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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF PLANNING WITH WRITING
ON THE FLUENCY, COMPLEXITY, AND ACCURACY OF L2 ORAINARRATIVES

By

Hiep Thien Chau

This study is aimed to investigate whether plannit§ writing enhances the fluency,
complexity, and accuracy of L2 oral narratives.éehgroups of intermediate EFL learners at a
university in Vietnam with 30 participants in eguérformed a picture-based narrative under one
of the conditions: no planning, planning withouitmg (rehearsal), and planning with writing.
Given 10 minutes of planning, the planning-witheutting group were told to rehearse their
performance while the planning-with-writing grougne told to write out the narrative in full
sentences. A post-task interview was also conduotpdobe what participants chose to attend to
while planning.

All the oral performances were transcribed andyamal using a comprehensive set of
measures for fluency, complexity, and accuracy.-@ag ANOVA results showed that both
rehearsal and writing before speaking had signitiedfects on all the three aspects of oral
production, but there was no significant differebe¢ween planning with and without writing.
The rehearsals and written narratives during ptamnvhich were analyzed and triangulated
with the interview data, also revealed that botnping groups, in general, had similar patterns
of planning with lexical search taking most of thine. The planning-with-writing group
tended to focus more on form than the planning-autkwriting group.

The evidence from this study furthers our undeditamof the effect of planning on oral

task-based performance and supports a comprehaygiveach to detecting the planning effect



using both general and specific measures. Thengsdalso inform L2 researchers and teachers

of the relationship between writing and speaking2rdevelopment.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

“Are you going to have an oral dissertation def@fise

“Yes, | am terribly worried.”

“Don’t panic. Be well-prepared.”

“Thank you. | know, but how?”

The conversation above may reflect part of a réalstenario in which one speaker has
an important oral task and needs to prepare fblatmally, the more important and complex the
task is, the more time and effort the speaker dasilize for preparation. The process of
planning for speaking may involve multiple rehe&gsaaking notes, creating an outline, or
even writing out the whole script with the simpimaf improving oral fluency during task
performance. These common planning activities @edsily observed not only in real life but
also in second language (L2) learning because &raées need more time than L1 speakers to
retrieve appropriate vocabulary and plan the stinestfor expressing their message as well as try
to articulate their speech. In other words, thecgss of formulating the language representation
and articulating it in L2 speech production is lagsomatic than in L1 production (Kormos,
2011). As a result, pre-task planning is esseatidl beneficial for L2 learners’ interlanguage
development, especially in the context of foreigmguage teaching and learning where learners
have few opportunities to practice using the talgeguage outside the classroom.

As in most of the foreign language environmentsijtaénglish as a foreign language
(EFL) learners in Vietham have more exposure tdteriEnglish than spoken English. Through

seven years of lower and upper secondary schaowlests have no more than two hours and a



half per week for studying English and have to tamity prepare for written English tests that
focus on reading, grammar, and sentence transfanmathis heavily grammar-based tradition
comes from the application of the Grammar-TranstaMethod because many EFL teachers see
it as suitable for dealing with large classes irtdWam while they have to teach under the
curriculum pressure, with limited time, and witmamunication in English not being the top
priority of the formal language instruction.

Another reason for the dominance of the Grammansgladion Method in the Vietnam
context is that teachers tend to teach in the Wway have been taught, and many generations of
EFL teachers in Vietham have learned English maglyeading, doing grammar exercises, and
taking numerous structure-based tests. In factndmese learners of English learn the foreign
language for testing, not for acquisition. Even wheore innovative methods and approaches
for communication in class are introduced at c@liyel, they have been struggling to find a
place in a teaching and learning culture wheresctasns are mostly teacher-centered and the
noise of students practicing communication in clasmetimes unacceptable to many other
teachers teaching nearby. As a result of this teggtractice, it is not surprising that Vietnamese
EFL students tend to be better at writing than kipgaEnglish and often rely on their explicit
knowledge during language production. Experiencg@aching in such a context, | have been
wondering if EFL students can carry the vocabuéarg structures in their writing over to
speaking and if English teachers can help studrriseed in doing so by asking them to plan
with writing before speaking.

Over the last two decades, the impact of pre-téskning on second language production
has attracted extensive research due to its pahb@nefits in the task-based language teaching

program (e.g., Ellis, 1987; Foster & Skehan, 13&&8yauchi, 2005; Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008;



Yuan & Ellis, 2003). The effects of planning haweeh examined mainly based on three aspects
of language production: fluency, complexity, anduacy (Skehan, 1998; Skehan & Foster,
1999). There is a consensus that pre-task plarirae@ beneficial effect on fluency, but there
are mixed results for complexity and accuracy §ER005, 2009). A question that remains
unanswered is why planning seems not to enhantieeaihree aspects of language production
simultaneously.

The problem with mixed results in pre-task planmesgearch has fueled a debate
between the advocates of the Limited Capacity Hygsis (e.g., Skehan, 1998; Bygate, 1999)
and the Cognition Hypothesis (Robinson, 2001a, 220%1). The Limited Capacity Hypothesis
claims that humans possess limited attentionalress, thus they cannot attend to many aspects
of language under time pressure, resulting in@detaff between them, which means learners
may focus on one of the three dimensions—fluenagmexity, and accuracy--to the detriment
of the other two. This trade-off effect was assunaeelxplain why previous studies on pre-task
planning failed to prove the parallel gains in theee components of language production.

However, the Cognition Hypothesis claims that leasrcan simultaneously access
multiple and non-competitional attentional pools déimat complex tasks should promote more
accurate and complex, though less fluent, langtizae simpler counterpart tasks. As a
consequence, if task complexity is manipulatednayaasing the cognitive demands of a task,
complexity and accuracy can be improved at the dane If Robinson is right, the problem
that needs to be solved is how researchers cagrdasask to be cognitively complex enough to
orient learner attention to the linguistic asp&détthe output. In addition, as categorized in the
Triadic Componential Framework developed by Robin@®07), planning time is a task

complexity characteristic that can support L2 leasnn producing more complex and accurate



language if the task is manipulated as a cognijtieemplex task. Little research to date has
provided convincing evidence for the comprehenbemefits of pre-task planning, thus partly
explained why the debate over the role of plantimg between the two hypotheses has not
been settled yet.

Moreover, it is possible that whether or not a tastognitively demanding chiefly
depends on how researchers or teachers instrulgaireers to perform the task. There has been
a paucity of studies looking at the role of dethidgiidance (Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008;
Sagarun, 2005) in planning and performing a taskisT there is also a need to reanalyze the
guidance for pre-task planning in previous resetodee how it influences learner attention
during planning and performance. Another importarstion is whether the mode of planning
can enhance learner focus on form. While writingesgys to direct learners to focus more on
form (Ellis, 1987; Weissberg, 2000; Williams, 200w studies have investigated writing as a
planning activity prior to oral performance (Kaway®005).

Motivated by the aforementioned gaps, the predediyss intended to investigate
whether pre-task planning with writing can imprdkie fluency, complexity, and accuracy of L2
oral narratives. The results are expected to yatief hypotheses that planning with writing will
induce greater fluency, complexity, and accuracheL2 learners’ oral narratives than no
planning and that planning with writing will enalil2 learners to attend more to grammatical
form than no planning.

The current study contributes to our knowledge digrassing important issues in pre-
task planning studies. First, the findings of thedg provide evidence for the supporting role of
planning as a task characteristic that can helgldpvhe fluency, complexity, and accuracy of

L2 production as proposed by the Cognition Hypatheecond, | argue that the role of task



instructions and detailed guidance for planningadrgreat significance in deciding the
complexity of a task. Third, given the compreheasmeasures of fluency, complexity, and
accuracy in the study, researchers may have corded| designing more task-specific or
sensitive measures to gauge the effects. Fourtefthct of planning with writing on oral
production gives insights into the writing-speakaunnections. Ultimately, the study suggests
some pedagogical implications for the task-basadhieg programs.

This dissertation is organized in five chaptersa@br 1 presents an overview of the
rationale, purpose, context, and significance efdtudy. Chapter 2 reviews the relevant
literature and previous studies on pre-task plajmrhapter 3 explains the methodology of the
study. Chapter 4 reports the results of quantieadid qualitative analyses. Finally, Chapter 5
discusses the findings and their implications, agkrdges the limitations of the study, and

evaluates the contributions to the body of pre-fdakning research.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, | first review the models of fiestd second language speech production
as theoretical background for understanding thegesing mechanisms involved in performing
oral tasks. This review will be followed by an exaation of the constructs commonly used to
measure language production, nanfelgncy, complexitygndaccuracy Next, | present
previous planning studies and discuss their cordmgnresults from the perspectives of the
Limited Capacity Hypothesis (e.g., Skehan, 199&jd&g, 1999) and the Cognition Hypothesis
(Robinson, 2001a, 2005, 2011). Then, | propose pugating detailed guidance for planning and
writing as a planning activity to promote more fe@n form during planning and performance.

The chapter ends with the research questions gnatlingses of the study.

Models of first and second language speech praatucti

The most influential model of first language (Ispeech production in psycholinguistics
is probably the one developed by Levelt (1989, 1988is model consists of three main stages,
namely, theconceptualizertheformulator, and thearticulator, processing language in a
unidirectional, incremental way. In the stage af@eptualization, language production starts
with the processes of conceiving an intention foress, selecting the relevant information from
long-term memory or the environment, segmentingaxdering that information for
constructing the intended utterances. Levelt aistinguished betweemacro-planningand
micro-planningconceptualization processes. Macro-planning irs®bhe elaboration of a
communicative goal expressed by speech acts {@grming, directing, requesting, and so on)
and the retrieval of appropriate information. Migrianning involves assigning the right

propositional shape to these chunks of informagiod deciding on matters such as what the



topic or focus of the utterance will be. The pradafcconceptualization is called the preverbal
message with all the essential information to fiaing meaning into language. Following
conceptualization is the stage of formulation respae for the grammatical, lexical, and
phonological encoding of the message. It meansatithis stage speakers have to translate the
conceptual representation into a linguistic formskiecting the individual words that they want
to say and put them together to form a sentenoeslt eonsidered this stage “a largely automatic
process” (p.21). Finally, the processes of artimoieinvolve detailed phonetic and articulatory
planning to ensure that the sounds must be prodadbé correct sequence in overt speech. In
addition, according to Levelt, the language produseassumed to be monitored at all three
levels. The process of monitoring includes checkimggcorrectness and appropriateness of the
speech production. It can be inferred that if aaplag opportunity is given to task performers,
they can use it to conduct monitoring at any ofdaheve levels.

Extending Levelt's (1989, 1999) work as well asorporating previous models of L2
speech production (de Bot, 1992; Poulisse & Bortga&094; Towell et al., 1996), Kormos
(2011) proposed a bilingual speech production.fisienoted that there is a consensus among
speech production researchers on four importanpooents of language production:
conceptualization, formulation, articulation, amdfsnonitoring, among which
conceptualization, formulation, and articulatiofider each other in this order. Additionally, in
L1 production, planning the message requires attenivhereas formulation and articulation are
mainly automatic, and therefore processing mechasan work in parallel, making L1 speech
generally smooth and fast. Nevertheless, for bilaigpeakers, many of the syntactic and
phonological rules in L2 are not automatized aredassumed to be stored in a declarative

memory of L2 specific knowledge. This is the fouktfowledge store that Kormos (2011) added



to the three other knowledge stores proposed irlEey(1999) model which include the store
for the knowledge of the external and internal wpothe mental lexicon, and the syllabary. She
finally acknowledged that despite a number of ddfees existing between first and second
language speech production, the basic psycholiigugechanisms in producing speech seem to
be very similar (Kormos, 2006b, 2011).

Segalowitz (2010) also proposed a model of thedeaker, adapted from Levelt's
(1999) “blueprint” of the monolingual speaker, tbieh he added fluency vulnerability points
where L2 speakers’ disfluencies could result fromirtdifficulties in speech processing. These
critical points include microplanning, grammatieaicoding, lexical retrieval, morpho-
phonological encoding, phonetic encoding, articatgtand self-perception. Perhaps, planning

time could be conceptualized as a way for L2 spesaticecircumvent these vulnerability points.

Measuring language production

Many researchers believe that the constructs gfdrformance are multi-dimensional in
nature and that these dimensions can be compre&egnsaptured by the notions fdiency
complexityandaccuracy(Ellis, 2003; Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Housen &iken, 2009; Norris
& Ortega, 2009; Skehan, 1998). Fluency “concereddhrner’s capacity to produce language in
real time without undue pausing or hesitation” (&kg 1996, p. 22). Various ways of measuring
this have been devised--speech rate, pause |esilghice, false starts, repetitions, and
reformulations. This interpretation of fluency istehct from the concept of fluency as overall
proficiency (Derwing et al., 2009; Lennon, 1990eB8&n & Foster, 1999; Trofimovich & Baker,
2006). Furthermore, it is important to note thatudh fluency denotes an automatic procedural

skill on the part of the speaker, it can also besatered from the standpoint of the listener



(Derwing et al., 2009). Previous studies of oraéficy found that fillers, excessive and
inappropriate pausing, false starts, self-corresti@and a slow speech rate can all negatively
affect native listeners’ judgments on L2 comprefiglhty (Derwing & Munro, 2001; Derwing et
al., 2007; Munro & Derwing, 2001). Therefore, givibe unavailability of listener judgments,
researchers can treat fluency as a multi-dimensmoestruct consisting of three components:
speed fluency (e.g., number of syllables per minteakdown fluency (e.qg., filled and unfilled
pauses per minute), and repair fluency (e.qg.,&mifections, repetitions, replacements, and false
starts per minute) (Housen & Kuiken, 2009; Skel2&09; Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005).

As for complexity, this term was first introducedan L2 model by Skehan (1989) which
included fluency, complexity, and accuracy as tired principal proficiency dimensions.
Complexity concerns “the extent to which the larggiproduced in performing a task is
elaborate and varied” (Ellis, 2003, p. 340). Thedimition of complexity refers to the linguistic
complexity of L2 performance and proficiency. Aatioig to Housen and Kuiken (2009),
linguistic complexity has been commonly understasdthesize elaboratenessichness and
diversityof the learner’s linguistic L2 system” (p.464). dseires of complexity are generally
based on the extent to which subordination is ei¢g., number of clauses per T-unit or C-
unit) (Elder & Iwashita, 2005; Ellis & Yuan, 2008awauchi, 2005). In some studies, lexical
complexity has been assessed (e.g., by meansetaypn ratio) (Laufer, 1991; Ortega, 1999;
Robinson, 2001b). However, as Norris and Orteg@4ppointed out, the way researchers
operationalize the construct of complexity has begyoverished. They suggest using more
specific, dynamic, and sensitive measures in amdtth general measures in order to tap
complexity multidimensionally such as structuraligty and phrasal elaboration (e.g., mean

length of clause).



Regarding accuracy, Housen and Kuiken (2009) cthahit is “probably the oldest,
most transparent and most consistent construc#g®). Accuracy refers to the extent to which
the language produced conforms to target languagas(Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998), thus
deviations from the norm are usually characteraeérrors. Researchers have varied in how
they measured accuracy. Some (e.g., Crookes, Y9@jlesworth, 1997) have preferred to
examine how accurately specific grammatical feat(eeg., articles) are used while others have
elected to use more generalized measures suchianh{age of error-free clauses (Skehan &
Foster, 2005; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). To better meaghe accuracy of L2 performance as a multi-
componential construct like fluency and complexitgth general and task-specific measures
should be employed as proposed by Housen and K(@#)®9) as well as Norris and Ortega
(2009).

According to Skehan (1998), these three aspegisrédrmance need to be distinguished
because they are differentially affected by theipalar type of processing a learner adopts. He
suggests that under certain conditions learnetiwlose to draw on their lexicalized
knowledge of language, resulting in enhanced flyewhile under others they will be able to
refer to their rule-based system, leading to greaimplexity and/or accuracy. Among the

conditions that Skehan identifies as influentialhis respect is the opportunity for planning.

Planning research and issues
Over the last 20 years, studies have investigéiedtpact of planning on language
production (e.g., Crookes, 1989; Ellis, 1987; Fo&t&kehan, 1996; Kawauchi, 2005; Mehnert,
1998; Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008; Ortega, 1999; Sanga2005; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). Most

studies are based on information processing th&drigh claims that humans possess a limited
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processing capacity, and thus are not able to aithnd to all aspects of a task simultaneously
(Anderson, 1995; Baddeley & Logie, 1999). Secomgjleage (L2) learners, especially those
with limited proficiency, seem to find it difficutb attend to meaning and form at the same time,
so they have to make decisions about how to abdibetir attentional resources by prioritizing
one aspect of language over others (Anderson, 188Hhan, 1996, 1998; Skehan & Foster,
1999, 2001; VanPatten, 1990). Thus, it is belietwad L2 learners can compensate for these
processing limitations if they have an opportumitylan the linguistic and propositional content
of an upcoming task; as a result, the quality efrthnguistic output could improve (Skehan,
1996).

Research has so far supported the claim that plgnniadvance has a beneficial effect
on fluency, but the results for complexity and aaecy are more mixed (Ellis, 2009; Ortega,
1999). Pre-task planning has shown to result ireesed fluency (e.g., Crookes, 1989; Foster &
Skehan, 1996; Gilabert, 2007; Skehan & Foster, 208%okoli & Skehan, 2005; Wigglesworth,
1997; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). Mehnert (1998) investegadifferent lengths of planning time (none,
1 minute, 5 minutes, and 10 minutes) and founddhaltfluency improved with each increase in
planning time. Interestingly, planning appearsdueha greater effect on fluency in the case of
less complex tasks; for instance, Skehan and F@€617) reported that planners paused less
than non-planners in the personal information aardative tasks but not in the decision-making
task.

Many studies also report a positive effect of plagriime on the complexity of learners’
oral productions (e.g., Ortega, 1999; Sangarun5208vokoli & Skehan, 2005; Wigglesworth,
1997; Yuan & Ellis, 2003); however, the results ao€ consistent. Those studies that involved a

monologic performance (Kawauchi, 2005; Yuan & EI#603) reported that planning assisted
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complexity. In relation to task complexity, Foséerd Skehan (1996) found that pre-task
planning led to greater grammatical richness iir fpersonal information and narrative tasks but
not in the decision-making task; in contrast, Sketwad Foster (1997) failed to find any effect of
planning on complexity in the narrative task. Relgag planning variables, Mehnert's (1998)
study found no effect for planning on complexityaimy of her time conditions. Neither
Kawauchi (2005) nor Mochizuki and Ortega (2008)fdwany significant difference in the effect
of the different types of planning they investightelowever, there is some evidence that the
degree of guidance provided influences outcomesteFand Skehan (1996) found that detailed
planning resulted in greater grammatical complefatythe first 5 minutes of task performance
than undetailed planning, a finding that they egded in Skehan and Foster (2005).

More mixed results have been reported for accudrious studies suggest that a
number of factors influence whether pre-task plagmeads to more accuracy. One factor that
appears to influence the results for accuracyddehrner’s proficiency. Kawauchi (2005) found
that planning had much more effect with learner®waf proficiency than with advanced level
learners. Specifically, she reported that onlyltive proficiency learners improved on regular
past tense as a result of the planning opportuhiis study suggests the importance of
controlling for learner proficiency when investigay the effects of planning on accuracy.
Regarding planning time, no significant differemeas found in linguistic accuracy between
groups that were given planning time and thosewleaé not (Wigglesworth, 1997; Yuan and
Ellis, 2003). However, Mehnert (1998) found thatreased accuracy was evident with learners
who were given just 1 minute to plan but that alligymore time (5 minutes or 10 minutes) did
not result in any additional gains in accuracy.desh findings for accuracy also vary from one

linguistic feature to another. Ellis (1987) foummdt planning had a positive effect on the
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accuracy of regular, “rule-governed” past tensenfo(e.g.worked, but not on the accuracy of
irregular past tense forms (e.gygn). However, Crookes (1989) found no effect on the of
articles. In her study of Spanish learners, Or{@§&89) found positive accuracy effects for
planning on noun-modifiers but not on articles. Aidtally, Skehan and Foster (1997) found
that the type of task influenced whether planniag an effect on accuracy; planning led to
increased accuracy in the case of a personal aadative task, but not in a decision-making
task. In another joint study, Foster and Skehaf§18howed that pre-task planning had an
effect on general linguistic accuracy when planmrag unguided, but not when it was guided.

Nevertheless, the evidence in support of someeadelgeneralizations remains meager.

