studies that examine the integration or co-application of

BL and TBLT in English language teaching contexts.

2.1. Search Strategy

To ensure comprehensive coverage of relevant litera-
ture, a structured search was conducted across four data-
bases: Web of Science (WOS), Scopus, ERIC and Google
Scholar. These sources were selected due to their extensive
indexing of peer-reviewed publications in the fields of
applied linguistics, educational technology, and second
language acquisition > **. Web of Science and Scopus are
known for their rigorous indexing standards and inclusion
of high-impact journals, while ERIC provides access to
education-specific research, including practitioner-oriented
studies. Google Scholar was used as a supplementary source
to capture potentially relevant grey literature and open-
access materials not covered in traditional databases *.

The search was limited to publications between
January 2015 and March 2025, written in English. A com-
bination of controlled vocabulary and free-text terms was
employed, and Boolean operators (AND, OR) were used
to combine two core conceptual domains: (1) blended or
hybrid learning, and (2) task-based language teaching. No
specific keywords related to “EFL” or “second language
learners” were included at the search stage in order to
maximize recall and avoid excluding studies that addressed
relevant learner populations without explicitly labeling
them. Instead, contextual relevance to EFL or functionally
equivalent L2 environments was assessed manually during

the screening phase.

A representative search string used in Scopus was as
follows: TITLE-ABS-KEY((“blended learning” OR “hy-
brid learning” OR “mixed-mode instruction” OR “blended
instruction” OR “online and face-to-face learning”) AND
(“task-based language teaching” OR “task-based instruc-
tion” OR “TBLT” OR “Task-Based Approach” OR “task-
based pedagogy™)).

Equivalent search strategies were adapted for other
databases with appropriate field codes. Reference lists of
included studies were also manually screened to identify

additional relevant publications.

2.2. Study Screening and Selection

The selection of studies followed the PRISMA 2020
framework " to ensure transparency and replicability. All
records retrieved from the database search were exported
into Zotero for reference management. Duplicate entries
were automatically detected and removed.

The screening process was conducted in two stages.
In the first stage, titles and abstracts were reviewed to iden-
tify studies that made explicit reference to both BL and
TBLT. Studies that focused solely on either BL or TBLT, or
that mentioned both approaches without any pedagogical
connection, were excluded. In the second stage, full texts
of potentially eligible articles were retrieved and assessed
in detail. Inclusion decisions were guided by predefined
eligibility criteria, which were developed to align with the

objectives of this review and are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria for study selection.

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria

Between 2015 to 2025 Earlier than 2015

Focus on BL-TBLT integration in EFL Focus only on BL or TBLT

Formal educational settings (e.g., Informal or non-educational

primary, secondary, tertiary) settings

Not empirical or prima
Empirical study 1'11) P Y
researc

Contextual relevance (e.g., EFL) was manually as-
sessed during full-text review, especially for studies that
did not explicitly label the instructional context. Two re-
viewers independently conducted the screening and selec-
tion process, and any discrepancies were resolved through

discussion and consensus.
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A total of 113 records were identified through data-
base searches: Scopus (26), Web of Science (22), ERIC
(16), and Google Scholar (screened from the top 300 re-
sults, yielding 49). For Google Scholar, only the first 300
entries sorted by relevance (default setting) were manually
screened. Screening decisions were based on title rel-
evance, explicit reference to both BL and TBLT, and aca-
demic credibility (e.g., peer-reviewed articles, conference
papers). Irrelevant sources (e.g., theses, unrelated citations,
non-academic content) were excluded to ensure transpar-
ency and reproducibility.

