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            Abstract
          
        

        
          Much attention has been focused on integrating technology into task-based language teaching in L2 writing due to the gradual increases using computer-mediated communication (CMC). However, what is essential in CMC settings is the selection of appropriate tasks. When designing tasks, one critical question relates to the adjustment of task complexity level. This study aimed to examine the effects of synchronous CMC (SCMC) tasks and task complexity on developing writing. The participants of the study were 43 students at a Korean university. The students were divided into two groups, the experimental group who carried out a series of SCMC tasks, and the traditional group. The mixed research was conducted using quantitative data such as students’ writing pre-, mid-, and post-tests and qualitative data, including reflective journals. Findings from the study revealed that SCMC tasks positively affected the development of L2 writing ability compared to the traditional group. Second, task complexity in the SCMC setting did not affect developing writing ability, but what was interesting was that students perceived complex tasks in the SCMC setting to help develop writing ability. Based on the study, further research will need to modify research design, procedures, and tasks and implement various other task-specific measures.
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