Trade-off effects

To explain why the effects of planning on complgxnhd accuracy are more variable,
researchers who hold the view that humans havéelthattention mechanism and processing
capacity (e.g., Skehan, 1998; Bygate, 1999; Sk&hloster, 1997, 1999) proposed a trade-off
effect. In their view, fluency is seen as an aspét2 production competing for attentional
resources with accuracy, while accuracy in turn petes with complexity. Learners may focus
on one of the three dimensions to the detrimeth@bther two. For instance, Skehan and Foster
(1997) argued that the planners in their study vaéte to use the planning time to attend to
accuracy because they did not need to devote niteftian to encoding the content in the
picture-based narrative task. On the other hanthdrdecision-making task, which was
inherently unstructured, they used the planningtimsort out how to express complex ideas; as

a result, little capacity was left to attend towwecy.
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Task complexity

A different view known as the Cognition Hypothegisposed by Robinson (2001a,
2001b, 2003, 2005, 2011) claims that learners saal&neously access multiple and non-
competitional attentional pools and that complesks$ashould promote more accurate and
complex, though less fluent, language than simgenterpart tasks. More specifically,
Robinson distinguishes between two subgroups &ftagables contributing to task complexity
—resource-directing and resource-dispersing dinoaissi-to explain task effects. Resource-
directing dimensions (e.qg., requiring temporal refiee, and/or spatial reasoning) make
conceptual/communicative demands; thus, increaasigcomplexity along these dimensions
has the potential to direct learners’ attentiomal memory resources to lexical, morphological,
and syntactic aspects of the L2 system required¢arately understand and convey concepts,
such as space and time as well as motion. Fomostaasks requiring referencetitme should
promote the use of more developmentally advance@h®e and aspectual encoding (Shirali,
2002 as cited in Robinson, Cadierno, & Shirai, 200 contrast, resource-dispersing
dimensions (e.g., including planning time, taskcnire, and prior knowledge) place
performative/procedural demands on cognition, thasitating automatic access to and control
of existing interlanguage resources. However, asiregg complexity along these dimensions
(e.g., by removing planning time) does not direetrher attention to features of linguistic code
but simply disperses it over many linguistic and-haguistic aspects of the task. On this
resource-dispersing dimension of task complexitg,dognition hypothesis predicts lower
accuracy, complexity, and fluency of performanaetésks performed with less support
available, compared to those where support is geakiln such cases, the effects of increasing

the complexity of a resource-directing characteri&.g., by requiring temporal reference) may
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be weakened or negated by increasing the complekayresource-dispersing characteristic
(e.q., by taking away planning time). Thus, acaagdo the Cognition Hypothesis, there are
likely to be “synergic effects” on speech productwhen tasks are made complex along both
resource-directing and resource-dispersing dimesssonultaneously (Robinson, 2011, p. 21).

There have been several studies presenting dap@ive of the Cognition Hypothesis
(Gilabert, 2007; Ishikawa, 2007; Iwashita, McNam&dlder, 2001; Kuiken & Vedder, 2008;
Robinson, 1995). However, as Skehan (2009) poutstioe evidence is still limited because
some studies report raised accuracy, but no inereasomplexity (Gilabert, 2007; Kuiken &
Veddar, 2008), and some others involve written,arat performance (Ishikawa, 2007; Kuiken
& Vedder, 2008). A recent meta-analysis of nine parable studies manipulating task
complexity along the resource-directing dimensi@awealed small positive effects for accuracy
during monologic task performances and small negatffects for fluency, which is concluded
to be consistent with predictions of the Cognitidypothesis (Jackson & Suethanapornkul,
2013). Nevertheless, predictions about syntactisptexity are not supported by the findings of
the study.

Therefore, the present study is another attembtisnstrand of research in the hope of
achieving more balanced gains in all the three@spe L2 oral performance—complexity,
accuracy, and fluency--by manipulating the medgatwle of some combined factors such as

planning time, detailed guidance, and writing gdasning activity.

Guided planning
An interesting strategy for investigating how tomote the quality of language

production is “to manipulate the very nature ofnplmg” by modifying instructions for planning
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(Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008, p. 15). Indeed, instrans before planning play a very critical role
in planning activities since they may focus theress’ attention on a certain aspect of language
performance rather than another. Consequentlyrtecplar concern has been with whether this
strategy can foster linguistic accuracy, an areahith planning effects have been inconclusive.
The reason for not being able to see the effeptasfning on accuracy in L2 production may
have been that the instructions provided in prevgtudies were too broad (e.g., asking the
learners to consider “the syntax, lexis, contemd, @rganization of what they would say”)
(Foster & Skehan, 1996) or rather vague (e.qg.,ttrthink of the vocabulary and grammar you
may use in the story”) (Yuan & Ellis, 2003). Althglu Foster and Skehan (1996) hypothesized
that detailed/guided planning would help learnetseve greater accuracy during oral
production than undetailed/unguided planning an@laaning, they found no difference
possibly because what they called detailed/guidadning may not have been focused enough
to direct learners’ attention to features of lirgjig code.

In the strand of guided planning research, Sang@®05) asked 40 Thai EFL students
to perform oral tasks under one of four conditiangimal, meaning-focused, form-focused,
and meaning-plus-form-focused planning. In the féocused condition, students were asked to
pay attention to up to four specific structuregath task. Unlike Foster and Skehan (1996),
Sangarun found positive effects for the three plagnoonditions on the speech quality, including
accuracy. She argued that the types of plannipgawious studies were not operationalized in a
way that could encourage attention to form. Mosengly, Mochizuki and Ortega (2008)
succeeded in getting improved accuracy by provigdpegific instructions on language to be
used with a brief handout about how to use relatiaases, resulting in more accurate relative

clauses in the narratives of the guided plannigigmvhile showing the same global levels of
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complexity and fluency in comparison with the narpling and unguided planning groups. Their
results indicate that greater accuracy in langymsg®rmance may be achieved if guided
planning is defined as a condition in which plasreme given specific grammatical guidance to
focus their attention on certain linguistic forr&vertheless, the definition of guided planning
has been ambiguous since it is unknown whethéronlsl guide learners what to focus on during

planning or how to plan their performance.

Planning with writing

There have been legitimate arguments for linkinga&mg and writing in L2 classrooms
(e.g., Weissberg, 2006). However, while the rolepd#aking in scaffolding writing is
increasingly well-supported empirically througheasch on peer review, student-teacher
conferencing, collaborative talk, or tutoring (elgu & Hansen, 2002; Pathey-Chavez & Ferris,
1997; Storch, 1999; Williams, 2004), research ow laiting can support speaking has received
only modest attention. It is argued that literatayp a central role in second language
acquisition in classroom settings (Harklau, 2008) particularly has important effects on
human oral language processing (Tarone & Bigel®@52. Writing obviously provides a means
of practicing the language one is learning to spaak the act of reflection during writing is
theoretically claimed to slow down cognitive prasieg of language, offering great opportunities
for planning and allowing for explicit attentiorr, moticing (Williams, 2008).

As Williams (2008) notes, research has indicatednty that learners introduce forms in
their writing that they have not yet used in spegkbut also that using a form in the planned
context of writing may lead to use in unplannedagjey contexts. For example, Weissberg's

(2000) study, comparing the acquisition of syntafgatures in the speech and writing of five L2
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learners of English, found that writing (in painedtten tasks) appeared to be “the preferred
medium for the emergence of new morpho-syntactim$d (p. 37). In addition, he found that
learners’ use of these forms was more accurateitmg/than in speech, a finding in line with
previous research on planning time in oral produc{Ellis, 1987). A longitudinal study (Kim,
2008) of two beginning ESL students enrolled indiergarten also showed that integrated
instruction (i.e., oral plus written) led to greagins in the students’ oral language development
than did an exclusively oral-only intervention. $arly, in another study of 44 ESL learners,
Adams and Ross-Feldman (2008) have observed thabeomtive writing and speaking does
appear to encourage more learner attention to foeasured through the use of language-related
episodes (LRESs) than collaborative speaking onbuweler, the measures of this study did not
reach statistical significance possibly due to $s®hple size; in addition, the task design did
not require writing before engagement in collahweaspeaking, so the influence of writing on
speaking cannot be determined yet and thus neetiefuesearch.

Recently, based on his investigation of 34 ESLregs, Blake (2009) argued for text-
based Internet chatting as a helpful way of imprgwral fluency because the automatization of
lexical and grammatical knowledge can be facildads the learners formulate their message.
Hardison’s (2011) study has also found that writim¢he form of various types of electronic
communication (versus writing course papers andrdtirms) is a significant predictor of oral
fluency for advanced ESL learners in L2 interadidfluency in this case was judged by native
speaking English raters who listened to the intevas of 124 Korean ESL graduate students.
This result is consistent with Payne’s (2002) fngdthat those engaging in online chatting
showed greater gains on an oral proficiency test those who did not, leading him to conclude

that there is a transfer of skills from writinggpeaking.
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Up to now, there has been no study investigatiegt@sk planning with writing except
Ellis’ (1987) and Kawauchi’s (2005) study. Though<Estudy was not originally designed for
this reason, the experimental conditions in higlgtuere similar to those which involve writing
as a planning activity before performing an orakté&llis asked all 17 ESL learners to perform a
narrative task under three conditions. In the timtdition, they were asked to perform a written
narrative based on a set of pictures. In the secondition, they orally retold the same story as
in condition 1 but without access to their writialgeady done. The learners were allowed to
record the story twice, but only the second retgllivas transcribed and analyzed, which means
the participants had the opportunity to rehearse tferformance. In the third condition, the
learners performed another oral narrative baseal set of pictures different from that in
condition one. The results of the study showedtti@imost accurate use of regular past tense
was evidenced in condition 1, followed by conditiyrand then by condition 3 despite no
statistically significant difference between thedions 2 and 3. Though Ellis’ study confounds
planning and modality conditions (i.e. conditiomgolved a written task while conditions 2 and
3 involved oral tasks), writing in condition 1 apped to afford more opportunity for focus on
form.

Unlike Ellis’ study, Kawauchi's (2005) study invad writing as a planning activity for
several reasons. First, writing may help the redesarto specify the content of planning. Most of
the previous studies have attempted to examinenpigreffects by requiring note-making, a
form of writing, to ensure that they were engagegdlanning. Usually, what learners did during
the planning time was often left to themselvest seuld not be clear what they were actually
doing while planning. If learners had been askedrite, we would have had a better picture of

their planning content. It is also observable thiaén people are given time to plan their speech
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and are left to their own devices, many of themgdently write it out. More importantly, writing
during planning is a kind of pushed output, aswai@’s output hypothesis which claims that
learners need to be pushed to make use of thewness, and then upon reflecting on their
output they need to consider ways of modifyingiehhance comprehensibility, appropriateness
and accuracy (Swain, 2005). However, Kawauchi’'®8&tudy found no significant difference
between the effects of planning with writing andgé of the other planning conditions like

rehearsal and reading on the fluency, complexityg, a&ccuracy of oral narratives.

The present study: Research questions and hypsthese

Given a strong need for more evidence to confirenatfiects of pre-task planning on
language accuracy and complexity in addition teriley, further research has to be conducted to
find a favorable planning condition in which alktthree aspects of linguistic performance can
be enhanced. | am particularly interested in twaesyof planning: planning with writing and
planning without writing (rehearsal), taking intocaunt such factors as task complexity,
detailed guidance of how to plan, and writing gdaaning activity. Therefore, the current study
is designed to investigate the effect of plannipgartunity on the fluency, complexity, and
accuracy of oral performance under three conditiplaning with writing, planning without
writing (rehearsal), and no planning. Specificailygddresses the following questions and

hypotheses:

Research Question(RQ1): What effects does planning with and withauting have on the

fluencyof an L2 oral narrative?
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Hypothesis 1Planning with and without writing will induce greer fluency in the L2 learners’
oral narratives than no planning, as predictechieyGognition Hypothesis (Robinson, 2001,
2005, 2007, 2011) due to the synergic effects gnpré-task planning studies to date (Ellis,

2009; Ortega, 1999).

Research Question(RQ2): What effects does planning with and withauting have on the
complexityof an L2 oral narrative?

Hypothesis 2Planning with and without writing may induce gexacomplexity in the L2

learners’ oral narratives than no planning dudé&odynergic effects as predicted by the
Cognition Hypothesis (Robinson, 2001, 2005, 20004,12.

Hypothesis 3Planning with writing may induce greater comptgxn the L2 learners’ oral
narratives than planning without writing and norplang because writing encourages attention to
linguistic form and there may be a transfer oflskilom writing to speaking, as predicted by

Blake (2009), Payne (2002), Weissberg (2000), ariiavyis (2008).

Research Question(®Q3): What effects does planning with and withauting have on the
accuracyof an L2 oral narrative?

Hypothesis 4Planning with and without writing may induce geyaaccuracy in the L2 learners’
oral narratives than no planning due to the syeezffects as predicted by the Cognition
Hypothesis (Robinson, 2001, 2005, 2007, 2011).

Hypothesis 5Planning with writing may induce greater accuracthe L2 learners’ oral

narratives than planning without writing and norplang because writing encourages attention to
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linguistic form and there may be a transfer oflskilom writing to speaking, as predicted by

Blake (2009), Payne (2002), Weissberg (2000), aritiavis (2008).

Research Question(RQ4): What do learners attend to during planning?

Hypothesis 6All the planners will attend to what they viewiagportant (e.g., communication
or accuracy) for task performance according tortimgiividual preferences, language expertise,
and interpretations of the task demands, as pestitlty Ortega (2005).

Hypothesis 7All the planners will attend to more lexical fosrthan grammatical forms, as
predicted by Poole (2005) and Williams (1999).

Hypothesis 8The planning-with-writing group will attend toagnmatical forms more than the
planning-without-writing and no-planning groups,pasdicted by previous research (Adams &

Ross-Feldman, 2008; Weissberg, 2000; Williams, 2008
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Research design

This study is a single-factor between-subject dewigh three conditionsio planning
(NP), planning without writing P-W), andplanning with writing(P+W). Three groups of
participants were asked to orally narrate a staiged on a set of six pictures. Prior to
performance, two planning groups with and withouting were asked to plan what they were
going to say, and some of them were selected fairfask interviews about their planning foci.
While the independent variable is the type of plagnthe dependent variables encompass both
general and specific measures of fluency, compteaitd accuracy for monologic oral

production. One-way ANOVAs were conducted to corafhe effects of the three conditions.

Participants

The participants in the study were 90 full-time ergtaduate students between the ages
of 18 and 21, including 67 females (about 74%) Z2Bdnales (about 26%). They were randomly
assigned to one of three experimental groups vithaticipants per group (see Table 1). At the
time of data collection, they were mainly secondryand third-year students majoring in
English Education, English Studies, and Englism$iaion and Interpreting at a large public
university in the Mekong Delta, Vietham, where thsearcher had worked as an instructor.
Starting to learn English as a foreign languaged_ |k grade six, they had been exposed to
English in formal classroom settings for at leaStyears, approximately 2 hours and a half a
week in middle and high school (for 7 years) angast 12 hours a week in their undergraduate

programs (for 1-2 years). As English learners faraign language environment, these
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participants had been exposed to more written $sipaken forms of the language and had few
opportunities to use the target language for comaoatine purposes outside the classroom. As
they had experienced basic language skills codosesto 4 semesters at the university, their
knowledge of written English was expected to be\edent to the intermediate to high
intermediate level. Thus, the participants wereiaesl to constitute a fairly homogeneous group
in terms of their age, educational backgroundt fasguage, English learning experience, and

English proficiency.

Table 1: Distribution of participants by gendercss three groups

Experimental Condition
NP P-W P+W Total Percent

Gender Female 20 25 22 67 74.4
Male 10 5 8 23 25.6
Total 30 30 30 90 100.0

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttig group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.

In addition, Skehan (2009), in his re-examinatiboamplexity, accuracy, and fluency
(CAF) measures, points to the lack of native spedita in CAF research. He claims that such
data are of crucial importance, as they constautaseline along which L2 learners can be
compared. For this reason, | recruited 10 natieakers of English (5 males and 5 females) who
were undergraduate students at a midwestern Ui&rsity to serve as a baseline group
performing the task with no planning. This groupalmarratives were of great help because they
provided a source of data for me to make many ewding decisions, especially decisions on
errors in verb tenses, lexical choice, articlesl awkward expressions. However, due to small

sample size, the native speakers’ data just sexsedference data, but were not compared with
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the three groups of EFL learners in the presemtystuterms of fluency, complexity, and

accuracy.

Materials

Pretests

To better control for the participants’ proficienieyel in both written and spoken
English, two pretests, one on grammatical strustarel the other on pronunciation, were
employed. The grammar pretest was a paper-andipgesicof 80 multiple-choice items
constructed to assess the participants’ knowledlgapmortant structural and grammatical
elements of standard written English at the intetiate level (see Appendix A). This pretest
covered a range of grammatical features such ae &md aspect, voice, non-finite verb forms,
articles, word order, and subordinate clausescdatd be useful in the pre-task planning and
performance, especially when writing was involvedaglanning activity. Thus, apart from the
screening purpose, the grammar test scores warmaddo partly inform the researcher of the
existing structures in the participants’ interlaaga, and as hypothesized by Ellis (2009), an
opportunity to plan is likely to assist the leamar restructuring and developing a better control
of their existing L2 knowledge. Therefore, the stunes used during planning were expected to
carry over to the final narratives with greateriaecy and complexity.

In addition, it is an obvious observation that YiEhese EFL learners tend to drop the
final consonants in speaking English while theipgrants’ ability to produce these sounds
would affect the accuracy of the participants’ graiformance in the current study. As a result, a

short paragraph was prepared for reading alouti¢olcthe participants’ pronunciation of the
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past tense verbs and adjectives widldlendings and plural nouns wits or -esendings (see
Appendix B).

The grammar pretest was administered in the classpand the test scores were used to
decide which participants would join the secondseghef the study in the lab session the
following week. The pronunciation test was givaghtibefore the experiment in the same lab
session, and its results were taken into accout¢i@rmining whose task performances would
be used as part of the analysis. The ninety ppaints in the present study were those who
correctly scored over 40 out of 80 items on thergnar pretest and accurately pronounced over
10 out of 20 targeted words in the paragraph fadireg aloud. These average benchmarks were
established based upon what was specifically nefeatéte study to ensure the appropriate and

equivalent level of English knowledge and the sansate.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for pronunciatiodarammar pretest scores by group

95% Confidence Interval

Pretest Scores N M SD  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Pronunciation NP 30 15.03 2.16 14.23 15.84
P-W 30 15.30 251 14.36 16.24
P+W 30 1427  2.70 13.26 15.28
Total 90 14.87 2.48 14.35 15.39
Grammar NP 30 58.30 7.80 55.39 61.21
P-W 30 57.10 8.86 53.79 60.41
P+W 30 58.47 9.81 54.80 62.13
Total 90 57.96 8.79 56.12 59.80

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttuag group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.
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As summarized in Table 2, the descriptive stagsbicthe participants’ pronunciation and
grammatical backgrounds did not show much diffeedmetween groups. The P+W group had
slightly lower pronunciation scorebl(= 14.27,SD= 2.70) than the NAM = 15.03,SD = 2.16)
and the P+WNI = 15.30,SD= 2.51), whereas the P-W group had slightly logrammmar scores
(M =57.10,SD = 8.86) than the NAV = 58.30,SD = 7.80) and the P+WM = 58.47,SD=
9.81). There was also more variation in pronungraind grammar scores within the P-W and
P+W groups than within the NP.

Oral task

The participants were required to orally narraséosty based on a series of six pictures
taken from Heaton (1975) (see Appendix C), whicls tiee same picture set that Park (2006)
and Yuan and Ellis (2003) employed in their preéetalsnning studies. Such a common story-
telling task in this area of research was thougliatilitate comparison with previous findings.
There were no authentic listeners participatinthaoral narratives since their presence might
encourage many learners “to orient to the listene€eds and to prioritize getting the message
across to the listener over being accurate, flimmtpmplex”, whereas it might make some
learners avoid self-corrections and pressure tloepmioritize fluency over accuracy (Ortega,
2005, p. 105). Without the presence of listenérs imfluence of other interactional variables
could also be controlled. In addition, the choi€enenologic narratives was justifiable because
one of the major concerns of this study was thatieiship between writing and speaking. The
fact that the oral narratives were monologic anailar to written narratives was expected to
advantage the transfer of skills from writing teaking in the planning-with-writing group.

Regarding task complexity, the oral task in thiglgtwas assumed to be conceptually

demanding because it required temporal referendespatial reasoning classified as task
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characteristics along resource-directing dimensnthe Cognition Hypothesis (Robinson,
2005, 2011). Also, the participants had to distislyuwo groups of boys, two buses, and the
time difference on the two clocks in the pictungbgereas they had no prior knowledge of the
task type. The piloting of the study revealed #ibthe participants had little experience in
retelling a story based on a set of pictures, hegl had great difficulty recognizing the
differences between two groups of boys and two $yusea result, | colored the smaller boys red
and the bigger boys blue and highlighted the nurobexo buses to ensure that the task was
reasonably demanding. Additionally, in all the ciiods of the study, the participants were
allowed to look at the pictures during their oratHfprmance since a recent empirical study
(Révész, 2009) on the relationship among tasksisfon-form techniques, and L2 development
has showed that the group that performed an osalrigition task with photo support achieved
greater gains in using the past progressive foan the group that did not view the photos. She
argued that the here-and-now dimension (i.e., mefgto here and now or there and then) is
resource-directing and the contextual support,(igh or without a photo) is resource-
dispersing, whereas research to date has operaexhéhe two dimensions as one variable
along resource-directing dimensions. Again, as thgmzed by Robinson (2005, 2011), the
impact of task manipulations along resource-dingctlimensions can be stronger when the task
is simultaneously simpler along one or more resaglispersing dimensions, so the oral task in
this study was designed to benefit from both tygfedimensions (i.e., with temporal reference
and spatial reasoning in one type and with phoppst and/or planning time in the other).
Ninety participants carried out the task under ofnihe three following conditions (see

Appendix D for instructions in English and Vietnaseg
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No planning (NP)In this condition, the participants were requitegherform the task
immediately after studying the pictures for a vehgrt time (0.5 minute) so that they would
have almost no time for planning in advance.