After deduplication, 102 unique records remained.
These were screened by title and abstract, and 44 articles
were selected for full-text review. Following the eligibility
criteria, 20 studies were finally included in the review, as
detailed in Appendix A, Table Al. In line with PRISMA
2020 guidelines, two reviewers independently conducted
the screening and selection process to reduce potential se-
lection bias. Although a formal risk of bias assessment tool
(e.g., RoB 2, MMAT) was not applied due to methodologi-
cal heterogeneity across studies, potential sources of bias
were considered during full-text review and data extrac-
tion. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion and
consensus. The full identification, screening, and inclusion

process is summarized in the PRISMA flow diagram (Fig-

ure 1).
[ Identification of studies via databases and registers J
—
a Records identified through
o database searching (n = 113): Records removed before
‘5 Scopus (n =26 screening:
= Web of Science(n = 22) > Duplicate records removed
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—
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g (n=44) (n=0)
€
o
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]
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(n=44) > Published before 2015 (n = 5)
Not integrating both BL and
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Not in formal educational
settings (n = 2)
Not empirical research (n = 4)
_—
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E Studies included in review
3| [ n=20)
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=
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Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Diagram.

2.3. Data Extraction and Synthesis

Key information was extracted from the final set of
included studies (n = 20) using a structured coding pro-
tocol aligned with the review’s research questions. The
extracted variables included: study title, author(s), publica-
tion year, educational context (e.g., primary, secondary,
tertiary), research design, type of BL-TBLT integration
model, targeted language skills, and reported instructional
outcomes.

To synthesize findings across diverse methodological
approaches and educational settings, a thematic synthesis
strategy was employed. Studies were grouped inductively
based on (1) the models of integration implemented (e.g.,
flipped classroom, station rotation, mobile-assisted TBLT),
(2) the language skills addressed (e.g., speaking, writing,
reading, integrated), and (3) recurring instructional effects
or challenges (e.g., learner motivation, task authenticity,
technological issues). Quantitative findings were descrip-
tively summarized where reported, while qualitative results
were analyzed narratively. The synthesis aimed to identify
common pedagogical patterns and areas of divergence

across contexts.
3. Findings

This section synthesizes evidence from 20 peer-
reviewed studies published between 2015 and 2025 that
examined the integration of BL and TBLT in EFL contexts.
Guided by two research questions, this synthesis is an-
chored in established theoretical frameworks of task-based

P13 and blended learning ™°.

instruction
3.1. Patterns of Integration between BL and
TBLT

Across studies, a three-phase TBLT framework—
pre-task, task-cycle, and language focus—was commonly

>3 In pre-task

adapted for blended learning environments '
stages, learners typically engaged with online input materi-
als, such as instructional videos, reading guides, vocabu-
lary lists, and quizzes. These materials aimed to activate
schemata and prepare learners cognitively for language
production. For instance, studies have employed teacher-

recorded screencasts and scaffolded reading outlines to
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support student engagement and comprehension ',

while flipped classroom models have been used to allocate
more time for interaction during in-person sessions .
The task-cycle stage, executed either in the class-
room or synchronously online, involved meaning-focused
tasks such as debates, collaborative writing, roleplays,

17,3334 P .
!, These activities emphasized

and video reporting |
real-time negotiation of meaning and co-construction of
output. During the language focus stage, digital platforms
facilitated peer feedback, teacher commentary, and revi-
sion. Studies have utilized learning management systems
that allow students to submit voice recordings and receive
asynchronous formative feedback ", In addition, rubric-
based peer evaluation has been incorporated as a reflective
post-task activity to enhance learner engagement and criti-
cal thinking "*.

Task types exhibited notable variation in complex-
ity, modality, and communicative demand. Information-
gap and decision-making tasks have been used to foster

B8] while collaborative

collaborative problem-solving
writing tasks using Google Docs have facilitated iterative
revision processes '**". Interpreting tasks enriched with
code-mixed vocabulary inputs have been implemented
to enhance both linguistic and cognitive flexibility °7.
Mobile-assisted video journalism tasks have integrated
speaking, writing, and media literacy skills *'. Addition-
ally, grammar-focused tasks have been creatively gamified
using Web 2.0 tools such as Powtoon and Kahoot, aligning
with established pedagogical task criteria—goal-oriented,
learner-centered, and meaning-driven "***). Vellanki and
Bandu further illustrated how a structured sequence of
online tasks—grounded in TBLT principles—can be de-
livered entirely through digital platforms such as Zoom,
Google Docs, and YouTube. Their approach preserved the
pre-task, task-cycle, and post-task phases through live col-
laboration, shared writing, and asynchronous video-based
input, reinforcing how fully online designs can still support
authentic, outcome-driven tasks and interactive language
use 7.

