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ABSTRACT

This investigation consisted of two studies related to a timed-writing task. The
first study was an investigation of the effect of three pre-tasks on the quality of timed-
writing focusing on five variables: syntactic complexity, writing fluency, lexical
diversity, content, and comprehensibility. The second study concerned the longitudinal
effect of engaging in timed-writing on the development of syntactic complexity, writing
fluency, and lexical diversity.

The participants were 84 university students studying English at a university in
Japan in which the timed-writing task was implemented as a part of class activity for over
nine months. The study adopted a Latin squares design and participants in the
experimental group completed 12-minute timed-writing tasks with three pre-task
conditions: outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading. For the outlining condition, the
participants completed 5 minutes of individual planning before completing the timed-
writing task. For the oral rehearsal pre-task, they rehearsed the plan they completed
during the planning session orally in pairs before completing the timed-writing task. For
the reading pre-task, the participants read an article related to the timed-writing topic
before the planning and timed-reading sessions. Of 18 timed-writing sessions, the
participants had chance to engage in each of the three pre-tasks six times, and the texts
written at Time 1, Time 3, Time 4, and Time 6 were used as data. The participants in the
comparison group only took the pretest and posttests. The pretest was conducted and
before the intervention session, Posttest 1 was conducted after three months, and Posttest

2 was conducted nine months after the intervention period.



The first phase of Study 1 was focused on the analysis of the quantitative data.
To compare the effect of three pre-tasks on five variables—syntactic complexity, writing
fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility—the texts were converted to
quantitative data using text analysis software that made the data ready for statistical
analysis. The texts were scored by raters for content and comprehensibility and used for
analysis.

The second phase of Study 1 was focused on the analysis of the qualitative data.
Based on the findings from the quantitative data, stimulated recalls were conducted with
three students. The purpose of these sessions was to examine what the participants did
during the pre-task and planning sessions and how their thinking affected the quality of
their final timed-writing products. The post-course questionnaire and additional text
analyses were also conducted to supplement the findings of the quantitative data.

Study 2 concerned the longitudinal effect of implementing the timed-writing tasks
on the development of syntactic complexity, writing fluency, and lexical diversity. The
pretest and two posttests the participants in the experimental group and comparison group
completed were compared.

The results revealed that none of the three pre-tasks impacted the syntactic
complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility measures of
the immediate writing task to a statistically significant degree. One possible reason is the
participants’ English proficiency level. As suggested in a previous study by Johnson et al.
(2012), the participants’ English proficiency must reach a certain level in order to benefit

from a pre-task that reduces the working memory burden. The participants in this study



were CEFR A2 level, which is categorized as a basic language user, so their English
proficiency was perhaps not developed enough to fully benefit from the pre-tasks.

The results of the questionnaire indicated that nearly 50% of the participants
found reading pre-task most helpful because it was effective in terms of idea generation,
and learning vocabulary and grammar. Their comments were supported by the descriptive
statistics of content and lexical diversity scores, which outperformed outlining group.
About 40% of the participants found oral rehearsal was most helpful because it was
effective for idea generation and organizing the idea. However, the comments included
both positive and negative ones. How much they can benefit from oral rehearsal pre-task
is more influenced by individual differences compared with other two pre-tasks.
Although some participants found outlining task useful, only 10% of the participants
found it was most effective.

Regarding the longitudinal effect of implementing the timed-writing activity, the
current study showed that it had a significant effect on developing writing fluency. After
continuing timed-writing activities for nine months, greater gains were observed for the
experimental group than for the comparison group. For syntactic complexity and lexical
diversity, there only significant difference between the pretest and two posttests for both
groups was mean length of clause. However, because the growth was significant for the
experimental group and the comparison group, it was not merely the effect of timed-
writing. There was no time effect or group differences on any of three lexical diversity
measures. The results of the study support the developmental order of CFL measures
suggested in previous studies that propose that they develop in the order of writing

fluency, syntactic complexity and lexical diversity.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Key Terminology

In this study, the terms below are defined as follows.
 Syntactic complexity: Grammatical sophistication expressed in the length or the

number of a particular syntactic unit
« Writing fluency: The number of words or units a writer can write within a given time

period
« Lexical diversity: The variety of the words used in writing. Lexical richness.
« Content: The quantity and quality of ideas or concepts in the participants’ written

texts (Kuiken & Vedder, 2017).
« Comprehensibility: The degree of effort that is required to understand writing

(Kuiken & Vedder, 2017).

The Background of the Issue
Due to globalization and the 2020 Tokyo Olympics, the Japanese Ministry of

Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT), announced a new
English Education Reform Plan in 2013. The plan suggested that upper secondary
school English teachers should “nurture the ability to understand abstract contents for a
wide variety of topics and the ability to fluently communicate with English speaking
persons” and include activities that require “high-level linguistic ability” (MEXT, 2013,
p. 1) such as presentations, debates, and negotiations. This plan shows that unlike

traditional approaches to English education in Japan that have emphasized teaching



reading, vocabulary, and grammatical structures, students are expected to acquire the
ability to successfully express their ideas in English in written and oral forms.

Following this plan, a major revision in the standardized college entrance
examination created by the National Center for University Entrance Examinations is
planned. For the foreign language section, the Center is considering the use of English
proficiency examinations such as the Test of English for Academic Purposes (TEAP),
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), and International English Language
Testing System (IELTS) to measure students’ writing and speaking proficiency. This
reform in the college entrance examination will bring about changes in the English
curriculum in Japanese secondary schools. In order to prepare students for university
entrance examinations, teachers are expected to spend more time to foster students’
writing skills, specifically, the ability to write paragraphs or essays in testing situations.

English education in Japan has traditionally been focused on grammar and
reading instruction rather than the productive skills of speaking and writing, and of the
four major language skills—Ilistening, reading, speaking, and writing—writing receives
the least attention in secondary school English courses (Mochizuki et al., 2015).
Evidence of this situation was provided by Ohi (2016), who administered a
questionnaire to 129 Japanese junior and senior high school English teachers and
reported that of the four major language skills, writing received the least attention in
secondary school English courses. When writing is taught, Japanese teachers often
focus on linguistic features such as vocabulary and grammar and only 22% of the
teachers who responded reported that they teach paragraph or essay writing.

Traditionally, English writing education in Japan has emphasized grammatical accuracy



and as a result, insufficient attention has been paid to writing beyond the sentence level.
Although syntactic accuracy is an important aspect of writing, students also need to be
able to generate ideas, access appropriate linguistic forms to express those ideas, and
produce written output under time pressure.

In addition to the lack of attention to writing instruction, Ohi (2016) reported
that many Japanese teachers are not confident about teaching writing; thus, they feel
that they need to learn more about how to do so. When asked to indicate the main
problem in teaching English writing, 43% of the teachers stated that they needed a
better understanding of English writing and how to teach it, and 35% responded that it
is necessary to develop activities that promote the acquisition of English writing skills.
Therefore, more empirical studies of the impact of classroom interventions on Japanese
students’ writing skills should be conducted.

Statement of the Problem

This study was focused on three problems. The first problem is that few
researchers have investigated the effects of writing pre-tasks and their effect on writing
development. To date, the majority of studies focused on writing pre-tasks have
concerned pre-task planning. These studies include planning time (Rostamian et al.,
2018; Seyyedi et al., 2013; Tabari, 2017) with and without time pressure (Ellis & Yuan,
2004) and solitary vs. collaborative planning (Dobao, 2012; Doe & Figueroa, 2015;
Tavakoli & Rezazadeh, 2014). Compared with oral studies, the variety of studies that
have been focused on the effect of pre-tasks on L2 writing is small; thus, it is necessary
to conduct additional studies to clarify how various types of pre-tasks affect writing

performances, namely syntactic complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, and



content and comprehensibility. For example, although opinion sharing or reading a
passage are common pre-writing activities in foreign language classrooms, few
researchers have focused on how these activities affect writing fluency and writing
quality. In addition, the previous literature does not include studies with low-
proficiency participants (Polio, 2017). By targeting participants with relatively low
English proficiency, | hope to add new insights to the understanding of the effects of
pre-writing tasks on writing.

The second problem is that even though some researchers have provided
evidence that pre-writing tasks exert a positive effect on writing compared with a non-
planning condition, it is not clear how planning activities have helped participants
improve their performances. As Ellis and Yuan (2004) indicated, more studies are
needed to explore the relationship between process and product by investigating what
L2 writers do under different pre-task planning conditions.

The third problem is the lack of longitudinal investigations of how fluency-first,
meaning-focused writing activities contribute to writing development. Some studies
exist in this field, but of those studies, few were conducted for more than one semester
(Nguyen, 2015; Nitta & Baba, 2014) and the inclusion of a comparison group has been
rare. In addition, mixed results have been reported; thus, more studies are needed to
clarify the situation.

Purposes of the Study

The first purpose of this study was to examine the effect of three types of pre-

writing tasks—outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading—on syntactic complexity, writing

fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility. Numerous studies on the



effect of planning on oral performance using the CAFL (complexity, accuracy, fluency,
lexical diversity) framework have shown that different types of strategic planning, such
as solitary planning, teacher-led planning, and interactive planning in pairs or groups,
affect oral performances differently (Ellis, 2009; Foster & Skehan, 1999; Kawauchi,
2005; Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008). Although there are similarities between oral
production and writing production, Ellis and Yuan (2005) stated that they differ in terms
of time pressure and learners’ ability to monitor their output. While speakers can
experience time pressure when producing speech, writers can read, think, and edit their
output as they write because they are usually under relatively little time pressure.
Therefore, the first purpose is to investigate how three types of pre-writing activities—
outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading—affect timed-writing performances.

The second purpose is to examine how the participants make use of each type of
pre-writing task and how the tasks influence the final written products. Previous
researchers have shown that planning positively affects linguistic variables such as
syntactic complexity and fluency, but it has not been clear what cognitive processes
contributed to those changes (Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Seyyedi et al., 2013). | therefore
examined this issue by conducting stimulated recall interviews in which the participants
recalled what they were thinking while engaging in the pre-writing tasks. By conducting
a mixed method study, which has not been attempted by the majority of researchers in
this area, it is possible to better understand the relationship between what learners do
during pre-task planning and their final written products.

The third purpose was to explore the longitudinal effect of implementing timed-

writing activities on syntactic complexity, writing fluency, and lexical diversity. By



comparing the results between three intervention groups and a comparison group as
well as with those of the previous studies, this study adds new insights to the
understanding of the fluency-first, meaning-focused writing activities.
The Audience for the Study

This study can benefit two groups in the field of second language acquisition
(SLA) and foreign language education. The first group is researchers conducting similar
writing studies in the field of SLA and related fields. As mentioned above, few
researchers have investigated the effect of pre-task planning on syntactic complexity,
writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility in writing with a
mixed method design. This study can provide researchers with new insights into the
efficacy of three writing pre-tasks and the cognitive processes L2 learners use while
engaging in pre-writing tasks by providing information concerning what factors
contributed to the quantitative results.

The second audience is writing teachers, material designers, and curriculum
developers who design writing courses. A large number of researchers have investigated
the effect of planning (e.g., with or without planning; pre-task planning vs. online
planning; with or without time pressure) on writing, but pre-writing tasks other than
planning have not received much attention. In particular, no researchers have
investigated the influence of pre-reading activities on written production. As Ohi (2016)
showed, teachers hope to acquire more information on how to teach writing courses and
the effect of various pre-writing activities. Findings on the effect of different types of
pre-writing tasks on the final written products will help instructors and curriculum

developers select tasks to use in their lessons.



Furthermore, the findings will enable material designers to develop better
materials by giving them more options for pre-writing tasks that positively affect
students’ writing. This study provides data concerning the effects of three pre-writing
tasks: outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading.

Delimitations

The first delimitation is related to two internal factors, the participants’ L1 and
their English language proficiency levels. The participants’ first language is Japanese, a
language that differs considerably from English in numerous ways, including
orthography, lexis, syntax, morphology, and discourse structure. Therefore, the results
of this study might differ from previous studies of native speakers of English as well as
studies whose participants’ L1 is genetically related to English. Another internal factor
concerns the students’ English proficiency level. The participants in this study had low
English proficiency (TOEIC 370-400); thus, the results are not generalizable to second
language learners with higher English proficiency. This study was conducted with EFL
learners who struggle with transforming their ideas into written English. In contrast,
learners with sufficient writing fluency will not benefit from pre-writing activities as
they can complete writing tasks without support from the pre-tasks used in this study.

The third delimitation concerns the topics and genre of the writing used in this
study. To minimize the effect of topic familiarity, general topics related to university
students’ daily lives such as traveling, their home, and shopping were selected. The
genre of the writing was an opinion paragraph. Thus, the results of this study might not
be transferable to more complex topics that require specialized knowledge or to

different genres such as narrative or storytelling.



Organization of the Study

Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, is made up of three major sections:
Kellogg's (1996) writing model and working memory, intervention studies on planning
and writing, and tasks that can facilitate writing performance. At the end of the chapter,
the gaps in the literature, the purposes of the study, and the research questions are
presented. In Chapter 3, Methods, | describe the context of the study, the participants,
the instrumentation, the research design, the procedures, and the analytical tools used in
the study. In Chapter 4, Preliminary Analyses, | present the results of the FACETS
analyses. In Chapter 5, Results, | first present the results for the quantitative analyses,
and then the qualitative analyses. In Chapter 6, Discussion, | combine the findings of
both the quantitative and qualitative results and discuss their implications and
relationship to previous studies. | also discuss the pedagogical implications of the
results. In Chapter 7, Conclusion, | summarize the findings, consider the limitations of

the study, make suggestions for future research, and provide concluding comments.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this study, I investigated the effectiveness of three types of pre-writing
tasks—outlining, speaking, and reading—on writing quality, which was operationalized
as complexity, fluency, lexical complexity, content, and comprehensibility. In the
following sections, I first review Kellogg’s (1996) writing model, which was created
based on Levelt’s (1989) speech model, and then explain why writing is a challenging
skill to develop for second language learners using Skehan’s (1998) Limited Attentional
Capacity Model. I also consider how providing pre-writing tasks can help writers
reduce the information processing burden. | then focus on three types of pre-writing
tasks relevant to this study: strategic planning, rehearsal, and reading a passage. After
that, I review intervention studies in which researchers have investigated how pre-
writing tasks affect the complexity, accuracy, lexical diversity, and fluency of the
participants’ writing compositions, and then introduce longitudinal investigations of
how fluency-first, meaning-focused writing activities contribute to writing
development. | then highlight the gaps in the literature addressed by this study, present
the purposes of the study, and list the research questions that guided this study.

Kellogg’s Writing Model and Working Memory

Writing is a complex activity that involves interactions between a wide range of
cognitive processes. In the field of L1 writing studies, the importance of long-term
memory and working memory has been emphasized by numerous researchers (Bereiter

& Scardamalia,1987; Flower & Hayes, 1980; 1981). Based on Levelt’s (1989)



influential speech model, Kellogg (1996) proposed a writing model. Although his
model was originally developed to describe the process for L1 writing, it was selected
as the basis for the current study because it explains the writing process in relation to
working memory, and it has been referred to in many of the papers reviewed in this
Chapter.

Figure 1 shows Kellogg’s (1996) writing model and the resources of working
memory used in the three stages of formulation, execution, and monitoring. The
formulation stage involves setting goals, generating ideas, and translating them into
linguistic forms. The execution stage comprises programming the motor system and
executing muscle movement. Finally, in the monitoring stage, writers read what has
already been written and edit organizational problems and linguistic errors. Each of the
three stages consists of two substages, and the arrows indicate the flow of the
information. For example, the output of the formulation stage is sent to the execution
stage, and the output of the execution stage is sent to the monitoring stage. However,
Kellogg (1996) stated that writing should not be interpreted as a linear process. Rather,
the model shows that all three stages interact with each other and the process is
recursive in nature. For instance, writers would notice that editing is necessary before
the execution stage as well as the need to go back to the formulation stage to make
necessary corrections. Kellogg also stated that the formulation of new text and
monitoring the existing text can occur concurrently. The double-headed arrows and the

backward arrow in the figure indicate this property. Kellogg (1996) proposed that all of
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the stages are activated simultaneously as long as the demands placed on the central

executive do not exceed its capacity.

Figure 1. Kellogg’s Writing Model

v v v

Formulation Execution Monitoring

»( Programming Executing ‘@

Visuo-Spatial Central Phonological
Sketchpad Executive Loop

From The Science of Writing (p.59), by C. M. Levy and S. Ransdell (Eds.), 1996, Taylor and
Francis Group (https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203811122). Copyright 1996 by Taylor and Francis
Group. Reproduced with permission of The Licensor through PLSclear.

Kellogg (1996) stated that each of the three stages of formulation, execution,
and monitoring consists of two substages. The formulation stage consists of planning
and translating substages. In the planning substage, writers set writing goals, generate
ideas, and select the necessary information for the writing task. At this stage, output
might be a propositional representation that can be translated into linguistic forms, but it
can also appear as non-linguistic abstract images or feelings. In the next substage,
translating, output from planning is translated into linguistic forms. In order to turn

ideas into complete sentences, the selection of the appropriate lexical units, the
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formation of a syntactic frame, phonologically representing the lexical units in the
frame, and the transformation of phonemes into orthographic patterns must take place.

The second substage of Kellogg’s (1996) writing model is the execution stage,
which consists of two substages: programming and executing. In the programming
substage, the output from the translation stage activates the program that controls
appropriate parts of the motor system for executing the writing task. In the case of
typing, the muscles required for moving the arm, hand, and fingers are activated while
handwriting involves the selection of the appropriate letter sizes and allographic forms
as well. In the executing substage, necessary motor units are recruited for muscle
movement.

Finally, in the monitoring stage, writers read and edit the text they are
producing. While reading, the subprocesses that control word recognition, sentence
comprehension, and coherence are activated. In the editing stage, the writer’s intentions
and the written output are compared. If there is a mismatch, the text is edited or revised.
Monitoring occurs not only after the executing substage but also during the formulation
stage, and involves actions that range from noticing local grammatical errors to
assessing paragraph organization.

Kellogg (1996) elaborated on the model by incorporating the three components
that make up Baddeley’s (1986) working memory model: the central executive, the
phonological loop, and the visuospatial sketchpad. How these components relate to the
three stages mentioned in the previous section is visualized in Figure 1. The central

executive is responsible for the retrieval of information in long-term memory. It
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controls attention and coordinates two subsidiary systems, the phonological loop and
visuospatial sketchpad. Both the formulation and monitoring stages are connected to the
phonological loop, whose role is to store and process auditory and verbal messages.
When sentences are produced, writers silently recite them to themselves; thus, the
phonological loop is activated together with the central executive while translating. The
phonological representations of the words are stored in the phonological loop briefly to
form more sophisticated syntactic units or before the information is sent to the
execution stage. The phonological loop is also activated during the reading stage, one of
the monitoring stages.

The visuospatial sketchpad, on the other hand, stores and processes visual and
spatial information and is connected to the formulation stage in Figure 1. It is activated
during planning with the central executive because writers plan by visualizing ideas,
organizing, considering orthography, and thinking about the layout. The phonological
loop and the visuospatial sketchpad can function alone, but their information processing
capacity is limited. When the task demand is too high and they cannot handle
processing independently, the central executive is recruited to help complete the task.
The demand of the central executive on the execution stage is minimal unless writers
are young children who have not had enough writing practice. That issue is represented
with a dotted line.

All the processes and functions described above—formulation, execution, and
monitoring—and the three working memory functions—the central executive,

phonological loop, and visuospatial sketchpad—work simultaneously. For this reason,
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writing is a highly cognitively demanding skill that places stress on the limited capacity
central executive. According to Kellogg (1996), the cognitive demand of the
formulation stage is the greatest because this system places a burden on all three
working memory resources (i.e., the central executive, phonological loop, and
visuospatial sketchpad). The cognitive demand of the execution stage is the least
demanding.

He also stated that planning, translating, and reviewing compete for limited
working memory resources. Kellogg (2001) stated that when the demand of planning is
low, spare resources are distributed equally to planning, translating, and reviewing. On
the other hand, when the motor execution demand is low, the resources are distributed
to reviewing, followed by translating. However, the effect on planning was not
significant. Kellogg indicated that the result supported the hypothesis that planning,
translating, and reviewing share common working memory resources, but how they are
distributed depends on the particular case in question.

Kellogg (1996) noted that pre-task planning can enhance writing performance.
Online planning and translating compete for working memory resources; thus, by
separating the planning and translating stages, more working memory resources are
available for the translating stage while composing text, which leads to higher fluency
and potentially more complex grammar. The effect of pre-task planning on syntactic
complexity is not clearly stated in his writing model.