Planning without writing (P-W)For this planning condition, the participants evgiven
10 minutes to plan prior to task performance agssigd by most previous research (e.g.,
Crookes, 1989; Kawauchi, 2005; Mehnert, 1998; Y&dfillis, 2003) because it would be easier
to compare the effects across studies and becawese mvore time (15 minutes) was made
available during the pilot study, the participaieisded to remember or memorize what they had
planned for later recall. The planners in this gratere also asked to say out loud what they
were preparing in full sentences during planninge purpose of this practice was to help the
researcher identify what the planners noticed ratien how they planned their performance, so
| did not employ think-aloud protocols. Encouragthg planners to say everything that came
into their minds, which was more like a rehearsas expected to mitigate against the tendency
to “edit” what is said as can be seen in usingkiailtoud protocols (Jourdenais, 2001). Moreover,
think-aloud techniques may be affected by the dbffe cultural and social perspectives of the
participants (Sasaki, 2004) and may change theeaafithe activity itself (Jourdenais, 2001);
therefore, they were inappropriate for use withtvaenese students, who tend not to articulate
their thoughts, and inapplicable to speaking dataémbed a communicative value. No
guidance of any other kind in terms of contentaonigation, or language was provided. The
participants were not allowed to write anythingeewa few notes.

Planning with writing (P+W) This condition also allowed the participants liQutes to
plan as in the P-W condition. However, the majfiedence between these two conditions was

that under the P+W condition writing out the whslery on a given white sheet was required
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during planning, while under the P-W condition gi@nners rehearsed their performance instead
of writing it out. The participants were told ttikaeir writing would be taken away after 10
minutes of planning to make sure that the lang@digiged by the task was oral, thus avoiding
the problem in Ellis’s (1987) study, where plannargl modality were confounded. There might
be a time-on-task problem with the P+W group asingitakes longer time. However, if this
group had been given more time, they would be dpgndore time on planning, and it would
make the comparison with the P-W group unbalanced.

Interview

A retrospective semi-structured interview (see Ame E for the English version) was
conducted in Vietnamese right after the experimemarther understand what the participants
had chosen to attend to during planning and whagfits as well as difficulties of the planning
condition they had experienced. At the end of eagferiment session, only one or two
participants were interviewed for about ten minues one-on-one basis. The interviewees
were the first volunteers that completed the expent and were willing to share their
experience with the researcher. A total of 30 pgrdints with 10 from each group were
interviewed in this study. The interview data wased as a source of supplementary information

for interpreting the findings of the statisticabdyses.

Procedure
| pilot tested the materials in late spring 2011hvd5 EFL learners and 8 native speakers
of English at the Center for Foreign Languagesatntended university in Vietnam. The
piloting resulted in modifications of wording anching in pretests, task instructions, and

interview questions. The actual data collection e@sducted in fall 2011 in language skills
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classrooms and a 34-seat language laboratory efrtiversity’s English Department, which was
considered a safe and familiar environment. Allittetructions during the process of data
collection were given in Viethamese.

With the enthusiastic assistance of my colleagtiffseainstitution, | paid the first 45-
minute visits to 10 intact classes in their uslads sessions to introduce the study, explain the
consent form, ask for the class email lists, andiagter the grammar pretest. The potential
participants were told that all information colledtwould be kept anonymous and would only be
used for research purposes. They were also infooh#te bonus credit their instructors would
give them for their participation. For instances timount of time for the pretests and experiment
was equivalent to an hour and a half in the toBah@urs for language skill practice in the
classroom in a semester; therefore, a bonus @qddl to 3% of the total grade was given by
one of the instructors for completion of the expemnt process. For those who did not want to
participate in, withdrew from, or partially competthe research for any reasons, the instructors
assigned them a written narrative activity thaktasimilar amount of time so that they could
also earn extra credit. The performance of thearebebegan only when the students voluntarily
agreed to take the grammar pretest. A total ofstd@ents completed this test in the classrooms,
but only 126 of them (71%), who scored more thaaei@ect answers out of 80 items on the
test, were chosen for the lab session.

In the following week, | arranged a language ldiesitile for the second meeting to
record the students’ pronunciation, rehearsal,tasd performance, and interviews. | emailed to
the 126 students screened by the grammar preteéstaghthem register for a one-hour session in

a three-week schedule. To ensure proper and tisugdgrvision of students’ performance, |
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scheduled no more than 5 students for each lambse3$hose who registered for the same time
slots were randomly assigned to the same experahgraup.

At the beginning of each lab session, students seated far enough from the others in
order for one’s recording not to affect anothefken, they were asked to fill out a brief
information form indicating their identity numbessagned in the first meeting by the researcher,
ages, semester of study in the program, experirhgrtap number, and number of the assigned
computer. Then, they were given a 15-minute tutdoigearn or review how to record their
speech and save their audio files on the complgniliarizing the students with such voice
recording tools as microphones and audio recorslirfigvare was necessary to minimize their
possible anxiety in the real performance. Followtimg tutorial was pronunciation recording for
5 minutes and the main oral task for 10-20 minuféisen it was time to begin the experiment, |
read aloud the instructions in Vietnamese (see AgipeD) and then allowed the students one
minute to reread the written instructions by thelwesand ask any clarification questions for
complete understanding of what they were goingotoAstcording to the experimental
conditions, they were required to plan for 10 masubr not and then perform the task within 5
minutes in as much detail as possible. Since skparicipants at a time were randomly
assigned to the same condition in each sessionsthged and ended the experiment at the same
time. | always reminded the participants to turrttuamrecording software when they started to
tell the story or rehearse their performance.

Finally, right after the oral task performancesach session, | asked the participants if
there was anybody interested in a ten-minute irganand willing to share their experience in

planning the task, and then chose to interview only or two students who volunteered first

32



because of their interest and willingness. | coteldithe interviews in Vietnamese and recorded
all the responses.

All the sound files (e.g., reading aloud, rehearsatl oral performance) were taken off
the computers in the lab and transferred to theareber's computer. The writing samples were
also collected and put in a folder for later anadys

For the baseline group of native speakers, | aggbred 10 American undergraduates
individually on the campus of a midwestern univigrand asked if they were willing to record
their task performance without planning on a digitadio recorder. | also had some quick

guestions about their majors and their commenthemask.

Measures

Fluency, complicity, and accuracy in this study evaddressed as multi-componential
constructs, thus both general and specific measidiresch dimension were developed to
evaluate the quality of the participants’ oral protion. These measures were dependent
variables while the independent variable consistdtie planning type only.

Fluency measures

Following Housen and Kuiken (2009) as well as Ske28909), this study
operationalized speech fluency as a construct songiof three different subdimensions: speed
fluency, breakdown fluency, and repair fluency (8eeendix F for coding guidelines for
fluency measures).

Speed fluencySpeech rate—one of the best predictors of fluédoymos, 2006)—was
used by counting the number of syllables produ@ardpnute of original speech including pause

time, fillers, and dysfluencies (Mehnert, 1998; §moun, 2005; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). However,

33



for the pauses that were longer than 3 secondsjrited them only as 3 seconds and eliminated
the remainder as suggested by Riggenbach (199ik) coting technique is, according to
Riggenbach, to obtain a more representative indeggdeech rate since some of the speakers
were found to have long pauses of over 3 secontteinmonologues, which are not the
common pause length of the non-native speaker (N&)jculation rate. The length of all
responses and pauses were measured by a sourdimgaord editing software called Audacity
and rounded off to whole seconds.

Breakdown fluency This component was measured by the number &fgsaper minute
(Elder & lwashita, 2005; Kormos, 2006). All pauggsater than 1 second were counted (Foster
& Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1997)), and wdfiind filled pauses were calculated
separately. Additionally, previous research fourtdtifierence in the positions of pauses between
native and non-native speakers (Skehan, 2009; 8k&Master, 2005; Tavakoli, 2011),
suggesting that the characterization of fluencydsde be deeper. As such, | also counted the
number of unfilled pauses at the end and in thedhaidf clauses per minute to detect the
pausing patterns across the experimental groups.

Repair fluencyThis measure was operationalized as the numbeyshiuéncies such as
reformulations or self-corrections, repetitionglaeements, and false starts (Foster & Skehan,
1996; Kormos, 2006; Skehan & Foster, 1999). Spzadlfi, like counting the number of pauses
per minute, the number of dysfluency phenomenadiaded by total speaking time measured
in seconds as in Elder and Iwashita’s (2005) samythen multipled by 60 to obtain the number
per minute.

Although the number of filled and unfilled pausesl @ther dysfluencies do not prove to

be good indicators of perceived oral fluency (Kosi@oDénes2004; Lennon, 1990), they can
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reflect a subdimension of fluency, and more impdiyathey may signal the attention learners
pay to linguistic form while attempting to monitibreir production (Adams & Ross-Feldman,
2008). Thus, these measures were of great helgtourrent study whose purpose was to
examine whether the participants could attend tatviey were told to.

Complexity measures

Complexity in this study was operationalized tdude both syntactic complexity and
lexical richness. | employed measures for ovexathglexity, phrasal complexity, subordination,
and structural variety because they were all betieo represent distinct and complementary
qualities of such a multidimensional constructyagactic complexity (Norris & Ortega, 2009). |
also measured lexical variety and lexical densstg@nstituents of lexical richness (Laufer,
1991), which captures another aspect of compleXitgse measures were computed after
excluding all the fillers and dysfluencies from théal word count. Specifically, the measures of
complexity can be detailed as follows (see Appet@libor further coding guidelines for
complexity measures).

Overall complexityOverall complexity was defined as mean lengt-ohit or T-unit
length, which was measured by dividing the numlbevards by the number of T-units in each
narrative (Kawauchi, 2005; Mochizuki & Ortega, 2D0B-units rather than others were used
partly because the task performance was monologicantained few non-finite units (Foster,
Tonkyn & Wigglesworth, 2000) and partly becauseg/ttwvere commonly employed in analyzing
writing, which was included in this study as a pleag activity, thus easing the comparison
between the written and spoken data.

Phrasal complexityPhrasal complexity was defined as mean lengthtanfse or clause

length, which was measured by dividing the numlbevards by the number of clauses in each
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narrative (Ishikawa, 2007). Notably, mean lengtlelafise, which was previously employed as a
measure of fluency rather than complexity, fundatalgndiffers from mean length of T-unit in
that the former is not affected by the additioswbordinate clauses, but influenced by that of
adjectives, adverbs, prepositional phrases, orfimite-verb phrases, thus it is currently
proposed to serve as a specific measure that tapglexification at the phrasal level (Norris &
Ortega, 2009).

Subordination Amount of subordination was defined as the ratiolauses to T-units,
which was measured by dividing the number of clalsethe number of T-units in each
narrative (Ellis & Yuan, 2005; Kawauchi, 2005; Sanm, 2005). The minimum value for this
score is thus 1.00 since every T-unit in this cas#ains only one clause.

Structural variety Structural variety was defined as the varietgr@immatical verb
forms and was measured by counting the numbeiffefent verb forms used in each narrative.
These forms included past tense aspects (e.g.lespapt, past progressive, and past perfective),
modality (e.g., should, should have, have to, leddand voice (e.g., passive voice in the past)
(Ellis & Yuan, 2005; Foster & Skehan, 1996). Theety of tensed forms is a valid measure for
this study because it can gauge the use of sudhstigated forms as the past progressive and
past perfective evidenced in the baseline data ft@mative speakers’ narratives.

Lexical variety Lexical variety was defined as the type-tokeror@fTR), which is the
ratio in percent between the different lexeme$atext (e.g., nouns, pronouns, verbs,
adjectives, articles, adverbs, prepositions, amjuctions) and the total number of lexemes
(Laufer, 1991; Laufer & Nation, 1995; Ortega, 19B®binson, 2001b). To measure this
construct, the speech samples were entered omthputer in the form of lexemes. For instance,

following Laufer (1991), | entered all inflectedrios of verbs (e.gam, is, are, was, were,
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being,andbeer) in the base form (e.dog), treated homonyms as separate entries, entered an
idiom (e.g.,put up withor rain cats and dogsas one item, and counted derivatives of base
words as separate words (elmppy, happilyandhappinesp Since the type-token ratio is
strongly related to text length (Skehan, 2009)y éhé first 100 words (i.e., lexemes) of the
narratives were considered for this measure.

Lexical densityLexical density was defined as the percentadgexa¢al words in each
narrative (i.e., nouns, verbs, adjectives, and ddydLaufer, 1991; Mehnert, 1998). A narrative
was considered “dense” when it contained many &xiords relative to the total number of
words (i.e., lexemes).

Accuracy measures

Accuracy was operationalized by both general aegdifip measures including the
number of errors per 100 words, the percentageméct verb forms, target-like use of articles,
target-like suppliance of plurak, and the raw frequency of lexical errors in eaafrative.

These measures were computed after excludingeafllbrs and dysfluencies from the total
word count. Specifically, the measures of accuaybe detailed as follows (see Appendix H
for further coding guidelines for accuracy measures

Errors per 100 wordsTo measure overall accuracy, | computed the numwiberrors per
100 words by dividing the number of errors by theber of words in each narrative and then
multiplying the result by 100% as measured by Meh{i®98) and Sangarun (2005).
Consistently repeated errors due to wrong assungtere counted only once as suggested by
Mehnert (1998).

Correct verb formsFor a more specific measure of accuracy, | catedlthe percentage

of correct verb forms used in obligatory situatidiadlowing the measure employed by Wendel
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(1997) and Yuan and Ellis (2003). These verb fowaee first identified in relation to the use of
tense, aspect, voice, modality, and subject-verbeagent. Then, the total number of correct
verb forms was divided by the total number of varbsd in each narrative, and the result was
multiplied by 100%.

Target-like use (TLU) of articleJarget-like use of articles was measured by digdhe
number of accurately supplied articles by the nunobebligatory contexts and inappropriately
supplied articles, and then multiplying the resylt100% (Ortega, 1999; Pica, 1983; Robinson,
1995; Wigglesworth, 1997). By employing the TLU raege, suppliance in non-obligatory
contexts (i.e., morpheme overgeneralization) cataken into account, resulting in a reliable
accuracy measure (Pica, 1983).

Target-like use of the plural .-Farget-like use of the pluraswas measured by dividing
the number of accurately supplied plusgby the number of obligatory contexts and
inappropriately supplied pluras, and then multiplying the result by 100% (Crooke339; Pica,
1983; Wiggleworth, 1997). | also included the plymenominal noun (e.ggnes, otherghe
other9 because it forms its plural by use of the samguffix as regular plural nouns.

Lexical errors | counted the raw number of lexical choice eriarsach narrative (Foster
& Skehan, 1996; Mehnert, 1998). It was assumedpiaaining time would facilitate the retrieval
and activation of lexical items for the task penfance, and thus resulting in fewer lexical
choice errors (Mehnert, 1998). Lexical errors ideld serious deviations in pronunciation,
meaning, grammatical form, word order, collocatioipms, and expressions that interfered with

the comprehensibility of the speech.
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Analysis

Analysis of pretests

For the grammar pretest, a test scoring machineuged to scan the answer sheets of
178 students | recruited. Among them, 126 studehts correctly scored more than 40 out of 80
grammatical items were selected for the pronurangpretest and task performance that
followed a week later. For pronunciation check, eolleague--an experienced EFL teacher-- and
| rated the participants’ pronunciation recording$ependently. We decided the pronunciation
score of a participant based on a scale of 20 éant20 correctly pronounced target words in
the paragraph provided for reading aloud, andrtex-rater agreement for the pronunciation test
reached 97%. Those who demonstrated poor proniorti@ke., achieving a score of 10 or less)
were eliminated from the analysis. After screerilmgparticipants using the pretest scores to
ensure that they were all at the equivalent le¥@roficiency, | had 97 participants left: 33 in
the NP group, 32 in the P-W, and 32 in the P+W.

Then, | examined the task recordings and decideddtude 7 more participants: 3 from
the NP group, 2 from the P-W, and 2 from the P+Wege participants were eliminated because
they had unintelligible recordings (i.e., they spa&o softly to understand), spoke too little (i.e.
they performed the task for less than one minwgtead of five minutes allotted), and did not
plan as instructed (i.e., they kept silent instefaiskhearsing, rehearsed instead of writing, and
took notes instead of writing in full sentenceshafy, the data from a total of 90 participants,
evenly distributed in three groups, were enteredfalyses.

Transcribing oral performances, rehearsals, an@&miews

The participants’ oral narratives and rehearsal®iest transcribed verbatim and

digitized by my colleague, who had received an Mdégree in Applied Linguistics at a U.S.
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university and had been trained for collecting eading data in this type of research before.
Then, | double-checked all the transcribed dataitag more than 40,000 meaningful words,
fillers, and dysfluencies. All the pauses, filless|f-corrections, repetitions, replacements, and
false starts were marked for easy count (see Appeifor a speaking sample). As for the
interviews, | first transcribed all the contenMretnamese, then my colleague translated some
selected excerpts into English.

Analysis of oral performances

Approximately half of the participants performee tiask within three to five minutes
with an average of about three minutes per nagdtiv= 172.82 second§SE= 6.26), so all the
five minutes of each speech starting from the firstd stated was chosen for analysis except
those performances of less than one minute. Intbasstory was retold twice during
performance, only the first time of retelling wasiated. Moreover, whatever was added at the
end of the story after a long pause of more thaec®nds and unrelated or irrelevant ideas such
as the speaker’'s comments and a lengthy life ledssamn from the story were not counted either
because they were not required in the task instmst Following are two examples of cases that
were excluded:

Example 1“The story stop here. Can you understand this st@a/? you infer any

lesson from this story? Where after | tell storyati have any idea or if you have any

misunderstand, please tell me. And | can have gaunderstand more clearly. Bye bye.”

Example 2*“So through this story we realize that do not hateryone and especially do

not hate dirty children because everyone want ttogechool. They are not bad guy. That

means if you hate someone, you will not get thel ggaation.”
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To measure the fluency, complexity, and accuradghetask performances, my
colleague and | coded all the measures indeperyd@émist of the measures for fluency,
complexity, and accuracy were counted manuallyygutie basic coding schemes | developed
following Polio’s (1997, 2001) proposals (see Apgieas F, G, and H for detailed coding
guidelines). However, for the number of words aylthbles, we first transcribed and entered the
words as well as divided words into syllables méguand then we used MS Word Count to
count the words and syllables. Similarly, for therd/types or different lexemes, we first
identified all the lexemes independently and theanaeted different lexemes with MS Word
Duplicate Data Remove Software.

In addition to the detailed coding guidelines,doatleveloped several supplementary lists
of more examples taken from the data to ease tthi@goOne of them was the list of more
specific examples of what was counted as a T-urat@ause. For instance, the two raters
decided to countl‘think .. as a clause because there were some varietey ldon't think’,
“They think, or “They didn’t think, but did not count F'meari because it sounds formulaic.
There was another list of phrases entered as arenke For example, we counted all the
combinations like & lot of’, “as soon &5 “bus statiofy, “get ori, and so on as one lexeme.

Further, it is necessary to emphasize that thesaecon the errors and types of errors
was carefully made together by two raters aftessatitng with several resources. For example, it
was sometimes confusing for us--non-native reseasefio determine whether minor deviations
from the rules of prescriptive grammar were acddptan real communication or what phrase or
expression was awkward (e.gstdnd on a pavemeéntersus ‘stand on the pavemént They
waved their hantiversus They waved their hantisor “enter into the busversus ‘enter the

bus'. Thus, from the data collected, | also developdist of all unacceptable use of language
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and awkward phrases in consultation with four reaigeakers of English and Wordnik.com--an
online dictionary that has collected a corpus didnis of words with example sentences. Some
consistently repeated errors such as wrong auggde(e.g., the bus thirty-threkinstead of bus
thirty-thre€’) or mispronunciations (e.g.pus instead of bus’) were counted only once.

Inter-rater reliability was calculated, and the maters reached an agreement of more
than 90% for all measures (see Appendix J for aileettable of inter-rater reliability). The
scores were then entered into SPSS version 17.0.

A series of one-way ANOVAs was conducted to complaeedifferences between
groups. For ANOVA to be reliable, all of its assuips were tested. For instance, the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test the nowimstibution of data, and it found that the
distributions of most dependent variables for saf@agroups were normal. For non-normally
distributed data such as the number of filled papss minute, the number of dysfluencies per
minute, the number of verb forms per narrative, taednumber of lexical errors per narrative, |
used the Kruskal-Wallis test, a non-parametric tewpart of the one-way ANOVA, to test for
differences between groups.

ANOVA is a reliable test for this study, for itigbust to violations of its assumptions
(Field, 2009), especially given equal sample siPest-hoc tests were also conducted to explore
the relationships among groups and their effectsrahnarratives. In this case, | used Tukey’s
test because of equal sample sizes and checkéddirgs with the Games-Howell procedure
when equal variances were not assumed (Field, 2808ynificance threshold was set at .05
for all statistical tests. The effect sizevas also calculated and will be reported along with

significance values.
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Analysis of planning data

For the P-W group, approximately half of the papaants rehearsed their performance
twice, and the other half did it for 3-4 times. &l successfully recorded 10-minute rehearsals
of 23 participants were transcribed and enterearatysis. Seven participants’ planning data
were not analyzed partly because they were plaimédetnamese or in mixed language and
partly because they were improperly recorded (E@uy participants forgot to turn on the
recording software at the beginning of the planmpagod until the researcher found out).

For the P+W group, the written narratives of 2@&ipgrants were digitized with
underlines for insertions and strikethroughs fdetiens to keep track of the changes the
participant made (see Appendix | for a writing séhg~our participants wrote less than 100
words, thus their writings during planning werevehated from analysis. While planning, the
participants were told not to write in pencil besait would be hard to trace their corrections or
changes. Approximately 4,000 written words of plagrnwere entered for analysis.