A range of digital platforms supported the implemen-
tation of blended TBLT. Learning Management Systems
(e.g., Google Classroom, Moodle, MS Teams, Xuexitong,
SIKOLA) were used for resource sharing, task submis-

sions, and asynchronous communication. Messaging apps

such as WhatsApp, LINE, and WeChat extended collabo-
ration beyond the classroom. Mobile-based tools allowed
students to create, revise, and submit multimedia outputs
on-the-go. or example, mobile-assisted tasks have been
found to enhance learner autonomy and vocabulary acqui-
sition **). Additionally, the use of Augmented Reality (AR)
in grammar instruction has demonstrated motivational af-
fordances that support learner engagement "',

The choice and affordances of platforms varied
across studies. LMS platforms like Moodle and Xuexitong
provided structured environments for tracking participation
and feedback. In contrast, social apps facilitated informal,
real-time communication but lacked archiving or scaffold-
ing features. Studies noted that the effectiveness of these
tools largely depended on how teachers structured learning
sequences and integrated assessment mechanisms. Few
studies explicitly discussed the technological training pro-
vided to instructors, suggesting a research gap in teacher
readiness for blended TBLT implementation "***.

Beyond general classroom settings, several studies
have explored specialized adaptations of blended TBLT.
Interpreting tasks targeting vocabulary recall and oral flu-
ency have been integrated to develop learners’ linguistic

7l Critical thinking instruction has

and cognitive skills
been embedded within genre-based writing tasks, em-
phasizing reasoning, coherence, and argumentation . A
curriculum-aligned TBLT model mapped to national stand-
ards has also been validated "*. These cases underscore
the adaptability of blended TBLT across academic levels,
instructional purposes, and institutional frameworks.
Nevertheless, integration depth and sustainability varied.
While some studies demonstrated well-sequenced, theory-
driven designs, others provided less detailed task imple-
mentation procedures. Additionally, few studies reported
how these practices aligned with formal curricular goals or
assessment systems. Factors such as digital access, teacher
expertise, and institutional support were often implied but

seldom analyzed, indicating key areas for future inquiry.

3.2. Impacts on EFL Learners’ Language Pro-
ficiency

All reviewed studies reported positive impacts of
blended TBLT on language learning outcomes, though the

nature and magnitude of improvement varied across lan-
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guage skills and task types.

Speaking was the most frequently targeted skill,
often supported by video, peer interaction, and repeated
performance. Gains were reported in fluency, vocabulary
range, grammatical accuracy, pronunciation, and pragmatic
competence. A particularly compelling example comes
from Ramadan and Hassan, whose hybrid TBLT model
significantly improved students’ speaking proficiency
across multiple dimensions—including fluency, appro-
priacy, and use of discourse markers—alongside notable
increases in learner confidence and attitude toward speaking
tasks ', In addition, video-based speaking tasks have been
shown to increase student confidence and interactional flu-

34,36

ency P+, Furthermore, technology-enhanced tasks have

led to measurable improvements in roleplay performance
and listening comprehension "

Writing-focused studies reported enhanced coher-
ence, lexical diversity, syntactic complexity, and revision
behavior. Collaborative writing via Google Docs has been
found to promote learner autonomy and negotiation of
meaning "**'"". Furthermore, the integration of TBLT with
critical thinking instruction has resulted in stronger argu-
mentative essays, improved organization, and enhanced
audience awareness *.

Listening, though less studied, showed promising
outcomes when embedded in integrated task cycles. Au-
diovisual input incorporated into speaking tasks has been
associated with improved comprehension and note-taking
ability ®**. Video modeling and pre-listening scaffolds
(e.g., vocabulary previews, graphic organizers) were key
contributors to success.

Reading gains have been primarily associated with
vocabulary acquisition and summarizing skills. Task-based
digital reading has been shown to improve inferencing and

% while multimodal input has been linked to

strategy use
enhanced lexical recall *7.