Similar ideas where speaking is concerned were proposed by Skehan (1998) in

his Limited Attentional Capacity model. Skehan proposed that L2 learners have limited
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working memory capacity, and trade-off effects occur when they focus their attentional
resources on one aspect of the target language. For example, if they focus on syntactic
complexity, then syntactic accuracy often suffers because as sentences become longer,
there are more opportunities to make errors. To reduce the information processing
burden, the effective application of pre-task planning promotes better performance by
L2 learners (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Ortega, 1999; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). For second
language learners who have been exposed to relatively small amounts of the target
language, the formulation and execution stages present difficulties because these skills
have not been proceduralized or automatized. As a result, producing the second
language requires considerable cognitive effort for many L2 writers.
Intervention Studies on Pre-Tasks and Writing

Pre-Task Planning

As mentioned above, writing is a cognitively demanding skill especially for
lower-proficiency L2 writers. Thus, the implementation of pre-writing tasks that
facilitate language processing and idea generation can potentially improve writing
performances. One of the most well-known pre-writing tasks for promoting higher-
quality writing is planning. Kellogg (1990) stated that writing a brief outline during pre-
writing eases the burden of composing, and as a result, positively affects both writing
fluency and writing quality.

Bygate (2001) defined planning as “mental rehearsal of the message and its
formulation prior to communication” (p. 28). In line with this idea, numerous studies on

the effects of planning on oral performances have been conducted using the CALF
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framework. Though small in number compared to speaking studies, some studies (Ellis
& Yuan, 2004; Rostamian, et al., 2018) have been focused on writing. Even though the
idea that pre-task planning has a positive effect on CALF measures is supported by
these empirical studies, there are mixed results considering the effect of planning time
on each CALF measure.

The effect of three planning conditions on writing quality was explored by Ellis
and Yuan (2004). The participants were 42 university students studying English in
China who were assigned to one of three conditions: (a) no-planning (- planning, + time
pressure), (b) pre-task-planning (+ planning, + time pressure), and (c) on-line-planning
(— planning, — time pressure). The number of syllables produced per minute and the
number of dysfluencies operationalized as words that were crossed out or changed were
used to measure writing fluency. The results showed that the pre-task planning groups
produced more syllables than the no planning and on-line planning groups (F = 9.80, p
<.01) and produced fewer dysfluencies (F = 3.74, p <.03), suggesting that pre-task
planning is useful for improving writing fluency. Pre-task planning also resulted in
greater syntactic variety compared to a no planning group (F = 9.05, p <.001). There
were no statistically significant differences across the three groups for syntactic
complexity (F =2.71, p =.079), lexical variety (F = 0.18, p < .84), or syntactic
accuracy (Error-free clauses: F = 3.39, p = .059; correct verbs: F =1.98, p =.15), but
the results indicated that there was an advantage for the online planning group regarding
syntactic accuracy. The authors reported that although they could not conclude that pre-

task planning is more effective than online planning due to the difference in the total
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time spent on the task, pre-task planning enhanced writing fluency and syntactic
complexity because it reduced the burden of the central executive and facilitated
translating. It also gave the learners greater confidence during the task performance.
The researchers concluded that pre-task planning could improve writing fluency and
syntactic complexity while online planning might positively affect syntactic accuracy
and suggested the need for both types of planning in order to produce the best
performance.

Based on Ellis and Yuan (2004), Rostamian et al. (2018) investigated the effect
of planning condition on syntactic complexity, syntactic accuracy, and writing fluency,
and how their participants’ limited attentional resources were allocated at each stage of
the writing process: planner/proposer, translator, and evaluator/reviser. Sixty
intermediate-proficiency Iranian EFL learners were divided into four groups: (a) no
planning (NP: — planning, + time pressure), (b) on-line planning (OLP: — planning, —
time pressure), (c) pre-task planning (PTP: + planning, + time pressure), and (d) pre-
task and on-line planning (PTOLP: + planning, — time pressure). Their findings were
similar to that of Ellis and Yuan (2004). The pre-task planning group had the highest
syllable per minute score, F = 4.54, p = .006. and the two groups who completed pre-
writing tasks—the pre-task planning and pre-task and on-line planning groups—scored
higher than the on-line planning group, F = 4.09, p = .011, for clause length, indicating
that pre-task planning enhanced syntactic complexity and writing fluency. On the other
hand, the online planning group outperformed the pre-task groups on the syntactic

accuracy measures of error-free clauses, F = 6.55, p <.001, and correct verb forms, F =
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4.46, p = .007. Stimulated recall interviews indicated that comments about the cognitive
processes involved in planning, translating, and evaluating were reduced at the time of
writing for the pre-planning groups, while more comments about self-repairs were
observed for the online planning group. The authors stated that these results explained
the difficulty of drawing attention to all aspects of the language simultaneously and
supported Skehan’s (1998) Limited Attentional Capacity Model.

The impact of planning time on writing quality was examined by Tabari (2016),
who examined the effect of pre-task planning and online planning on descriptive essays
written by 78 EFL learners who were randomly divided into three groups: pre-task
planning, online planning, and no planning. The participants in the pre-task planning
condition performed better than those in the other groups in terms of writing fluency, F
= 16.28, p <.001, while the participants in the no-planning group produced texts with
greater lexical diversity. The online planning group outscored the pre-task planning
group in terms of syntactic accuracy and lexical diversity, but there was no statistically
significant difference. Tabari stated that the no-planning group outperformed the pre-
task planning group on lexical diversity due to the trade-off effect between writing
fluency and using a wider variety of lexis. In the pre-task planning condition, the
learners focused on increasing production speed and the quantity of writing at the
expense of lexical diversity. On the other hand, the no planning condition allowed the
participants to use a greater variety of lexis. In addition, Tabari indicated that lexis

should be evaluated separately from syntactic complexity, and four linguistic
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dimensions—complexity, accuracy, lexis, and fluency—should be taken into account
when analyzing L2 learners’ writing performances.

The common findings from the studies reviewed above are that pre-task
planning effectively promotes writing fluency, but it does not promote greater syntactic
accuracy or lexical diversity. However, Ong and Zhang (2010) and Johnson et al.
(2012) reported contrasting results. Ong and Zhang explored the effect of task
complexity on writing fluency and lexical complexity of argumentative essays written
by 108 EFL learners. There were three factors for task complexity: (a) planning time
(extended pre-task, pre-task, free-writing, and control), (b) the availability of ideas and
macro-structure (topic, ideas, and macro-structure given; topic and ideas given; and
topic given), and (c) draft availability (draft available, no draft available). In the draft
available condition, the participants were allowed to see their first drafts while those in
the no draft available condition had nothing to refer to when completing their essays.
The researchers found that the effect of planning time on one measure of writing
fluency—the mean number of words produced per minute/total time spent on the task—
significantly affected writing fluency, F = 56.34, p <.001, but the post hoc test showed
that the fluency of the free-writing group (no pre-task planning) was greater than that of
the pre-task (p < .001) and extended pre-task groups (p < .001). Two reasons were
stated to explain the results. The first reason concerned the time spent writing. The on-
line planning group had 30 minutes to plan and write, the extended pre-task group had
20 minutes to plan and 10 minutes to write, and the pre-task group had 10 minutes to

plan and 20 minutes to write. The second reason is that the participants in the two pre-
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task groups could have been engaging in online planning during the writing task. If that
was the case, the authors stated, the pre-task planning conditions would have been more
cognitively demanding than the free-writing conditions. The researchers suggested that
pre-task planning can negatively impact fluency if planning time is too long or it is
prolonged to the execution stage.

Similar to Ong and Zhang (2010), Johnson et al. (2012) did not find strong
evidence to support that pre-task planning enhances writing fluency. They investigated
the impact of five pre-task planning groups on writing. The participants, 968 advanced-
proficiency Peruvian learners of English, were randomly assigned to five pre-task
planning groups: (a) control (vocabulary exercise), (b) idea generation (brainstorming
activity), (c) organization (writing an outline), (d) goal setting (answering questions
such as “What is the purpose of writing this essay?,” “Who is the audience?,” and (e)
organization + goal setting. There were no statistical differences in the total number of
words produced by five pre-task groups, a finding that differed from previous studies on
L1 writing fluency as well as with the results of Ellis and Yuan (2004), who reported a
large impact on writing fluency. Johnson et al. (2012) indicated that one possible
explanation is that writing is a recursive activity and the participants were engaged in
online planning or editing during the timed-writing task. Thus, the benefit of pre-task
planning was diluted by online planning and editing, which could explain the small
impact on writing fluency.

Johnson et al. (2012) also stated that educational background and genre

knowledge also contributed to the differing results. In Ellis and Yuan’s (2004) study, a
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story telling task, which was not cognitively demanding and a genre the participants
were familiar with, was used for the writing task. In addition, the authors of previous
studies on outlining targeted university students writing in their first language. They had
expertise in academic writing and genre knowledge, which could be another explanation
for the contrasting results. Finally, the authors noted the importance of language
proficiency. In order for writers to benefit from pre-task planning that reduces the
working memory burden during the translating process, their language proficiency must
reach a certain threshold. For low-proficiency students who struggle to produce the
target language, pre-task planning might not ease their cognitive load during writing.
The findings on syntactic complexity are more complicated. Tabari (2017) and
Rostamian et al. (2018) reported positive effects for pre-task planning on syntactic
complexity. Tabari investigated the impact of planning time on the syntactic and lexical
complexity of argumentative essays with 90 EFL learners divided into three groups: (a)
pre-task planning, (b) online planning, and (c) no planning. He found that pre-task
planning positively affected syntactic complexity (F = 11.74, p < .001, pre-task x no
planning, p < .001, online x no planning p <.002) as well as syntactic variety (F
=.19.58, p <.001; pre-task x no planning, p <.001, online x no planning p = .130, pre-
task planning x online planning, p = .180). However, Ellis and Yuan (2004), Johnson et
al. (2012), and Tabari (2016) reported contrasting findings. Tabari explained that one
reason for the difference in the 2016 and 2017 studies was the use of different types of
writing tasks—descriptive writing in Tabari (2016) and argumentative writing in Tabari

(2017). He stated that the participants were able to benefit from pre-task planning more
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when they engaged in the argumentative task because it is more cognitively demanding
than the descriptive task. Due to learners’ limited attentional resources, the impact of
planning is more significant when they were engaged in complex tasks. Tabari’s
argument is partially supported because Ellis and Yuan (2004) also used a descriptive
writing (story telling) task, but Johnson et al. used an opinion writing task, which is
similar to argumentative writing. Although there are some inconsistent results, writing
genre likely influence syntactic complexity.

Tabari (2022) updated his study using a mixed-method design and found that
three pre-task groups performed significantly better than a no planning group regarding
writing fluency and syntactic complexity. One hundred and eighty-five Iranian
participants completed a narrative writing task in one of four conditions: pre-task
planning, online planning, pre-task and online planning, and no planning. After the
writing task, they participated in video-stimulated recall interviews. All three planning
groups outperformed the no planning group regarding writing fluency and syntactic
complexity (p < .05). Tabari concluded that Kellogg’s writing model (1996), which
states that pre-task planning can reduce the cognitive burden of the working memory
required for formulation and promote written production, was supported. Another
finding was that the comments from the video-stimulated recall interviews revealed that
the pre-task planning condition was more effective for promoting the development of
content and organization, while pressured online planning facilitated the translating and

monitoring system.
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The Effect of Individual and Collaborative Planning on Writing

While some researchers have focused on the effect of planning (e.g.,
with/without planning, with/without time pressure), other researchers have examined
the effect of participation types—individual vs. collaborative (group or pair work)—on
writing performance (Abrams & Byrd, 2016; Dobao, 2012; Doe & Figueroa, 2015;
Tavakoli & Rezazadeh, 2014). For example, learners can plan individually,
collaboratively in small groups, or with a teacher.

The common findings of Dobao (2012) and Tavakoli and Rezazadeh (2014)
were that individual planning was more effective for improving writing fluency while
collaborative planning enhanced syntactic accuracy. Dobao (2021) analyzed the effect
of collaborative pre-writing tasks on L2 writing with 111 students studying Spanish in
an American university. The participants were divided into three groups who performed
a jigsaw task in individual, pair, and group conditions. After performing the pre-task in
the assigned condition, each participant completed an individual writing task. The
results showed that the students who worked alone produced longer texts than those in
the other two groups. The students who worked individually performed more fluently
than those who worked in pairs or groups because the latter groups had to engage in
lengthy discussions whenever they made decisions; as a result, Dobao (2012) assumed
that the students who worked alone were able to spend planning time more efficiently.
On the other hand, working in small groups resulted in higher syntactic and lexical
accuracy because collaborative work led to more occurrences of language-related

episodes (LREs), which are defined “any part of a dialogue where the students talk
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about the language they are producing, question their language use, or correct
themselves or others” (Swain & Lapkin, 1998, p. 326). By working with their peers,
they had opportunities to talk about and solve language problems, and eventually, they
succeeded in solving many of the problems accurately.

Tavakoli and Rezazadeh (2014) also reported similar results in their examination
of the effect of individual planning and collaborative planning on CAF. The researchers,
who focused on the argumentative writing of 94 Iranian EFL learners, reported that
collaborative planning enhanced syntactic accuracy (error free T-units: F = 32.66, p
< .01; error free clauses: F =5.94, p =.02), while individual planning promoted fluency
(average words per text: F = 4.22, p = .04; average T-units per text: F =8.18, p =.01;
average clauses per text: F = 10.64, p =.01). Neither condition positively affected
syntactic complexity (clauses per T-unit: F = .78, p =.18; dependent clauses percentage:
F = .20, p =.66). As indicated by Dobao (2012), the participants who took part in
collaborative planning had to spend time to integrate other people’s opinions and that
could be one reason why the individual planning group outperformed the collaborative
planning group in terms of writing fluency. However, the collaborative planning group
had an advantage in that they produced more accurate texts, a result that supported
previous studies (Lapkin & Swain, 2000; Lapkin et al., 2002; Swain, 1998). Tavakoli
and Rezazadeh (2014) indicated that interaction can lead to more accurate grammatical
performances because through the dialogues that occur during collaborative works, the
participants had opportunities to talk about and solve language-related problems

(Swain, 1998). These experiences raised their attention to linguistic form, and as a
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result, it led to greater accuracy. Tavakoli and Rezazadeh (2014) also mentioned the
social constructionist point of view of learning stated in Swain (1995) and proposed that
“collaborative planning provides learners with chances for meaningful communication
and involves them in cognitive processes which can be a source for L2 learning” (p.

99), suggesting that collaborative work has the potential to lead to the subsequent
learning of L2 linguistic forms.

While Dobao (2012) and Tavakoli and Rezazadeh (2014) indicated that
individual planning positively affects fluency and collaborative planning enhances
accuracy, Doe and Figueroa (2015) and Abrams and Byrd (2016) reported different
results. In Doe and Figueroa, 51 first-year university students received lists of questions
related to the freewriting topic before writing. Half of them (n = 26), who were assigned
to a collaborative planning condition (labelled speaking planning in the study),
discussed the questions with their classmates while the other half (n = 25), who were in
an individual planning condition (writing planning) condition, answered the questions
individually and took notes on a piece of a paper. In terms of the total number of words
produced, the writing planning group wrote more than the speaking planning group for
each session (Freewrite 2: Speaking M = 109.23, SD = 35.17, 95% CI [93.23, 125.25];
Writing M = 118.43, SD = 25.30, 95% CI [108.99, 127.88]; Freewrite 6: Speaking M =
127.62, SD =41.93, 95% CI [108.53, 146.70]; Writing M = 150.23, SD = 38.96, 95%
CI[135.68, 164.78]; Freewrite 7: Speaking M = 128.86, SD = 35.58, 95% CI [112.66,
145.05]; Writing M = 132.60, SD = 37.89, 95% CI [118.45, 146.75]). However, there

was no statistically significant difference between the collaborative and individual
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conditions for syntactic accuracy, syntactic complexity, or writing fluency. The authors
indicated that one possible reason to explain the lack of statistical significance was due
to the short intervention period, but both types of planning conditions were effective
because the descriptive statistics showed that the mean scores for the CAF measures for
both groups improved after one semester. The results of these two studies suggested that
participation types have different impacts on writing; however, more studies are needed
before arriving at a firm conclusion.

Similarly, Abrams and Byrd (2016) did not find the superiority of collaborative
planning on writing fluency or syntactic complexity but they did for accuracy (t = 2.34,
p = .03, Cohen’s d = 0.95), lexical richness (t = 1.85, p = .05, Cohen’s d = .76), and
overall writing scores (t = 2.91, p < .01, Cohen’s d = 1.19). One group completed a
meaning-focused pre-writing task collaboratively, while the other group engaged in a
grammar-focused pre-writing task in pairs. The participants were 24 beginning level
German learners. Contrary to previous studies, collaborative planning did not promote
writing fluency. One possible reason for this result was whether the tasks were
meaning-focused or grammar-focused, the learners could activate the relevant linguistic
knowledge necessary to complete the writing task. As a result, the participants
benefitted from both tasks, which could explain why the difference between the two
tasks was insignificant.

Other researchers have investigated the effect of individual and collaborative
writing in conjunction with task complexity and learners’ language proficiency levels.

To explore the effect of task complexity (less complex vs. more complex) and
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proficiency (intermediate vs. advanced) on CAF, Ruiz-Funes (2015) analyzed the
essays of 32 Spanish learners studying in an American university. For the intermediate
level students, the less complex task was a personal essay, and the more complex task
was an expository essay. For the advanced-proficiency students, the less complex task
was an analytical essay and the more complex task was an argumentative essay. The
complexity of these tasks was decided based on the demand of the cognitive processing
required for information organization and information type (Skehan & Foster, 1999,
2001) and reasoning demand (Robinson, 2001). The descriptive statistics for both
proficiency groups showed a similar trend; the more complex task promoted syntactic
complexity while the less complex task led to enhanced syntactic accuracy and writing
fluency, indicating that proficiency alone does not affect CAF measures. However,
when subgroups were created based on the overall quality scores of the essays and each
proficiency group was compared, a different trend was observed. In the case of the
higher performers in the advanced-proficiency group, the more complex task resulted in
the enhancement of all CAF measures but for the lower performers in the advanced-
proficiency group, the CAF measures of the less complex task were higher. For the
intermediate-proficiency group, three subgroups had similar patterns: higher scores for
syntactic complexity with lower syntactic accuracy and writing fluency for the more
complex task, and the opposite results for the less complex task. According to the
authors, the more complex task had negatively affected the writing performance of the
low-proficiency learners because they were able to focus on only one aspect of the

language due to limited memory capacity in the L2. The more complex task added an
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extra burden on their working memory and as a result, a trade-off effect between
syntactic complexity and syntactic accuracy and syntactic complexity and writing
fluency occurred. On the other hand, the language proficiency of the high performers
among the advanced-proficiency learners was well-developed and their language
processing was more automatized, which allowed them to focus their cognitive
resources on all aspects of the language without experiencing a trade-off effect.
Although there was no statistically significant differences among any of the measures
due to the small sample size, Ruiz-Funes suggested that L2 proficiency can be a
contributing factor that affects writing task performance in conjunction with the level of
writing expertise.

Zhang (2022) also stated that the success of collaborative planning depends on
the cognitive load of the task. She investigated the effect of task complexity on
individual and collaborative writing with 69 EFL learners who were divided into two
groups: individual and collaborative writing groups, and who completed two writing
tasks. For a simple task, the participants wrote a letter to their friend about a traditional
festival. They were provided with the task structure and background information about
the topic. For the complex task, they wrote a letter about traditional art without any
external resources. The texts were analyzed for syntactic complexity, syntactic
accuracy, writing fluency, lexical diversity, and functional adequacy. The results
revealed that the collaborative group significantly performed better than the individual
group in terms of writing fluency in both simple and complex tasks (Simple: Z =2.37, p

=.018, r =.34; Complex: Z =3.01, p =.003, r =.51). In addition, the collaborative
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group outperformed the individual group regarding syntactic accuracy in the complex
task (Errors per 100 words: Z = 3.10, p =.002, r = .46; Error-free clauses/total clauses:
Z=2.63,p=.009, r =.41; Error-free T-units/total T-units: Z = 2.34, p =.009, r =.37).
However, the individual group scored higher than the collaborative group for functional
adequacy in the simple task. In sum, the findings indicated that collaborative writing
positively affects writing fluency and syntactic accuracy when task structure is
provided. However, when task structure is unavailable, the individual writing group
performed better than the collaborative writing group in terms of functional adequacy.
The author suggested that the results can be explained by the trade-off effects of
cognitive resources and indicated that whether the learners can benefit from
collaborative writing depends on the cognitive load of the task.

Kang and Lee (2019) also explored the effect of task complexity (simple vs.
complex) and a pre-task planning type (individual vs. collaborative) on syntactic
complexity, syntactic accuracy, writing fluency, and lexical complexity. Similar to
Ruiz-Funes (2015), and Zhang (2022), they found that collaborative planning enhanced
writing fluency. Forty Korean EFL learners were divided into a simple task group and a
complex task group. The participants in each group completed the pre-task planning in
two conditions, one individually and the other in a collaborative setting. The writing
was a narrative, story-telling task, and the simple task had only one main character,
while the complex task had more than three characters. The findings indicated that the
participants performed significantly better in collaborative planning than in individual

planning in terms of writing fluency for both tasks, F(1, 38) = 8.847, p = .005, partial #?
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=.189. For lexical complexity, MTLD was significantly higher in collaborative than
individual planning but in the simple task group only, F(1, 38) = 10.852, p =.002,
partial #2 = .222. Although collaborative writing showed an advantage over individual
writing for some syntactic complexity measures, the impact was not strong enough for
statistical significance. Neither task type nor planning type significantly affected
accuracy.