The spoken as well as written data recorded dyiagning time were examined for
instances of self-repair to investigate how oftes planners chose to focus on form (FoF) or
focus on meaning (FoM). For the rehearsals, sekirs are defined to encompass all dysfluency
phenomena such as reformulations/self-correctguisstitutive repetitions, replacements, and
false starts because they may give us some clueg #ie form or meaning they notice.
Replacements and false starts were counted as &wdteformulations or self-corrections were
seen as FoF (see Appendix F for how to code replacts, false starts, and reformulations).
However, in case of a false start which containegf@mulation, the false start and the
reformulation were counted separately. AccordinBygate (1996), a verbatim repetition occurs

when hesitating to gain time to find an appropriated, while a substitutive repetition takes
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place when correcting a lexical or grammaticaldeatHowever, exact repetitions were
excluded from analysis in the present study asawddmot tell whether the planner focused on
form or meaning. For the writings, self-repairs &veounted based on the insertions and
deletions because they were clear evidence of FéBM. All the pronunciation and spelling
corrections were counted as FoF.

In general, instances of self-repair in the plagmnth rehearsals and writing were coded
according to the target of the self-repair (e @cus on form or meaning), following Adams and
Ross-Feldman (2008). Specifically, if the erroisafrom a difficulty with formal linguistic
aspects such as syntax, morphology, or pronunoigii@ target of the self-repair is coded as
Form. If learners are primarily engaged in howxpress an intended meaning, the target of the
self-repair is coded as Meaning. Then, proportmres are calculated for each individual for
self-repair (e.g., the number of FoF self-repardivided by the total number of self-repairs).

Inter-coder reliability was above .95 for all theuats of self-repairs in the planning data
as FoF or FoM.

Finally, to have a more thorough understandindnefrelationship between planning and
performance, | further analyzed the oral and wrifteanning data and the final oral narratives of
four participants, one high achieving and one laWeving each from the P-W and P+W
groups. The selection was based on the high ostmses of fluency, complexity, and accuracy
measures of the participants’ performance.

Analysis of interview data

Interview responses from 10 participants of eaclug were coded independently by two
coders according to the themes directed by theviete questions (see Appendix E) and any

new theme emerging from the interview. Inter-cagdéiability was high = .85,p < .01).
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

RQ 1: What effects does planning with and withertiting have on the fluency of an L2 oral
narrative?

Speed fluency

As shown in Table 3, there is an increase in sfleedcy measured by the number of
syllables per minute, with the no-planning (NP)wgrdoeing the least fluenWi(= 92.64,SD=
18.44) and the P+W group the most fluavit£ 108.11,SD= 19.83). This suggests that both

planning groups were likely to perform the task enfbuently than the NP group.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics for speed fluen®asure

95% Confidence Interval

Measure N M SD  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Syllables/min. NP 30 92.64 18.44 85.75 99.52
P-W 30 100.05 16.64 93.84 106.27
P+W 30 108.11 19.83 100.71 115.52
Total 90 100.27 19.22 96.24 104.29

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttig group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.

One-way ANOVA results revealed that there was aral/significant medium effect on
the groups’ ability to produce the number of syléslper minutel-(2, 87) =5.34p < .01,w =
.30, (see Table 4). The results of Tukgyst hodest further indicated that only the P+W group
produced a significantly greater number of syllalger minute than the NB € .01), whereas
there was no significant difference between the Brdup and the NP group € .266). The P-
W group and the P+W group did not significantlyfeliffrom each other in this aspept< .211).
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In other words, those who planned their oral nareatby writing out the story in complete

sentences spoke faster than those who were nategllome to plan.

Table 4: One-way ANOVA results for speed fluencyaswge

Measure Source SS df MS F ) p
Syllables/min. Between Group 3594.03 2 1797.02 5.34 .30 .007
Within Groups  29292.12 87 336.69
Total 32886.16 89

Breakdown fluency

An overall examination of the group means of treakdown fluency measures in Table
5 shows that the planners tended to pause lesshbaron-planners for all of the measures.
Interestingly, for the total pauses per minute,RR¢/ group paused leasil = 13.88,SD = 4.57)
compared to the NP and P+W groupbk<£ 18.16,SD=5.11 andM = 16.11,SD=7.52,
respectively). Likewise, for the number of filledyses per minute, the P-W group used less
fillers (M = 5.94;SD = 5.80) than the NP and P+W groupt £ 9.43,SD= 6.61 andM = 9.41,
SD=8.11, respectively). Another noteworthy obseoratvas that the P+W group paused in the
middle of clauses les#/(= 3.30,SD = 2.05) than the NP and P-W groups£ 5.11,SD=2.05
andM = 4.51,SD = 2.77, respectively). However, for the numbeuwnfilled pauses at the end of
clauses, all the three group means for the MR (3.62,SD= 1.56), P-W | = 3.42,SD= 1.42),

and P+W i = 3.40,SD = 1.71) appeared to be roughly equal.
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics for breakdown flogmeasures

Measure 95% Confidence Interval
(per minute) N M SD  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Total Pauses NP 30 18.16 5.11 16.26 20.07
P-W 30 13.88 4.57 12.17 15.58
P+W 30 16.11 7.52 13.31 18.92
Total 90 16.05 6.07 14.78 17.32
Filled Pauses NP 30 9.43 6.61 6.97 11.90
P-W 30 5.94 5.80 3.77 8.11
P+W 30 9.41 8.11 6.39 12.44
Total 90 8.26 7.02 6.79 9.73
Unfilled Pauses NP 30 8.73 2.83 7.67 9.79
P-W 30 7.94 3.38 6.67 9.20
P+W 30 6.70 3.02 5.57 7.83
Total 90 7.79 3.16 7.13 8.45
Unfilled Pauses — NP 30 3.62 1.56 3.04 4.20
End of Clause  p.yy 30 342 142 2.89 3.95
P+W 30 3.40 1.71 2.76 4.04
Total 90 3.48 1.55 3.15 3.81
Unfilled Pauses — NP 30 5.11 2.05 4.35 5.87
Mid-Clause P-W 30 451  2.77 3.48 5.55
P+W 30 3.30 2.05 2.54 4.07
Total 90 4.31 2.41 3.80 4.81

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttig group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.

Table 6 represented the one-way ANOVA results astthoeakdown fluency measures
except for the measure on the number of filled payer minute because the data of this
variable violated the assumption of normal distiifr, and thus the Kruskal Wallis test was
used instead. As in Table 6, there was an oveagallfcant small-to-medium effect for planning

on three breakdown fluency measures: the total enmbpauses per minuté(2, 87) = 4.00p
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<.05,w = .25, the total number of unfilled pauses per nanf(2, 87) = 3.29p < .05,w = .22,
and the number of unfilled pauses in the middlelafises per minut&,(2, 87) = 4.77p < .05,w
= .28. For the number of unfilled pauses at theardauses per minute, the finding was not

significant,F(2, 87) = .18p = .836,w = .14.

Table 6: One-way ANOVA results for breakdown flugmeeasures

Measure
(per minute) Source SS df MS F ) p
Total Pauses Between Group 275.99 2 13799 400 .25 .022
Within Groups 3002.67 87 34.51
Total 3278.66 89

Unfilled Pauses Between Group  62.70 2 31.35 329 .22 .042
Within Groups 828.83 87 9.53

Total 89153 89
Unfilled Pauses — Between Group .88 2 44 A8 .14 .836
End of Clause Within Groups ~ 213.62 87 2.46

Total 21451 89
Unfilled Pauses — Between Group  50.95 2 25.48 4.77 .28 011
Mid-Clause Within Groups ~ 465.17 87 5.35

Total 516.12 89

The results of Tukey’post hodest in Table 7 further indicated that the P-Wugro
generally has a significant smaller number of payms minute than the NP € .05), whereas
the P+W group had significantly fewer unfilled pasishan the NRp(< .05), and this finding
resulted from the fact that the P+W paused in thdglla of clauses significantly less than the NP

(p<.01).
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Table 7: Tukey HSD comparisons for breakdown flyemeasures

Measure Mean
(per minute) Comparison Difference
(Ivs. J) (1-J) SE p  Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval

Total Pauses* P-W vs. NP -4.29 1.52 .016 -7.91 -.67
P+Wvs.NP 205 1.52 371 -5.67 1.57
P+Wvs. P-W 224 1.52 .307 -1.38 5.86
Unfilled Pauses  P-W vs. NP -.79 80 581 -2.69 1.11
P+Wvs. NP .203 .80 .034 -3.93 -.13
P+Wyvs. P-W  _123 80 .273 -3.14 67
Unfilled Pauses — P-W vs. NP -.60 60 581 -2.02 .83
Mid-Clause P+Wvs.NP 181 60 .009  -3.23 -39
P+Wvs. P-W  _121 60 111 -2.64 21

Note * Total pauses included both filled and unfillgauses.

For the number of filled pauses per minute, whada diere not normally distributed, it
was noted that the mean rank was lower in the P«Wg(35.90) than in the NP and P+W
groups (51.32 and 49.28, respectively). The Kru$Hallis test results indicated that filled
pauses were significantly affected by pre-task milasp H(2) = 6.168p = .046. Mann-Whitney
tests were used to follow up this finding with anBarroni correction for all effects at a .0167
(i.e., .05/3) level of significance. These pairnesgnparisons showed that the P-Midp = 3.79)
had significantly fewer fillers per minute of th@erformance than the NP grolydn = 9.57),

U = 299,p = .013 (one-tailed), = -.29. However, for the measure of fillers, thdNPgroup
(Mdn=6.11) did not seem to differ from the NP groMz( = 9.57),U = 426.50p = .364 (one-
tailed),r = -.045. Again, there was no significant differetietween the P-W and P+W groups

in the number of fillers per minute of their perfaanceU = 313,p = .043 (two-tailed)r = -.26.
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In brief, planning without writing had a significa@ffect on the total number of pauses
per minute of speech, especially filled pausesleyianning with writing significantly affected

the number of pauses in the middle of a clause.
Repair fluency

Repair fluency was operationalized as four meagueesninute: number of repetitions,
reformulations, replacements, and false startadttition, the total number of repairs per minute
including the four above-mentioned measures wasilzdkd to obtain a general picture of repair
fluency. An overall examination of the group meahghe repair fluency measures in Table 8
shows that the P-W group tended to repair leastta@lP repaired most. In fact, the P-W group
made the smallest number of total repaiis{6.15,SD = 3.44) while the NP had the most
repairs M = 7.94,SD = 4.14). Likewise, for the number of repetitiores pinute, the NP group
made the most repetitionsl (= 4.56;SD = 2.84), whereas the P-W repeated lelslst(3.11,SD
= 2.17). Again, the P-W group made the least repremnts 1 = .60,SD = .47) while the NP

group replaced the most lexical itenhd € .67,SD = .68).

However, for false starts, the P+W group abandaheid utterances before completion
(M = .37,SD=.46) more frequently than the other two grodpdy (M = .41,SD= .48) and NP
(M = .57,SD=.54). For the number of reformulations per ménahe P+WN = 2.46,SD=
1.57) seemed to self correct their speech moretti@ahP M = 2.15,SD = 1.28) and the P-W

(M =2.04,SD= 1.22).

Among the repair fluency measures, the numberfofmaulations per minute was the
only measure that had normally-distributed datavélger, one-way ANOVA results showed no

significant difference between the group&, 87) = .756p = .473,w = .07.
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Table 8: Descriptive statistics for repair fluemagasures

Measure 95% Confidence Interval
(per minute) N M SD  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Total Repairs NP 30 7.94 4.14 6.39 9.48
P-W 30 6.15 3.44 4.87 7.44
P+W 30 7.50 4.47 5.83 9.17
Total 90 7.20 4.07 6.35 8.05
Repetitions NP 30 4.56 2.84 3.50 5.61
P-W 30 3.11 2.17 2.29 3.91
P+W 30 4.05 3.26 2.83 5.27
Total 90 3.90 2.82 3.31 4.49
Reformulations NP 30 2.15 1.28 1.67 2.63
P-W 30 2.04 1.22 1.58 2.49
P+W 30 2.46 1.57 1.87 3.05
Total 90 2.22 1.36 1.93 2.50
Replacements NP 30 .67 .68 41 92
P-W 30 .60 A7 42 A7
P+W 30 .63 .62 .40 .86
Total 90 .63 .59 .51 .75
False Starts NP 30 57 .54 .36 g7
P-W 30 41 .48 .23 .59
P+W 30 37 46 .20 .53
Total 90 .45 49 .34 .55

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttig group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.

For the measures of total repairs, repetitiondasgmnents, and false starts per minute,
whose data were not normally distributed, KruskaW tests were used to detect the
differences between the groups. First, their maakg can be observed in Table 9. There
appears to be a common pattern for the three graipso measures, total repairs and
repetitions, with the P-W group having the lowesiam ranks (39.37 and 38.57) and the NP
group having the highest mean ranks (50.57 anb)IFor replacements and false starts, there
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was not such a clear pattern, but the P+W grouphmatbwest mean ranks (44.82 and 41.17)
while the other two groups alternated having tlghést mean ranks (46.15 for replacements in

the P-W group and 51.22 for false starts in thegidip).

Table 9: Mean rankings for repair fluency measures

Measure Experimental Condition *

(per minute) NP P-W P+W
Total Repairs 50.57 39.37 46.57
Repetitions 51.75 38.57 46.18
Replacements 45.53 46.15 44.82
False Starts 51.22 44.12 41.17

* n = 30 per group

Table 10: Kruskal-Wallis test results for repairgdhcy measures

Measure
(per minute) Chi-Square Df p
Total Repairs 2.83 2 24
Repetitions 3.85 2 15
Replacements .04 2 .98
False Starts 2.51 2 .29

Nevertheless, as indicated in Table 10, the Kru®kallis tests revealed that there was
no significant difference between groups for aidd measures, total repairkZ) = 2.83p =
.24), repetitionsH(2) = 3.85,p = .15), replacement$i(2) = .04,p = .98), and false startsi(2)
=2.51,p=.29). In short, pre-task planning seemed nafffiect the repair fluency of the

planning groups.

52



RQ 2: What effects does planning with and withotiting have on the complexity of an L2 oral

narrative?

Table 11: Descriptive statistics for complexity reges

95% Confidence Interval

Measure N M SD  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Words / T-unit NP 30 10.56 1.86 9.86 11.25
P-W 30 11.81 2.23 10.98 12.65
P+W 30 11.70 1.94 10.98 12.43
Total 90 11.36  2.07 10.92 11.79
Words / Clause NP 30 795 1.05 7.56 8.34
P-W 30 8.77 1.16 8.33 9.21
P+W 30 889 1.12 8.47 9.30
Total 90 8.54 1.18 8.29 8.78
Clauses / T-unit NP 30 1.33 .18 1.26 1.40
P-W 30 1.35 19 1.28 1.42
P+W 30 1.32 .16 1.26 1.38
Total 90 1.33 A7 1.30 1.37
Verb Forms NP 30 217 1.23 1.71 2.63
P-W 30 237 1.13 1.95 2.79
P+W 30 287 131 2.38 3.35
Total 90 247 1.25 2.21 2.73
Type-Token Ratio NP 30 50.53 5.54 48.46 52.59
P-W 30 53.10 3.81 51.68 54.52
P+W 30 54.27 4.38 52.63 55.90
Total 90 52.63 4.84 51.62 53.64
Content Words % NP 30 4782 441 46.18 49.47
P-W 30 50.64 3.91 49.18 52.10
P+W 30 50.15 4.23 48.57 51.73
Total 90 4954 4.32 48.63 50.44

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttiag group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.
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A general examination of Table 11 showed that th&/Rnd P-W groups had higher
means across the complexity measures than the dNP gixcept the ratio of clauses to T-units,
for which the groups means were approximately equal that the P+W and P-W groups
alternated being the group that seemed to prodiecmbst complex language.

One-way ANOVA results shown in Table 12 revealeat there was a significant small-
to-medium effect for planning on four measures:dsgoer T-unitF(2, 87) = 3.56p < .05,w =
.23; words per claus€&(2, 87) = 6.34p < .01,w = .33; type-token ratid;(2, 87) =5.11p < .01,
o =.29; and percentage of content wok&, 87) = 3.86p < .05,w = .25. Tukey HSD
comparisons in Table 13 located more specific tkfiees between the groups, which are

presented as follows.

Table 12: One-way ANOVA results for complexity meaes

Measure Source SS df MS F ) p
Words / T-unit Between Group 28.96 2 14.48 356 .23 .033
Within Groups 354.07 87 4.07

Total 383.03 89

Words / Clause Between Group 15.64 2 7.82 6.34 .33 .003
Within Groups 107.29 87 1.23

Total 12293 89

Clauses / T-unit Between Group .01 2 .01 21 .13 .810
Within Groups 2.70 87 .03
Total 271 89

Type-Token Ratio Between Group  219.57 2 109.79 511 .29 .008
Within Groups  1867.96 87 21.47
Total 2087.54 89

Content Words % Between Group  135.68 2 67.84 3.86 .25 .025
Within Groups  1527.36 87 17.56
Total 1663.04 89
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Table 13: Tukey HSD comparisons for complexity noeas

Measure Comparison Difl\f/leergzce 95% Confidence Interval

(Ivs. J) (1-J) SE p  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Words / T-unit P-W vs. NP 1.26 52 .047 .01 2.50
P+W vs. NP 1.14 .52 .078 -.10 2.39
P+Wvs. P-W  -11 52 .974 -1.36 1.13
Words / Clause  P-W vs. NP .82 29 .014 14 1.51
P+W vs. NP .94 29  .004 .25 1.62
P+W vs. P-W A1 29 915 -.57 .80
Type-Token Ratio P-W vs. NP 2.57 1.20 .086 -.28 5.43
P+W vs. NP 3.74 1.20 .007 .89 6.59
P+Wvs. P-W  1.16 1.20 .595 -1.69 4.02
Content Words % P-W vs. NP 2.81 1.08 .029 .23 5.39
P+W vs. NP 2.33 1.08 .086 -.25 4.91
P+Wvs. P-W  -.49 1.08 .894 -3.07 2.09

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttuag group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.

For overall complexity, the P-WM = 11.81,SD = 2.23) produced significantly more
words per T-unit than the NRI(= 10.56,SD = 1.86) (p < .05), whereas the difference between
the P+W M = 11.70,SD= 1.94) and the NP was just close to significaipce .078). The P+W
and the P-W did not significantly differ in the nbar of words per T-unit in their speegh<
974).

For phrasal complexity, both the P+W & 8.89,SD= 1.12) and the P-WM = 8.77,SD
= 1.16) produced significantly more words per ctatisan the NPM = 7.95,SD= 1.05) < .01
andp < .05, respectively), whereas the two planningigeodid not differ from each other

significantly p = .915).
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For lexical variety, the P+WM = 54.27,SD = 4.38) produced significantly more types
(different lexemes) for the first 100 words thae P M = 50.53,SD= 5.54) (p < .01), whereas
the difference between the P-W € 53.10,SD= 3.81) and the NP was just close to significance
(p=.086). The P+W and the P-W did not significamtiffer in the number of different lexemes
per 100 words{ = .595).

For lexical density, the P-WM = 50.64,SD = 3.91) produced significantly more lexical
words per pruned narrative than the NP 47.82,SD= 4.41) (p < .05), whereas the difference
between the P+W\M = 50.15,SD = 4.23) and the NP was just close to significaipce .086).
Again, the P+W and the P-W did not significantl{fel in the number of lexical words per

narrative p = .894).

For the number of different verb forms, both th&\Pand P-W groups appeared to have
more structural variety in their speet € 2.87,SD=1.31 andM = 2.37,SD=1.13,
respectively) than the NP groujd € 2.17,SD = 1.23). Since the data of verb forms were not
normally distributed, the Kruskal-Wallis test wased to detect the between-group differences.
Like the group means, the mean ranks for the P+d\Mm(52.78) and the P-W (43.68) were
higher than that for the NP group (40.03). Agdisgemed that both planning groups produced
more verb forms than the NP, but the Kruskal-Waé results indicated that there was no
significant difference between group#(2) = 4.02,p = .134), suggesting that the three groups

had equivalent structural variety in their perfonoa.

In brief, this study gives evidence for a smalltedium effect for pre-task planning on
the complexity of L2 oral narratives. Planning waiihd without writing had a significant effect
on phrasal complexity measured by the number oflvper clause. However, a type of planning

may be more sensitive to some measures than anethieh was evidenced by the fact that
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planning without writing had significant effects owerall complexity measured by the number
of words per T-unit and lexical variety measuredhsy percentage of content words, whereas

planning with writing significantly affected lexicaariety measured by the type-token ratio.

RQ 3: What effects does planning with and withotitimg have on the accuracy of an L2 oral
narrative?

Table 14 presented a summary of descriptive gtatifir the accuracy measures
including the number of errors per 100 words, theeentage of correct verb forms, the target-
like use of articles, and the target-like use efplural s,and lexical errors.