Studies have associated integrated-skill tasks with
broader cognitive and affective benefits. For instance,
mobile reporting projects have supported simultaneous
development in speaking, writing, and digital literacy "7
Other studies have shown that interpreting tasks enhance
both fluency and vocabulary retrieval °”, while the design
of grammar-focused instructional videos contributes to im-

. . . 38
proved metalinguistic awareness "*".

Beyond linguistic outcomes, affective and motiva-
tional impacts were frequently emphasized. Learners con-
sistently reported higher engagement, enjoyment, and con-
fidence when participating in collaborative, technology-
supported tasks ***"\. Studies noted reductions in speaking
anxiety and greater willingness to communicate ©>*%*),
Studies have identified strong positive correlations be-
tween task design qualities—such as richness, adaptability,
and timeliness—and perceived learner engagement %),
While task-based assessment in blended environments was
generally accepted by students, lower ratings for authentic-
ity revealed a disconnect between classroom task design
and real-world language use **.

Despite overall gains, several limitations emerged.
Listening and pronunciation were underrepresented in
assessment-focused studies. Few studies addressed long-
term retention or delayed post-testing. Additionally, task
design often privileged productive skills (speaking, writ-
ing), while receptive and metacognitive skills were less
frequently targeted. Learner variables (e.g., proficiency
level, digital literacy) were seldom analyzed as moderating
factors 72"+,

Collectively, the reviewed studies demonstrate that
integrating TBLT within blended learning environments
can enhance EFL learners’ linguistic competence, strategic
behavior, engagement, and confidence "**!. Effectiveness
was most notable when tasks were authentic, collabora-
tive, digitally supported, and aligned with clear feedback
mechanisms. However, variability in task types, platform
use, teacher mediation, and skill coverage points to several
areas where research remains nascent. These themes will
be further explored in the following discussion section,
which critically examines pedagogical implications, re-
search limitations, and future directions for blended TBLT
in EFL.

4. Discussion

This section critically reflects on how the integra-
tion of BL and TBLT in EFL contexts enhances language
proficiency, learner engagement, and pedagogical design.
Drawing on the synthesized findings, it connects observed
outcomes to established theoretical frameworks, identifies
implementation challenges, and outlines areas for further

research and practice.
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4.1. Reconceptualizing TBLT in Blended En-
vironments

The transition from traditional classroom-based
TBLT to digitally supported, blended implementations rep-
resents more than a shift in modality — it signals a broader
pedagogical transformation. Classic models proposed by

9,13
the researches '

emphasized meaning-focused interac-
tion and real-world communicative tasks. In blended set-
tings, these principles are increasingly embedded within
asynchronous input delivery, multimodal scaffolding, and
recursive feedback cycles.

Several studies reinterpreted the pre-task stage as a
space for learner-controlled, technology-mediated explora-

18,35

tion "*** aligning with Community of Inquiry (CoI) mod-
el P!, This model highlights the interplay between teaching,
cognitive, and social presence—elements increasingly
visible in task designs that blend synchronous and asyn-
chronous interactions. Meanwhile, Long’s strong version
of TBLT ", which emphasizes real-world task orientation
and meaning negotiation, was evident in studies where

0% simulated interpreting "7, or

learners produced videos
engaged in collaborative media production using mobile
tools %), These examples demonstrate how the affordances
of blended learning platforms can reinforce, rather than

dilute, core principles of TBLT.

4.2. Language Skill Development: Beyond
Fluency and Accuracy

Across the reviewed studies, speaking emerged as
the most frequently addressed skill. Learners demonstrated
improvements in fluency, pronunciation, lexical diversity,
and pragmatic competence, particularly through video-re-
corded tasks and collaborative dialogues. These outcomes
support Swain’s Output Hypothesis '), which posits that
language production promotes syntactic processing and
error awareness. Recursive feedback cycles, as seen in
researches ***, further echo Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD) ), where peer interaction and teacher
guidance scaffold language growth.