Kang and Lee indicated that the advantage of collaborative planning for writing
fluency could be due to the rehearsal effect. Planning in pairs made it easier for the
participants to access information. In addition, the authors stated that the Crossover
Interaction Hypothesis (Kirschner et al., 2011), which proposes that collaborative
learning is more advantageous for high-complexity tasks, could explain why individual
planning functioned better than collaborative planning in the simple task for lexical
complexity. For the simple task, the opportunity to interact was less fulfilling than in the
complex task because the advantage of exchanging L2 knowledge did not pay off. As a
result, the participants could use their time more efficiently in individual planning. This
interpretation differs from Ruiz-Funes (2015) and Zhang (2022), who reported that
collaborative planning with a complex task could negatively affect writing performance.
Kang and Lee concluded that collaborative planning positively affects writing fluency
and possibly syntactic complexity, but its effect is influenced by task complexity.

Chen and Lin (2021) proposed an advantage for collaborative learning, and
although their study was not focused on L2 writing, it indicated how interaction can

facilitate the understanding of metalinguistic and pragmatic knowledge. Thirty-three
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Taiwanese EFL learners engaged in a multiple-choice discourse completion task
individually or in pairs. The participants in both groups verbalized their thinking
process as they completed the task. The recorded speeches were analyzed, focusing on
the use of strategies for pragmatic-related episodes. The findings indicated that although
the participation type did not significantly affect the multiple-choice discourse
completion task scores, there was a significant difference between the two groups on
strategy use. Furthermore, the results revealed that collaborative learning led to more
negotiation and scaffolding. For example, intuitive deletion was used frequently by both
groups. However, when working in pairs, the participants had to logically explain the
reason for deleting a distractor to their partner. They suggested that the collaborative
pragmatic task could enhance the understanding of metalinguistic knowledge and raise
learners’ consciousness of the target pragmatic features.

To summarize collaborative planning generally facilitates fluency and possibly
syntactic and lexical diversity. However, the result is influenced by task complexity or
factors such as the learners’ language proficiency. Further research is needed to clarify
these points.

Rehearsal

Pre-task planning, which takes place prior to task performance, can be divided
into strategic planning and rehearsal (Ellis, 2005). While strategic planning allows
learners to consider the content and language they use before writing, rehearsal gives

them opportunities to practice the task before the main performance.

31



Rehearsal, which is also known as task repetition, provides learners with an
opportunity to practice a task before the main performance (Ellis, 2005). Researchers
have investigated the effect of rehearsal on oral performances and these studies have
suggested that rehearsal positively affects learners’ subsequent performances of the
same task. For example, a study by Gass et al. (1999) looked at 103 Spanish learners
whose L1 was English. One group watched the same video with no audio three times
and orally described the events in Spanish. The same procedures were followed for the
other group, but different videos were used each time. The researchers found that
watching the videos of the same content positively affected holistic score ratings (sum
of the differences between Test 1 and Test 3: same content = 4.56, different content =
3.39) the accuracy of the use of estar (the percentage of the participants who improved:
same content = 40%, different content = 30%), and lexical complexity (percentage
increase in content words: same content = 11.6%, different content = 5.6%). However,
when a new video was used for Test 4, the different content group outperformed the
same content group in terms of the holistic score and accuracy. The researchers,
therefore, concluded that task repetition generally improves oral performance because it
frees up learners’ attention and thereby allows them to focus on linguistic aspects, but
this benefit is not sustained when different content is used.

Bygate (1996, 2001) supported the findings reported by Gass et al. (1999).
Bygate (1996) had one speaker repeat the same video narrative task twice on two
occasions. When performing the task the second time, the participant was able to use

more sophisticated lexis and grammatical structures compared with the first time. In a
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larger study, Bygate (2001) compared the effect of specific task repetition—carrying
out exactly the same task in a subsequent session—and task-type repetition—carrying
out a new version of the same task type. He found that rehearsal enhanced oral fluency
and syntactic complexity in the case of specific task repetition, whereas the effect of
rehearsal was small in the case of task-type repetition. Based on these results, he
concluded that task repetition is effective for improving oral performance because the
participants were able to benefit from a priming effect that lasted even 10 weeks after
the first session. When the same task was repeated, the learners could recycle ideas and
output used in the previous task and more cognitive resources were available for
language processing, but the effect of task type repetition was limited. Bygate stated
that more task exposure would be necessary to gain stronger support for the
effectiveness of task type repetition.

Few researchers have focused on the effect of task-repetition on writing
performance. Nitta and Baba (2014), investigated the effect of two types of task
repetition: specific task repetition and task type repetition. Unlike with oral tasks, the
researchers found that the effect of specific task-type repetition was limited. The
participants, 46 Japanese university students, completed ten-minute freewriting sessions
over 30 weeks in which they wrote about the same topic for two consecutive weeks. To
examine the effect of topic repetition, Nitta and Baba compared the texts written for the
first time and those written one week later on the same topic focusing on five measures:
the number of words produced as a measure of writing fluency, average sentence length

and sentence syntax similarity as measures of syntactic complexity, and word frequency
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values from the CELEX corpus and the measure of Textual Lexical Diversity (MTLD)
as measures of lexical diversity. They found no statistical difference in the values of the
five measures between the texts written in two consecutive weeks. For example, in the
case of text length, the measure that was most influenced by task repetition, only five
out of 14 sessions (35.7%) showed increases for one group and five out of 13 sessions
(38.5%) for the other group. However, they found a stronger impact of repeating the
same type of task on writing development. To examine the longitudinal effect of task
type repetition, the compositions written in Week 1 and Week 30 were compared. Two
syntactic complexity measures showed significant increases in both classes and MTLD
increased in one class: Average sentence length: F =19.02, p < .001; Sentence syntax
similarity: F = 19.98, p <.001; MTLD: F =17.97, p <.001. The researchers concluded
that in the case of writing, the benefit of repeating the same task is limited compared to
oral tasks, but the effect of repeating the same type of task over a long period of time
positively affects the development of syntactic complexity and lexical diversity.

The effect of repeating the same type of task (i.e., task procedural repetition) and
repeating the same task on syntactic complexity, syntactic accuracy, and writing fluency
was also examined by Amiryousefi (2016). The participants, 70 low-intermediate
proficiency Iranian EFL students, completed story-telling tasks while looking at eight
pictures. They were randomly assigned to one of two groups: (a) task procedural
repetition, a group that repeated the same type of task but was given different content
each time, and (b) task repetition, a group that repeated the same task five consecutive

times over five weeks. Seven CAF measures, the number of words, T-units, and clauses
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per composition were calculated as measures of writing fluency, the percentage of
dependent clauses to total clauses and the percentage of dependent clauses to T-units
were measures of syntactic complexity, and the percentage of error free clauses and
error free T-units were the measures of syntactic accuracy. The pretest and posttest
results were compared using independent-sample t-tests and Mann-Whitney U tests.
The results of a within-group comparison indicated that both groups performed better
on the posttest than the pretest, but the group that repeated the task five times scored
significantly better on the posttest for all three fluency measures (humber of words: t
[34] = 277.34, p <.001; number of T-units: t[34] = 2.473, p = .20; number of clauses:
t[34] = 8.251, p <.001), one accuracy measure (the percentage of error-free clauses:
t[34] = 2.792, p = .009), and only two fluency measures (the number of words: t [34] =
90.095, p =.000; clauses per text t[34] = 2.980, p = .005) improved for the procedural
repetition group. Moreover, the results of a between-group comparison for the posttest
showed that the task repetition group significantly outperformed the procedural
repetition group on all three fluency measures and the percentage of error-free clauses
(number of words: t[68] = 13.344, p <.001; number of T-units: t[68] = 2.595, p = .012;
number of clauses: t[68] = 6.040, p <.001) and one accuracy measure (percentage of
error-free clauses: t[68] = 2.251, p = .028). Amiryousefi suggested that the results
supported the limited processing capacity of L2 learners. When exactly the same task
was repeated, the cognitive burden was reduced for the participants in the task repetition
group because they could reuse the content and language they had used in the previous

session. As a result, more attention was available to focus on linguistic aspects such as
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fluency or syntactic accuracy. Amiryousefi concluded that task repetition increases the
learners’ capacity for language processing and helps them to produce more
sophisticated language.

The results of Nitta and Baba (2014) and Amiryousefi (2016) imply that both
task repetition and procedural repetition positively affect writing performance if they
are applied over the long term. When repeated enough times, repeating exactly the same
task might be more effective than procedural repetition, but unlike oral performances,
repeating it once a week does not result in improvements in the case of writing.
However, there are not enough investigations of the effect of task repetition on writing
to arrive at firm conclusions.

Reading for Writing

Another way to categorize planning concerns unguided planning in which
learners plan freely or guided planning in which learners are advised to focus their
attention on particular linguistic forms, meaning, or both (Ellis, 2005). Teacher-led
planning is one example of guided planning. Compared with the studies that were
focused on L2 learners’ speech (Foster & Skehan, 1999; Kawauchi, 2005; Mochizuki &
Ortega, 2008; Ogawa, 2016), there have been investigations on the effect of teacher-led
planning focusing on L2 writers.

Kawauchi (2005), who focused on oral speech, reported that students provided
with model passages borrowed lexical items from the models. She explored how three
planning conditions—writing (writing a draft), rehearsing (saying what they want to say

aloud), and reading (reading model L2 input)—and English proficiency level (Low
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EFL, High EFL, Advanced ESL) affected syntactic complexity, accuracy, and fluency
on a narrative story-telling task. When planned and unplanned conditions were
compared, performances in the planned condition were significantly better than the
unplanned conditions in three out of seven syntactic complexity, syntactic accuracy, and
fluency measures, but when CAF measures of the three planning conditions were
compared, there was no significant differences among any of the groups. Although the
planning conditions did not affect any of the CAF measures significantly, the author
reported that qualitative data indicated that the students engaged in different activities
for each of the planning conditions. For example, the use of some low-frequency words
that appeared in the model passages were observed in the speech transcriptions of the
reading group. She also noted that after engaging in the reading task, the participants
focused on solving particular linguistic problems whereas the writing and rehearsal
tasks drew their attention to non-linguistic aspects such as adding their own
interpretations or comments to the story.

Ogawa (2016), in another study focused on oral speech, investigated the effect
of teacher-led planning and three other planning conditions: solo written brainstorming,
paired-interactive planning, and no planning on syntactic complexity, syntactic
accuracy, and fluency on a monologue task. In the teacher-led planning group, the
students received handouts in which sample passages were printed, and they silently
followed the passages and listened while the teacher read the passage aloud. Ogawa
reported that-teacher-led and interactive planning had a significant effect on improving

complexity: Clauses per AS-units, F[3, 228] = 3.24, p = .02; Mean length AS-units,
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F[3, 228] = 4.12, p = .007. Citing evidence that the students in the teacher-led planning
group reproduced the ideas and used the lexical items provided by the model passage,
she reported that those students formed more syntactically complex sentences because
the teacher’s model allowed them to allocate more attentional resources to the
formulation and articulation stages by easing cognitive processing in the
conceptualization stage.

Reading and writing are connected in classroom settings because students are
often given reading assignments before writing. According to Hirvela (2016), there are
two aims of reading for writing. The first is to provide models for students to learn
about writing. By referring to model essays, students can visualize the form their essays
should take in the target language. In addition, reading texts provides students with
useful target language input. Stotsky (1995) stated, “reading experience would seem to
be the chief source of a developing writer’s syntactic, generic, and lexical knowledge”
(p. 73). Learners can scaffold lexis and syntax in the reading text and apply them in
their own writing.

The second aim is to provide information about the topic so that learners have
ideas to write about. A number of L1 researchers have shown that topic familiarity
positively affects the quality of writing performances (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987;
Calkins, 1986; McCutchen, 1986). For example, McCutchen (1986) asked students to
write compositions about football, and found that football experts wrote more coherent
texts and elaborated on ideas more than non-experts. Similar results were reported by

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) who found that when children wrote compositions
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about familiar topics, they produced more content during planning compared with
unfamiliar topics. Furthermore, McCutchen et al. (1997) asked their participants to
revise their essays on both familiar and unfamiliar topics. The researchers found that
topic familiarity did not influence the correction of spelling errors, but the participants
corrected more meaning-related errors when writing about the familiar topic.
McCutchen (2000) stated that these results can be explained by the notion of long-term
working memory proposed by Ericsson and Kintsch (1995). Unlike short-term working
memory, which has a limited capacity, long-term working memory has a retrieval
function and connects an item activated in short-term working memory with related
items in long-term memory, allowing writers to access the extensive conceptual
resources stored in long-term memory. For correcting spelling errors, topic knowledge
was not necessary, but for correcting logical problems, they needed to access resources
in long-term working memory. Thus, topic knowledge helped the participants use their
limited cognitive resource more efficiently.

Studies targeting English learners also indicate the positive effect of topic
familiarity on writing product. Esmaeili (2002) investigated the effect of a pre-reading
passage on the scores of writing and reading recall tasks. The participants were 34
intermediate-proficiency adult ESL students who completed the writing tasks in two
conditions: (a) a passage thematically related to the writing task and (b) a passage
thematically unrelated. The results revealed that when the pre-reading passage was
thematically related to writing, the holistic scores of the writing task, F(1, 33) = 134.28,

p <.001., and the recall task F(1, 33) = 134.28, p <.001, were significantly higher than
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when the passage was unrelated to the theme of writing. The results indicated that the
relevance of the themes between reading and writing facilitated writing performance.

Another study on topic familiarity targeting English learners was conducted by
Kesseler et al. (2012). To investigate the effect of topic familiarity on subsequent
writing performance, the researchers examined the essays written by 60 ESL learners on
two topics: a familiar topic (use of a cell phone while driving) and an unfamiliar topic
(safety of electronic cigarettes). They found that topic familiarity had a significant effect
on two out of 12 complexity measures, two out of two lexical complexity measures, and
two out of four accuracy measures. Topic familiarity had no significant effect on
fluency. The familiar topic resulted in significantly higher complexity than the
unfamiliar topic, Clauses per T-unit: p < .01, n,*> = .061, d =.48); Verb phrases per T-
unit: p <.001, 1> =.186, d =.90, although for accuracy, the unfamiliar topic resulted in
significantly higher accuracy than the familiar topic: Error-free T-unit ratio: p <.001,
np’ =.171, d =-.90; Morphological errors/100 words: p < .001, 1> = .096, d =.64. For
lexical complexity, the unfamiliar topic led to significantly higher AWL while for
MTLD, the score of the familiar topic was better than that for the unfamiliar topic:
Average word length: p <.001, np>= .38, d = -1.52; MTLD [Measure of Textual,
Lexical Diversity] p <.001, np>=.132, d = .73. They indicated that the findings could
be explained by Skehan’s (1998) Trade-Off Hypothesis. The task on a familiar topic
enhanced complexity because the cognitive demand was low, pushing learners to use
more complex language. On the other hand, the cognitive load was high for the

unfamiliar topic, and they used simpler language, resulting in higher accuracy.
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Factors That Affect Writing Performance

Some researchers have examined what constitutes the reading-to-write construct
(Delaney, 2008; Kim & Pae, 2021; Yang & Plakans, 2012). Delaney (2008)
investigated what factors constitute the reading-to-write construct with 139
participants—50 native speakers, 62 ESL learners, and 27 EFL learners—who
completed two reading-to-write tasks: a summary and response essays about the same
pre-reading passage. In the summary essay, the participants summarized the text’s key
ideas, while in the response essay, they responded to the text’s main ideas. The finding
was no significant correlation between writing ability and either writing task. In
contrast, reading ability significantly correlated with the summary task (r = .28, p <.01)
and the response task (r = .38, p <.01). The author suggested that reading-to-write
ability is different from writing ability that requires no reading because the participants
had to identify the key ideas in the text and condense them to write a summary. For the
response essay, they had to comprehend the text and decide which ideas to respond to
while reflecting on their own opinions. Delaney concluded that the reading-to-write
construct is weakly correlated to reading ability but could be independent of writing
ability. The author found that language proficiency and educational level also have a
modest effect on the reading-to-write construct.

Although the correlation of writing ability and writing task was weak in
Delaney’s (2008) study, Kim and Pae (2021) reported that L1 writing was one of the
factors that affected a writing task. Using a structural equation model, Kim and Pae

(2021) explored the effect of six linguistic and affective factors on L2 writing. The six
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variables were L1 and L2 writing ability (narrative and argumentative writing in both
languages), L2 reading comprehension (literal and inferential), L2 proficiency
(knowledge of English grammar and vocabulary), L2 motivation, and L2 anxiety. The
participants, 298 Korean 10th graders, completed two writing tasks: narrative writing
(less cognitively demanding) and argumentative writing (more cognitively demanding).
The results indicated that L1 writing, L2 proficiency, and L2 writing anxiety had a
direct effect on both L2 narrative and L2 argumentative writing (narrative: L1 writing, £
= 0.45, p < .05; L2 proficiency, g = 0.31, p < .05; anxiety, 8 =-0.26, p <.05;
argumentative: L1 writing, # = 0.48, p < .05, L2 proficiency, f = 0.39, p < .05 anxiety,
S =-0.31, p <.05). On the other hand, L2 reading had a direct impact on only the
argumentative task (5 = 0.22, p <.05). Based on this finding, the authors indicated that
reading contributes more effectively to argumentative writing than narrative writing.
They suggested that through inferential reading activities, learners can develop
inferential skills and learn how to deliver their message logically and persuasively.

For integrated reading-listening and writing tasks, comprehension and
production abilities are not the only factors that affect writing performance. Yang and
Plakans (2012) conducted a study on the construct of an integrated reading-listening and
writing task with 161 ESL students studying at a university in the United States. They
analyzed the relationship between integrated writing task performance and strategy use
using a structural equation model. The findings indicated that the construct comprised
three categories of strategy use: self-regulatory (i.e., monitoring), discourse synthesis

(i.e., organizing, selecting), and test-wiseness strategies (i.e., copying, using writing
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models, patchwriting). They reported that self-regulatory strategy use had a positive

direct effect on discourse synthesis strategy use ( 3 = 0.77) and test-wiseness strategy
use ( 8 =0.41). Discourse synthesis use had a positive direct effect on integrated writing
performance ( 3 = 0.33) and test-wiseness strategy use had a negative direct effect on
the performance (8 =-0.11). The author concluded that the construct of the integrated

task is multifaceted, involving more than just comprehension and writing abilities.

These studies have shown that integrated writing is affected by factors such as
L1 and L2 writing and reading ability, writing genre, educational background, L2
writing anxiety, and the ability to use self-regulatory or discourse synthesis strategies.

Meaning-Focused Writing and Writing Development

In English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) contexts where the opportunity to
produce target language output is limited, extensive writing activities are necessary to
develop writing fluency. Timed writing, also known as freewriting or speedwriting, is a
meaning-focused activity used to develop writing fluency. In general, students have 10
to 15 minutes to write as much as they can without worrying about errors. There are
various ways to implement timed-writing in class in terms of time, content, and review.
For example, in some cases, students have complete freedom in selecting writing topics
while in other cases, instructors provide the topics or themes (Tanner, 2016). In this
study, I focus on timed-writing in which the topics are fixed and students express
opinions about those topics.

Introducing freewriting in the writing classroom provides several advantages

(Polio, 2012). One advantage is that freewriting allows students to produce the foreign
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language. Another advantage is that it provides them with opportunities to practice
language they have acquired previously, which is especially important for those
studying in EFL environments, where opportunities for language production outside the
classroom are limited. In addition, freewriting allows students to take risks when
writing. Liao and Wong (2010) reported that freewriting effectively provided an
“anxiety-free context” (p. 141) to Taiwanese English learners, who were often reluctant
to take risks in writing because they often write for examinations that are graded based
on grammatical accuracy. An additional advantage of freewriting is that its features
meet the four criteria that, according to Nation (1991, 2013), a fluency activity must
meet. Nation (1991) suggested that to develop fluency: (a) the language used in the
activity is known to the learners; (b) the activity places a degree of pressure on the
learners to process the target language faster than usual; (c) the activity requires the
learners to use large quantities of the target language, and; (d) the activity is meaning-
focused. Freewriting is a useful activity for improving writing fluency because it meets
all four of the above criteria.

Some researchers have questioned the effectiveness of freewriting because it is
unstructured and teachers do not correct errors. Tanner (2016) stated that freewriting
“...is not a panacea” (p. 10); however, students can benefit from freewriting where
linguistic variables are concerned if teachers provide feedback on grammar or
vocabulary. Baba and Nitta (2010), Nitta and Baba (2014), and Nguyen (2015) provided
evidence that freewriting is beneficial even without corrective feedback. Baba and Nitta

(2010) investigated the effect of student engagement in 10-minute freewriting tasks for
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30 weeks on writing fluency, syntactic complexity, and lexical diversity. The
participants were 46 Japanese English learners in two university English classes, and
the compositions written in Week 1 and Week 30 were compared. The researchers
found that two syntactic complexity measures, average sentence length (F = 19.02, p
<.001) and sentence syntax similarity (F = 19.98, p <.001), increased significantly in
both classes, and one lexical measure, MTLD (F = 17.97, p <.001), increased in one of
the two classes. They stated that one reason for why the freewriting task was the most
effective for the development of syntactic complexity was that one-year of extensive
writing practice raised the learners’ awareness of formal aspects of writing. After each
writing session, the students had opportunities to see their own writing and they
attempted to write better the next time. The researchers also proposed the existence of
competition between fluency and syntactic complexity/lexis. According to the authors,
less proficient learners tend to focus on improving fluency at the expense of syntactic
complexity and lexical diversity, but as they become more proficient through task
repetition, their focus shifts to syntactic or lexical aspects, and they downplay the
improvement of fluency.