For overall accuracy measured by error per 100 sy@dlecrease in the number of errors
could be observed in the narratives of the twomlangroups M = 10.75,SD = 4.12 for the P-

W andM = 10.88,SD = 4.27 for the P+W) compared to the NW £ 12.67,SD= 3.89). It was
also noted that there was an increase in the pagewf correct verb forms in the speech of the
planners i = 74.29,SD= 11.36 for the P-W anill = 74.32,SD= 10.42 for the P+W) compared
to the NP M = 64.95SD = 12.94). Also, both planning groups, the P+W #edP-W, made
fewer lexical errorsNl = 2.97,SD= 2.36 andM = 3.83,SD = 2.78, respectively) than the NM (
=4.30,SD= 2.62). However, such a pattern could not beatieteregarding the two specific
measures of accuracy: the target-like use of adiahd plural s: For article use, the NRA(=
84.40,SD = 8.70) seemed to have almost the same leveloofracy as the P-\WM = 84.98,SD

= 6.76) and even use more correct articles thakP#w (M = 80.54,SD = 15.54). For the plural
—-s, the NP M = 67.48,SD = 23.65) appeared to have better target-like fis@omorpheme

than the P-WN = 65.11,SD= 30.52) and the P+\WM = 62.33,SD = 25.88).
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Table 14: Descriptive statistics for accuracy measu

95% Confidence Interval

Measure N M SD  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Errors / 100 words NP 30 12.67 3.89 11.22 14.12
P-W 30 10.75 4.12 9.22 12.29
P+W 30 10.88 4.27 9.28 12.47
Total 90 11.43 414 10.57 12.30
Correct Verb Form NP 30 64.95 12.94 60.12 69.79
P-W 30 7429 11.36 70.04 78.53
P+W 30 74.32 1042 70.43 78.21
Total 90 71.19 12.31 68.61 73.77
Correct Article Use NP 30 84.40 8.70 81.15 87.64
P-W 30 84.98 6.76 82.45 87.50
P+W 30 80.54 15.54 74.74 86.34
Total 90 83.30 11.05 80.99 85.62
Correct Plural NouiNP 30 67.48 23.65 58.65 76.31
P-W 30 65.11 30.52 53.71 76.51
P+W 30 6233 25.88 52.66 71.99
Total 90 64.97 26.62 59.40 70.55
Lexical Errors NP 30 4.30 2.62 3.32 5.28
P-W 30 3.83 2.78 2.80 4.87
P+W 30 2.97 2.36 2.09 3.85
Total 90 3.70 2.62 3.15 4.25

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttig group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.

One-way ANOVA results shown in Table 15 revealeat there was a significant
medium effect for planning on the percentage obvyerms,F(2, 87) = 6.48p < .01,w = .33,
whereas no significant difference between groups feand in the number or errors per 100
words,F(2, 87) = 2.05p = .135,w = .15, the target-like use of articl€g2, 87) = 1.44p = .242,

o = .10, and the target-like use of the pluml~2, 87) = .28p = .759,0w = .13.
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Table 15: One-way ANOVA results for accuracy measur

Measure Source SS df MS F ) p

Errors / 100 words Between Group 68.82 2 3441 205 .15 135
Within Groups 1459.17 87 16.77
Total 1527.99 89

Correct Verb Form Between Group 1748.54 2 874.27 6.48 .33 .002
Within Groups  11744.79 87 135.00
Total 13493.33 89

Correct Article Use Between Group 348.84 2 17442 144 .10 242
Within Groups  10522.32 87 120.95
Total 10871.17 89

Correct Plural NouiBetween Group 398.63 2 199.32 28 .13 .759
Within Groups 62661.51 87 720.25
Total 63060.14 89

Tukey HSD comparisons in Table 16 located an isterg significant difference in verb
form percentage between the two planning groupstandontrol group (p < .01), indicating that

the planners used significantly more correct verims than the non-planners.

Table 16: Tukey HSD comparisons for accuracy messur

Measure Comparison Difl\f/leergzce 95% Confidence Interval
(Ivs. J) (1-J) SE p  Lower Bound Upper Bound
Correct Verb Form P-W vs. NP 9.33 3.00 .007 2.18 16.49
P+W vs. NP 9.37 3.00 .007 2.21 16.52
P+W vs. P-W .04 3.00 1.000 -7.12 7.19

Note NP = no-planning group, P-W = planning-withouttig group, and P+W = planning-

with-writing group.
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For the number of lexical errors per pruned nareatiwhose data were not normally
distributed, it was noted that the mean ranks @se@ from the NP group (53.65), then the P-W
(46.20) to the P+W (36.65). The Kruskal-Wallis tesstults indicated that lexical errors were
significantly affected by pre-task planning(2) = 6.573p = .037. Mann-Whitney tests were
used to follow up this finding with a Bonferronircection for all effects at a .0167 (i.e., .05/3)
level of significance. These pairwise comparisdmsased that the P-W groupi@n = 3.00) did
not seem to differ in making lexical errors frone thNP Mdn = 4.00),U = 381.00p = .295r = -
.14, or from the P+WMdn = 2.00),U = 360.00p = .179,r = -.17. However, a significant
difference was found between the P+W and the NBpgtd = 274.50p = .008,r = -.34,
meaning that the P+W group significantly made felerical errors in their performance than

the NP, while the P-W did not.

To sum up, pre-task planning with and without wagtin this study had a significant
effect on the accuracy of oral narratives meashyeithe number of correct verb forms.
Especially, planning with writing significantly raded the number of lexical errors in the

planners’ oral narratives.

RQ 4: What do learners attend to during planning?

There are three types of data that provide anstedirse fourth research question. First,
the results from an analysis of self-repairs duptemning with and without writing will be
reported separately and then compared to seerd th@ny common pattern of attention in the
way the participants planned their speech. Foimtegview data, themes will be presented
following the interview questions to gain more gids into what the participants chose to attend

to and what they did not. Further, for a more dethiinderstanding of how the participants’
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narratives changed from planning to performaneell ldescribe the oral and written planning
data and the final oral narratives of four spegéticipants, one high achieving and one low
achieving each from the P-W and P+W groups.

Results from analysis of self-repairs in the plawgniata

For planning without writing (P-W), almost all tpeanners (n = 23) used 5-10 minutes
for rehearsingNl = 7.73,SD = 1.89), with only one exception of planning f@anly 3 minutes.
On the average, a participant in this group sp@keaximately 500 words (excluding fillers and
verbatim repetitions) in his/her rehearddl£ 492.83SD= 186.67). Nearly half of the planners
rehearsed their performance twice, and the othédIukit for 3-4 times. Only three speakers
had one rehearsal cycle. Most of the planners rebddheir speech in English; however, one
participant planned it completely in Viethamesegtaer first did it in Vietnamese and then in
English; and another had three rehearsal cyclésth first time in Viethamese, the second one
in mixed language, and the third one in completgligh.

Generally, the percentage of focus on meaning (Fo®tl) the ratio of FoM to total self-
repairs) in the rehearsai(= .53,SD = .16) was slightly higher than that of focus omi (FoF)
(i.e., the ratio of FoF to total self-repairty) € .47,SD=.16), suggesting that the P-W planners
spent more time focusing on meaning than focusmfpan. Further examination of categories
of focus based on the coding guidelines for clgssgiferrors (see Appendix H) showed that
focus on lexical items accounted for 44% of towdf-sepairs M = .44,SD = .15), which was the
highest percentage compared to that of some o#itegaries such as verb forms (19%), articles
(5%), plural nouns (3%), and prepositions (3%inéans that vocabulary was the top priority to

the P-W planners.
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For planning with writing (P+W), all the planners<£ 26) used up 10 minutes of
planning and wrote more than 100 words (excludeifyrepairs) in their narratives. Half of the
planners could write more than 130 words per pruradative 1 = 133.69SD=19.41). On
the average, they wrote nearly 12 words per Tt 11.87,SD= 2.41).

Interestingly, unlike the P-W group, the P+W plarsrtended to focus on forrvi(= .55,
SD=.20) more than focus on meanifd £ .45,SD=.20) in their written narratives. Although
this was not a big difference, it might indicatattvriting enables learners to focus on form
better than rehearsing. Moreover, a closer examimat categories of focus in planning with
writing revealed a pattern similar to that of thenming with rehearsals. It means that the P+W
planners focused most on lexical items (accourfon@7% of total self-repairs), then verb
forms (22%), articles (11%), prepositions (6%), ahdal nouns (1%). It also seems that the
P+W planners allocated more attention to grammidicens such as verb forms, articles, and
prepositions than their P-W counterparts.

Results from qualitative analysis of the intervigata

For the interview data, | will basically report tresults by themes categorized under
each of the questions regarding the planners’ alioc of attention, concerns, and difficulties
during planning. I will also present their perceh&iccess in task performance, ability to use
what was planned, and favorite way of planning. Rusome confusion with the question about
the difficulties of the type of planning experiedcenany participants reported their difficulty
with the task; therefore, | will present their respes to this question together with their biggest
concerns during planning. All the interview questiavere designed for the planners in the P-W

and P+W groups; however, | also had ten speakens tihe NP group volunteer to answer the
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guestions about the extent of success in theirpmdbrmance and their favorite way of
planning.

Interview question 1*What were you thinking about while planning?”

An overall observation of the interview data indezhthat there was a similar pattern of
attention in two groups of planning — planning with writing (P-W) and planning with writing
(P+W). Most planners appeared to devote more tonpanning the content and vocabulary than
planning grammar and pronunciation. Nine out offglamners (90%) in each planning group
considered ideas and vocabulary their top priaitighile only 60% P-W planners and 70%
P+W ones answered that they attended to grammagdolanning. Five out of ten P-W
planners (50%) said that they paid attention tmpneiation. Since the P+W group planned with
writing, pronunciation was not the linguistic aspeus group attended to. In general, most
participants thought about the content, vocabulang, grammar while planning and tried to plan
their oral performance following the instructiorssraflected in the following examples:

| spent most time looking for the details and vataty to express the ideas. Once | had

the right words, | then thought of the appropriatauctures [Participant 0303]

| paid most attention to content and vocabularyshese we were required to tell a story

in a way to make it understood by a listener who haver heard the story before.

[Participant 0209]

Further examination of the planners’ revelatioradgtmajor similarities and minor
differences in the way they processed the four@speontent, vocabulary, grammar, and

pronunciation.

! Each participant was given a 4-digit code withfitgt two digits denoting his/her planning groupdahe last two
digits denoting his/her identifying number in thegp.
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Attention to contentUnlike the NP group, given limited planning time3§f seconds,
who “only chose to focus on main points and ignore t&tfRarticipant 0102], the planners of
the other two groups had more time to observe ittanes and thus could explore more details,
especially the important differences between thedvoups of boys, two bus numbers, and two
clocks:

| first looked at each picture, attended to diffetreolors and the order of the pictures. |

tried to understand the details. Then, | practitelting the story picture by picture. For

the first time of telling, | told some details; fitre second time, | added more details and

compared the differences between pictures. At fissiw only one bus — bus 26, but

when | told the story the second time, | saw bugR&ticipant 0206]

| paid attention to the different colors to distingh two groups of boys. | focused on

three small boys and four young men because th# bays were the main characters

and the four men were the cause of the problenonidered where the children went and

what they did[Participant 0304]

The planners even used their rich imagination tkemg new details for the story to
sound interesting to the listener as revealed leypdanner:

| wondered why they did not get on bus 26, bubgdtus 33. They may have foreseen

something wrong with bus 26 with their sensitivitydid not know where the three boys

would go, so | said that they were travelling te ttountryside[Participant 0304]

While the non-planners did not have enough timeotice the connections between the
pictures and rushed to describe whatever they saa&adh picture separately, the planners could
organize the ideas during planning to retell a cetiestory. One planner even attempted to

express the feeling of the three small boys inst@ds and thought of the meaning of the story:
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| related it to the proverb “More haste, less spe€dParticipant 0310]

A few planners had to rely on their L1 to plan thessage and search for L2 vocabulary
and structures to convey it as evident in this gpdam

| first told the story in Viethamese as my halviert looked for the words in English, and

where to put an article. If there had been timg lefvould have tried to rehearse in

English as much as possib[articipant 0207]

Attention to vocabularyPlanners spent most time searching for the coraéiytu
appropriate words to express ideas because thaglhthat vocabulary was the most important
and it helped them speak more easily. Many of thbemplained that they were unable to recall
some simple words likemiud', “pusH, “splash watet, “bus conductdr, “the winding road
and so on. The planners, especially the P+W gneape aware of varying their word choice to
make the story interesting. Two planners noted:

| tried to find the right words for the details the pictures because it was important to

tell the story will all the details .Since this is an interesting story, | would useecatlyes

to describe the characteristics of these studentsthe people sitting on the bus as well

as the bus driver .[Participant 0209]

| paused long to search for proper vocabulary tpress ideas and think of synonyms or

antonyms to make it [the story] less borik@r example, small boys could be expressed

by little boys; however, for ‘get on’, | did notdaw what to replacegParticipant 0301]

Attention to grammarPlanners did attend to grammar, mostly verb teressd they
thought that the past tense would be more appitepioatelling a story. The other grammatical

points they mentioned in the interview includedistures, the definite article, singular/plural
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nouns, and singular third-person subject and vgreeanent. The following responses explain
why planners focused on the past tense and senténictures:

First, | thought that | would use the present terse later thought that | should use the

past tense when telling a story because of beimdeguvith “One day ...” to start the

story, so | corrected the mistak@Barticipant 0208]

| attended to sentence structures because thereawagd to pause at appropriate points

to make the sentences easy to unders{&aticipant 0203]

The reasons for the planners' attention to granvauaed from the task demands to
personal consciousness. Although some studentsodidnderstand why they attended to tenses
why planning, some others admitted that they wetegnod at grammar use and often made
mistakes with tenses, so they attended to this gpatioal point as a habit. However, the most
interesting reason is that grammatical accuracyemgshasized by high school teachers, and
students gradually established a habit of focusmfprm while writing and speaking as
reflected by many participants. Some students stddwée strongly aware of grammatical
accuracy in speaking as honestly revealed in gspanse:

... because in the past when | was in high schoetydime | said something wrong, |

felt embarrassed and couldn’t continue. | learnddtaof grammar then, but did not

learn how to speak English. Every time | used wrgrammar, the teacher corrected ....
| was born and studied in a small town. My teacldro was claimed to be the best in
high school, was not a good speaker of Englisihestaught grammar for most of the

time.[Participant 0208]

Attention to pronunciatiorfifty percent of those who rehearsed the oral perémce

within 10 minutes of planning showed their conceabhsut pronunciation. Two of the
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participants admitted that they tended to focuprmmunciation as a habit. They were afraid of
mispronunciation because it would lead to misurtdading or no understanding, whereas they
had pressure of making the story as interestingpasible. Besides, Vietnamese learners of
English tend to drop the final consonants in Eigfisonunciation, thus several P-W planners
were often aware of some inflectional suffixes. Télowing excerpts illustrate such reasons:

Most of my attention was given to pronunciationgasse if | use wrong grammar or

make mistakes in using structures, people canustderstand me, but if | have wrong

pronunciation, there will be no understandifiBarticipant 0201]

| paid attention to plural noun endings becauseoften make these mistakes and

because while learning in the speaking/listeningrses, | noticed that my classmates

often dropped the final consonants, and teachéesnobEminded them. Thus, | am aware

of improving my pronunciation in this arg®articipant 0207]

Another reason for paying attention to pronunoiatvas that the planners cared about
the listener. This concern was expressed as follows

| cared about intonation because when you telloaystif people do not like it, it is a

failure. [Participant 0204]

Telling a story just for understanding is not ditfit, but if required to make it

interesting, | think my telling voice was not plaasto listen to. If there had been a

listener here, he must have fallen asld&articipant 0208]

For grammar and pronunciation, a few planners i@gealed that they focused on these
two aspects because they were their strengtheonieaknesses. For instance, one planner said:

| was most concerned about grammar because | argount at it [Participant 0304]
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Interview question 2:\What were you most concerned about during planriing?

In general, more than half of the interviewees (p@#mitted that vocabulary was the
biggest concern while planning, while only abogjuarter (26%) considered exploring ideas to
be the most difficult part, and the rest thouglat tirammar and pronunciation were the hardest,
12% and 2% respectively. The reasons for claimogpbulary to be the biggest concern are
clearly explained in these examples:

There were many points where it took so much tmntkeink of vocabulary. Although |

tried to find substitutes, but expressing an idsiagi a substitute word is not as good as

an accurate word[Participant 0304]

While planning, | could not get the word from meyneght away or did not have the

right word available. It was perhaps because | dad practice often. To take an

example, for the word ‘mud’, | had to think hard &long time, and then remembered

[Participant 0202]

It was obvious that the planners had to struggtl wacabulary search, but what they
were most concerned about was sometimes not pectas/the biggest difficulty. For them,
problems with finding the right word could be sa&y using substitutes or longer expressions,
and the biggest difficulty seemed to be what thaylat not achieve. Such a perception was
shared in this remark:

The biggest difficulty is tenses and pronunciatbplural noun endings. Vocabulary is

not the biggest difficulty because we can expressidea in another way; however,

searching for vocabulary took most tinfRarticipant 0307]
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Interview question 3:Do you think you performed the oral task succelysful
The NP group was the group that reported the nrostigms in their performance and
admitted little success. Six out of ten intervies/é@0%) replied that they did not have a
satisfactory performance, and only one intervievesponded that she completed 60% of the
story. Common difficulties that led to the non-plars’ failure consisted of poor knowledge of
vocabulary, misunderstanding the details, incohlestmytelling, wrong tense use, and so on.
Two interviewees elaborated why vocabulary wagé¢ason for their unsuccessful performance:
| was unable to express many details due to limrtedhbulary. | just said several things
in general ... When looking at each picture, | jussatibed what | could see in it, and
moved quickly to the next one. Finally, | foundibng because it was in contrast with
the beginning[Participant 0109]
If given a topic, | think it would be easier tortkiabout what to say in our own words,
but telling a story like this, we had to say thgquieed ideas, and | forgot the words to
express the ideas in the pictures ... The pictures/stl very common activities, but |
could not remember the vocabulary. It was not beedudid not know{Participant 0105]
The non-planners were aware of using the past tenstell a story, but because they
had to struggle with understanding the pictures@mdpleting the story, they failed to use the
correct tense. This was one of the reasons for diesatisfaction with their storytelling. One
interviewee remarked:
When telling a story, we should use the simple. pattl not use the simple past through
the story because the present tense is more senpleloes not require verb conjugation

[Participant 0103]
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Without planning time, the non-planners could noderstand the plot of the story and
the contrast between the beginning and the endititgecstory just by glancing at the pictures
and they found them confusing, especially pictuem8 6, as evidenced in the following
examples:

Picture 5 is confusing. For example, the busefiéndther pictures have their number

plates, but not in picture 5, so | just had a glamt this picture and then found the

numbers in picture 6. In pictures 3 and 4, | did attend to the bus numbers; | only paid
attention to three small boys in red shirts. In kgt picture, | saw two buses but did not

recognize two groups of boyRarticipant 0107]

| did not understand the story clearly, feelingcemfused with pictures 5 and 6. At first

glance, | thought about the unluckiness of thedhreys on the street, such as being

splashed with water, failing to get on the bus, #ralr bus broken on the way, but after
looking at picture 6, | saw the three small boysgling, then | recognized that the

broken bus was the first one that they were notadd to get onParticipant 0108]

As for the P-W group, interviewees felt fairly séed with their performance. No
interviewees reported having difficulty understangdihe storyline. Two participants thought
that they were quite successful in telling theyst&our others were not very pleased with their
speaking because of some common problems suchlaifitinto use as many words and ideas as
planned, repeated structures and mispronunciationly. one student admitted that he was not
successful in telling the story because he coutdmake the story funny as it was. Some
problems the P-W group encountered can be seée itwb examples that follow:

Within 5 minutes of speaking, | forgot many idelasiped for 10 minutes before. | was

unable to speak muchihere were many other ideas, but | did not haveigho
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vocabulary to express. | did not vary the strucsyi@nd repeated the same structures,

making it boring[Participant 0203]

The tense that | used was not appropriate; | shbwalde used the past tense because the

story happened, but sometimes | used the simpéeptrand thought it wrong, so | felt

ashamed and made more mistakes When making migtgik&sunciation, | paused and

corrected, thus wasting timgRarticipant 0206]

Finally, among the planners of the P+W group, bué of ten interviewees (50%)
believed that they did not succeed in telling ttogys A common reason for this perception of
failure was that they did not have the right wakmexpress all the details, thus leading to many
repetitions and hesitations. Another typical conmlaf this group was that they could not
remember some details despite trying to remembet thwd been written. One student also
admitted that she told a lengthy and choppy stadythe listener might find it boring. She
added:

| should have used more adjectives for the listéo@isualize the characters’ mood. |

did not have an expressive voice eithiBarticipant 0305]

Some other reasons included worries about tenskstary perfection as in the following
remark:

When speaking, | couldn’t tell the significancetd story. Telling a story requires

accurate use of past tenses, but | couldiParticipant 0301]

Only one student was confident that he succegstolinpleted the storytelling.

Task unfamiliarity appeared to be another causéhimparticipants’ perception of lack of

success. Five interviewees from all the three gsoepealed that they had never told a story

71



based on a series of pictures before; as a réisejt,were very confused with the task at the
beginning. One interviewee from the NP group contedn

This is the first time for the past four years vedhad a chance to tell a story based on

pictures, so | could not do it well. A quick loaktlae pictures did not give me enough

time to understand them. First, | thought | undeost, but when I began to speak, | found
out there were many points | did not understandwadted to skip these points, so | had

only a few ideas leffParticipant 0107]

Although the extent of the interviewees’ perceigedcess was definitely subjective,
their revelation of the reasons showed that the tffplanning had some influence on their
performance. The planners seemed more positivet #8ieiu speaking than the non-planners and
the P-W group appeared to be the most successtohipleting the task. It is evidenced that the
planners had the planning time to access theii@kghowledge to select and refine their
vocabulary, structures, and pronunciation. Whikerbn-planners considered story completion
to be their priority to the exclusion of grammaliaacuracy, the planners tended to perfect their
work by varying word choice and structures, anchevging to use an interesting tone to attract
the listeners’ attention.