Writing skills have shown significant improvement
when collaborative drafting and revision were integrated.
Studies have used platforms such as Google Docs to facili-

tate co-construction, peer evaluation, and iterative refine-

ment ®"*”. The integration of critical thinking instruction “”

further extended TBLT beyond language acquisition to
support higher-order cognitive development, aligning with
the concept of reflective learner agency *.

Listening and reading received comparatively less em-
phasis. However, studies that embedded these skills within
task cycles—especially using audiovisual input “***—dem-
onstrated gains in comprehension, inferencing, and vocab-
ulary retention. Reading-based models “* that employed
genre-specific pre-task input contributed to enhanced tex-

tual engagement. Study "7

effectively linked vocabulary
learning with interpreting fluency, reinforcing the argument
in ¥ that vocabulary acquisition is maximized through
meaningful, context-rich tasks. Despite these promising
results, the overall skill focus across studies remains un-
balanced. Listening, pronunciation, and pragmatic aware-
ness were underrepresented, suggesting the need for more
inclusive, multi-skill task designs in future blended TBLT

implementations.

4.3. Task Design and Technological Scaffolding:
The Core of Effectiveness

Task design surfaced as the central mediating factor
in blended TBLT efficacy. As Breen notes, task authentic-
ity is not inherent in content alone but is shaped by learner
purpose, context, and interactional dynamics . Studies
employing roleplay, real-world simulations, or scenario-
based tasks (e.g., news broadcasting, guided tours) report-
ed higher engagement and output quality "***,

Technology was most effective when pedagogically
embedded. Google Docs enabled version tracking and
synchronous editing; LMS platforms supported resource
sequencing and asynchronous feedback; tools like Kahoot
and Powtoon gamified grammar and vocabulary; video
platforms allowed task recycling and fluency development.
However, mismatches between tool functionality and task
objectives were common. Learners expressed frustration
with lagging uploads and unclear task sequences, high-
lighting the need for careful alignment between techno-
logical tools and pedagogical goals “**!. The Technologi-
cal-Pedagogical Fit (TPF), therefore, should be a guiding
design principle in blended TBLT. Additionally, the studies
revealed that technology alone does not ensure learner suc-

cess. Meaningful integration depends on structured task

905



Forum for Linguistic Studies | Volume 07 | Issue 05 | May 2025

progression, accessible instructions, and responsive feed-
back. Studies with well-sequenced scaffolding—consist-
ently showed superior outcomes compared to those with

minimal teacher mediation !'***),

4.4. Engagement and Learner Perception:
Cognitive, Emotional, and Motivational
Dimensions

Almost all reviewed studies reported increases in
learner engagement, motivation, and confidence. These
affective gains stemmed from several factors: low-anxiety
digital spaces for rehearsal ", learner agency in content
creation %, and visible progress through peer and teacher
feedback . Heutagogical principles, which emphasize
self-directed and self-determined learning ", were par-
ticularly evident in tasks that allowed learners to generate
media, manage pacing, and select resources. Recursive
revision processes, especially those mediated by digital
platforms, enabled learners to perceive and internalize
progress, reinforcing Dornyei’s claim that motivation is
sustained by a sense of competence and growth .

Nevertheless, authenticity perceptions remained
a concern. While instructors intended to simulate real-
life communication, some learners still viewed tasks as
academic exercises. Akbulut & Mirici found that while
students appreciated task-based assessment, they rated
authenticity lower than other dimensions, pointing to a dis-
connect between task design and learners’ expectations **).
This suggests that transparent task framing and meaningful
scenario construction are essential to bridging the class-

room—real world divide.

4.5. The Evolving Role of Teachers in Blend-
ed TBLT

Blended TBLT implementations require teachers to
operate in multifaceted roles: designers, facilitators, feed-
back providers, and digital mediators. Studies showed how
teacher-led scaffolding—through prompts, examples, ru-
brics, and reflective questions—was central to student task
success "), Other studies highlighted the teacher’s role
in guiding learners through cognitively demanding code-
mixed interpreting tasks *”, and emphasized their respon-

sibility in developing students’ digital literacy *”. These

evolving responsibilities mirror Garrison and Vaughan’s
(2008) Col model ', where teaching presence is not lim-
ited to content delivery but extends to instructional design
and discourse facilitation.