To investigate the effect of a freewriting task on writing development, Nguyen
(2015) conducted a study with 110 Vietnamese university students. A positive effect
was found on writing development after the students engaged in freewriting tasks for
ten weeks. The students in the intervention groups, two separate classes with the same
intervention, completed a seven-minute freewriting activity three times a week for ten

weeks, while the comparison group only completed the tasks in the first and last classes.
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Six CAF measures were compared between the intervention and comparison group:
words per seven minutes, number of sentences, and words per sentence for fluency;
grammatical mistakes per 100 words and overall quality (global judgement on a five-
point scale) for accuracy; and the percentage of the complex sentences in the total
number of sentences for syntactic complexity. Nguyen found that one accuracy
measure, overall quality (F = 35.227, p <.001) and one fluency measure, total number
of words (F = 40.388, p < .001) were significantly higher for one of the two
intervention groups compared with the comparison group. The author reported that
constantly engaging in a seven-minute writing activity was helpful for developing
fluency because English learners in EFL environments do not spend enough time
writing in English and the activity gave them extra opportunities to practice.

While the studies by Nitta and Baba (2014) and Nguyen (2015) were focused on
the effect of meaning-focused writing activities on syntactic complexity, syntactic
accuracy, and writing fluency development in foreign language classes in EFL
environments, Bulté and Housen (2014) and Mazgutova and Kormos (2015) focused on
the writing development of L2 students in English speaking environments. Bluté and
Housen (2014) compared the development of syntactic and lexical complexity of adult
ESL students before and after completing a four-month intensive academic writing
course. Significant differences between the pretests and posttests were found for seven
out of ten syntactic complexity measures (Mean length of sentence: t = -2.956, p = .005,
d = 0.441; Mean length of T-unit: t = - 3.140, p = .003, d = 0.468; Simple sentence

ratio: t = 2.887, p = .006, d = 0.441; Compound sentence ratio: t =-2.673, p =.012,d =
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0.393; Coordinated clause ratio: t =-2.102, p =.041, d = 0.313; Mean length of finite
clause: t =-3.310, p =.002, d = 0.493; Mean length of noun phrase: t = -2.726, p = .009,
d = 0.406) but no significant differences for lexical measures (G, the variation in and
the number of word types used: t = 0.153, p =.879, d = 0.023; D, the diversity in the
use of word types): t =0.899, p =.374, d = 0.134; AG, the variation in and the number
of basic and advanced word type used): t =-0.627, p = .534, d = 0.094. Their study
showed that syntactic and lexical complexity do not develop in parallel; they constitute
separate dimensions of L2 performance and L2 proficiency at least for L2 learners.
They also suggested that in the short or medium term, complexity, accuracy, and
fluency do not develop linearly but rather fluctuate. For this reason, longitudinal studies
are necessary to fully capture the trajectory of L2 development.

The findings reported by Mazgutova and Kormos (2015), however, indicated
somewhat different results in terms of the development of lexical complexity. Their
participants were L2 students from two proficiency groups. One group consisted of
upper-intermediate (CEFR C1 level) students who were planning to enroll in a
postgraduate program, while the intermediate group consisted of students preparing for
undergraduate university studies in the United Kingdom (CEFR B2 level). Unlike the
participants in Bluté and Housen (2014), more growth was observed for lexical
complexity than for syntactic complexity by the participants in Mazgutova and
Kormos’s study. After completing a one-month program, the scores of two out of six
lexical complexity measures increased for the upper-intermediate group (squared verb

variation: Z =-3.123, p <.002, r = -0.44; academic word list: Z =-2.222, p <.026, r = -
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0.31) and all five measures for the intermediate group (MTLD: Z =-3.296, p <.001, r =
-0.62; squared verb variation: Z =-2.731, p < .006, r = -.52; log frequency of content
words: Z = 2.166, p < .03, r = .41; academic word list: Z =-2.104, p <.035, r =-.40);
latent semantic analyses: Z = -2.04, p < .041, r = -.39). In the case of syntactic
complexity, only one out of five measures was significant for the upper-intermediate
group (syntactic structure similarity: (Z = -3.287, p <.001, r = -.46) and three out of
five for the intermediate group (complex nominals (Z = -2.045, p <.041, r = -.39);
modifiers per noun phrase: Z = -2.542, p < .011, r = -.48); and syntactic structure
similarity (Z = -2.355, p <.019, r = -.45). In the discussion section, the authors reported
that a one-month extensive English program in the United Kingdom provided the
students with opportunities to learn new words incidentally both inside and outside the
classroom. The researchers also found that the syntactic similarity posttest score was
significantly higher than the pretest for both proficiency groups. Their hypothesis was
that L2 learners first attempt to use a variety of syntactic forms, but when they reach a
certain point, they tend to use similar syntactic constructions to maintain readability. If
correct, that explains why syntactic complexity did not develop significantly compared
to lexis.

To summarize the results of the above studies, syntactic complexity improved
in Nitta and Baba (2014), Nguyen (2015), and Bluté and Housen (2014), but not as
much development was observed for the more proficient learners in Mazgutova and
Kormos’s study. A significant change in lexical complexity was observed in Mazgutova

and Kormos’s study, but not in Bluté and Housen’s study nor in the lower-proficiency
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group in Nitta and Baba’s study. These differences in the previous studies indicate that
L2 syntactic and lexical complexity develop in complex ways and they are influenced
by learners’ backgrounds such as their L1 or L2 proficiency (Ortega, 2015). Because
there are not enough longitudinal studies on writing development targeting Japanese
English learners, more studies in this area are needed.
Gaps in the Literature

The effect of pre-tasks on writing has attracted the interest of many researchers,
and a large number of studies with various types of tasks and conditions have been
reported. However, the majority have concerned planning time or the effectiveness of
strategic vs. online planning (Dobao, 2012; Doe & Figueroa, 2015; Ellis, & Yuan, 2004;
Johnson et al., 2012) even though many other types of tasks are available. Regarding
the effect of rehearsal or task-repetition, this study is unique because it is focused on the
effect of pre-task planning in combination with oral rehearsal on writing performance.
This issue is worth investigating because different results can be expected for different
modalities. In addition, there has been little attention on the effect of reading a passage
on L2 writing performance. Studies involving L1 writers have indicated that genre or
topic familiarity positively affects writing quality (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987;
Calkins, 1986; McCutchen, 1986), and one investigation concerned the effect of a
reading passage on L2 oral performance (Kawauchi, 2005), but there has been only a
small number of studies on the effect of reading a sample passage on L2 learners’

writing performance.
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Moreover, it is not clear what learners do during pre-task planning, alone or
together with oral rehearsal or when reading and how the cognitive processes that take
place during pre-writing activities are incorporated in the final written product. As
mentioned by Rostamian et al. (2018), most previous studies have been focused on
either cognitive processes or the quality of the final product. Little is known about
“what learners allocate their limited attentional and memory resources to, how task
manipulation affects the cognitive processing of writers, and how this manner of
resource allocation may impact the resulting text in terms of writing quality” (Ong &
Zhang, 2010, p. 218), and it is necessary to clarify how writers’ thinking and behavior
during pre-task activities affect their writing performances.

Finally, numerous researchers have explored the effect of meaning-focused
writing activities on L2 students’ writing development, but the data collection period
was one semester in the majority of the studies. More longitudinal studies that last
longer than one semester on meaning-focused writing activities and their effect on
various aspects of writing development—syntactic complexity, syntactic accuracy,
lexical diversity, and writing fluency—are needed. As indicated by Nitta and Baba
(2014), writing development is a complex system and understanding the longitudinal
effects of a task is as important as investigating the immediate outcome of the task if
researchers are to fully understand L2 writing development.

Purposes of the Study
The first purpose of this study was to investigate how three types of pre-tasks—

outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading—affect syntactic complexity, fluency, lexical
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diversity, content, and comprehensibility of timed-writing texts. As mentioned above,
research to date has shown that planning affects writing performance positively (Ellis &
Yuan, 2004; Kellogg, 1996; Rostamian et al., 2018). However, the effect of oral
rehearsal and reading a passage on L2 learners’ writing, especially low-proficiency
English learners, is unclear. Therefore, this study aims to investigate how different pre-
tasks affect the writing of low-proficiency English learners.

The second purpose was to examine how the participants make use of each
planning opportunity and how their cognitive processing during the pre-tasks influence
the final written products. Although the need to examine what L2 writers actually do
during the pre-task and on-line planning has been mentioned (Ellis & Yuan, 2004), the
majority of the studies on writing pre-tasks have relied on quantitative data (Johnson et
al., 2012; Ong & Zhang, 2010; Ong & Zhang, 2013; Tabari, 2016, 2017). Rostamian et
al. (2018) is the only mixed-method study in which interview data were used to focus
on the writing process. More such studies are needed. By conducting stimulated recall
interviews, | explored how the participants benefited from each type of pre-task activity
when producing their timed-writing texts. This process helped clarify how pre-task
features affected the allocation of their limited cognitive resource while writing and
how the allocation of their cognitive resources influenced the final written product.

The third purpose was to investigate how the repetition of meaning-focused
writing tasks over one academic year contribute to L2 students’ writing development.
Some researchers have conducted studies on the effect of timed-writing on writing

development, but the data collection period was just one semester (Bluté & Housen,
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2014; Doe & Figueroa, 2015; Nguyen, 2015). To investigate the longitudinal effect of
timed-writing activities on writing development, the current study was conducted for a
full academic year with the same participants. In addition, this study adds new insight to
the work of Nitta and Baba (2014), who conducted a one-year study but with no
comparison group. By comparing the compositions written by the experimental group
and comparison group at three time points, | aimed to examine the longitudinal effect of
meaning-focused writing on the participants’ linguistic development.
Research Questions

This study was guided by the following three research questions.

1. What is the effect of three planning conditions—outlining, oral rehearsal, and
reading—on syntactic complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, content and
comprehensibility?

2. How do the participants make use of each pre-writing task opportunity, and how is it
reflected in the quality of their written products?

3. How does the experience of repeating the timed-writing task for one academic year
contribute to the development of the participants’ syntactic complexity, writing

fluency, and lexical diversity?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

In this chapter, | first outline the context of the study, including a general outline
of the institution, its overall curriculum and selectivity, and the organization of the
academic year. Next, | outline the content of the classes in the program relevant to the
study and discuss how these classes are generally taught. Following this, | provide an
overview of the participants in the study, who were drawn from six intact classes. This
section includes a discussion of the experimental and comparison groups and
information about the background of the teachers for the classes. Next. | discuss the
research design for the study, with consideration of the quantitative and qualitative data
collection. Following this, | describe the instruments, their development, the procedures
used to collect quantitative and qualitative data, and the steps taken in the analysis of
the data.

Context of the Study

This study was conducted at a private co-educational university located near
Tokyo, Japan. Established in 1987, the university consists of three foreign language
departments—English, Asian Languages, and Spanish and Portuguese—and a
department of International Communication. According to the data of Japanese
university rankings on Pass-navi, reported by Obunsha (2020), the hensachi
(standardized rank score) of the school, where 50 indicates the 50th percentile, is
between 45 and 50, meaning that it is ranked slightly below average. According to

Japan Statistical Society (2012), hensachi is calculated as follows.
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where n = number of scores in the sample, x, = each value in the data set, = mean,
and o, = standard deviation

Each department has a different English curriculum. Some departments provide
all-English courses taught by non-Japanese instructors. Other departments offer English
courses taught by both Japanese instructors in Japanese and courses taught only in
English by non-Japanese instructors. The students who participated in this study were
double major students majoring in English and a second foreign language. In their first
year, they take two English courses. One class is focused on reading, writing, and
grammar and is taught by Japanese teachers, mainly in Japanese. In this class, students
read textbook passages, strengthen the foundation of their grammar knowledge, learn
English paragraph structure, and write paragraphs or short essays. The other class was
an integrated four-skills course in which improving speaking and listening skills is
emphasized. The students engaged in various communicative activities and gave
presentations in English using iPad devices. The instructors were mainly native

speakers of English, and the course is taught in English. Each class meets twice a week,
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giving students four 90-minute English classes per week throughout the 30-week
academic year. In their sophomore year, the students took a four-skills integrated
English course that met three times a week, and in their junior year, they took a content-
based English course that met twice a week throughout the 30-week academic year, all
taught only in English. I submitted the form required by the institution and got approval
from the university president and the department dean for conducting the study and
collecting data.

Participants

The participants were 84 first-year students attending six mandatory first-year
English classes. Of the eight English classes in the cohort, six conveniently selected
classes participated in the study. The participants in three classes taught by me were
assigned to an experimental group (n = 42), and the participants in the remaining three
classes taught by another Japanese instructor were assigned to a comparison group (n =
42). Initially, 89 students were enrolled in the six classes; however, two students in the
experimental group dropped out of the course, and three students in the comparison
group did not sign consent forms. Thus, the data of these students were not included in
the analyses.

The experimental and comparison groups differed in terms of their English
proficiency. The students were placed in English classes based on the TOEIC scores
they took just before entering the university. The three classes assigned to the
experimental treatments were in the lower half of the English proficiency classes in the

department (Classes A, B, and C), and the other three classes assigned to the
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comparison group were in the upper half of the English proficiency classes (Classes D,
E, and F). The average TOEIC scores by class and group are indicated in Tables 1 and
2. Several students in class D had studied abroad; however, most of the participants in
in both the experimental and comparison groups were from ordinary Japanese high

schools.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the TOEIC Scores of Participants by Class in Study

Experimental group (n = 42) Comparison group (n = 42)
Class A B C D E F
(n=15) (n=12) (n=15) (n=15) (n=14) (n=13)
M 390.71 388.21 350.67 527.50 422.33 451.07
SD 60.82 99.60 89.00 126.89 104.04 130.77
Maximum 510.00 535.00 485.00 740.00 610.00 640.00
Minimum 290.00 140.00 185.00 345.00 255.00 190.00

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for the TOEIC Scores by Group

Experimental group Comparison group
M 375.93 468.67
SD 84.90 126.79
Maximum 535.00 740.00
Minimum 140.00 190.00

Note. Both the experimental group and comparison group consisted of three classes. Each of
the three classes in the experimental group was assigned a different treatment every three
weeks to counterbalance the effect of learner variables.

Research Design
A mixed-method explanatory design was employed in the present study. This
design was adopted because although the quantitative data indicates the outcome of the
intervention, it alone does not provide sufficient information regarding the cause of the
results. Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) stated that the explanatory design, which is
also called an explanatory sequential design, consists of two phases, an initial

quantitative phase and subsequent qualitative phases.
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Figure 2 shows the design of the study. In the first stage, quantitative data were
collected and analyzed. The intervention period was nine months, and the texts were
analyzed using text analysis software Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Syntactic
Sophistication and Complexity (Kyle, 2023) and Tool for the Automatic Analysis of
Lexical Diversity (Kyle et al., 2023). In the second stage, three types of qualitative data
were collected to supplement the results of the quantitative analysis. One was the data
from interviews. The interview questions were designed based on the results of the first
stage to explore the participants’ cognitive process when engaging in the pre-writing
tasks and timed-writing tasks. Another one was a post-course questionnaire that was
conducted at the end of the academic year after the participants had completed all of the
timed-writing sessions. It was conducted to explore how the participants perceived each
of the three pre-tasks. The third one is the supplemental analysis of lexis. The similarity
rate of the lexis between the reading passage and the timed-writing texts was compared
to examine to what extent the passage had an influence on the lexical diversity in the
timed-writing.

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) explained that the explanatory model is
suitable when researchers are interested in exploring “specific quantitative findings that
need additional explanation” (p. 72) because qualitative data can be used to help explain
or build on the results of the initial quantitative stage. One purpose of this study was to
explore what the participants did while engaging in the three types of pre-writing tasks
and reveal the relationship between the mental processes involved in each pre-task and

the final written products. This design was suitable for this purpose.
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Figure 2. The Design of the Study

QUAN data QUAN data Identify results for
collection analysis QUAN results follow-up

QUAL data
collection

Interpretation

QUAN + QUAL QUAL results QUAL data analysis

QUAN = quantitative; QUAL = qualitative
From Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research (p.63), by J. W. Cresswell and V. L.
Plano Clark, 2007, Sage. Adapted with permission.

Instrumentation

Timed-Writing Task

Timed-writing topics were selected carefully because topic familiarity can
influence writing performance (McCutchen, 2000). It was important to select topics that
did not require specialized knowledge. By adapting the writing topics used on previous
Eiken tests and the TOEFL Writing Test (TWE) as well as original topics created by
myself, 22 topics for opinion paragraphs, including four topics for the tests, were
prepared and randomly assigned for each session. The topics used in this study are

shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Timed-Writing Topics

Session

Topic

Practice

Pretest

9

Posttest 1
10

11

Being a university student is better than being a high school student
(RFATHWD Z EIEERETHNDZELD HREY)

(Participants were randomly assigned one of the topics)
Do you agree or disagree?
A. Traveling in a foreign country better than traveling in Japan.
(EAMRATIZENRIT L D & BV
B. Living in a city is better than living in countryside.
@EHICEDOITEEICETR LD BVY)
C: Having siblings is better than being an only child.
GLEENND Z ET— Ao T LV HREW)
D: Japanese style breakfast is better than western style breakfast.
FEIZAAENFERELD BRV)
Do you agree or disagree?
Watching a movie in a theater is better than watching it at home.
(BRI EZBREEE TR LD T NETRDL LD RV

Hokkaido is a better place to visit for a vacation than Okinawa.
(KRB TRIIL S 72 & I 0 ALifpE 2y R U)

SNS is a good communication tool.

Itis a good idea to have pets.
(X F&EE D DIZRNWZ &)

It is good for high school students to have school uniforms.
(AL & > THIRM & D DIFR W2 & 77)

It is better for university students to live with their parents than to live on
their own. (KRFAEITOE DV ED LLVEFEL LOFBEW)

Paying by electronic money (e.g. Paypay, LINE pay etc.) is better than to
paying by cash.
(FEF~+— [e.g. Paypay, LINE pay 72 L1 1384 L 0 & B\

Traveling by train is better than airplane.
(BEIFERIIAATHR L D S EES R )
It is good for elementary school children to have smart phones.

UNFABRASREFFODIZEWNWT £ 77)
(The topics are the same as Test 1)

Living in a house with a garden is better than living in an apartment.
(vrvarkVESEO—HRIUELTNEN)

iPhones are better than Android smartphones.

(7 FaA RA~w— K74 L0 iPhone 28 R 1Y)

Table 3 (continues).
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Table 3 (continued).

Session Topic

12 Traveling with friends is better than traveling alone.
(KNEFRAITT 20131 A THRITT 2 L0 BWY)

13 It is good for university students to do a part-time job.
(RFEDBTNAAL NETHDIIRNZ LT

14 It is good idea to buy something through the internet auction sites or flea

market apps.
(F—2rvartA MR T7IT I EZFALTHOWITL2DITRWZ &
72)

15 Face-to-face lessons are better than online lessons.
T A T4 RELD L)
It is better to bring a lunch box than eating at university cafeterias.

16 (RFORELZFMTL2 LY bBRLERZT 51 LW)

17 It is good for children to play video-games.
(FELRTLES—LETHDITENT L)

18 Electronic books (ebooks) are better than paper books.

(BTEEITROARLIY BV
Posttest 2  (The topics are the same as the pretest.)

The Writing Tests

To examine the longitudinal effect of timed-writing on syntactic complexity,
writing fluency, and lexical diversity, timed-writing texts written at three time points
were compared. The pretest was conducted at the beginning of the first semester, and
approximately three months later, at the end of the first semester, posttest 1 was
administered. At the end of the second semester, about five months after posttest 1,
posttest 2 was administered. To counter-balance the effect of topic difficulty, the
participants were randomly assigned to one of four topics. For each test, the topics were
changed and they were assigned topics that differed from the previous tests. Originally,
| was planning to conduct four tests, so | prepared four topics. However, | could only
administer three tests to the comparison group, so the data for only three tests were used

for analysis.
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Pre-Task Conditions
Outlining

Planning is defined as “mental rehearsal of the message and its formulation prior
to communication” (Bygate, 2001, p. 28). The participants in all three pre-task
condition groups used outlining worksheets for planning (Appendix A) to generate and
organize their ideas according to the format of the paragraph structure. The template for
the outline, which was provided on the worksheet, included sections where they wrote
their position (agree or disagree) and reasons and details to support the position. The
participants could refer to the completed sheets while they engaged in the oral rehearsal
pre-task and timed-writing task. Samples of the completed worksheets are shown in
Appendix B.
Oral Rehearsal Pre-Task

The participants assigned to the oral rehearsal pre-task were given opportunities
to rehearse their ideas orally before engaging in the timed-writing tasks. The oral
rehearsal pre-task was completed in pairs after five minutes of individual planning.
Referring to the outline they produced during the planning session, one student in each
pair orally presented their ideas to their partner as if they were giving a speech
following the structure of English writing (i.e., topic sentence, supporting ideas and
details, and concluding sentence). The other person listened quietly. After two and a
half minutes, the speaker and listener switched roles, and the same procedure was

repeated.

