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            Abstract
          
        

        
          Although accuracy is among the common dimensions of L2 performance that is investigated in the majority of task-based research, a limited range of measures—usually the number of error-free units or number of total errors per unit—are used to measure this feature. The present study attempted to conduct an in-depth analysis of the specific types of errors that are more susceptible to task closure and increases in task complexity. The written performance of 45 Korean learners of English was examined, and errors were divided into six major categories. It was found that increasing task complexity led to significantly greater numbers of noun ending errors and article errors. A significant interaction between task complexity and task closure was also found on the number of lexical errors. Findings are interpreted in terms of Skehan’s (1996, 1998) Trade-Off Hypothesis, the nature of the tasks, and participants’ L2 proficiency level.
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