Interview question 4:Could you use what you had planned in your nawa®”

Six out of ten interviewees from the P-W group mégad that they were able to speak
about 70-90% of the sentences prepared. They emaid many mispronunciations and even
used intonation to make the storytelling more ie$éing. However, some regretted missing some
details when speaking and making a few change®rd whoice, as reflected in the following

comments:
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| forgot the detail that the conductor said the bess full and told them to wait for

another bus ... | was afraid of running out of tirse,| spoke fast, and when speaking

fast, my performance was not like what had beenr@d before. For instance, | used

different words, while structures remained the saarticipant 0204]

| could not use all the words planned possibly lisesof losing confidence or feeling

lost. It happened when | stopped for about 10 séedm look for more ideas to keep

telling. [Participant 0209]

Similar to the P-W group, 60% interviewees from FRéV group responded that they
could use what they had planned. Many admitteagryo remember their writing, and thus
being able to use all the words written out. Theyld also self-correct the grammatical
mistakes, especially the past tense and articlese Mnportantly, they seemed confident that
they understood the main ideas and told the stotlye right order. They could point out the
difference between two buses and the contrast leetivee beginning and the end of the story,
which most non-planners could not do, as one irdere reflected:

While speaking, | tried to remember what | had pkehin writing. | also paid attention

to the colored features in the pictures to find mare details to say. For example, | saw

two buses and realized the ending in contrast thighbeginning[Participant 0304]

Nonetheless, one student confessed that his spesechot a great success because while
writing he had many ideas, but when speaking hkesgdferently from what prepared
especially for the last pictures and was unabkxfwess all thoughts, and his oral performance

was worse than his writing:

73



| was able to speak ok for the first half of thergtbecause | remembered the writing,

then got stuck for the second half, so | spokerifitly from the writing, but in general

there was not much difference in terms of idgRarticipant 0303]

Interview question 5'What are the benefits of the type of planning gaperienced?”

For the P-W group, many interviewees reported platning with rehearsal helped them
speak more fluently because they could remembenthe points, vocabulary, tenses, and their
anxiety was relieved. One interviewee expressedénefit of this type of planning as follows:

Without planning, it would be hard to speak smoothtould remember some main

points. | was less nervous. | rehearsed severadifaor 10 minutes, so | could remember

the vocabulary and tensd®articipant 0203]

Nevertheless, not all the planners could remerabdruse what they planned
successfully, as one planner said:

For ten minutes of planning, | planned in Vietnaenasd could speak more ideas, but

within 5 minutes of speaking, | forgot many idelsped 10 minutes before, so |

couldn’t express all[Participant 0204]

For the P+W group, according to the intervieweémmng with writing encouraged
coherent and fluent speaking, lexical and strutwtagety, and focus on form. First, given time
to write before speaking, the planners could speate fluently because they could remember
the ideas. For example, a planner said:

Planning with writing helped with memory and thedped speak more fluently. When

writing, we organized the ideas, and we only oratlgeated what we wrote because we

could remember it. Without writing, we still hadeas to say, but not in a coherent way

and with less confidence. For example, when spgaKiwe expressed the ideas in a
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mess and repeatedly revise the order, we woulddos&dence and could not keep

going [Participant 0306]

Second, writing was claimed to provide the plantiens to select and vary vocabulary
and structures as shown in one interviewee’s resgon

Writing is easier than speaking because we can wdhink about the appropriate

words, and can adjust or vary grammatical strucgyreut when speaking we have to

think fast, thus making more mistakes. If we aremes, our utterances will be sporadic
with no connections between ideas, but while wgjtyou can think more and add where

necessaryjParticipant 0304]

Third, some planners found it easy to see the kestashen writing out the story on
paper, whereas it is hard to do so when speakimge&ns that writing can facilitate focus on
form. One planner remarked:

| found it easy to see the mistakes when writirogiif but it might not be so when

speaking ... | used all effort to complete the statit grammatical accuracy, but when

speaking, we don’t have to do so. Normally, whesaking, | only use the simple present,
but when writing this story, | attended more to -eedings and final consonants.

[Participant 0302]

However, despite acknowledging the benefit of wgtbefore speaking, a planner noted
a disadvantage of planning with writing in companisvith speaking spontaneously.

Usually, we speak spontaneously without plannimgtiso we have no fluency and miss

many details, and as such planning helps bettealgpg. If we have a chance to write

out once what we are going to say, we may rougiityamber ideas and speak faster

after that. We often tend to remember what we writee have a good memory. For this
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task, | could remember all my writing and when $@peg | even recognized and

corrected some points that | did not write welbwever, when speaking without

planning by writing, we speak whatever we havet iheeal speaking skill. If we write
something, then we can remember and read it fromang so it does not reflect the real

ability to speak in a spontaneous situatififarticipant 0304]

Those who did not have a good memory seemed riavto planning with writing as
reflected in this remark:

If allowed 10 minutes just to look at the pictuagsl plan what to say in mind, it would

be better than writing it out on paper because piag in mind and speaking out right

away would be easier to remember. When writingloaistory, | tried to remember it,
and then when speaking | found out that | couldrantember everything because the
writing was taken awayVhile writing, | had many ideas, but then | spokéetently

from what | prepared. It was worse than the writlmgcause | could not express all

thoughts [Participant 0308]

Besides, the planners of the P+W group complatinadwriting was time-consuming,
while they did not have enough time to tell all tegails. As a result, they tried to compensate
by adding more ideas in their oral performance.

Since | wrote at a rather slow pace and often pduseg to search for vocabulary, 10

minutes of planning was not enough for me. Whemlidcnot finish writing up the last

part of the story, | felt nervous. | was also affaif forgetting what was written when
speaking. The first half of my speaking was OK beed tried to remember. Planning by

writing takes a lot of timgParticipant 0305]
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Writing is slower than speaking. When writing, ultbnot write out everything, so when

speaking, | added more detai[®articipant 0301]

In short, it seems that writing before speakingoemages more focus on form and lexical
and structural variety than rehearsals.

Interview question 6:If you are allowed some time to plan for anottsamilar oral task
in the future, how would you choose to plan yowasng?”

When asked about their favorite planning type, nmistviewees of the three groups said
that they would choose to write notes of key wardan outline with main ideas in phrases
rather than write complete sentences. Eleven oliBgfarticipants (85%) who answered the
guestion shared similar views that when lookingaes, speakers can elaborate. On the other
hand, those who planned by writing claimed thatiagiin complete sentences was time-
consuming and they found it hard to remember akhsdbecause the story telling was too long.
One interviewee suggested allowing more plannimg tfabout 20 minutes) to write up the story.
Another interesting explanation for not supportmgfing out was that writing and speaking
encourage attention to different aspects of langwageflected in the following example:

When writing out everything, we have to think uhifferent way because writing requires

more attention to grammar, thus taking more tinoafrexploring the details and

searching for expressions than speakifarticipant 0304]

However, one first-year student who confessed awmtgogood at grammar and
vocabulary liked writing out on paper and try tonember to retell the story. Another student
said that if given planning time, he would seammhgentences and ideas and try to remember the

main ideas; if it is an important task, he wouldte/out the whole thing.
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Results from qualitative analysis of the four specases

An analysis of the oral and written planning datd the final oral narratives of four
participants, one high achieving and one low aghgeeach from the P-W and P+W groups,
revealed some noteworthy differences between ptanne

For the P-W group, | chose two participants, onengt and one weak, coded as 0205 and
0210. Participant 0205 was one of the most fluadtaccurate speakers of the group. His speech
rate was 123.82 syllables per minute compared tviglgroup average of 100.050}= 16.64),
and he made only 3.9 errors per 100 words whilgtbap mean was 10.75D= 4.12). During
planning, he rehearsed two times with only sevegHirepairs and remarkably improved his
overall complexity and subordination. An examinatad his first oral narrative revealed that this
participant created 15 simple T-units and only complex T-unit with a total of 176 words
(excluding dysfluencies), whereas his final perfante had 14 simple T-units and 7 complex
ones with 282 words in total. In other words, hekspll words per T-unit at planning time 1 but
increased the number of words up to 13.43 wordg perit in his final narrative. Also, there
was an increase in the number of clauses per Tiwuhis narratives from the first time of
planning (1.13 clauses/T-unit) to the final perfamoe (1.38 clauses/T-unit). He seemed to pay
more attention to expanding the sentences as caedrethrough his two times of planning and
final performance. In the two examples below, hecdbed the two groups of boys. Every time
he repeated the narrative, he added more modipfingses (as in Example 1) and relative
clauses (as in Example 2).

Example 1

Planning time 1: Three small boys standing in front of a bus.

2 The examples cited are taken from the raw oral déth all the dysfluencies underlined and pausetaced with
three dots (...).
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Planning time 2:

Performance:

Example 2

Planning time 1:

Planning time 2:

Performance:

One day three small boys in red shirts are waifimiga bus to
come.
One day three small boys in red shirts standinfyont of a bus

station to wait for the bus to come to get thersdiaool.

And a group of anothea group of other ... four standing close to

them.

There were other four boys in blue shirts who alsme in line...
wait in line to get ... to the bus.

And at the same time there were ... four boys wholdex than

the three ... younger boys, and they were in blugsshi

Participant 0205 not only expanded the sentencealbéa made more connections

between ideas by using subordinate clauses thrihvegharrative planning and performance.

This is illustrated by the following example.

Planning time 1:

Planning time 2:

And they are about to enter. to get on the bus number twenty-six
... All of the boys stand ... in line in order to gettioe bus ... But
the four boys in blue shirts enter first, ... and tbemaining three
boys ... still standing outside the bus at threeazkl... The three
boys in red shirts seem to be ... angry, ... and thethay keep
waiting for another bus to come.

The three small boys came first while the four bzayree later ...
They are waiting in line to get on the bus numlesrity-six ... The

four big boys play trick on the three younger, &émely get on the
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Performance:

bus first while the three other boys ... couldn’teflseem to be
surprised and ... angry.

All of the boys wait in line in order to correorder to get on the

bus. The bus number twenty-six finally came. Baifdhr boys
who came later get on the bus first, while the¢hre small boys
still stay to wait for another bus to come ... Thed¢boys seem to
be very ... surprised and a little bit angry becatlsy came first

..., but they had to stay to wait for another busdme.

The second participant of the P-W group (Partidi@210) selected for this analysis was

one of the least accurate speakers of the growgpifeerehearsing the narrative three times and

making many self-corrections, she still made ne2@\errors per 100 words in her final narrative

while the group mean was 10.75. In contrast toi€paint 0205, who seemed not to pay

attention to any grammatical point, Participant@®8ispersed her attention over many linguistic

forms such as verb tense, pronunciation, word eh@idicles, quantifiers, and voice. This is

noted by examining the corrections in her planrand performance in the following example.

Planning time 1:

One day ... three small boy in red shirt are waitmerewere

waiting a bus... waiting the bus ... Suddenly a truck ... run ...

fastly and mud.. makes the bapake the boys. muddymake the

boy muddy... muddy. After that ... the bus arrive ... and ... elder

peop... the bus with number thirty-six arrive and mdie peop

and elelder body hustle each other and ... make one didize

sfall fall fell one of the boy felt. At the end these small boypat

gogeton ... the bus.
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Planning time 2: One day three small boy in red T-shirts are waitighe bus stop
... On the road ... there axeas a pile ... a mudf mud ... There

was many mud.. there washere was much mud ..., and the truck

... and a truck ... make ... three small boys ... dirtyfter fat ...
the bus... the bus come, and everybody ... hustle to géteoinutyt
... with number thirtywenty-six, and they ... dominate three small
boy. And after that ... three small boy cannot ...ogethe buyt
because of it is out of seak.

Planning time 3: One day three small boy in red shirt are waitingre bus stop ...

with a lot of people. Suddenly a truck ... drivelfast a truck

were driven fastly and make ... the lmogke the boys muddy ...

And ... after that ... a buylsisa bus come. Everyone hustle each
other to get on the bus, and these small boy cagetodbn because
the buyts was out of the seat.

Performance: One day three small boy in red t-shirt ... as weldasnany people
are waitingwere waiting at bus stop ... There were.avere
much mud on the road ... And a truck ... drive fastlghat it
makeit made three small boy muddy ... After that a kit the

number thirty-six come. Everyone hustle each atinerget on

hustle each otlother to get on the bus. And three small boy canno
got on because of it’s oittis out of the seat.
As partly seen in the above example, ParticipathDGRade fewer corrections and pauses

in her final performance than in her first renebrisawever, her performance showed limited
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success in achieving better accuracy except somectdorms of past tense verbs (eage
waiting > were waiting and one quantifier (e.gnany mud> much mull She failed to
pronounce the nouousproperly and dropped the plural endisgas inboyg in most cases
though she attended to it at planning time 1 and 3.

Another difference between Participant 0205 andidhaant 0210 lies in the complexity
level of their narratives. While Participant 0208/g a focus on the complexification of his
language, Participant 0210 used only simple seeteatthe first time of planning and then only
one complex sentence in the two subsequent relieaBse retained this complex structure in
her performance, but it was not error-free (6Agd three small boy cannot got on because of it
is out of the seatln fact, she neither added many new ideas npamded the structures during
planning; her narrative at the first planning tihea 12 simple T-units with a total of 128 words
(i.e., 10.67 words/T-unit), whereas her performacm&ained 9 simple T-units and 2 complex
ones with 132 words in total (i.e., 12 words/T-unlthus, there was not much change in terms of
overall complexity and subordination between plagrand performance in the case of
Participant 0210.

A closer comparison of the number of past tensbsvesed in the narratives showed a
remarkable dissimilarity between the two selectadigpants of the P-W group. Participant
0210 used fewer verbs in the past tense duringpednce (29%) than at planning time 1 (33%)
while Participant 0205 increased the percentagedds in the past tense from 22% in planning
to 59% in performance. It may mean that the stropgeticipant had more attention to and better
control of the past tense usage than the weaker one

For the P+W group, | also chose two participamsg, loigh achieving and one low

achieving, coded as 0308 and 0305. Participant @&38one of the most accurate speakers of
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the group. His speech rate was 115.04 syllablesparte compared to the group average of
108.11 §D= 19.83), but he made only 5.36 errors per 10@warhile the group mean was
10.88 SD=4.27). One noteworthy similarity between histten and oral narratives is the high
percentage of past tense verbs used (e.g., 93ptaioning and 85% for performance). A more
careful look at his writing showed that he usedyanie verb in the present tense and seemed to
be aware of using the past tense to narrate ting Isyochanging two verbs from the present to
the past tense during planning. Apart from hisrditbe to verb tense, he also made two
corrections with word choice and one change witlexgression in his writing. The fact that he
achieved the highest score of the grammar pretéstqrrect answers out of 80 items) could also
predict his great accuracy in both writing and &pea

Regarding complexity, Participant 0308 carriedgame structural variety in his writing
over to his speaking; both of his written and oralratives contained four different verb forms
including simple past, past progressive, past pasand past modal verbs. Although there was
almost no gain in subordination since both hisingitand speaking had similar clause/T-unit
ratios (e.g., 1.36 for writing and 1.38 for speafjjran increase in the overall and phrasal
complexity from his planning to speaking could lbs@rved. For instance, his written narrative
had 11 T-units and 15 clauses with a total of 1b®8dw, whereas his final performance had 13 T-
units and 18 clauses with 168 words in total. Imeotwords, he wrote 10.82 words per T-unit but
spoke 12.92 words per T-unit. Similarly, there wei@3 words per clause in his writing, but his
speaking had 9.33 words per clause. The particgabitlity to expand the sentences can be
illustrated as follows.

Planning: When a bus numbered twenty-six came, the threeviergspushed

back the queue by a man.
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Performance: When a bus numbered twenty-six came, the threeviergs

waiting in a line but couldn’t get on the bus besaan aggressive
man pushed them back.

In contrast to Participant 0308, Participant 03@&s wne of the least accurate speakers of
the P+W group. His speech rate was 95.43 syllgidesninute, below the group average of
108.11, and he made 15.94 errors per 100 wordsehtgan the group mean of 10.88. During
planning, Participant 0305 made four correctiongwerb tense changing the verbs from the
present to the past tense, two corrections withlest and the other corrections with one
preposition, one non-finite verb form, one verlha passive voice, and spelling. It seemed that
this participant gave more attention to verb tehs@ other grammatical features; however, he
could use only 26% of verbs in the past tensesrohal narrative while 80% of the verbs in his
written narrative were planned in the past tense.

In terms of complexity, there was also some evidendicating that Participant 0305
could not use much of what he had planned in vgitifor example, his oral narrative had less
overall and phrasal complexity than his writtenrative. He spoke 12.55 words per T-unit and
7.67 words per clause, whereas he wrote 13.20 wend$-unit and 9.43 words per clause.
Moreover, there was no noticeable improvement éntéixt length of his writing and speaking
since both modalities had a similar number of wpt@? words in the written narrative and 138
words in the oral narrative. Moreover, the struatwariety decreased from his writing to his
speaking. In his written narrative, there wereetaldferent verb forms including past simple,
past progressive, and past modal verbs while tivaseonly one simple past verb form in his oral
narrative. However, there was an increase in tasel/T-unit ratio from his writing (1.40) to his

speaking (1.64).
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In general, it was evident that the two strongipg@nts of both groups made fewer
errors per 100 words and spoke more words per Thutheir performance than the weak
participants. It was also observable that the tosahber of words was greatly increased in the
final narratives of the two high achievers, esgicRarticipant 0205 of the P-W group, who
could increase his text length from planning tad@@nance by 106 words. Another noticeable
finding was that the strong participants could tiieepast tense verbs they had planned better
than the weak participants. The strong participaisity to create longer oral texts and use
more past tense verbs in them has also raisedu#stign of whether the planning groups differ
in expanding the text length and using the paside®rbs. Further one-way ANOVA analyses
revealed that there was a significant medium eff@cplanning on the total number of words
spoken in the final narratives(2, 87) = 12.80p < .01,w = .46, and on the percentage of past
tense verbd:(2, 87) = 3.42p < .05,w = .23. Tukey HSD comparisons located more specific
differences between the groups: the P-W produagufgiantly more words per narrativil(=
225.30,SD = 66.39) than the NAV( = 168.23,SD = 49.46) and the P+WM = 161.80SD=
41.69) p < .01), and the P+W used significantly more passé verbsM = 46.47,SD= 27.75)

than the NPN = 25.61,SD = 29.83) p < .05).
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This chapter summarizes the major research firsdiopwing the order of the research
guestions and discusses them in light of theordti@meworks and previous studies on pre-task
planning. It also addresses some limitations othdy and makes suggestions for future
research. The chapter concludes with the contobatof the present study to the field of

teaching ESL and to SLA theory.

RQ 1: What effects does planning with and withotitimg have on théluencyof an L2 oral
narrative?

In general, results show that both planning witl asthout writing has a positive impact
on the fluency of L2 oral narratives. Significarffefences between these two planning groups
and the no-planning group were found in two aspeictisiency—speed fluency and breakdown
fluency, but not in measures of repair fluency. ®epecifically, those who planned their oral
narratives by writing out the story in completetsees spoke significantly faster than those
who were not allowed time to plan. Also, those wloearsed their performance made
significantly fewer pauses per minute of speecpeeislly fewer filled pauses, than non-
planners, while those who wrote before speaking@auin the middle of clauses significantly
less than non-planners. However, there was nofgignt difference between two types of
planning, with and without writing, in all dimensis of fluency.

Given a comprehensive set of measures for fluahey study confirms the beneficial
effect of planning on the oral fluency of narratensce the finding of the study is consistent with

those of previous research (e.g., Crookes, 1988eF& Skehan, 1996; Gilabert, 2007;
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Mehnert, 1998; Skehan & Foster, 2005; Tavokoli &&kn, 2005; Wigglesworth, 1997; Yuan &
Ellis, 2003). The finding lends support to both @&gnition Hypothesis (Robinson, 2001, 2005,
2007, 2011) and the Limited Capacity Hypothesis(tsk, 1998; Skehan & Foster, 1999, 2001)

regarding the role of planning time in helping thsk performers achieve greater fluency.

A surprising finding of this study is that planningth writing assisted the participants in
significantly increasing their speaking speed dutire task performance compared with no
planning while planning with rehearsal did not.h&ltigh the only study by Kawauchi (2005)
that investigated writing as a planning activityg diot find any significant difference between the
effects of planning with writing and planning witkhearsal on the fluency, complexity, and
accuracy of oral narratives, the evidence thatingitan improve oral fluency has been
documented in previous studies on oral fluencyK8l&2009; Hardison, 2011; Payne, 2002). The
interview data of the current study also providemteninsights into how writing can scaffold
speaking. Many interviewees of the P+W group admitemembering what they had planned,
resulting in faster speech rate and fewer unfiladses.

Another interesting finding of this study regardipausing was that the P+W group
paused at mid-clause significantly less than n@ampérs. This pattern of pausing is closer to that
of native speakers because prior studies foundhtiitate speakers, who also pause, have pauses
at the end of clauses rather than at mid-clausen@k 2009; Skehan & Foster, 2005; Tavakoli,
2011). In fact, a quick look at the baseline daiaged that 10 native speakers paused at mid-
clause per minute of narrativiel = 1.22,SD= 1.35) less than the P+WI(= 3.30,SD = 2.05),
the P-W M = 4.51,SD=2.77), and the NAM= 5.11,SD= 2.05). This feature of fluency
measurement is argued to be what distinguishegenatid non-native speech (Skehan, 2009).