61



Previous studies on the rehearsal of oral performances have suggested that
rehearsal positively affects learners’ subsequent performances of the same task (Bygate,
1996, 2001; Gass et al., 1999). Bygate (2001) explained that task repetition enhances
learners’ performances because the work of conceptualization, formulation, and
articulation in the first trial is stored in memory and can be recycled in the second
performance. In this study, the mode of the first occasion (oral rehearsal) and the second
occasion (writing) differed; however, the participants could use the linguistic structures
they had activated in the oral rehearsal pre-task when engaged in the timed-writing
tasks. In addition, through pair work, the participants had chances to listen to the ideas
of their peers and incorporate those ideas in their timed writing.

Reading Pre-Task

The participants assigned to the reading pre-task engaged with reading passages
related to the topic of timed-writing task. The passages were written by me based on the
style of an English textbook titled For and Against (Gillian & Sakamoto, 2008), which
is written for Japanese university students. This textbook was chosen because each unit
is focused on one problem and the viewpoints of the people who agree and disagree
with the issue are represented equally. Using this format and some of the contents as a
basis, | wrote the passages controlling for length and lexical level so that the
participants could read and understand the texts within the given time.

Table 4 shows the Flesch-Kincaid readability score and the lexical composition.
The readability score was calculated with the online calculator in Good Calculators

(2023), and the frequency level of the vocabulary in the passages was calculated with
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Compleat Web VP v.2.6 (Cobb, 2023). The Japanese glossary of the words whose
frequency levels were at the third 1,000 high-frequency words of English or higher was
attached below each passage. The passages were approximately 220 words long and a
comprehension quiz, which consisted of five true-false questions, was attached to each

passage. The texts and comprehension questions are shown in Appendix C.

Table 4. Lexical Composition, Flesch-Kincaid Readability Scores, and Standard Word
Units of the Reading Passages

K1 words Flesch-Kincaid Standard word
Reading passage (%) score units

1 Movie viewing at theater or at 93.80 83.40 189.00
home

2  Visiting Hokkaido or Okinawa 92.30 79.60 210.00

3 Using SNS as communication 95.00 77.00 203.00
tool

4 Having pets 93.20 86.30 216.00

5  Wearing school uniforms 93.30 77.70 217.00

6 Living alone or living with 92.70 78.00 235.00
parents

7  Electronic or cash payments 87.20 77.00 242.00

8 Traveling by train or airplane 91.70 77.70 244.00

9  Smartphones for elementary 85.40 70.00 206.00
students

10 Living in a house or an 92.40 77.80 227.00
apartment

11 iPhones or Android 76.70 70.90 227.00

12 Traveling with friends or alone 94.10 76.20 227.00

13 University students doing a part- 93.20 74.60 265.00
time job

14 Using internet auction sites or 84.60 76.20 214.00
flea market apps.

15 Face-to-face or online lessons 88.40 70.90 266.00

16 Bring a lunch box or eating at 89.20 70.00 246.00
university cafeterias

17 Children playing video-games 95.20 76.10 256.00

18 Electronic books or paper books 87.40 70.30 229.00

Note. K1 = The first 1,000 high-frequency words of English. Proper nouns were
counted as K1 words; Standard word units = A word unit that consists of six characters
including spaces and punctuation (Craver, 1976).
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The percentage of words in the first 1,000 high-frequency band in some
passages was lower than in others. For example, the percentage was 76.6% in Passage
11 (iPhone or Android smartphone). However, | found that the word smartphone, the
equivalent of which exists in the Japanese language (sumato fon), is an off-list word and
therefore it lowered the percentage. In addition, | conducted a pilot study with students
whose English levels were the same as the participants in this study. The Japanese
glossary was attached to the words they found difficult to understand. Thus, the
participants did not have great difficulty understanding the passages. Table 5 shows the

timing of the pre-task treatments for each task condition.

Table 5. Timing of the Pre-Task Treatments for Each Task Condition

Task Oral
condition Outlining rehearsal Reading Timed writing  Total time
Outlining 5 minutes - - 12 minutes 17 minutes
Speaking 5 minutes 5 minutes - 12 minutes 22 minutes
Reading 5 minutes - 5 minutes 12 minutes 22 minutes

Post-Course Questionnaire
After completing Test 3, a short questionnaire asking about the timed-writing
activity was conducted using Google Forms. The participants responded to three
questions:
1. You have completed timed-writing with three different pre-tasks: outlining, oral
rehearsal, and reading. Which task did you find most useful for completing timed-
writing?

2. Please describe the reason for selecting your response in the questionl.
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3. You have done timed-writing for one year. Look at your graph and briefly describe
how you have changed (or not changed) over one year.

The Japanese version of the questionnaire is in Appendix D.

Procedures

The study was conducted for two academic semesters over nine months,
including 18 writing sessions, one practice session, one pretest and two posttests
(posttest 1, and posttest 2). The purpose of the practice sessions was to allow the
participants to become used to timed-writing using their iPads. There was a six-week
interval after posttest 1 because the school was closed for summer vacation. The
majority of the participants had their own keyboards, but some wrote texts by directly
touching the screen. Whichever way they used, | asked them to keep the same input
style (i.e., with or without a keyboard) throughout the academic year when they were
engaged in the timed-writing tasks. The participants completed a 12-minute timed-
writing task in a practice session. After the practice session, | explained that timed-
writing activities would be conducted throughout the year as a part of class activities
and asked the participants if | could use their compositions as data for my research. If
they agreed, they read and singed the consent form. The informed consent from is
shown in Appendix E (Japanese) and Appendix F (English translation).

Table 6 shows the schedule of the study. Besides timed-writing activities, the
participants in both the experimental and comparison groups read reading passages and

completed reading comprehension and grammar exercises in the same textbook. They
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also received instruction on general paragraph writing or essay writing. While the
experimental group was engaged in timed-writing, speed reading and pronunciation
exercises were used with the comparison group. Weeks 1 and 16 were course
orientation days, and in Week 15 and Week 30, the participants took written final
examinations. In Weeks 16 and 17, the participants engaged in activities related to
sharing their experiences about summer vacation and completed textbook activities. |
avoided conducting posttests on these days because the attendance rate was usually low
at the beginning of the semester.
Pretest

The first timed-writing product produced after the practice session served as a
pretest. All participants, including those in the comparison group, completed the timed-
writing pretest task by responding to one of the following four topics: Do you agree or
disagree? A: Traveling in a foreign country better than traveling in Japan. B: Living in
a city is better than living in countryside. C: Having siblings is better than being an
only child. D: Japanese style breakfast is better than American style breakfast. |
randomly assigned one fourth of the participants in each class to one of the four topics.
After assigning the topics, | shared document files via Google classroom (2023) that the
participants could use for brainstorming, writing an outline, and the timed-writing task.
First, the participants were told to spend five minutes generating and organizing their

ideas. After five minutes of planning time, | announced that they should start the timed-
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Table 6. Schedule of the Study for the Experimental and Comparison Groups

Experimental group (n = 41) Comparison group (n = 42)
Week Class A Class B Class C
(n = 15) (n=12) (n=15)
1-2 — — — —
3 Practice Practice Practice —
session session session
4 Pretest Pretest Pretest Pretest
5-7 + Reading Oultlining + Oral —
rehearsal
8-10 + Oral + Reading Outlining —
rehearsal
11-13  Outlining + Oral + Reading —
rehearsal
14 Posttest 1 Posttest 1 Posttest 1 Posttest 1
15 — — — —
Summer vacation
16 — — — —
17 — — — —
18-20 + Reading Outlining + Oral —
rehearsal
21-23 +Oral + Reading Outlining —
rehearsal
24-26  Outlining + Oral + Reading —
rehearsal
27 Posttest 2 Posttest 2 Posttest 2 Posttest 2
28-30 — — — —

Notes. Outlining: Making an outline for 5 minutes and timed writing for 12 minutes; + Oral
rehearsal = Making an outline for 5 minutes, oral rehearsal in pairs for 5 minutes, and timed
writing for 12 minutes; + Reading = Reading for 5 minutes, making an outline for 5 minutes, and
timed writing for 12 minutes. No activities related to timed-writing were conducted in Weeks 1-
2,15, 16-17, and 28-30.
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writing task and complete it within 12 minutes. The participants had their own iPad
devices. Most of the participants had their own keyboards, but some completed the
timed-writing texts by touching a digital keyboard on the iPad screen. Ideally, all the
participants needed to use the same input style throughout the study, so I told them to
keep the same input style throughout the course when they did the timed-writing tasks.
Although the type of input might have affected the length of the text they produced, as
long as they used the same type of input throughout the semester, the effect on the final
results was minimal. After completing the timed-writing task, the document files were
collected using Google classroom.
Timed-Writing Tasks

As a part of the class activities, timed-writing sessions were implemented 18
times over nine months in the three classes assigned to the experimental group. The
participants in the experimental group completed timed-writing tasks in three pre-task
conditions: outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading. The pre-tasks were switched every
three sessions among the three classes to counterbalance the effect of learner variables
and provide equal learning opportunities. The participants assigned to the outlining
condition spent five minutes completing the outlining worksheet included in the
document files shared via Google classroom (2023) to brainstorm and organize their
ideas. After five minutes, | told the participants to start the timed-writing task, and they
spent 12 minutes to write their opinions. The participants assigned to the oral rehearsal
pre-writing task also spent five minutes for planning, using the same procedures. After

that, they spent another five minutes for oral rehearsal. For each session, the pairs and
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which participants should speak first were randomly decided by me. Referring to their
outlines produced during the planning session, one participant in each pair presented
their ideas orally to their partners, and the other participants listened quietly. After two
and a half minutes, they switched roles and spent another two and half minutes
rehearsing (5 minutes total). Following the rehearsal session, the participants in this
group engaged in the timed-writing task for 12 minutes. | told them that they were
allowed to incorporate the ideas or expressions they learned from the partners during
the oral rehearsal task if they wished to do so. The third pre-task, reading, required the
participants to read a passage related to the day’s timed-writing topic. The participants
received the URL of the Google form through which they could access the passage and
comprehension quizzes and were told to read and complete the comprehension quiz
within five minutes. Each quiz consisted of five true-false comprehension questions that
were administered to confirm that the participants had read and understood the
passages. After completing the quizzes, the students submitted the forms. The answers
were marked automatically and they received the results immediately after submitting
the forms. After completing the reading pre-task, they spent five minutes planning. To
avoid copying the texts in the passage word by word, they were told to close the Google
forms that contained the reading passages before the planning session. They were told
that they could use the ideas or expressions they had seen in the reading if they wished
to do so. Following the planning session, the participants engaged in timed-writing for
12 minutes. After completing the timed-writing task, the participants in all groups

counted the number of words using the word count function in the Google document
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tool and the results were recorded in the progress check charts (see Appendix G for a
sample timed writing progress chart) so that they could visually see their progress. The
participants in the comparison group did not engage in timed-writing activities; they just
took the pretest and the two posttests. While the participants in the experimental group
were engaged in timed-writing activities, those in the comparison group were engaged
in speed-reading activities. They spent approximately 20 to 25 minutes for each speed-
reading activity, the equivalent length of the time spent for timed-writing in the
experimental group.
Posttests

The compositions produced at the end of the first semester (posttest 1), and at
the end of the second semester (posttest 2) served as the posttests in the study. The
procedures for the two posttests were the same as that of the pretest. After receiving
document files for the planning sheet and topics via Google classroom, they spent five
minutes making an outline. Because they were using iPads, I allowed them to use an
online dictionary while planning. They were then given 12 minutes to complete the
timed-writing task on the document forms. After completing the timed-writing task,
they counted the total number of the words and recorded the results in the progress
check charts. Upon the completion of posttest 2, the participants in the experimental
group responded to the post-course questionnaire. The questions are shown in Appendix

D. The responses were collected online using Google forms.
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Interview Sessions

Stimulated recall interview sessions were held with three volunteer participants
in the experimental group to ask what they were thinking about during the pre-task
sessions and how they incorporated the information on the planning sheet into their
timed-writing. Only three participants volunteered, and | asked all three of them to
participate in the interviews. All of the interviewees were female students. The
interviews were conducted online using Zoom about one month after the final posttest.
First, the participants were asked to do timed-writing again either with the oral rehearsal
or reading pre-tasks. Of the three participants, the reading task was assigned to one of
them and the oral rehearsal task was assigned to the other two. The participants in both
pre-task groups repeated the same procedures as those used in the regular sessions. The
participant assigned to the reading task received a file with a reading passage and
comprehension quiz online and spent five minutes to complete the reading task, another
five minutes for planning, and 12 minutes for the timed-writing task. The other two
participants who engaged in the oral rehearsal task accessed Zoom simultaneously to
work in pairs. After five minutes of planning time, they started the oral rehearsal pre-
task, and then completed the 12-minute timed-writing task. Interview questions were
asked individually to these two participants after the timed-writing session. The cameras
were turned off while the participants in both pre-task groups were writing. | observed
their writing via a Google document form that was shared with me during the planning
and timed-writing sessions to prepare for the follow-up interview sessions. After

completing the timed-writing task, | used their outlines and compositions as stimuli and
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asked them to describe what they were thinking as they completed the compositions.
Questions regarding each of the three pre-tasks were also asked. The interview session
took about 60 minutes. The sample questions are shown in Appendix H.
Analyses

Complexity, Fluency, and Lexical Diversity Measures

All timed-writing texts written from Sessions 1 to 18 were analyzed using Tool
for the Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication and Complexity (Kyle, 2016;
Lu, 2010) and Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Lexical Diversity (Kyle et al., 2020).
To answer research question 1, the effect of pre-tasks on timed-writing, timed-writing
samples written at four time-points were analyzed. Because a Latin-squares design was
used, the participants had opportunities to engage with the three types of pre-tasks six
times. Of the six sessions for each task, the texts written in the first (Time 1), third
(Time 2), fourth (Time 3), and sixth (Time 4) were used as data. Table 7 indicates the

measures used for the quantitative analysis.
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Table 7. Measures Used for the Complexity, Fluency, and Lexical Diversity Analyses

Measure

Complexity * Mean length of T-unit (MLT): The ratio of the number of words to
the number of T-units.

» Mean length of clause (MLC): The ratio of the number of words to
the number of clauses.

» Dependent clauses per clause (DC/C): The ratio of the number of
dependent clauses per clause.

Fluency « Standard word units (SWU): Total number of standard word units
(six characters including space and punctuations) produced in
12 minutes.

Lexical diversity < Lexical density (LD): The ratio of the number of lexical words* to
the number of words.

* Moving-average type token ratio (50-word window) (MATTR):
Moving-average of all segments of 50 tokens.

» Measure of Textual, Lexical Diversity (MTLD): The average
number of function word tokens it takes to reach a given TTR
value (.720).

Lexical words*: nouns, adjectives, verbs, and adverbs (Lu, 2012).

Syntactic Complexity

| selected the indices for measuring syntactic complexity based on the
complexity dimensions suggested by Norris and Ortega (2009). They proposed that
syntactic complexity should be measured multidimensionally, using measures of at least
three dimensions: global or general complexity, complexity by subordination, and
complexity via phrasal elaboration (p. 574). According to their suggestions, | adopted
mean length of T-units (MLT) for global complexity, dependent clauses per clause
(DC/C) to assess complexity for subordination, and mean length of clause (MLC) for

phrasal complexity. These measures are some of the most commonly used indices for
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measuring syntactic complexity, and Kyle et al. (2021) indicated that mean length of T-
units (MLT) and dependent clauses per clause (DC/C) are reliable indices for predicting
the language development of CEFR A2 level English language learners, and one of the
most commonly used indices for measuring syntactic complexity. The Tool for the
Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication and Complexity (Kyle, 2016; Lu, 2010)
was used for the computations.
Writing Fluency

In this study, writing fluency was defined as “a measure of the sheer number of
words or structural units a writer is able to include in their writing within a particular
period of time” (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998, p. 14). Originally, | intended to use two
measures to assess writing fluency: the total number of words produced in 12 minutes
and the total number of standard word units written in 12 minutes, which is a word unit
that consists of six characters including spaces and punctuation (Craver, 1976).
However, the two measures were highly correlated at r = .98, so to avoid running
multiple ANOVAs, | used the standard word unit for the fluency measure. The total
number of words was dropped from the dependent variables because some researchers
have argued that word length, rather than the number of total words is a more
appropriate measure of the amount of language produced (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998).
Although the use of a standard unit has been mainly discussed in reading fluency
research, I used it for this study, as it is considered a more reliable measure than total
number of words for writing fluency given that individual words can vary greatly in

their length.
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Lexical Diversity

Three indices were used to measure lexical diversity. One measure was the
measure of textual, lexical diversity (MTLD; McCarthy, 2005; McCarthy & Jarvis,
2010), which showed the average number of function word tokens it takes to reach a
given TTR value of .720 (Zenker & Kyle, 2021, p. 5). Another was the moving-average
type token ratio (50-word window) (MATTR-50; Covington & McFall, 2010), which
indicates the average type-token ratio of 50 words segments. These measures are
recognized as stable indices of lexical diversity that are not affected by text length
(Zenker & Kyle, 2021). The third measure was lexical density. Lu (2012), one of the
developers the tool used for analysis, defined lexical density as “the ratio of the number
of lexical words to the number of words” (p. 192) in which lexical words includes
nouns, adjectives, verbs, and adverbs. Texts were assessed with the Tool for the
Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication and Complexity (Zenker & Kyle, 2021,
Lu, 2012).
Holistic Measurements

In addition to the CFL measures, two holistic measurements, content and
comprehensibility, were included as dependent variables. Kuiken and Vedder (2017)
emphasized the importance of considering functional adequacy (FA) when assessing L2
writing because higher CAF measures do not necessarily indicate better writing. Taking
syntactic complexity as an example, non-native speakers sometimes produce long
complex sentences that fundamentally ungrammatical but are pragmatically unnatural,

whereas native speakers can convey the same message using shorter, syntactically
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simpler sentences. Kuiken and Vedder stated that CAF measures are independent from
functional adequacy and thus they should be evaluated separately. For both content and
comprehensibility, | adopted the rubric created by Kuiken and Vedder because they
found that the rubric was reliable even when used by non-expert raters. The descriptors
for the six-point scale are shown in Table 8.
Content

The content index concerned the quantity and quality of ideas or concepts in the
participants’ written texts (Kuiken & Veddler, 2017). In other words, it assessed
whether the essay contained adequate numbers of ideas and the degree to which the
ideas were relevant to each other. The raters evaluated content using a six-point scale in
which: 1 = The number of ideas is not at all adequate and insufficient and ideas are
unrelated to each other, and 6 = The number of ideas is extremely adequate and they are
very consistent to each other. Samples of the timed-writing texts with raters’ scores are
shown in Appendix I.
Comprehensibility

The comprehensibility index was focused on how much effort was required in
order to understand the participants’ messages (Kuiken & Vedder, 2017). This measure
was used to replace the CAF accuracy measure because | found that evaluating
accuracy for low-proficiency students is extremely challenging in a pilot study. This
issue occurs because the number of error-free sentences is very small. More

importantly, Google Classroom was the university’s main learning platform, and
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Table 8. Six-Point Holistic Scale

Content

1

2

3

4

5

6

The number of
ideas is not at all
adequate and
insufficient and the
ideas are unrelated
to each other.

The number of
ideas is scarcely
adequate and the
ideas lack
consistency.

The number of
ideas is somewhat
adequate, even
though they are not
very consistent.

The number of
ideas is adequate
and they are
sufficiently
consistent.

The number of
ideas is very
adequate and they
are very consistent
to each other.

The number of
ideas is extremely
adequate and they
are very consistent
to each other.

Comprehensibility

1 2 3 4 5 6
The textis not atall The textis scarcely  The textis The text is The text is easily The text is very
comprehensible. comprehensible. Its  somewhat comprehensible. comprehensible and easily
Ideas and purposes  purposes are not comprehensible. Only a few reads smoothly. comprehensible and

are unclearly stated
and the efforts of
the reader to
understand the test
are ineffective.

clearly stated and
the reader struggles
to understand the
ideas of the writer.
The reader has to
guess most of the

ideas and purposes.

Some sentences
are hard to
understand at a first
reading. A second
reading helps to
clarify the purposes
of the text and the
ideas conveyed, but
some doubts
persist.

sentences are
unclear but are
understood, without
too much effort,
after a second
reading.

Comprehensibility is
not an issue.

highly readable. The
ideas and the
purposes are clearly
stated.

From “Functional adequacy in L2 writing: Towards a new rating scale,” by F. Kuiken and |. Vedder, 2017, Language
Testing, 34(3), p. 335 (https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532216663991). Adapted with permission.
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the participants used Google Docs for their writing, which is equipped with an
automatic error correction function. Thus, counting the number of errors might not have
provided valid data. Instead of focusing on the number of local errors, measures that
could evaluate accuracy more globally were more appropriate for this study.