However, few studies examined how teachers de-
velop these competencies. This points to a critical research
gap in professional development for blended TBLT, par-
ticularly in low-resource or rapidly digitizing contexts.
Future implementation success will depend on institutional
support for ongoing teacher training in task design, digital
pedagogy, and assessment literacy. Without adequate sup-
port, even well-designed models may fail in practice due
to teacher discomfort or implementation inconsistency. A
promising framework to guide such professional develop-
ment is Mishra and Koehler’s Technological Pedagogical
Content Knowledge (TPACK) model “*. TPACK em-
phasizes the interconnected knowledge domains teachers
need to effectively integrate technology into pedagogy and
subject content. Applying TPACK to blended TBLT would
support educators in aligning digital tools with task-based
goals and linguistic content, while also addressing learner
variability and institutional constraints. Structured training
programs informed by TPACK can enhance teacher readi-
ness by building confidence in digital task design, promot-
ing pedagogical flexibility, and fostering reflective teach-
ing practices. This framework is especially relevant for
preparing educators to navigate the pedagogical demands
of blended TBLT across diverse educational and techno-

logical contexts.

5. Pedagogical Implications

The integration of BL and TBLT presents significant
opportunities for innovation in EFL instruction. However,
its success depends not only on technological adoption, but
on pedagogical intentionality, instructional design, teacher
development, and institutional alignment.

Effective blended TBLT requires that pedagogical
tasks be thoughtfully sequenced across digital and face-to-
face environments, ensuring coherence between each phase
of the task cycle and the functions of digital tools. For
example, pre-task video input can activate schemata and
reduce cognitive load **', while post-task peer review and
reflection via asynchronous platforms foster deeper meta-

. .. P 18,34 .
linguistic awareness and autonomous revision """, This
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principle is further exemplified in recent implementations
of web-based educational escape rooms, which integrate
grammar instruction into narrative-driven, problem-solving
tasks and support both linguistic accuracy and learner en-
gagement through immediate feedback and contextualized
repetition ! Aligning tasks with platform affordances—
rather than using technology for its own sake—is essential
to maximizing learner engagement and learning outcomes ',

Equally critical is the design of authentic, role-based
tasks that simulate real-world communication. Tasks that
involve learners acting as reporters, interviewers, or inter-
preters—using tools like Google Docs, collaborative LMS
platforms, or mobile applications—have been shown to
enhance linguistic performance and promote 21st-century
competencies such as digital literacy, creativity, and team-

333 When students perceive the communicative

work !
relevance of what they are doing, they are more likely to
invest cognitively and emotionally in the task "),

The evolving role of the teacher in blended TBLT en-
vironments underscores the need for targeted and sustained
professional development. Teachers must develop both
technical proficiency and pedagogical agility—the ability
to design, facilitate, and assess tasks within complex digital
ecosystems. This involves more than software training; it
calls for a deep understanding of how technology can sup-
port meaning negotiation, learner autonomy, and formative
assessment “>*”!. Garrison and Vaughan’s concept of teach-
ing presence—encompassing instructional design, facilita-
tion, and direct instruction—provides a useful framework
for structuring teacher training. Professional learning com-
munities, peer mentoring networks, and reflective teaching
journals may support this transition effectively.

At the institutional level, systemic support is essential
for sustainable implementation. Access to stable internet,
digital devices, and technical support must be guaranteed
to ensure that blended TBLT does not exacerbate existing
inequities **). Institutions should conduct needs analyses to
identify resource gaps and tailor their support accordingly.
In under-resourced settings, scalable solutions such as mo-
bile-based learning, offline-compatible platforms, and low-
bandwidth tools (e.g., WhatsApp, audio messaging) may
offer viable alternatives. In under-resourced settings, spe-
cific tools and task formats can make blended TBLT feasi-

ble without requiring high-speed internet or advanced de-

vices. Offline-compatible mobile apps (e.g., Kolibri, Smart
Recorder), downloadable audio/video input, and low-data
communication tools like WhatsApp or Telegram allow
learners to access tasks, submit recordings, and engage in
reflection asynchronously ****. Teachers can assign voice-
based speaking tasks, peer-reviewed writing, or reading
tasks using PDF annotations. These approaches preserve
the core principles of TBLT—authenticity, interaction, and
learner autonomy—while adapting to local constraints. To
ensure broader adoption, teacher training programs should
incorporate low-tech strategies, and institutions should en-
dorse flexible curricular pathways that allow such adapta-
tions to thrive ®7.