Data from the interview also revealed that mostigipants had the biggest problem with
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vocabulary search, so it is not surprising to obsénat non-planners paused anywhere in their
speech instead of at the end of clauses when tbey mot allowed time to access their
lexicalized knowledge.

In short, planning with writing and rehearsal béteeflearners’ oral fluency differently.
Writing before speaking is likely to help learnsmeak faster and pause less at mid-clause, while

rehearsal may help reduce the number of fillethénspeakers’ narratives.

RQ 2: What effects does planning with and withotiting have on theomplexityof an L2 oral

narrative?

The current study gives evidence for a small-todomaceffect for pre-task planning on
the complexity of L2 oral narratives. Both typesptdnning had a significant effect on phrasal
complexity measured by the number of words persdabiowever, planning without writing had
significant effects on overall complexity measubgdthe number of words per T-unit and lexical
variety measured by the percentage of content wardsreas planning with writing
significantly affected lexical variety measuredthg type-token ratio. Overall, there is evidence
for the significant effect of pre-task planningtte complexity of oral narratives though there is

again no significant difference between the twaesy/pf planning—with and without writing.

The finding of the effect of planning on the stuwrel complexity and lexical richness of
oral narratives in the present study may allowouagree with the Cognition Hypothesis
(Robinson, 2001, 2005, 2007, 2011), which clainad xarners can pay more attention to
specific linguistic aspects of a conceptually deduag task with the support of planning time,
thus inducing greater complexity in L2 oral prodoct Ellis (2009) also hypothesizes that

planning alone may not have any significant eftecthe complexity of task performance, but it
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should be considered in combination with task desidnerefore, the oral task for this study was
designed to be cognitively demanding enough fote¢hemers to direct their attentional and
memory resources to lexical, morphological, andagtic aspects of the L2 system required to
convey the message. In fact, the instructionsHertask emphasize that this is an interesting
story and the speakers should retell it as detaideplossible. During the interview, many learners
also mentioned that they paid attention to how &kenthe story interesting by varying structures
and word choice or using more adjectives to exptess$eeling of the characters. They
recognized that planning time was also a great ppity for them to explore more details and
connect them in a coherent way. The learners’ atemno the guidance and care about the
feeling of the possible listener may contributéht® increased complexity of their oral

narratives.

An interesting finding in answering the second aesle question is that all the planners
produced significantly more words per clause tham-planners while there was no significant
difference in the number of words per T-unit in tral narratives by the planners who wrote
before speaking and the non-planners. As NorrisQuelga (2009) explained, mean length of
clause fundamentally differs from mean length afnit in that the former is not affected by the
addition of subordinate clauses, but influencedhay of adjectives, adverbs, prepositional
phrases, or non-finite verb phrases, thus it seages specific measure that taps complexification
at the phrasal level. For this reason, clause lesgéms to be a more sensitive measure for
complexity.

Despite inconsistent results, many previous studipsrt a positive effect of planning
time on the complexity of learners’ productiongy(eOrtega, 1999; Sangarun, 2005; Tavokoli &

Skehan, 2005; Wigglesworth, 1997; Yuan & Ellis, 2)@&nd the finding of this study generally
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confirms this effect of planning. Noticeably, thasko planned by writing did not prove to
outperform those who planned with rehearsal inapect of linguistic complexity in the oral
narratives as | predicted following Blake (2009yRe (2002), Weissberg (2000), and Williams
(2008), who hypothesized that writing encouragesnébn to linguistic form and there may be a

transfer of skills from writing to speaking.

RQ3: What effects does planning with and withouting have on theccuracyof an L2 oral

narrative?

As predicted by the Cognition Hypothesis (Robing#01, 2005, 2007, 2011), planning
with and without writing will support greater acagy in the L2 learners’ oral narratives than no
planning. Like the effect of planning on the conxiig of oral production, the current study also
found a significant effect of planning on the a@ayr of the learners’ oral narratives measured
by the number of correct verb forms. This findiraged not coincide with Yuan and Ellis’ (2003)
result though the two studies used the same pisetrand the same measure (i.e., the percentage
of correct verb forms). Yuan and Ellis found naistecally significant differences in both error
free clause and percentage of correct verb form&xplain this result, they drew on Skehan and
Foster’s (1997) study, claiming that “learners rbaypredisposed to use their planning time to
pay attention to how to organize and encode thpgsitional content rather than for searching
their linguistic repertoire to maximize accuracp’ 20). Another possible explanation they
failed to discuss is that the range of languagégency of the participants they recruited was
rather large (i.e., a TOEFL score range of 373-5&@@)le learner proficiency is an important

factor that affects the ability to perform tasksefhtly and accurately, using complex language.
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A guestion may arise concerning why increasesdnracy were noted in verb forms
rather than in articles and the plural —s. Thislwa®xplained considering the L1 and L2
background of the participants. Traditionally, amdne grammatical points Viethamese EFL
learners are taught, verb forms are given stroaggrhasis than others. Most of the grammar
lessons repeat how to use verb tenses, aspeats, woodals, and subject-verb agreement
because these linguistic features are the mairsfotwritten English tests and exams. With a
strong explicit knowledge of verb forms, the papamnts of the study could have been aware of
them, leading to more noticing during planning pedormance and then achieving greater
accuracy in using these forms. In contrast, Vietesariearners of English often misuse English
articles and drop the final consonants in theiespesince the Viethamese language has a much

simpler article system and does not have fricatitkesthe plural —s in final position.

Another noteworthy finding of the present studthiat planning with writing
significantly reduced the number of lexical errorshe planners’ oral narratives compared to no
planning, while planning without writing did not.duggests that writing may encourage more
attention to linguistic form, leading to greateirgain accuracy (Kim, 2008; Williams, 2008). In
fact, the interviewees from the P+W group reved#hed writing before speaking helped them

recognize the mistakes and they could correct tthenmg performance.

RQ4: What do learners attend to during planning?

A noticeable finding from planning data analysishat the P-W planners spent more
time focusing on meaning than focusing on form, igae the P+W planners tended to focus
more on form than on meaning, though the differencbe frequencies of focus on form and

meaning is small. This finding satisfies the hygsik that the P+W group will attend to
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grammatical forms more than the P-W and NP groapgyredicted by previous research (Adams
& Ross-Feldman, 2008; Weissberg, 2000; William€80Since this is the first study that
considers planning data as a great source to igagstwhat learners attend to during planning,
any comparison with previous studies is impossible.

Planning data analysis also showed that focus»acdkforms accounted for 44% of total
self-repairs in the P-W group and 37% in the P+dugr These percentages were higher than
those of the other grammatical forms such as vaming, articles, or prepositions. This finding is
consistent with the prediction by Poole (2005) ®idiams (1999) that all the planners will
attend to more lexical forms than grammatical farms

As predicted by Ortega (2005), the planners wirad to what they view as important
(e.g., communication or accuracy) for task perfarogaaccording to their individual
preferences, language expertise, and interpretatibthe task demands. In fact, interview data
analysis indicated that the planners oriented #i#@ntion to many linguistic and non-linguistic
aspects of their L2 production. However, they speost of their time planning the content,
searching for the right vocabulary, selecting #levant grammatical structures, and monitoring
their pronunciation. This seems to reflect the congmts of the L1 speech production process
proposed by Levelt’'s (1989): conceptualizationpfalation, articulation, and self-monitoring.
According to Levelt, for L1 speakers, planning thessage requires attention, but formulation
and articulation are mainly automatic. Nonethelas&? speech processing, many of the
syntactic and phonological rules in L2 are not mmd@tzed (Kormos, 2011), and there are fluency
vulnerability points (e.g., grammatical encodirexital retrieval, morpho-phonological

encoding, phonetic encoding, and articulation) wHet speakers’ dysfluencies could result
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from their difficulties in speech processing (Segatz, 2010). This explains why planning is
beneficial for L2 speakers because it allows thieme to circumvent these vulnerability points.
Finally, the analysis of the four special casegam more clues about the relationships
between the planning data and the final narraiivéigated that the types of planning are likely
to benefit participants of different proficiencyéds differently. The strong participants in both
planning groups seemed to have better controlef timguistic accuracy and complexity, and
thus could use much of what they had planned thanrveaker participants. This may reflect the
role of individual differences in the effects ophing, which needs further investigation as
proposed by Ellis (2009). Nevertheless, the foutigpants’ oral and written data showed no
clear difference in the patterns of relationshipsueen types of planning and the final oral
performance. Based on how the four special paamtgplanned their speech, further analysis of
the text length was conducted, and it revealedttieP-W group produced significantly more
words per pruned narrative than the other two gspapggesting that text length or richness in
ideas be a supplementary measure for the effeethefarsal on L2 oral production. Moreover,
the finding that the P+W group used significantlgrenpast tense verbs in their speech than the
NP group may encourage further research into tlhéaaship between writing and speaking in

consideration of other specific linguistic features

Limitations of the study and suggestions for futesearch

There remain several unavoidable limitations dythre process of conducting this
research that | can acknowledge.

First, the present study was mainly aimed to compao types of planning: planning

with writing and planning with rehearsal. Althoulgbth planning conditions showed a small-to-
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medium effect on all the three aspects of L2 oratipction, namely fluency, complexity, and
accuracy, no significant difference between theatfdf writing and rehearsal on oral narratives
was detected. As observed in the data of four apparticipants, further research may look at
the interaction between the type of planning amlividual differences to see which type of
individuals benefit most from the given planningnddion. In addition, more measures such as
text length, richness in details, or correct usa specific linguistic aspect may be utilized.

Second, the study partly relied on the Cognitiopétiesis (Robinson, 2001) to explain
the findings; however, the research design manipdlanly one resource-dispersing variable
(i.e., planning time) while assuming that the tasls conceptually demanding without
manipulating the resource-directing dimensionsaAsnsequence, future research may
investigate the synergic effect of planning andta@eotask complexity variable on the resource-
directing dimensions.

Finally, the present research just looked atittediate effect of rehearsal and writing
on the fluency, complexity, and accuracy of L2 moga narratives. Thus, there may be a need
for conducting a longitudinal study to investigatieether any benefits gained from planning a

task at one time carry over to a new task at a tate.

Contributions of the study

This study provides more evidence for the beragfieifects of pre-task planning on the
fluency, complexity, and accuracy of L2 oral penfiance. Results of the study are consistent
with the predictions of both the Limited Capacitygethesis and the Cognition Hypothesis
regarding fluency, but tended to lend more supjmotthe Cognition Hypothesis in terms of

complexity and accuracy. It is tenable that tagkglexity increased on the resource-directing

94



dimensions and decreased along the resource-digpeismensions can enhance all the aspects
of language production. In addition, by employiraihbgeneral and specific measures, the
present study supports a comprehensive approagahderstanding the effect of pre-task
planning and proves that specific measures are sangitive than general ones in measuring
fluency, complexity, and accuracy.

This study does not only further our understanaihtie effect of pre-task planning in
planning research but also confirms its importafe m task-based language teaching. Planning
in any form, with writing or rehearsal, can benéfitlearners at all levels depending on the task
demands. The noninteractive nature of monologicatiges may assist L2 learners better
because they can allocate full attention to usiewg forms or restructuring their interlanguage
without being affected by interactive variablesigliimproving their fluency, complexity, and
accuracy at the same time.

The current study also adds to the literature erotlal-literate connection by providing
more empirical evidence for the effect of writing gpeaking while many researchers tend to
look at the relationship between two modalitieth@ other direction, the effect of speaking on
writing. The findings are of great significanceféomal EFL instruction, where students are
more exposed to the written form of the language tihe spoken one, because they help

supplement the classroom activities to transfestbhdents’ skills from one modality to another.
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Appendix A: Grammar pretest

For questions 1-60, you are to choose thewne&d or phrase, marked A, B, C, or D, that
best completes each sentence. Then, on your asseet, find the number of the question
and fill in the space that corresponds to the letifiethe answer you have chosen.

1. “Hurry up! We're waiting for you. What's taking yao long?”
“I for an important phone call. &dead and leave without me.”

A. have waited B. will wait C. am waiting D. wai

2. A fortune-teller predicted inhetlaof money before the end of the
year.
A. that | would B. that | C. what I will D. whd

3. After to 45 minutes of an extrerbelyng speech, | found myself
nodding off.
A. was listening B. having listen C. listening D. I listen

4. Ann quit her job at the advertising agency, surprised everyone.
A. which B. that C. who D. that it

5. Brian used to be an active person, but now hedlsiit his activities
problems with his health.
A. because B. because of C. although D. ite s

6. A minor earthquake occurred at 2:07 a.m. on JanBiakjost of the people in the village
at the time and didn’t even kndvad occurred until the next

morning.
A. slept B. had slept C. were sleeping sleep
7. Carrots raw provide the greatastional value.
A. are eaten B. eaten C. which eat D. eating

8. Dr. Sales is a person
A. in whom | don’t have much confidence
B. in that | don’t have much confidence
C. whom | don’t have much confidence in him
D. I don’'t have much confidence

9. Had you told me that this was going to happen, | it.
A. don’t believe B. can't believe
C. hadn't believed D. would never have believed
10.1 am tired of your rude behavior. I’'m not going to it any more.
A. put away B. put on C. go over to D. putwigh
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11.1 don’t understand how John could have made in judgment.
A. such big mistake B. such a big mistake
C. so a big mistake D. so big mistake

12.1 hadn’t expected James to apologize, but | haagtop

A. that he would call me B. him calling me
C. him to call me D. that he will call me
13.1 have always wanted to visit Paris, of France.
A. is the capital B. which the capital is
C. that is the capital D. the capital
14.1 talked to Bob two weeks ago. | thought he warttekinow about my cat, but |
misunderstood him. He asked me where , hot my cat.
A. is my hat B. my hat was C. my hatis Dsway hat
15.1 was enjoying my book, but I stopped a program on TV.
A. to read to watch B. reading for watch
C. to read for watching D. reading to watch
16.Dry farming is a type of agriculture used in areas less than 20 inches
of rainfall.
A. there are B. in which is C. where there is D. which has
17.1 wish that you such a lot of wbdcause we know that you would
have enjoyed the party.
A. hadn’t had B. hadn’t C.didn't have had  [@dh't have
18.1 can’t the answer to this mabblpm.
A. figure out B. help out C. take out D. oyt
19.1n many ways, riding a bicycle is similar to .
A. the driving of a car B. when you drive a car
C. driving a car D. when driving a car
20.1t is gravity objects towardaaeh.
A. pulling B. that pulls C. to pull D. whatlts
21.Mahfuz has an active mind. He can retell memories anybody else in
the classroom.
A. as vivid as B. much vivid than  C. more vividhan D. too vivid as
22.Mr. Smith dropped this morning. He wantetddrrow some milk me.
A.in - of B. by - from C. off - to D. at -itt
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23.My family loves this house. It fdmaily home ever since my
grandfather built it 60 years ago.

A. has been B. was C.is D. will be
24.My children enjoy to stay up late wheneteesomething special on TV.
A. being allowed B. to be allowed C. allowing . O allow
25. My writing has improved a lot in this class. Alktistudents do well
in writing.
A. whom Mr. Davis teaches them B. which Mr. Dagaches
C. that Mr. Davis teaches them D. Mr. Davis tesch
26.Not wanting to be late for my first day of class, to school after | missed
my bus.
A. therefore, | ran B. because | ran C.lran s®I ran

27.People who exercise frequently have greater phlysicdurance than those

A. who doesn't B. that doesn’t C. which don't \Who don't
28. Scientists caves and the living thingh@m are called speleologists.
A. studying B. have studied C. do a study of stody
29. My mother always made me my harfdsebevery meal.
A. washing B. to wash C. washed D. wash
30. Sometimes very young children have trouble fact from fiction, and
many believe that dragons actually exist.
A. separating B. to separate C. for separating D. separate
31.The bananas wouldn’t have spoiled unless the weathe hot.
A. was being B. was C. has been D. had been

32.The Chicago bus is parked at :
A. the lane two B. the two lane C. lane two sBcond lane

33.The child’s arm was swollen because he by a bee.
A. had being stung  B. had stung C. had beergstunD. stung

34.The first time | went swimming in deep water, | kao the bottom like a rock.
I've learned to stay afloat, | fester about the water, but | still can’t

swim well.

A. As soon as B. The first time C. When D. Nihat
35. , Ruggiero Ricci was considemgeat violinist.

A. At six years old B. At the age of six

C. When age six D. When he was six years aged
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36.The man died because medical help was not summéngaictor should
immediately.
A. have called B. have been called C. been called D. called

37.1In the past, families in North America were mucbselr. People grew up in a town, went

to school there, got marrried there, brought a family there, and
eventually died there.
A. together with B. up C. with D. in

38.The power lines outside my house were dangerdusally got the power company
them to a safer place.

A. move B. to move C. moving D. moved
39.There were participants at theecen€e than we had predicted, so
we had trouble seating them.
A. so many B. too many C. many more D. mucien
40."l was that Jan couldn’t come topimey.”

“Her boss made her work overtime.”
A. disappointing B. disappointedly C. disappoihte  D. disappoint

41.This is the woman the artist saidgpasea model for the paiting.
A. which B. who C. whom D. whose

42.This machine is very dirty. It needs

A. being cleaned B. to clean it C. becleaned D. cleaning
43.Timmy doesn’t do well in school ih&bility to concentrate on any

one thing for longer than a minute or two.

A. due to B. as C. because D. therefore

44.*Mr. Wright, can you give me a little extra helpigig some letters today?” “Sorry, |
can't. The boss has an urgent report for me t@wshe demanded that it
on her desk by 5 P.M. today.”

A. was B. would be C.is D. be
45. saying was so important thatddaskeryone to stop talking
and listen.
A. The woman was B. What the woman was
C. That the woman was D. What was the woman

46."The students all went to the circus yesterday.”
“I heard it was really
A. amused B. amuse C. amusing D. amusingly
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47.She her back while she was plaggyball last week in the game
against South City College.
A. hurted B. hurt C. was hurting D. had hurted

48. “You look nervous.” _ “This thunder makes me
A. scary B. scare C. scaring D. scared

49.To answer accurately is more important than

A. a quick finish B. to finish quickly
C. finishing quickly D. you finish quickly

50. Today, many serious childhood diseases by early immunization.
A. are preventing B. can prevent C. can bggmted D. prevent

51.Tom is sitting at his desk. He’s reading his chérpitext because he has a test tomorrow.
He :
A. must be studying B. should be studying C. wsiilldy D. could study

52.When | kept getting unwanted calls, | called theqdcompany and had my phone
number

A. change B. changing C. to change D. changed
53.You should learn how to change a tire on your car you can handle an

emergency situation if necessary.

A. so that B. when C. for that D. therefore

54.The plane’s departure was delayed because of mieahdifficulties. When the weary
passengers finally boarded the aircraft, many \wmar@yed and irritable because they

in the airport for three andlBhuoars.

A. are waiting B. had been waiting

C. have been waiting D. were waiting

55.“Were you pleased with the translation?” _ “Yes jbb was

A. amazing satisfactory B. amazingly satisfagtor
C. amazingly satisfactorily D. satisfactory amgz
56. The Smiths were a very happy family. The childreh g each other.
A. together with B. along with C. through with  D. up
57.There is so heat in London thmsser.
A. few B. any C. many D. much

58.“Why are you so late?”
“I my aunt to the airport. The taffias terrible.”
A. could take B. must have taken  C. should take D. had to take
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59. powerful member of the entirdaratly is the tiger.

A. The more B. More C. The most D. Most
60.“Hello! Alice? This is Jeff. How are you ?”

“Jeff? What a coincidence! | about yaloen the phone rang.”

A. was just thinking B. just thought

C. have just been thinking D. was just thought

For questions 61-80, you are to read the followagsage and choose the arécle (a,

an, the, or zero article X) that best completeshdalank. Then, on your answer sheet, find
the number of the blank and fill in the space tt@atesponds to the letter of the answer you
have chosen.

| could tell by (61) townhall clock thatas late, so | decided to catch
(62) bus. It was a beautiful day; thewgas shining and there was (63)
very little wind. I turned the cornerdavalked down the main street.

A couple of minutes later, | heard (64) iseocand (65) man
wearing (66) grey leather jacket ran pas At first, | thought he was
trying to catch (67) bus which was wgitihthe bus stop, but then (68)
policeman appeared, running at some spleedas obviously chasing

(69) man in (70) leather jacked; he was joined by another
policeman, who was talking rapidly into a hand-haldio.
All three disappeared into (71) crowpadple. My bus arrived, and | got
on. As (72) bus drove down the road, | 8y man again,
walking casually through (74) crowd with ¢oat over his shoulder. |
could also see (75) second policemahtadking into his radio. He was
describing (76) man who no longer exig{en), man wearing
(78) jacket and running furiously while 79 real criminal (if he
was (80) criminal) walked slowly and célguato the station.

61. A.a B. the C. X

62. A.a B. the C. X

63. A.a B. the C. X

64. A.a B. the C. X

65. A.a B. the C. X

66. A.a B. the C. X

67. A.a B. the C. X

68. A.a B. the C. X

69. A.a B. the C. X

70. A.a B. the C. X

71. A.a B. the C. X

72. A.a B. the C. X

73. A.a B. the C. X
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74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
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Appendix B: Pronunciation pretest

Please read aloud the following paragraph at yoarmal speed and as carefully as you can.
My Journey to the U.S.