Content and comprehensibility were evaluated by five raters, including myself,
using the six-point scale rubric created by Kuiken and VVedder (2017) (Table 8). Google
forms was used to collect responses. The raters were teachers with more than ten years
of teaching experience at the university level who held Masters or Ph.D. degrees in
TESOL or applied linguistics. Before they began scoring, they participated in a Zoom
training session individually. | first explained the evaluation criteria for content and
comprehensibility and showed sample writings for each score. The raters were then
given about 10 to 15 minutes to randomly evaluate six sample writings that varied in
quality. The results were then compared with my ratings. We had discussions about any
inconsistent ratings until we reached an agreement. Each training session took
approximately 40 to 60 minutes.

The compositions written in Weeks 7, 10, and 13 (Topics 3, 6, and 9) were used
as the data. The pre-tasks were rotated among the three classes every three weeks. To
reduce the burden on the raters, each rater evaluated about 60% of the data. Rater bias
was controlled for using FACETS (Linacre, 2023), and the Rasch Fair Average was
used for the analyses. According to Linacre (2023), the Fair Average is the raw score
adjusted for its context. Its calculation is as follows.

“Fair Average” for each element of the target facet is computed and calculated
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as though every observation of that element in the data was for an average

element of every other facet. Then these artificial observations are averaged by

the number of observations of the target element. (p. 309)
For example, if participant A receives a rating of 3 from a lenient rater and participant B
receives a rating of 3 from a severe rater, interpreting their scores as the same value is
unfair due to the difference in the raters’ severity. In the Fair Average, participant A’s
score is transformed to 2.5 and participant B’s score is 3.5; thus, this gives a fair
comparison. By using the Fair Average, it is possible to compare the scores evaluated
by raters of different severity.
Interviews and Post-Course Questionnaire

The interview sessions were conducted using Zoom. The sessions were recorded
using its recording function and then the interviews were transcribed for analysis. The
purpose of the interviews was to obtain data that complemented the results of the
quantitative analyses. | reviewed the transcripts and made annotations on the comments
or excerpts that could explain or provide additional explanations of the quantitative
results. | particularly focused on the comments explaining the participants’ mental
activities during the pre-tasks and how they took advantages of each pre-task activity.
The data were used for triangulation together with other qualitative data such as the
post-course questionnaire and the word similarity rate between the reading passage and

timed-writing text.
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Additional Text Analysis on Lexical Items

To investigate the effect of the reading pre-tasks on lexical diversity, an
additional text analysis was conducted. Specifically, the lexical items used in the
reading passages and the compositions written by the reading pre-task group were
compared using Text Lex Compare (Cobb, 2023), an online tool that computes the
similarity of lexical items between two texts. The text of the sample passage and the
compositions written in Weeks 7, 10, and 13 were used as the data, and a similarity rate
was calculated separately for each session. The similarity rate of the other two groups
that did not read the passage—the outlining and oral rehearsal groups—were also

included in the analysis as baseline data.
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CHAPTER 4

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES
The Overview of the FACETS Analysis
In order to obtain fair average scores that were used for the inferential statistics, the
scores of the content and comprehensibility evaluated by the raters were analyzed using
FACETS (Linacre, 2023), a MFRM (Many-Facet Rasch Measurement) computer
software program. Before reporting the results of the inferential statistics, findings from
the FACETS analysis are presented. There were five facets in the analysis: the
participants (44 elements), raters (5 elements), topics (3 elements), task type (3
elements), and rating criteria. The criteria consisted of six categories: Content outlining,
Comprehensibility outlining, Content oral rehearsal, Comprehensibility oral rehearsal,
Content reading, and Comprehensibility reading. Figure 3 shows each facet and how
they are related to each other. Starting from the leftmost column, it shows the logit
measures, the raters, the participants, the task types, and the evaluation criteria. | focus
on the fifth column, evaluation criteria, which is directly relevant to this study. Table 9
shows the Rasch statistics for the six criteria. The standardized infit statistics of five out
of six criteria fit the acceptable range of -2.00 to +2.00, but the comprehensibility score
of the oral rehearsal pre-task was 2.40, which indicated underfit to the Rasch model.
The item difficulty for each criterion ranged from -0.24 to 0.16 logits. For both content
and comprehensibility, the outlining pre-task condition was the most difficult, the oral
rehearsal condition was second, and the reading condition was the easiest. The

difference between oral rehearsal and reading for content was small.
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Figure 3. Wright Map for Content and Comprehensibility
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Table 9. Rasch Statistics for the Six Evaluation Criteria

Rasch Infit Infit Outfit Output
measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD PMCorr
Comp. R -0.24 0.10 0.89 -1.00 0.87 -1.10 .67
Comp. OR -0.13 0.10 1.31 2.40 1.29 2.30 42
Comp. P 0.02 0.09 0.97 -0.20 0.95 -0.40 .66
Cont. R 0.09 0.10 0.94 -0.50 0.93 -0.60 57
Cont. OR 0.10 0.10 1.05 0.40 1.05 0.40 .56
Cont. P 0.16 0.09 0.92 -0.70 0.93 -0.60 .65

Note. Comp = Comprehensibility; Cont = Content; R = Reading; OR = Oral Rehearsal; O =
Outlining; PMCorr = Part-measure correlation

Table 10 shows the category statistics. The fifth column from the left indicates
the average measure, which can be used to confirm whether the rating scale functioned
well. For well-functioning rating scale, the average measures increase as the variable
increases, which indicates those with higher ability obtain higher scores (Bond & Fox,
2007). As Table 10 indicates, this pattern was not violated; thus, the average measures
of the scale functioned appropriately.

Another way to assess the rating scale is to inspect the thresholds or step
calibrations, which are shown in the column located second from the right. Similar to
the average measures, it should increase in a stepwise fashion and the difference
between adjacent thresholds should be no less than 1.40 logits and no more than 5.00
logits to avoid large gaps in the variable (Linacre, 1999). Table 10 shows that the
thresholds increases stepwise, but the distance between some adjacent categories is
below 1.40 (Category 3—4 = 0.58; Category 4-5 = 1.36; Category 5 and 6 = 1.15),
which indicates that the distance between these adjacent categories are so close that the

steps are not entirely clear.
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Table 10. Category Statistics for the Six-Point Rating Scale

Average Expected  Ouftfit

Category Count (%) Cum.% measure measure MNSQ Measure SE
1 2 (0%) 0% -0.06 -0.35 1.20 — —
2 45 (5%) 5% 0.14 0.03 1.20 -3.29 0.71
3 121 (13%) 19% 0.51 0.55 0.90 -0.70 0.16
4 315 (35%) 53% 1.09 1.12 0.90 -0.12 0.10
5 287 (32%) 85% 1.68 1.64 0.90 1.48 0.08
6 134 (15%) 100% 2.06 2.07 1.00 2.63 0.10

Note. Cum. % = Cumulative percent.

The last criterion concerns the rating scale fit statistics. According to Linacre
(2023), outfit MNSQ values between 0.50 and 1.50 are productive for measurement. All
the outfit MNSQ statistics for the six categories were within this range.
Comprehension Quizzes for Reading Passages

The participants in the reading group took five reading comprehension questions
after reading. These quizzes were conducted to make sure that they understood the
content of the passages adequately and to encourage them to engage in the reading task
seriously. Table 11 shows the percentage of the correct answers for each quiz. The
results varied from 75% to 100%, which suggests that some passages were more
difficult to understand than others. However, the results also showed that for some
passages with lower scores (Passages 6, 7, and 13), particular participants who got low
scores lowered the average. Of the five questions for each quiz, the participants

answered four or five questions correctly on average.
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Table 11. The Percentage of Correct Answers for Each Comprehension Quiz

Passage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
% 85.3 100.0 97.3 96.0 96.7 78.7 757 853 86.7
Passage 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
% 98.7 947 963 773 98.0 89.1 97.3 825 100.0
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS

In this Chapter, I first introduce the results for the first research question
concerning the effectiveness of three types of pre-writing tasks—outlining, oral
rehearsal, and reading—on writing quality, which was operationalized as syntactic
complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility. After
that, I show the results regarding the second research question regarding how the
participants made use of each pre-writing task and how it was reflected in the quality of
their written products. Specifically, the findings from the interviews and additional text
analyses are reported. Finally, I introduce the findings for the longitudinal investigation
of how fluency-first, meaning-focused writing activities contributed to writing
development.

The Effect of the Three Pre-Tasks on Timed-Writing

Table 12 shows the descriptive statistics of three syntactic complexity
measures—mean length T-unit (MLT), mean length clause (MLC), and dependent
clause per clause (DC/C)—for each pre-task at four time points. The growth patterns of
MLT and MLC are similar. The scores for MLT and MLC increased from Time 2 to 3
and were the highest at Time 3. On the other hand, the score for DC/C developed from
Time 3 to 4, and was the highest at Time 4, showing the opposite pattern of MLT and

MLC.
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Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for the Syntactic Complexity Measures for Each Pre-Task

Mean length T-unit (MLT)

Outlining Oral rehearsal Reading
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4
M 10.53 10.31 10.94 10.15 9.90 10.08 10.92 10.68 9.60 10.19 11.16 10.44
SD 241 2.13 2.18 2.16 1.89 1.56 1.79 1.50 2.07 1.67 2.12 1.49
Skewness 1.06 1.55 1.76 1.69 0.22 0.74 1.75 1.11 1.86 0.78 0.52 0.50
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 0.74 3.70 3.47 6.61 -0.72 1.60 6.22 2.00 5.07 0.78 -0.73 0.87
SEK 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72
Dependent clause per clause (DC/C)
Outlining Oral rehearsal Reading
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Timed4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time?2 Time3 Time4
M 0.31 0.29 0.30 0.31 0.29 0.30 0.30 0.32 0.29 0.29 0.32 0.33
SD 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.10
Skewness -0.22 0.19 0.47 0.16 0.05 -0.23 0.33 0.28 -0.04 0.08 -0.63 0.14
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis -0.15 -0.11 1.31 0.09 0.74 1.48 -0.07 2.62 -0.10 0.92 0.00 -1.10
SEK 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72
Mean length clause (MLC)
Oultlining Oral rehearsal Reading
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Timed4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time?2 Time3 Time4
M 6.97 7.19 7.64 6.76 6.89 7.12 7.53 7.31 6.65 7.28 7.40 6.82
SD 0.89 1.00 0.99 0.63 1.00 1.04 0.98 0.85 0.92 0.93 0.97 0.74
Skewness -0.05 1.01 2.61 0.14 0.56 0.74 0.41 2.07 0.87 0.01 0.48 -0.32
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis -1.00 1.64 9.84 1.18 0.14 0.42 0.33 5.48 1.47 -0.96 0.10 -0.05
SEK 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Outlining n-size = 41; Oral rehearsal n-size = 40; Reading n-size = 41.
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Figure 4. Changes in Mean Length of T-Unit
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Figure 6. Changes in Mean Length of Clause
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To answer the first research question concerning the effect of the three planning
conditions—outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading—on the three syntactic complexity
measures, mean length T-unit (MLT), dependent clause per clause (DC/C), and mean
length of clause (MLC), a mixed MANOVA was conducted. The dependent variables
were time with four levels (Times 1, 2, 3, and 4) and syntactic complexity measures
with three levels (MLT, DC/C, and MLC). The independent variable was task type with
three levels—outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading. Because the ANOVA was run three
times for each dependent variable, a Bonferroni procedure was used to control Type |
error. The alpha was set to .025 (.05/3 = .025).

After removing four outliers from the dataset, the normality assumption was
checked before running the test. The distributions of z-kurtosis for some variables

exceeded the < |2.58| criterion and therefore violated the normal distribution
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assumption. Thus, the results need to be interpreted with caution. High kurtosis can lead
to low statistical power.

Before running a mixed MANOVA, the sphericity assumption was checked.
The Mauchly’s test of sphericity showed that the assumptions for MLT and DC/C were
met (MLT: Chi-square = 3.79, p = .58; DC/C: Chi-square = 7.03, p = .22). However,
MLC violated the sphericity assumption, Chi-square = 17.67; p = .003, so the
Greenhouse-Geisser results are reported for MLC. There was a significant main effect
of time on MLT, F(3, 357) = 11.29, p < .001, partial #> = .09, and MLC, F(2.88,
329.34) = 15.09, p < .001, partial 2 = .11, but the time effect for DC/C was
insignificant after applying the Bonferroni correction, F(3, 357) = 2.57, p = .05, partial
n? = .02. Contrasts revealed that there was a significant difference between Time 1 and
Time 3 for MLT, F(1, 119) = .89, p < .001, partial #°> = .19, and a significant difference
between Time 1 and Time 2, F(1, 119) = 9.51, p = .003, partial #? =.07, and between
Time 1 and Time 3, F(1, 119) = 34.50, p < .001, partial > = .23 for MLC. These results
indicated that the scores for both indices developed between Time 1 and Time 3, but the
growth declined between Time 3 and 4. There was no main effect of task type on any of
the three syntactic complexity measures [MLT: F (2, 119) = .09, p = .92, partial #?

.001; DC/C: F (2, 119) = .14, p = .87, partial #2 = .002; MLC: F (2, 119) = 1.07, p

.35, partial #? = .02]. Moreover, there was no interaction between time and task type

on the three syntactic complexity measures [MLT: F (6, 357) = 2.06, p = .06, partial »2

.03; DC/C: F (6, 357) = .69, p = .66, partial #2 = .01; MLC: F (5.54, 329.35) = 1.99, p

.07, partial #? = .03]. These results indicated that there were changes in the syntactic
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complexity scores as the time progressed, but task type did not significantly impact the
syntactic complexity of the timed-writing products.

Table 13 shows the descriptive statistics for the standard word unit for each pre-
task at the four time points. The scores increased steadily for all three pre-task groups
between Time 1 and Time 2, and Time 2 and Time 3, but they leveled off between Time
3 and Time 4. At Time 1, the figure for the oral rehearsal group was the lowest, but it
developed sharply as the time progressed. At Time 4, the oral rehearsal group
outperformed the other two groups. The figures for the reading pre-task were not as
high as those of the oral rehearsal or outlining groups throughout the intervention
period.

To examine the effect of the three planning conditions—outlining, oral
rehearsal, and reading—on fluency, standard word units, a mixed ANOVA was
conducted. The dependent variable was the values of the standard word units for Times
1, 2, 3, and 4. The independent variable was task type with three levels—outlining, oral
rehearsal, and reading. After removing five outliers from the dataset, the normality
assumption was assessed by checking z-skewness and z-kurtosis before running the test.
The normality assumption was met.

Before running the mixed ANOVA, the sphericity assumption was checked and
met, Chi-square = 8.32, p = .14. There was a significant main effect of time on SWU,
F(3, 354) = 46.44, p < .001, partial #% =.28. Contrasts revealed that there was a
significant difference between Time 1 and Time 2, F(1, 118) = 36.93, p <.001, partial

n? =.24, Time 1 and Time 3, F(1, 118) = 101.34, p < .001, partial #% = .46, and Time 1
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and Time 4, F(1, 118) = 90.26, p < .001, partial 2 = .43. However, there was no
significant effect of task type F(2, 118) = .41, p < .66, partial % =.007 or interaction
effect F(6, 354) = 1.34, p = .24, partial ? =.02 between SWU and task type. This result
indicated that fluency developed over time but task type did not significantly impact the

timed-writing fluency measure.

Figure 7. Changes in the Number of Standard Word Units per 12 Minutes
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Table 13. Descriptive Statistics for Standard Word Units for Each Pre-Task

Outlining Oral rehearsal Reading

Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4
M 93.34 107.43 113.21 113.13 88.49 104.14 116.85 116.52 91.84 100.35 107.79 109.63
SD 29.15 31.19 2891 28.34 20.19 31.13 2751 2830 27.62 26.20 27.47 28.25
Skewness  1.30 0.38 031 0.16 0.80 0.84 0.83 0.45 0.28 -0.01 -0.07 0.19
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38
Kurtosis 2.35 -0.17 -0.06 0.80 0.45 1.15 1.06 0.07 -0.20 -0.65 -0.64 0.30
SEK 0.72 072 0.72 0.72 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74

Note. Outlining n-size = 42; Oral rehearsal n-size = 42; Reading n-size = 42.
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Table 14 shows the descriptive statistics for the three lexical diversity measures
for each pre-task at the four time points. The trajectories of MATTR, and MTLD are
similar. The peak was at Time 2, and the figures decreased after that time point. In the
case of MATTR and MTLD, the reading group outperformed the other two groups. On
the other hand, lexical density reached the highest point at Time 3 and the oral rehearsal
group outperformed the other two groups.

To explore the effect of the three planning conditions—outlining, oral rehearsal,
and reading—on three lexical diversity measures, lexical density (LD), moving-average
type token ratio (50-word window) (MATTR), and measure of textual, lexical diversity
(MTLD), a mixed MANOVA was conducted. The dependent variables were time with
four levels (Times 1, 2, 3, and 4) and lexical diversity measures with three levels (LD,
MATTR, and MTLD). The independent variable is task type with three levels—
outlining, oral rehearsal, and reading. Because the ANOVA was run three times for
each dependent variable, a Bonferroni procedure was used to control for Type I error.
The alpha was set to .025 (.05/3 = .025). There were no outliers, and the z-skewness and
z-kurtosis statistics showed that the data were normality distributed.

Before running the mixed-MANOVA, the sphericity assumption was checked.
Mauchly’s test of sphericity showed that the figures for all three measures were
insignificant (LD: Chi-square = 6.49, p = .26; MATTR: Chi-square = 5.60, p = .35;
MTLD: Chi-square = 10.21, p = .07). There was a significant main effect of time on all
three measures (LD: F[3, 369] = 7.80, p > .001, partial #°> = .06; MATTR: F[3, 369] =

23.57, p >.001, partial 42 = .16, and MTLD: F[3, 369] = 27.56, p > .001, partial #?
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=.18). Contrasts revealed that there was a significant difference between Time 1 and
Time 2 for two out of the three measures (MATTR: F[1, 123] = 41.47, p < .001, partial
n? =.25, MTLD: F[1, 123] = 49.61, p < .001, partial 4> =.29), and between Time 1 and
Time 3 for all three measures (LD: F[1, 123] = 20.04, p < .001, partial 4> = .14;
MATTR: F[1, 123] = 24. 25, p <.001, partial #° = .17; MTLD: F[1, 123] = 24. 38, p
<.001, partial 2 = .17). There was no significant difference between Time 1 and Time
4 for any of the three lexical diversity measures, indicating that the scores for three
lexical diversity measures developed between Time 1 and Time 3, but the growth
declined between Times 3 and 4, showing a similar pattern as syntactic complexity.
There was no significant effect of task type on the three lexical diversity measures and
no interaction between time and task type. These results indicated that task type or the
combination of task type and time did not significantly impact the three lexical diversity

measures of the timed-writing task.
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Table 14. Descriptive Statistics of the Lexical Diversity Measures for Each Pre-Task

Lexical density (LD)

Outlining Oral rehearsal Reading
Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4
M 0.52 0.52 0.54 0.53 0.52 0.55 0.56 0.53 0.52 0.53 0.54 0.53
SD 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04
Skewness -0.58 -0.26 0.40 -0.41 -0.08 -0.70 -0.08 -0.07 -0.68 0.39 -0.48 0.60
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 0.13 -0.60 0.82 0.72 0.99 1.09 0.22 -0.62 0.39 0.72 0.33 -0.11
SEK 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72

Moving-average type-token ratio (MATTR)

Outlining Oral rehearsal Reading
Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4
M 0.67 0.71 0.70 0.67 0.68 0.71 0.71 0.68 0.69 0.72 0.71 0.69
SD 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.05
Skewness -0.13 0.10 -0.33 0.08 -0.27 0.26 -0.59 -0.35 -0.48 0.20 -0.45 -0.01
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 0.03 -0.54 1.17 1.27 -0.15 0.05 0.44 0.57 0.12 -0.48 1.27 -0.91
SEK 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72

The measure of textual lexical diversity (MTLD)

Outlining Oral rehearsal Reading
Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4 Timel Time2 Time3 Time4
M 41.02 51.11 46.06 39.26 41.94 50.01 47.91 41.16 41.98 51.86 49.01 43.40
SD 14.13 13.65 9.64 10.01 11.73 8.70 12.54 7.50 9.65 15.04 10.13 12.43
Skewness 2.19 1.01 0.86 0.66 1.25 0.77 0.89 1.01 0.25 1.17 0.32 1.07
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 6.47 0.53 3.33 1.91 2.26 0.39 0.47 3.07 -1.00 2.09 -0.21 1.86
SEK 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Outlining n-size = 42, Oral rehearsal n-size = 42, Reading n-size = 42.
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Figure 8. Changes in Lexical Density
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Figure 10. Changes in the Measure of Textual Lexical Diversity (MTLD)
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Table 15 shows the descriptive statistics for content and comprehensibility for
each pre-task at three time points. The content scores of the oral rehearsal re-task was
slightly higher than those for the reading pre-task, but the scores were almost the same,
and they outperformed outlining pre-task. For comprehensibility, the score of the reading
pre-task was the highest, and that of the outlining pre-task were the lowest.