Furthermore, curricular flexibility and policy align-
ment are necessary to allow teachers the time, autonomy,
and curricular space to develop and implement blended
TBLT models *. In addition to institutional alignment,
policy-level action is needed to address structural inequi-
ties and support the long-term scalability of blended TBLT.
National and regional education authorities should invest
in digital infrastructure (e.g., broadband access, device
provision), allocate funding for ongoing teacher training
in digital and task-based pedagogy, and integrate blended
learning models into curricular policy frameworks. Public—
private partnerships and open-access national platforms
may also support implementation at scale. Without co-
ordinated policy support, even well-designed pedagogi-
cal models risk remaining isolated or unsustainable—
particularly in low-resource settings where digital divides
are most pronounced. Strategic educational planning and
systemic investment are therefore essential to achieving
equitable and inclusive blended TBLT .

Finally, pedagogical inclusivity must remain a core
priority. While most existing models were tested with
university learners in technologically advanced contexts,
future applications should adapt blended TBLT for diverse
learners—including young learners, adult migrants, or stu-
dents with limited access. This calls for differentiated task
design, culturally responsive materials, and low-tech im-
plementation pathways that preserve core TBLT principles.

In short, the pedagogical promise of blended TBLT
lies not in technology itself, but in how educators leverage
digital affordances to design tasks that are purposeful, en-

gaging, and contextually responsive. For meaningful adop-
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tion, innovation must be matched by equity, reflection, and

institutional vision.

6. Conclusions

This systematic review affirms that the integration of
Blended Learning (BL) and Task-Based Language Teach-
ing (TBLT) in EFL education offers a pedagogically pow-
erful approach to fostering not only linguistic proficiency
but also learner motivation, autonomy, and engagement.
By synthesizing findings from 20 empirical studies across
diverse educational settings, this review highlights how
blended TBLT, when supported by well-sequenced task
design and strategically aligned technologies, can create
rich opportunities for authentic communication, reflective
practice, and sustained language development ™',

The evidence underscores that effective blended
TBLT hinges on the alignment between pedagogical goals,
technological affordances, and learner needs. Meaningful
outcomes are most likely when instructional design inte-
grates multimodal input, collaborative output, and iterative
feedback, and when teachers are empowered as facilita-
tors, designers, and mediators of digital tasks **”. At its
best, blended TBLT supports contextualized language use
and learner-centered engagement, aligning closely with
contemporary theories of second language acquisition and
instructional scaffolding !'****.

However, the full promise of blended TBLT remains
contingent upon addressing several implementation chal-
lenges. Task authenticity must be grounded in learners’

[12,47],

communicative realities ; platform choice must serve

pedagogical intention, not the reverse; and teacher roles

must evolve through continuous professional develop-

3,58

ment ***. Furthermore, the field must broaden its focus to

include underrepresented skill areas such as listening, pro-

37,42 .
B7421 " as well as diverse learner

. . 43,4
populations and low-resource environments *>*,

nunciation, and pragmatics

Future research should prioritize longitudinal, multi-
contextual, and equity-oriented investigations that explore
how blended TBLT can be scaled, sustained, and adapted

to evolving global needs. As technology becomes increas-
ingly embedded in education, the challenge is not whether
to blend, but how to do so meaningfully, inclusively, and

with pedagogical integrity.
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Appendix A
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Table Al. Cont.
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Title Author(s) Educational Res?arch Integration La.nguage Major Findings
and Year Level Design Model Skills
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