My name is Viet, and I'm from Vietnam. As a higthsol student, | alwaydreamed of going to
the United States. In Englishclasses at school, my teach¢alked about the country a lotwas
fascinated with the beautifutities and friendly people that my teacher told usearched for
more information about the country arehd many Engliststories about it, but | couldn’t
understand them all because my Enghsis very limited. Whenever | got stuck in
understanding thgtructures or vocabulary in thetories, | oftenasked my teacher for help. She
was the first teacher whimspired me with American culture and higher education. Whe
received a scholarship to study abroad, | kneredched a turning-point in my life and then left

everything behind to pursue my American dream.

Note The version for participants does not have tret fgase verbs or adjectives witd

endings and plural nouns wits or -esendings put in bold face type and in italics.
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Appendix C: The picture set for the task

Figure 1: The picture set for the task
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Appendix D: Task instructions in English and in Mi@mese

English Version

Condition 1:No Planning (NP)

Here is a set of 6 pictures already ordered fram@ These pictures tell you an
interesting story. Now | would like you to retdiis story in English. Please tell the story as
detailed as possible as if you were telling it foiend who has never heard the story before so
that he/she can visualize what happened. You hawm&tes to tell the story, and your story

should start withOne day, three small boysin red shirts .....

Condition 2:Planning without Writing (P-W)

Here is a set of 6 pictures already ordered fram@ These pictures tell you an
interesting story. Now | would like you to retdiis story in English. Please tell the story as
detailed as possible as if you were telling it foiend who has never heard the story before so
that he/she can visualize what happened. You hawimbtes to tell the story, and your story
should start withOne day, three small boysin red shirts .....

However, before telling the story, you will have rhinutes to prepare what you are
going to say. You should speak out loud in fullteeces whatever you are preparing. Please do

not take any notes. In 10 minutes, you will begimdtell the story.

Condition 3:Planning with Writing (P+W)
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Here is a set of 6 pictures already ordered fram @. These pictures tell you an
interesting story. Now | would like you to retdiis story in English. Please tell the story as
detailed as possible as if you were telling it foiend who has never heard the story before so
that he/she can visualize what happened. You hawimtes to tell the story, and your story
should start withOne day, three small boysin red shirts .....

However, before telling the story, you will have rhinutes to prepare what you are
going to say. You should write out the entire stiorfull sentences on the given sheet of paper.

In 10 minutes, your writing will be taken away, ayal will begin to retell the story.

Vietnamese Version

Piéu kién 1: Khéng chidn bi

Day la mot bo 6 brc tranhda duoc sip xép theo tht tu tir 1 &én 6. NHing hic tranh nay
ké lai mot cAu chugn thi \. Ban hay K lai cAu chugn nay ting téng Anh. Hay k cau chugn
that chi tiét nhu thé ban dang K€ cho nét ngudi ban chra trng nghaién cau chugn sao cho
nguoi nay hinh dungiuoc chuyén gida xay ra. Ban cé 5 phatié ké, va an nén it diu cau

chuyén bing: One day, three small boysin red shirts......

Piéu kién 2: Chuan bi khéng c6 vt
Pay la mot bo 6 brc tranhda duoc sip xép theo th tu tir 1 &én 6. NHing hic tranh nay
ké lai mot cAu chugn tha J. Ban hay K lai cAu chugn nay ting téng Anh. Hay k cau chugn

that chi tiét nhu thé ban dang K€ cho nét ngudi ban chra trng nghaién cau chugn sao cho
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ngudi nay hinh dungiuoc chuyén gida xay ra. Ban ¢ 5 phatié ké, va an nén it diu cau
chuyén bing: One day, three small boysin red shirts......

Tuy nhién, tede khi k& chuyén, ban cé 10 phutié chuin bi nhitng gidinh néi. Bin c6 té
néi to 1én nling gi kan dang chén hi. Xin dirng ghi chd. Sau 10 phata, an S8 bit dau ké lai

cau chugn.

Pieu kien 3: Chuin bi kém theo \ét

Day la mot bo 6 brc tranhda duoc sip xép theo th tu tr 1 &én 6. NHing hic tranh nay
ké lai mot cAu chugn tha . Ban hay K lai cAu chugn nay ting téng Anh. Hay k cau chugn
that chi tiét nhu thé ban dang K€ cho nét ngudi ban chra trng nghaién cau chugn sao cho
ngudi nay hinh dungiuoc chuyén gida xay ra. Ban cé 5 phatié ké, va an nén it diu cau
chuyén bing: One day, three small boysin red shirts......

Tuy nhién, tede khi k& chuyén, ban c6 10 phatié chuin bi nhitng gidinh néi king cach
viét toan 1§ cau chugn ra giy bing cau hoan dhh. Sau 10 phdtira, toi $ thau bai vt, va an

S8 bat dau ké lai cau chugn.
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Appendix E: Interview questions

. What were you thinking about while planning? Whidtybu plan?

. What were you most concerned about during plannitig&se explain the reasons for
your concerns.

. Do you think you performed the oral task succesg?ulVhy or why not?

. Could you use what you had planned in your nare&tiwhy or why not?

. What are the benefits of the type of planning yopesienced?

. What are the difficulties of the type of planninguyexperienced?

. If you are allowed some time to plan for anothermikir oral task in the future, how

would you choose to plan your speaking?
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Appendix F: Coding guidelines for fluency measures

Table 17: Coding guidelines for fluency measures

Categories |

Explanations

Examples

Speed fluency

Speech rate

Number of syllables per minute. Ditfaetotal
number of syllables in a speech sample by the total
number of seconds used to produce the sample
(including pause time), and then multiply the reswl
60.

For unfilled pauses over 3 seconds, include 3 sion
of pause in the calculation and exclude the rensind
(Riggenbach, 1991). A one-to-three second pause i
marked withpausein brackets.

Suddenly a truck coming a truck is
coming and [pause] and the truck

make they dirty with the water on the
street.

Total number of syllables = 27
Total time used = 14 sec
s (27 syl / 14 sec) x 60 = 115.71 syl/mi

Breakdown fluency

D

Pauses Number of pauses per minute. Divide therntataber | One dayuh three small boys inhred
of pauses in a speech sample by the total number of shirtuh uhgo [pause] go along a
seconds used to produce the sample, and then multistreet.Uh suddenly a truck [pause] th
the result by 60. truck uh go by [pause].
Count only pauses of 1 second or more. 3 unfilled pauses (1 end-clause and
Calculate unfilled and filled pauses separately. mid-clause) + 6 filled pauses
Unfilled pauses include pauses at the end ancein th| Total time used = 13 sec
middle of clauses. (9 pauses / 13 sec) x 60 = 41.54
Filled pauses includah, um, uh, well, you knowtc. | Pauses/min

Repair fluency

Dysfluencies

Number of dysfluencies per minute.i@uhe total
number of dysfluencies in a speech sample by tiad t
number of seconds used to produce the sample, an
then multiply the result by 60.

(total number of dysfluencies / total
Dtime in sec) x 60 = dysfluencies/min
d

Repetitions are syllables, words, phrases, or elRus
that are immediately repeated with no modification
(verbatim repetition).

Exclude repetitions for rhetorical effect.

There arethere are many people. An
when thepa pa passengers get on the
busoneone boy seems to be fall into
ontothethe street. [5 repetitions]

They gedlly really wet.

Reformulations/self-corrections are words, phrases,
clauses that are repeated with some modification to
morphology, syntax, pronunciation, or word order.

When a reformulation contains a pause or a repstiti
count the pause or the repetition separately.

Theydecidedecided tecatch a bust
catch a bus. A bus running and they
cause anthethe bus causes the boy
wetto to get wet. [4 self-corrections;
repetitions]

o

Replacements are lexical items that are immediately
substituted for another.

Uh suddenly a truck uh the truck go
by and hit uh and hit poaglbome pool
uh some mud on their clothes. [1
replacement]

False starts are utterances that are abandonea befg
completion and that may or may not be followed by
reformulation.

Um they go taum finally the bus

[1 false start]
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Appendix G: Coding guidelines for complexity measur

Table 18: Coding guidelines for complexity measures

Categories

Explanations

Examples

Structural complexity

d to

154

Overall T-unit length or mean length of T-unit. | One day three small boys in red shirt go along g
complexity Divide the number of words by the numbestreet. Suddenly a truck go by.
of T-units in each pruned narrative. 17 words / 2 T-units = 8.5 words/T-unit
A T-unit consists of an independent claus& he small boys got on the bus. [1 T-unit]
with or without dependent/subordinate | They noticed that the bus that they were allowe
clauses (i.e., noun, adjective, and adverbigkt on had accidentally broken down. [1 T-unit;
clauses). independent clause and 2 dependent clauses]
When there is a grammatical subject A truck drove by and splashed water all over the
deletion in a coordinate clause, count the boys. [1 T-unit]
entire sentence as 1 T-unit.
For direct speech, count the reporting He said, “I'm sorry, but you cannot geton.” [3 T
clause and all the T-units (in quotation | units; 3 clauses]
marks) as individual T-units.
Phrasal Clause length or mean length of clause. | They noticed that the bus that they were allowe
complexity Divide the number of words by the numbeget on had accidentally broken down.

of clauses in each pruned narrative.

16 words / 3 clauses = 5.33 words/clause

d to

A clause consists of an overt subject and
finite verb phrase.

dhey left the city. [1 clause]
The driver asked the boys to wait. [1 clause]

Count an imperative as 1 clause.

Stay away fron{Inglause]

Subordination

Clause/T-unit ratio. Divide the numbg
clauses by the number of T-units in each
pruned narrative.

One day three small boys were waiting for the b
when a truck came by and splashed them with

water from the road. When more people arrived
the bus and the bus arrived, the boys were pusk
to the back of the bus line because they were.d

6 clauses / 2 T-units = 3 clauses/T-unit

for
ned

rty

Structural
variety

Number of different verb forms in each
pruned narrative, including past tense
aspects (e.g., simple past, past progress
and past perfective), modality (e.g., pres
modals likeshould, have toand past
modals likeshould have, had ypand
voice (e.g., passive voice in the past)

One day three small boygere standingt the bus
stop to wait for a bus. Then the bus arrive[d]. y'h

iwgantedto get on, but thewere pustbehind by the

ebigger boys in blue shirts. Thepuldn't get on
because the bugasfull. Theyhad to waitedo
three-thirty for the next bus ... [4 different verb
forms: simple past, past progressive, past passi
voice, and past modal]

Lexical richness

Lexical Type-token ratio--the ratio in percent As the bus twentysix arrive tite busstopthe
variety between the different lexemes and the tqtaleople queueup behirideboy kickout them and
number of lexemes within the first 100 | getonthe busbeforethethree smalboy ...
words of each pruned narrative (18 different lexemes / 25 lexemes) x100% = 72
Lexical Percentage of lexical words in each prunetihethree small boy@ red shirtswavetheirhands
density narrative (i.e., nouns, verbs, adjectives,

adverbs)

(12 lexical words / 20 lexemes) x 100% = 60%

Tnd saygoodbyeto thepeoplein thebustwenty-six
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Appendix H: Coding guidelines for accuracy measures

Table 19: Coding guidelines for accuracy measures

Categories

| Explanations

| Examples

Errors per 100 words

Divide the total number of errors by the tota] One time there wathree boyin red was

number of words in each pruned narrative a
then multiply the result by 100%.

nalaiting at the bus stop. Suddenly thig trunk
comeand_makegmissing ‘the) three_boydirty.

(9 errors /24 words) x 100% = 37.5%

Count consistently repeated errors due to
wrong assumptions only once.

the bus twenty-six (one example of the
repeated errors)

Correct verb forms

The percentage of correct verb forms used
obligatory situations. Identify all the verb
forms in relation to tense, aspect, voice,

modality, and subject-verb agreement. Then,people one by oneentin the bus. But our

divide the total number of correct verb form
by the total number of verbs used in each
pruned narrative, and then multiply the resu
by 100%.

nOne day three small boygere standingt the
bus stop to wait for the bus. The hs€oming
At the bus stop theneeremany people. The

5 boysstandingbehind many other people.

It(3 correct verb forms / 5 verbs) x 100% = 60

Types of verb-form

errors

Tenses and
aspects

Incorrect

Misformed

Incorrect or misformed

Past tense verbs incorrectly inflected

The driver said that the busfidl.
The bus didn’t ha@nough room.

As they were waiting there, four other boys
were come.

They standedhere for half an hour.

o

Unnecessary/unmotivated shift in tense. Te
errors should be identified based on the
discourse context or the tense sequence wi
the same T-units or in independent clauses
joined byand, but, or, so

nddne bus of the mean boys broke down on thg
way. The little boys laughappily when they
hgot to the destination sooner.

Maybe they didn’t have enough money, so th
can’'tget on the bus.

17

ey

However, don’t count the historical present
tense verbs in the narrative as errors.

Don'’t count the simple present for evaluatio
or comments as an error.

There are some people who are waiting at th
bus stop. (no error)

nSo the bus of the bigger boys broke down in
middle of the road. It'$nteresting to see this.
(no error)

D

the

Don'’t count it as an error if you think the
simple past is being used and the speaker’s
pronunciation ofedor -d is not clearly heard
due to assimilation.

The driver close(d) the door of the bus and
drove away.

That bus happen(ed) to be the bus of the boy
in the blue shirts.

S

Voice | Incorrect Three children don't allowo take the bus.
Misformed They don't be accepted get on the bus.
Modality | Wrong modals The small boys were not allowed to get on, s

Wrong form of modals

Wrong form of the main verb following the
modal

they _couldwait for another bus.

The driver said that another bus vadme
soon.

O

They can gobn the bus.
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Table 19 (cont'd)

Subject-verb

Lack of subject-verb agreement.

Unluckily, the fuesefull at that time.

agreemen

Count this case as an error if there is evidencehe bus driver saif’s too late.

that the historical present tense is being use

d.

Target-like use of articles

Divide the number of accurately supplied
articles by the number of obligatory contexts
and inappropriately supplied articles in each
pruned narrative, and then multiply the resu
by 100%.

One day three small boys in red shirts were

5 waiting atthe bus stopThestreet was very we
because atherain. Suddenlyhe big truck

Itpassed by and madlee boys dirty. Wherthe
(inappropriate suppliangebus twenty-six
came, fnissing ‘the) three boys could not get
onthebus.

[5 accurate suppliances / (7 obligatory conte
+ 1 inappropriate suppliance)] x 100% = 62.4

Xts
b%

Target-like use of the pluralks

Divide the number of accurately supplied
plural -s by the number of obligatory context
and inappropriately supplied pluragin each
pruned narrative, and then multiply the resu
by 100%.

One day threboyin redshirtswant to make a
sjourney to the city. When they are waiting for
the bus, they are pushed by some ofples
It(inappropriate suppliande And they can't take
the bus because it is full phssengersAfter
thirty minutethey take another bus.

[2 accurate suppliances / (4 obligatory conte

+ 1 inappropriate suppliance)] x 100% = 409

Xts

1=}

Lexical errors

The raw number of lexical errors in each prunedative. Include lexical errors related to
serious deviations in pronunciation, meaning, graical form, word order, collocation,

idioms, and expressions that interfere with t

he pahensibility of the speech.

Types of lexical errors

Word
pronunciation

Count serious deviations in pronunciation o
completely unintelligible words.

struckinstead ofruck
pusinstead obus
sheetsnstead ofshirts

Don’t count slight mispronunciation of a wordalway

as an error. suddenty
Word | Mixing up words that sound similar effectinstead offfect
meaning| ysing the wrong shade of meaning watchinstead otlock
Using a word with a completely wrong departmentnstead opavement
meaning
Word form | Wrong word forms (corrections provided in| They look very hurry(hurried)
parentheses) The boys are very surprisingsurprised)
Word order| Wrong word order The three small baysret enough bitp get
in the bus.
Collocation| Wrong collocation to make a favoinstead oto do a favor
Idioms | Wrong idioms/phrasal verbs to get in the bumstead otto get on the bus
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Table 19 (cont'd)

D

1y

Awkward | Awkward phrasing - any form of non-native{ to make a travel to travel around the city
expressiong like phrasing that may sound unnatural or | A truck makes the dirty water fly into the
confusing to native speakers of English people’s bodies.
One day three small boys in red shirts escap
their family for playing something.
Other types of errors (Count each following casé &sror.)
Non-finite | Wrong non-finite verb forms including The driver didn't let them to gein. (get)
verb forms| inappropriate infinitives, present participles,| They were not permitted gettirap the bus. (to
and past participles (corrections provided in get)
parentheses). These non-finite verbs are nct.l_here are many people gowork. (going)
the main verbs in each clause. ) yp p_gn)_ o going
The driver had the wheel fixfixed)
Quantifier- | Lack of agreement between quantifiers (e.g},We can see many passengethe bus station.
noun | much, many, this, these, and so on) and nolishe childrenwas crying.
agreement
Pronoun| Vague pronoun reference The little boys were wgifor the bus with
reference many other people. Theyere at the end of the
line.
Case| Wrong subject or object case The truck mazledinty.
Preposition| Wrong preposition There are three bmiting onthe bus stop.
Missing | Count all missing words, including articles, | The boys were standing at ” bus stop. (the)
words | prepositions, verbs, auxiliaries, subjects, Many people are waiting  the bus. (for)
relat!ve pronouns, and so on (missing words They think they will ~ late for school. (be)
provided in parentheses).
Extraneous Count all extraneous words as errors. Three bayslsdn the pavement bwith
words others.
There are many persons atethe bus stop.
Among ofthem were a group of students.
Don’t count the pronoun that follows a Some boys thegre waiting for the bus.
topicalized noun phrase as an extraneous
word.
Sentence If the verb or copula in a sentence is missing They ~ on the way to school.
fragments| ("), count the sentence as 1 T-unit with an
error.
If a noun phrase or a subordinate clause is | The bus is a number 26. When all the people
standing alone, attach it to the preceding or| get on the busNow they can get on the bus.
following T-unit as appropriate and count it as
an error.
Count an incomplete clause as an error. The thmed boys are at the end of the bus
line, so they can't.
Dangling | Words, phrases, or clauses that are not closd_tioking down the streeit’s dirty and muddy.
modifiers | the word they describe or relate to.
Notes:
1. The underlined is incorrect.

2.
3.
4,

In cases of fine decisions of appropriacy, no ewas recorded.
Do not count any unfinished sentence at the eradnafrrative.
As the above types of errors can be interrelatedtdouble penalize for a word/phrase that relédesvo

errors (e.g., In the sententéhey were not permitted goingn the bus] the word‘going” should be
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corrected a&o get”. If so, it can be categorized into both wrong vielms and wrong words/phrasal
verbs).

Be lenient with those errors that violate presergpgrammar rules but are acceptable (8igat's him
instead ofThat’s he)
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Appendix I: Data samples

Speaking Sample from the Planning-without-Writingp @

One day three small boys in red shirts wase standingvaiting for a bus at a bus
station. While they were waiting for a bus, a trypalss by and made them dirty. Faraway
there were four boys in blue shirt coming [paugéhen a bus [pause] @ameuh the four boys
in blue shirtauh didn’t want to let the three small boys get inte thus first [pause]. Aftarh the
four boys in blue shirts had been already on the there were no seat left for the three small
boys [pause]. As a result, the three small boysdhshirts [pause] had to wait for about half an
hour for the next [pause] bus [pause]. And on thigdy there was another bus [pause] came
coming [pause]. When the tiuhen the three small boys got into the bus [paubke]bus rode to
a countryside [pause]. And in the countrysithdhe three small boys saw [pause] a broken bus

[pause].Uh this is the bus whichh the four[pause] which the four boys in blue shuts[pause]

got intouh [pause] before them [pausé&)m as a result, the three small boys [pause] lodkeat
threelook at the four boys in blue shirt [pause], apdyse] they laugh at them [pause]. It is the
end for the story.
Notes:
1. The underlined is where dysfluencies (e.g., repest reformulations/self-
corrections, replacements, and false starts) weatedn
2. All pauses of 1 second or more were counted.

3. The italicized represents fillers.
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Writing Sample from the Planning-with-Writing Group

One day, 3 small boys in red shirts-waesre waiting at the bus stop. There @were some
other people there. When the bus numbear2ved, the boys began getting on. Suddendlyethe
were 4 older boys who came after our 3 boys irsteds jumped in the middle e line.
Therefore, the 3 boys had-te-stareue after those-rudmpolite young+amen who were in
blue shirts. Unfortunately, when the little boys&u shirts began getting on the bus,-thieket
taker told them that the bus-wa@auld not amitanynore passengers. It was 2 to 3 pm-In th
Through the window of the bus tleboys in blue shirts laugh at them.

Notes:

1. The crossed-out is where the participants themsealeketed words or phrases.

2. The underlined is where the participants themsah&sted new words or phrases.
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Appendix J: Inter-rater reliability

Table 20: Inter-rater reliability

Categories M easur es N Pear son
(frequency count) correlation coefficient
r

Fluency * Total syllables 90 .96
Filled pauses 90 .97
Pauses end-clause 90 .99
Pauses mid-clause 90 .99
Repetitions 30 .98
Self-reformulations 30 .97
Replacements 30 .96
False-starts 30 .94

Complexity ** | T-units 90 .99
Clauses 90 .99
Verb variety 90 .93
Total conjugated verbs 90 .99
Type-token ratio 90 .99
Content words 90 .98

Accuracy ** Total errors 90 .94
Verb form errors 90 .96
Article errors 90 .96
Obligatory contexts for articles and 90 .96
inappropriate supplied articles
Plural noun ending errors 90 .97
Obligatory contexts for plural noun endings 90 .97
and inappropriate supplied plural -s
Lexical errors 90 .98

Note. * The measures were counted per original perfoo@an

** The measures were counted per pruned performance
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