For the two holistic measures, content and comprehensibility, one-way ANOVAS
are conducted separately for each dependent variable. The dependent variables were
content and comprehensibility scores for week 7, 10, and 13 (topic 3, 6, and 9) and
independent variables were task type with three levels (outlining, oral rehearsal, and
reading). The Levene’s test for both content and comprehensibility scores were
insignificant (Content: F[2, 123] = .27, p = .77; Comprehensibility: F[2, 123] = 1.08, p
=.34). Two one-way ANOVAs were run for each of the content and comprehensibility

scores and the test results were both insignificant (Content: F[2, 123] =.65, p = .53,
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partial #% = .01; Comprehensibility: F[2, 123] = 2.65, p = .07, 5 =.04). The type of pre-

task did not have significant effect on content or comprehensibility.

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for the Content and Comprehensibility Measures for
Each Pre-Task

Content Comprehensibility
Oral Oral
Outlining Rehearsal Reading Outlining Rehearsal Reading
M 4.18 4.37 4.36 4.42 4.67 4.74
SD 0.91 0.82 0.87 0.80 0.63 0.62
Skewness 0.01 -0.57 -0.46 -0.71 0.00 -0.23
SES 0.37 0.37 0.36 0.37 0.37 0.36
Kurtosis -0.71 -0.09 -0.30 0.55 -0.60 -0.35
SEK 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.72 0.73 0.70

Notes. Content and Comprehensibility scores are the Rasch fair average scores of the six-point
scales evaluated by raters. Outlining n-size = 42; Oral rehearsal n-size = 40; Reading n-size = 44.
To summarize the main points, overall, the type of pre-task did not have a
significant effect on the syntactic complexity, lexical diversity, writing fluency, content,

and comprehensibility of the immediate timed-writing tasks. In contrast, the effect of
time on syntactic complexity, writing fluency, and lexical diversity measures was
significant, indicating an increase in the scores between Time 1 and Time 3. However, in
the case of the syntactic complexity and lexical diversity measures, the scores decreased
between Time 3 and Time 4, and the difference between Time 1 and Time 4 was not

significant. There was no significant effect of time on content and comprehensibility.
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The Roles of Pre-Tasks

To answer the second research question concerning how the participants made use
of each pre-task condition, how it was reflected in the quality of their written products,
and to triangulate the findings from the quantitative analyses, post-course questionnaires
and the stimulated recall interviews were analyzed. In addition, to examine the effect of
the reading passage on the lexical diversity of the timed-writing products, the word
similarity rate between the reading passage and the timed-writing texts written by the
reading pre-task group was calculated.
Post-Course Questionnaire

To supplement the qualitative data, | report the results of the post-course
questionnaire administered to the participants in the experimental groups after Test 4.
The questions were: (a) Which of the three pre-tasks—outlining, oral rehearsal, and
reading—did you find most useful for timed-writing? (b) Please describe the reason for
selecting your response in the question 1. Table 16 shows the results of these queries.

Nineteen participants (50%) selected the reading pre-task as most helpful for
improving writing fluency. Sixteen comments indicated that the reading pre-task
improved their writing fluency because it helped them generate ideas, and eight
participants indicated that they learned words and multi-word expressions from the
reading passage. The oral rehearsal pre-task, which was selected by 15 participants
(40%), helped them generate ideas and some participants commented on the positive
effect of the task for organizing ideas and for having a rehearsal effect. The outlining task
was selected by four participants (10%), one of whom responded that this pre-task was

the most helpful for generating ideas. The results of the interviews and questionnaire
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contradicted one another because the questionnaire responses indicated that both the oral
rehearsal and reading pre-tasks helped the participants generate ideas while the interview

participants gave opposite answers. This point will be discussed in the chapter 6.

Table 16. Most Helpful Timed-Writing Pre-Tasks and the Reasons

Number of
Pre-task Categories  comments Example comments

Outlining Generate 1 | thought just simply making an outline helped
n =4 (10.5%) new me most to generate ideas.

ideas

Others 3 | had time to think before writing.

Oral rehearsal  Generate 6 | could use my friend’s ideas for my writing.
n =15 (39.5%) new As | made effort to continue speaking,

ideas sometimes new ideas that were not in the

Reading

n = 19 (50.0%)

Organize the
ideas
Rehearsal

Verbalize
ideas

Check my
English

Others

Generate
new
ideas

Words &
grammar

Paragraph
structure
Others

16

2

5

outline came to my mind.
| could organize my ideas as recite them aloud.

It was easy to write because my ideas are
already verbalized in the oral rehearsal task.

Speaking helped me to verbalize my ideas in
English.

I could check my English as | said my ideas
aloud.

| was able to expand my perspective as |
listened to my friends.

| could know other people’s opinions and it
helped me to generate my own ideas.

Reading passage presented the opinions of the
people from both sides, agree and disagree.
So, | could develop my ideas from there and it
was easier to write the outline.

| could learn new words and expressions in the
reading and use it for my writing.

| could see English grammar structures in
advance. So, it was easier for me to express
my ideas with my own words.

| could learn how to develop my idea.

It helped me to understand the intention of the
task.

Note. *The number Includes comments from the same students.
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Interviews

Stimulated recall interviews were conducted with three female volunteers. The
participants were recruited via email, and | asked all of three of them who contacted me
to participate in the study. The four questions asked in the interviews were as follows: (a)
Using the outlining worksheet and composition written just before the interview, please
explain what you did and what you were thinking step by step; (b) Did you use any ideas
or words in the reading text when you made an outline? Which ones?; (c) Did you use
any ideas or expressions that you heard from your partner in your writing? Which ones?
(d) In class, you had opportunities to engage in timed-writing with three pre-task
conditions: outlining, oral rehearsal and reading. Which one did you find most useful for
timed-writing? Why do you think so? The questions (a), (b), and (c) were concerned with
the timed-writing activity conducted just before the interviews. The participants were
asked to recall their experiences of writing an opinion paragraph for the topic Do you
agree or disagree? It is good for elementary school students to have smartphone? The
last question was a reflection on the timed-writing activities completed throughout the
academic year. The interviews were conducted in Japanese.

The first question concerned what they did during the 5-minute planning time
period. The Google document files used for making the outlines were shared with me via
a cloud service. This allowed me to observe the process of the participants completing the
outline in real-time. | observed the process focusing on how they generated ideas, wrote a
topic sentence, and listed three supporting points. All three of them wrote a topic
sentence first, and then worked on three supporting points. They struggled to express

their ideas in the supporting points in English, and after writing the three supporting
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ideas, they ran out of time. Their outlines also showed that they had little time to write

supporting details.

[Selecting three reasons] P1 = Participant 1; P2 = Participant 2; P3 = Participant 3; | =
The interviewer (myself)

1. P1: During the five minutes, there wasn’t enough time, so | omitted subjects.
(...) If I had only two supporting ideas, | would have to write a lot [of
supporting details for each point], so I first tried to think of three ideas. To
begin with, | wrote | agree with the topic, and for the first reason, | wrote
elementary school students can find out what they don’t know in their daily
lives easily if they have smart phones.

5L Z AL, FEHRWAT, ETO02EFEITEKLE > > TE-
To (L)BEHEN2OEMNLIDELT IV EEZVSIEINE X R E W)L
BB, EVHZTIObITEIEEST, FTRITINE Y ZITEKLE
ToTEIDOEHFENT, BT H2HMBELTET LOHN, NFERATR
ol bAEDOT ThNLRNWI ENndho7- & IO S - TE
W2 AT E,

2. P2:1had to decide my position first, and I wrote “I agree.” Then, two reasons
came up, “[parents can] check the safety of their children” and “people should
learn how to use the Internet while they are children because it is going to be a
necessary skill”. (...) I also wanted to say “[children can] learn many things
efficiently, but I could not find words to express that idea.

I: So, you had another idea but ran out of time before you translated it in
English.

P2: Yes.

P2: ETNIERMO I EHEZ T, oL T8 BNHTE7ZDT, “lagree”
TXEENTHDL, 2O00BENHTEE L, B2l TE5H-oTED
DE, A F—=Fy FPLTREITRDNERDRE/NIN I HIZR-TE
WIZTMMOWSTEIZ L aEEZTLL T, (L)dE, RIS VWAALRTE
HEFEETCEDLHOTWNIZEESEWNENSTZATTITE, 22 LIUOHGENE
SR T2 72 < T

LCdH, I 129FBZND-7TE, 2N EHGEICT HRNIKFE &Ko
TLESTZATIT N,

P2: 13>,
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3.

P3: In five minutes, | thought I would write three reasons first and then add
details later. (....) For the third reason, though there was not enough time to
complete it. | wanted to talk about the problem of some young children using
credit cards a lot for online shopping without their parents’ permission, But
while I was struggling with English, the five minutes was over.

LS TRIMIBOEBEREZ D LE-TT, BRETRIELIZATT T

E, % TDetails Mz k5 EB-T, (..) TIODHOHHATHKZICESE
NPT ATTIFE, BRI VY Yy R I—REREL TRy b
Tavb I Tfliobrolt Lo TEIMEEEZ H LS T, £ THEE
NHTZRNWo TR T 50 boTE LT,

During the 5-minute planning session, they could not write much more than topic

sentences and three statements to support their positions for the outline. However, they

added more details during the 12-minute timed-writing task. To reveal their writing

process, | asked them to explain what they did to complete the 12-minute timed-writing

task step by step. My interest concerned how much time was spent developing content

while composing their text. Although the participants did not have time to write details

on the outlining worksheet, they already knew what they wanted to write at the time of

planning—in some cases, even before the planning session.

[Timing of an idea generation]

4.

I: In the outline, you wrote “They don’t know well that” and the sentence
ended here. In the composition written during the timed-writing task, you
added more details. Did you already have these ideas during the planning
stage or were they generated as you wrote the text?

P3: They were already in my mind during the five-minute planning time.

I: 77 K74 1% “they don’t know well that” T3 T L THATT IS
£, timed-writing ® 513t o & details AR SN TWE TR, ZOES-> T
O DIFHERIFREIORFICBEICEHO I H D L Lz, T bEFEERDBHHT
X7 U TT D,

P3: & 9 5 OHEfFORES THOFIZH Y F LT,
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P1: [In the reading passage] | guess there was a sentence “children come home
late,” but that idea “[parents can use a smart phone] to contact their children.”
was already in my mind as soon as | saw the topic.

Pl: FEBTBREL R D> TV LEPHENH-TZ LB ATTITE, P E
v 7 e HICBRHIER L LT NERKET 5] 2 T DIFREN-SNTEA T,

These examples indicated that the participants were able to generate ideas without much

support of peer-speech or the reading pre-tasks and by the end of the five-minute

planning time, they already had ideas for their timed-writing before the oral rehearsal pre-

task (Participant 3) and reading pre-task (Participant 1). Therefore, during the 12-minute

timed-writing task, they focused on transcribing ideas into English rather than developing

content. It was a stage where they needed to solve linguistic problems.

[Focusing on form]

5.

I: So, your position was ‘disagree’ and then you wrote the first reason. How
did you complete this part?

P3: I didn’t know how to use the word manage. [I asked myself] Do we say
self-managing? Is it a noun? But | thought I could use the phrase take care
instead and changed it.

I: At which phase did you wonder whether [the usage of the] manage could be
wrong?

P3: During 12-minute timed-writing task. When | write, | read the text silently
in my mind. And | began to wonder how | was supposed to use the word
manage. Instead, | used take care more often, and it did not sound odd, so |
changed it when | transcribed it into proper sentences.

I: & A% disagree TE 771 first reason T332, Z ZILEARE LU TR £ L
72D,
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P3: Manage O 753 L < o %fcﬁ < T, self-managing » CE->7-- 1772
»o TE- T, &ilinie s > CTHE- T, Take care DI CMEZ 2008 Ho
TEOBIIEZT-ATTIT L,

I: Manage 736 > T2 07 & - CRIEICE S T2DIE, WODEETT ),

P3: LAEENTDH R25OEMTYT, BT FEELS L XITHSOEHOFT
L2R_XDATTIFES, manage (X & 9 o 7D HRHRIToBH % o
T Eo%z»ofiiktakecare%%ﬁﬁbfﬁt@f ZTobltolbE

EFUEN 2NN EBo ThoA L LI ICHETEBE RSB E L
710

| asked her when she noticed that manage could be wrong because in the outlining
worksheet, she wrote “Elementary school students can’t self-managing,” but she changed
the sentence to “Elementary school students can’t take care of themselves” in the text.
She realized that her word choice did not sound correct as she recited the text while
writing. The excerpts below are other examples of when another participant engaged in a
focus on linguistic form during the 12-minute timed-writing task. After the oral rehearsal

pre-task, she improved her utterances by using more appropriate and sophisticated lexis

or multi-word expressions. She also worked on coherence.

[Polishing the oral output]

6. P2: Well...I changed the expressions of some sentences [while writing].
When | was speaking, sometimes | just uttered some words, not in complete
sentences. In that case, | had to clean up the mess when | wrote to form proper
sentences. For example, in the speech, I said “they have problem, their parents
can learn danger”. [But in writing,] even if was added and “they have
problems” was changed to “when problem occurs.”

P2: 9 —hA, :.b\jiéf SR TEEH Y 38, oLV S TT, HEEHGE
STNID, LT HR->TRNWIEEZFHELTORRH-T, £950HTH
2 Z JE)%JO“C@?O CHIEZELS L FIC) ESXATRD L O, EhIE
even if D% 13557 KFIX They have problem, their parents can learn danger -
TRoTRATTITE, evenif 215720 | they have problems U <72 < T
problem occurs (2N X 7201 L TET,
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[Working on cohesion]

7. P2: When | spoke, | just uttered ideas in English one after another. But when |
typed, | had to integrate all the utterances, so | added many words like on the
other hand or even if, conjunctions not often used in spoken language, to
connect each sentence.

P2: L% L EIXZDOREDORIHICH LB RHETLIO1IHOHL TN
EROANTTIFEZA L 7T 5L EIT, GiLTHEEICRSTOHHEH AT
on the other hand & 7> even if &7~ #ftai & 2D KE b A EEHRWVATT
TE, Lol EZ A T THOHT L EITN ) £ 28hn D &
INTHRERATT R L TH Y £,
In sum, the above examples indicate that the participants spent little time for idea
generation during the five-minute planning period and the 12-minute timed-writing task
because they could generate ideas on their own without relying on outside sources such
as input from their partner or the reading passage. Instead, most of the time and cognitive
resources were used for transcribing and monitoring. The topic of idea generation is
discussed in relation to oral rehearsal and reading tasks in the following section.

To explore how the participants took advantage of each pre-task opportunity, |
asked them which of the three pre-tasks they found most useful for improving fluency.
Follow-up questions about the advantages and disadvantages of each writing pre-task
were also asked.

Outlining
None of the interviewees responded that the outlining condition was the most
effective; they did not have much to say about this pre-task. However, participant 1 said

that even though this task was the least effective for improving writing fluency, she

thought that the outlining task was useful.
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[Outlining was cognitively demanding]
8. I: How did you feel about the outlining task?
P1: In the outlining task, I had to think of everything...grammar and everything

by myself. It was useful, but when | wrote, | had nothing to refer to during the
12-minute timed-writing, and it was difficult to write.

I: You said it was “useful.” Could you explain a little more?

P1: In the outlining task, I did not get any information or grammar. Without
anything to refer to, I had to think of many things, how should I say...I had to
think about even details, so | had to use my head more.

I: Did you have to think about the content or language? Or both?

B: Both.

I: kB O X A7 DIRTE 5 TLEDIN?

PL R XV M Z A 7 1210728 By TERIB A THEL BB AR E WIS
RNL, TORITIFNIHDATTITE, XEALAFES LEIZ, ZOMESBITRD
HLOPRNERLSIEY 25O, §2VWEEX S50 TT,

I: 4 TRIZSED) L ELTATTR, EO0V I JHTRICEDATL L 902
PL 5 MDD TEITTEE | FENS BIFHRA TV I DILEL N £ WVNIBREIZ
BROLDOPRNFTNAALRI L EZNSIENEZ LD ETHoTVIDN, A
TLELI, MWD ETEZRESWT R ARDAT, TONFEIEEE
THRUNLET,

I ZBZDNE STV DIINENR, T b ERED IR, Zhvk bl ?

PLLESBHEHTT,

The excerpt points out that the outlining condition was cognitively demanding because
the additional input provided in the two other conditions was unavailable. She used the
word useful (12372 yakuni tatsu) to describe the outlining task because she had to

think about many issue in detail. She thought it was good to use her head.
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Oral rehearsal

According to the post-course questionnaire, the number of participants who
selected oral rehearsal (n = 15; 39.5%) and reading (n = 19; 50.0%) were similar. Two
interviewees said that the oral rehearsal pre-task task was the most effective. Participant 2
said that the oral rehearsal pre-task allowed her to produce language without translating

from Japanese to English.

[Translating ideas directly to English]

8. P2: When | want to say something simple, English comes out naturally either
in speaking or writing. But for long sentences or sentences with many words, |
translate my ideas from Japanese to English first for writing. In speaking
though, I must put some words in order [in my mind] and speak without
stopping. So I can produce ideas more easily in English, without translating
from Japanese to English.

P2: R IGEI L BEX CHZ ENTDOEEHBECHEELISETH I A T+
VI THHTLSDATTITE, RODLIZ 72V EHERNA A TR BGER A -
TL AL L, —HIHBARFENGHRGEIZ L CBH THAGEIZ L T HREEIZET
STEIMEEBTAT AL T >T, FEAE—FL T 5T EA L AHTE
EWRTLeRDEAIZNR, Bl L THED IEDRNE I LODHDT,
HAZED G HEEICEIIRT 5o TV Il . FOFEFEZTNWAHAZ L AW
EIZH TS TWVIDNRTAT 4 v L0 ITERTNDRE R H - T,

Participant 3 said that the oral rehearsal task was most helpful because she was more used
to speaking than reading and writing. In addition, she took advantage of the rehearsal

opportunity.

[Taking advantage of the rehearsal opportunity]

9. P3: The speaking task was the most effective. | have received an English
education that focused on speaking since my childhood, so | am very bad at
reading and writing in English. Apart from these skills [reading and writing], |
can speak fairly well in English, so I just said everything that came to my
mind aloud and then all I had to do was to write down what | said. So | could
write more with the speaking task.
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PQ A —=F I RNHITAMRRH D F Lic, /NS WD IEEE TS B
ROFFEHBE X T TELDT, FFEOHRHLEEZNT I EFRATT, £
NEREIZLTLRNDDE ST L TE 50T, HoyOHEOH THEGET
BunonzZ &t 2 LT, #ixFhz2 0iIcH L TXEICESE IV
WET o720 T, FRELTUIAE—=F U 7R EIEAN SN ETE L
7o
To examine whether the oral rehearsal task was useful for developing content or
linguistic knowledge, | asked them whether they used the ideas or words they had heard
in their partners’ speeches.
[Using the expressions used in the partner’s speech 1]
10. P3: I had a firm idea of what | wanted to say before the oral rehearsal task.
But when I heard my friend’s speech and felt “Oh, I didn’t think that way,” |
stole it.
I: Was it your friend’s ideas or expressions?
P3: Expressions.
I: Linguistically, do you often refer to your partner’ speech?
P3: Yes. Mostly [l use it as reference] for linguistic expressions. (...). | was
like “Ah-ha!” when my friend said what | wanted to say but did not know how
to say it [in English]. | was like “Oh, | see!”
P3: HADEWIEWHTH IFELE I ANTIIN 2BV IRES>TNDHATT
Ko ZEFEEEWZEZIZH—F IV HARHLDN>TNIDRBHL &
WAL WNET,
L Z0ET AT 47T, b S 0EILEN?
P3: SV LT,
L S CTHN— N —DAE—F BB THEHY T2
PIRITWVHD EF, IZEAEDREEBTY, (L)RDIIE ! BTV, T9

SV WARIT EES LS EAR WAL > TEI. RATWHIAREA
IO TCEIDOERI IV LN D L THE, I ! THRYET
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[Using the expressions used in the partner’s speech 2]
11. P2: When I didn’t know how to turn my idea into English sentences and heard
my friend saying what | wanted to say, | was like “Yes! That’s exactly what |
wanted to say.” and stole the expressions or sentences.

I: When you refer to what your partner said, do you use the ideas or linguistic
expressions? Or both?

P2: In my case, mostly linguistic expressions. When my partner said exactly

what | wanted to say when | could not compile my ideas or | didn’t know how

| should say it in the oral rehearsal task, I was like “That’s the one!”

P2 ZEZITH DT E D ELXITEFEICTERN S TR L ZITHENMED

CRBWTT D, TNTEIZIHIRBENTNI EZNRAREEL I 5 TED

RRCRRBLTIETLE STV X1 D BATZY LET,

! ZDOHFEDE ST L EBBILT IR TCTAT AT HBEIZLETNE

NEBEWVWEILENEERAO T ZBEICLETH, TNE WG HY T

N2

P2: FMIBRERBIN LN -T12TT, HBAFVEDTELELRV RS> TE

IRFIC, MEDH L ZITE IR TELTLHLIVWATLEA DS - THE I RICHFNRA

HDENTENWZ L EEoLEoTNDE, ZIL! o TRV ET,
| asked them if their partner’s speech was useful for learning new words and expressions
or developing content, or both. They both said that it was the words and expressions that
they referred to in their partners’ speeches but not the ideas. When their partner said
something they wanted to say but could not say it in English, they expressed emotion
with phrases such as “Ah-ha!” or “Yes! That’s exactly what I wanted to say” and
incorporated the words and expressions in their compositions. | asked participant 2 why
she did not use her partner’s ideas, and she said “It was not so difficult to think of three
reasons [by myself] and I ran out of time just writing about my own ideas. | often learn

new ideas [from the partner’s speech] but I did not add those to my own writing due to

the time constraints.” (W= WEH 3 S>> THE VT WU RN TT 0y, HOOR
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B < 72T THRERI A D o XD WD [ XNZ 72 5 LD O T, FEDIZE D o THFITH D
EEROATTIFEENZFEZTR LY TR TT R, FFHE/IZ, ) Participant 3
also said she did not need more content because she had too many ideas to write about.
However, participant 1 said that as a linguistic reference, the passage written by the
teacher was more reliable.
[The passage written by the teacher is more reliable]
12. I: How did you feel about the oral rehearsal task?
P1: Through the oral rehearsal task, | could learn the words or ideas I could
not think of [by myself]. But sometimes | could not hear them clearly and |
was not sure if my grammar was correct. So compared with reading task, I
would rather use the oral rehearsal task as a reference for developing content.

I: Not really a good reference for words or grammar?

P1: And in terms of accuracy, the passage seemed to provide more details.
Also, | could visually see [the text] and it is easier to understand.

I A —F% L T EZRAT TS TLEN?

PL AE—F > 7 HFRESCE R UL D I WD hno Ttz X 9 72 BGE & N
KeB < ZENTELLATTITE, OB -720 &0 & EITIE
LWIED > TV D DIZDON B RO T, 720D TZ OFREEL [reading passage]
FONIE LR TED ENENRBBILRD LI BREETT,

FER L DIOEIXEARIZS B LRV LTI N,
PlL: & & EfEMETRZ &0 X0 Z O 3CE [reading passage] D5 35 LWVE L
NI DR EEoT, HBEHTRAZENTEDHL, DL T VST
73,

Reading

One interviewee, participant 1, said that reading was most useful. She said that a

passage was a helpful reference because it was linguistically more accurate than input
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provided by her peers in the oral rehearsal task. She also indicated that the reading
passages were a good resource for both learning lexical items and developing content.
[The passage was a reliable resource]
13. I: Of the three pre-tasks, which one did you find the most useful?
P1: The reading task. Making an outline after reading is, I could tell the
language in the passage is more accurate than what my friend said [in the oral
rehearsal task]. There were opinions for both agree and disagree, and | read
the opinions of the person who was on the same side as me carefully. And
then, I checked the words in the passage that I didn’t know or could not recall
by myself. Also, when | found an idea I could not think of by myself, I kept it
in mind.
I: 3ODH AT DR THROBKICNLSTDITENTTN?
PLU—=T 4 XA TE, LEEGATHOLEFHEICAL > TV I D
%, CEEERPKENS T2 XELY GIEEENH H1E LW TR TENI -
TV DRDONDLDT, BECENRENTH-T, BHoLRILEROXEL
HRMICHTDEOIZL T, RATWI bR bRIZ D REGE, BH Vo
REIREGEET v 7 LTELEIICLT, HEEFEGBEVONRNE
IRBRENPNRDHST-L, TIEBEBICTLHEIICLTVT,
The excerpt below is from participant 1, and provides details for how the lexical item in
the passage was incorporated in her writing. Because it was mentioned by the
interviewees who did the oral rehearsal task, it is further evidence that shows that words

were incorporated in writing tasks when they noticed what they wanted to say in the

input.

[Using the lexical items from the passage]
14. T: You pointed out that you check the ideas and vocabulary in the passage

while reading. Today, did you find any ideas or words in the passage useful
for your writing?
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P1: Well, I think there was the phrase children are late in the passage.
T: Late for what?

P1: Late to get home. As soon as | saw the topic, | thought | would say “[a
smartphone can be used] to contact [their parents]. But I didn’t know how to
say osokunaru (getting home late) in English. While reading, | found this
phrase and I thought “Oh, I can use this.” | remember that clearly.

T V=TV TONRLPHGEL P ESBIC LS TE 2 TWEATT T
ELBIZIZAARSTCRETY =T 4 VT BB o7 > ThHD L
72D,

PL EDEND, FHIBEDESRD TV LEBHENH T EE S ATT
&

T AUNEEL o7z ?
PLIRD DN, FiZ, "y 7 Z2H-ERCHABE L GEE TS T o D3R
WOWNWTTZATTITE, ZORRIRD BB 7po72o TS 9 HigNn E >0
TPl THRALELEZICHTEThH—2UEZ 5% 5 > TE- T, ik
TRz CTET,

15. P1: When | saw the topic, | thought of three reasons and listed some related
words like a word association game in my mind. When | found words | didn’t
know in English in the passage...I can usually find them because the ideas in
the passages are common, | check them very carefully.

PL Yy 7 ZRIEFFIZ3HSOHHEZH LT, TOT TS LY — Fa
T = LB WK CTHOBEOF THL T, TIHNRFFIZTERNST
W) DELKEEHIRELENTHY RO TH ST THATTT
EL Wl TERIZTZWTF 2y 7375 K51 LTET,
In the above excerpt, participant 1 said that she found the ideas for the supporting points
soon after she saw the topic and listed necessary words to express those ideas in her
mind. The words she was looking for were often found in the reading passages and when

she found the words she wanted to know, she checked them carefully and used them in

her timed-writing.
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| was also interested in whether the passage was useful for idea generations. In the
interview, participant 1 indicated that the passage was a good resource for both obtaining
linguistic information and developing content. However, further questioning revealed that
the ideas she wrote for this particular composition were based on her past experience.
[Ideas are based on her past experiences]
16. I: How did you come up with the idea for the first reason?

S1: When | saw the topic, the word the Internet came to my mind. In my

childhood, when I wanted to know something, | always asked my parents. But

| couldn’t ask them when they were not home. Now, children have

smartphones and if | had one when | was an elementary school student, |

could have found the answers [on my own] for my study. So reflecting on my

childhood experience, the first reason came out.

L —FHOBEBZIEDILHIICHTEELEN?

SLASY—RT7 42 TEI EREFV A F—Fy PR TET, /hENEH

DINGIRNZ LRH ST & ENTT TWVEHE & DIV T T, BBV ZRVOE

T 2otz b, BlEA~— b7 3 03B HEHT/NEEDRC Y LEF

STIEboTHEZLHE, RENTORLRNWZ EEZFNLNLRE RS

T, PLHSOEBREERGDOE T —FHOHBANHTEE L,
She said that the other two supporting points were also based on her past experience.
Therefore, even though she said that reading was helpful for generating ideas in excerpt

13, the impact of the passage on timed-writing content was minimal for this particular

topic. Participant 3 reported that she did not rely on a passage for idea generation.

[Already knew what she wanted to write]

17. 1: Why did you think the reading task was the least effective?

P3: The content of the reading flowed out of my mind. It flowed out, so | was
like “what was written in the passage?”

I: So, just simply making an outline was better?
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P3: Yes.

I: Did you find that the reading task rather hindered writing?

P3: Rather...not necessary? Maybe?

I: Not necessary?

P3: Maybe not necessary. | felt like | was taking a test, taking an English test.
I: Was reading a passage a burden for you?

P3: I was overwhelmed by the extra information. So | often wrote about the
things that were not relevant to the content of reading. Thus, | could manage
with or without it.

I: The passage was not so helpful?

P3: It was not unhelpful, but I just did not use it.

IV —F o« 7Vl FAL7E 572 2

P3: UV —F 4 U TIIHATHHRERTN TV o B 9 ATT L, FMIHTIT
S>HRIAT, Hit, BATENTH-E=072H > T

L LAENL VT T NIT O R TA U DHDIE) INE ol ?
P3: 95 T4

LU —FT 4 v T Rd b ez o TREIZ/R D T2

P3: &9 My A BRIR N R TR o TN D K C,

I: HiNZZe< TH?

P3: 2 THWWW) 2o TV, TAMERLSTWND, HGEDT A 2o
TWARFEBIZR Y E LT,

I: MWz THEENKELIhobo ) ?
P3: 77 ATIEHRNB TN &, BBoTEH2»M, 2B —FT 47 Tit

IWNERNFEEBRBR NI ERNIEHEENDL 2> THEAT, MichoTH AL
THoTEL,
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I V—F 4 I AEVSEIC RS hoT-2

P3: 2 E|IR O o2 E) L0IX Lo T,

She said that reading was least helpful because she had a sufficient number of ideas to
write about and additional resources were not necessary. | asked her further questions to
understand why the outlining task was better than the reading task because in the reading
task, she received more resources, 5 minutes for reading and an extra 5 minutes for
planning. Participant 3 indicated that she was overwhelmed by the amount of information
in the reading text and therefore did not remember much about the content.

Participant 2, who said that the oral rehearsal task was most helpful, however,
commented that when she wrote about a topic she was not familiar with, the reading

passage was useful.

[Passage was useful for unfamiliar topic]
18. I: Of the three pre-tasks, which one did you find most helpful?

P2: It’s either oral rehearsal or reading. For some topics, | could write easily
and others were difficult to write about. When writing about a difficult topic, |
could use the ideas in the passage as a reference, and it helped me to write.
Not considering that [topic familiarity], oral rehearsal task before timed-
writing helped me to organize my ideas, so | would say that the oral rehearsal
task was the best.

3D LZ AT Nl A TTITE, — BRI SR ST=01ZENT
‘/9‘«%))0

P2: UV —F 4 VI MAE—F U TR AT E, TN ZFBEICEI>THY
NEXLTVARLEZZIIKVAESTHL LW TT, EEIZKWVN
BROBSTY—=F 4 VI NHDEEZD)—FT 4V TOBEREDPNEEIZRD
DTHRBEEZLTVATTITE, 220V IDRLTN) Lo E) A —F
VI MMBoTETRFNTELSNENFE L F VLT VO TAE—F 7 ToThn
13,
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To summarize, the interviews produced the following results.

1. The timed-writing topics were commonly used topics; thus, the interviewees did not
have to rely on external resources such as input from a peer or a reading passage for
idea generation or developing content. However, reading a passage might be useful
for developing content when participants write about unfamiliar topics.

2. By the time the interviewees started writing, they generally knew what they wanted to
express; thus, during the 12-minute timed-writing session, they mostly focused on
producing their ideas in English. In this way, their cognitive resources were used to
solve linguistic problems rather than developing ideas.

3. The words and expressions in a partner’s speech and in the reading passages can be
incorporated in a timed-writing text when the lexical items match what the writer
wants to express. Therefore, oral rehearsal and reading pre-tasks can be good
resources for solving lexical problems.

4. The outlining condition is challenging because it is necessary to generate ideas and
form sentences without referring to external resources. However, this task can be
useful because it is a cognitively demanding condition, and it induced language

processing that the other two pre-tasks did not.
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Additional Text Analysis of Lexical Items

The findings from the interviews indicated that reading passages can act as a
useful resource for learning words and expressions. To examine the effect of the reading
passage on the lexical diversity of the timed-writing, the word family similarity
percentage between the passage and timed-writing was calculated for each pre-task
group. The outlining and the oral rehearsal groups, those that did not read the passages,
were also included for the comparison. Table 17 shows the results. The mean of the
word family recycling index was 20.10, indicating that 20.10% of the word families in
the timed-writing texts were shared with the reading passage. The means for the
outlining and oral rehearsal groups were 19.23 and 20.19, respectively.

Although the outlining and oral rehearsal pre-task group did not read the
passages, the percentages of the shared word families across the three groups were
similar. This result indicates that most of the shared word families were high-frequency
words and could be used by many participants without the support of the reading
passage. Thus, although reading can serve as a useful resource for learning new lexical
items, the reading passages did not significantly impact the selection of the words used
in the timed-writing texts.

The Effect of Timed-Writing on Writing Development
To answer the third research question, which explored the longitudinal effect of

the timed-writing task for one academic year on the development of L2 participants’
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Table 17. The Percentage of Word Family Similarity Rate Between the Reading
Passage and Timed-Writing for Each Pre-Task Group

Outlining Oral rehearsal Reading
M 19.23 20.19 20.10
Median 19.10 20.15 20.27
SD 2.78 2.65 2.79
Minimum 12.77 14.17 14.86
Maximum 26.19 25.15 27.17
Skewness 0.34 -0.04 0.06
Kurtosis 0.58 -0.68 -0.10

Note. Word family similarity rate = the number of the shared word family / the number of word
family in timed-writing + the number of the word family in the reading passages.
writing, a mixed design ANOVA was conducted separately for each of seven dependent
variables—mean length of T-unit (MLT), dependent clause per clause (DC/C), mean
length of clause (MLC), standard word units, lexical density (LD), moving-average type
token ratio (50-word window) (MATTR), and measure of textual, lexical diversity
(MTLD). The data was reviewed before the analysis, and two participants who missed
more than two out of three tests were excluded from the data. Because the ANOVA was
run seven times for each dependent variable, a Bonferroni procedure was used to
control for Type | error. The alpha was set to .007 (.05/7 =.007).
Syntactic Complexity and Lexical Diversity
Mean Length of T-Unit

Table 18 shows the descriptive statistics for the mean length of T-unit.
Throughout the academic year, from Time 1 to Time 3, the score of the comparison
group was higher than that of the experimental group. The scores developed steadily for
both groups as time progressed. In the case of the experimental group, the difference
between Time 1 and Time 2 was subtle, but the growth between Time 2 and Time 3 was

much greater (Figure 11).
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Before running the statistical tests, the z-skewness and z-kurtosis statistics were
checked, and the normality assumption was met. After confirming the normality
assumption, a mixed design ANOVA was conducted. The dependent variable was the
score of the mean length of T-unit with three levels (the pretest, posttest 1, and posttest
2). The between-subjects factor was group with two levels, the experimental group and
the comparison group. Mauchly’s test of sphericity was significant, Chi-square = 10.01,
p =.007. Thus, the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was adopted. There was no
significant main effect of time, F(1.79, 142.98) = .64, p = .51, partial #* = .008, group,
F(1, 80) = .40, p = .53, partial 2 = .005, or interaction between time and group, F(1.79,
142.98) = .14, p = .87, partial #°> = .002. The results showed that the mean length of T-
units did not change over time and there was no difference between the experimental

and comparison groups.

Table 18. Descriptive Statistics for Mean Length of T-Unit for the Experimental and
Comparison Groups

Experimental group Comparison group

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 10.05 10.07 10.44 10.28 10.46 10.53
SD 2.74 2.08 2.18 2.01 2.09 2.47
Skewness 1.97 0.94 1.29 0.74 0.86 1.62
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 6.13 0.32 2.85 -0.24 1.46 5.13
SEK 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Experimental group n-size = 40, Comparison group n-size = 42.

121



Figure 11. Changes in the Mean Length of T-Units for the Experimental and Comparison
Groups
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Dependent Clause per Clause

Table 19 shows the descriptive statistics for the dependent clause per clause
measure. The experimental and comparison groups showed different trends. Although
the score of the experimental group stayed almost the same throughout the intervention
period, the scores of the comparison group decreased from Posttest 1 to Posttest 2
(Figure 12).

Before running the statistical tests, the z-skewness and z-kurtosis statistics were
checked. It was determined that the normality assumption was met. After confirming
the assumption, a mixed-design ANOVA was conducted. The dependent variable was
the score of the dependent clause per clause with three levels (the pretest, posttest 1, and
posttest 2). The between-subjects factor was groups with two levels, the experimental

group and the comparison group. Mauchly’s test of sphericity was not significant, Chi-
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square = .20, p =.90. There was no significant effect of time, F(2, 160) = .78, p = .46,
partial #2 = .01, or group F(1, 80) = .20, p = .66, partial # = .002, or interaction effect
between time and group, F(2, 160) = .84, p = .44, partial > = .01. The results showed
that the score of dependent clause per clause did not change over time and there was no

difference between the experimental and comparison groups.

Table 19. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Clause per Clause for the Experimental
and Comparison Groups

Experimental group Comparison group
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 0.28 0.29 0.28 0.30 0.30 0.27
SD 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12
Skewness 0.27 0.13 0.93 0.01 -0.11 0.39
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 0.13 -0.02 1.37 -0.32 -0.39 -0.82
SEK 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Experimental group n-size = 40, Comparison group n-size = 42.

Figure 12. Changes in the Dependent Clause per Clause for the Experimental and Comparison
Groups
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Mean Length of Clause

Table 20 shows the descriptive statistics for the mean length of clause. The
experimental and comparison groups followed similar growth patterns. The scores
improved as time progressed, and the difference between posttest 1 and posttest 2 was
much greater than between the pretest and posttest 1 for both the experimental and
comparison groups (Figure 13).

Before running the statistical tests, z-skewness and z-kurtosis scores were
checked and the normality assumption was met. After confirming normality, a mixed-
design ANOVA was conducted. Mauchly’s test of sphericity was insignificant, Chi-
square = 1.49, p = .47. The dependent variable was mean length of clause with three
levels (the pretest, posttest 1, and posttest 2), and the between-subjects factor was group
with two levels, the experimental group and the comparison group. The effect of time
was significant, F(2, 160) = 5.20, p = .006, partial #° = .06. Contrasts revealed that there
was a significant difference between the pretest and posttest 2, F(1, 80) = 9.08, p = .003,
partial #2 = .10. On the other hand, there was no significant effect for group, F(1, 80)
=.005, p = .94, partial »2 = .000, and no significant interaction between time and group,
F(2, 160) = .19, p = .83, partial 2 = .002. The results showed that the score of mean
length of changed over time, but there was no significant difference between the

experimental and comparison groups.
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Table 20. Descriptive Statistics for Mean Length of Clause for the Experimental and
Comparison Groups

Experimental group Comparison group
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 6.81 7.07 7.28 6.89 6.98 7.33
SD 0.90 0.99 1.12 1.04 0.88 1.25
Skewness 0.00 0.88 1.40 0.90 0.09 0.80
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis -0.48 1.60 2.22 0.82 -0.05 0.14
SEK 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Experimental group n-size = 40, Comparison group n-size = 42.

Figure 13. Changes in the Mean Length of Clause for the Experimental and Comparison
Groups
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Writing Fluency: Standard Word Units

Table 21 shows the descriptive statistics for the standard word units. The figures
indicated that both experimental and comparison groups improved as time progressed.
Although the scores of the standard word units increased between the pretest and
posttest 2 for both groups, the descriptive statistics showed that the difference between

pretest and posttest 2 is greater for the experimental group than the comparison group.
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Before running the statistical tests, z-skewness and z-kurtosis were checked, and
normality assumption was met. After confirming normality assumption, a mixed design
ANOVA was conducted. The dependent variable was the scores of the standard word
unit with three levels (the pretest, posttest 1, posttest 2), and the between-subjects factor
was group with two levels, the experimental group and the comparison group.
Mauchly’s test of sphericity was not significant, Chi-square = 4.03, p = .13. The results
showed there was a significant effect of time, F(2, 160) = 40.97, p < .001, partial 52
= .34, group, F(1, 80) = 3.97, p = .05, partial #?> = .05 and interaction between time and
group, F(2, 160) = 7.56, p < .001, partial > = .09. Contrasts revealed that there was a
significant interaction of time and group between the pretest and posttest 1, F(1, 80) =
7.46, p = .008, partial #2 = .09, and the pretest and posttest 2, F(1, 80) = 17.33, p <.001,
partial #% = .18. This result indicated that the growth pattern of the standard word units
between these periods differs between the experimental and comparison groups. Figure
14 shows the changes in the standard word units for the experimental and comparison
groups. As the figure shows, the pretest score of the comparison group was higher than
that of the experimental group, but the lines crossed after the pretest, indicating that the

growth of the experimental group was greater than that of the comparison group.
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Table 21. Descriptive Statistics for Standard Word Unit for the Experimental and
Comparison Groups

Experimental group

Comparison group

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 76.08 106.26 116.04 79.86 92.72 95.49
SD 26.11 32.67 36.84 23.00 23.69 26.38
Skewness 1.61 0.51 0.07 1.06 0.70 1.80
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 5.72 0.34 -0.85 3.63 0.34 6.64
SEK 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Experimental group n-size = 40, Comparison group n-size = 42,

Figure 14. Changes in the Standard Word Units for the Experimental and Comparison Groups
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Following the same procedures, the longitudinal effect of the timed-writing

activity on lexical density was examined. Table 22 shows the descriptive statistics. The

scores of both experimental and comparison groups increased from the pretest to

posttest 1, but the two groups showed a different trend from posttest 2 to posttest 3. The
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score of the experimental group decreased and that of the comparison group increased
(Figure 15).

Before running the statistical tests, z-skewness and z-kurtosis were checked.
After confirming the normality assumption, a mixed-design ANOVA was conducted.
The dependent variable was the score of lexical density with three levels (the pretest,
posttest 1, and posttest 2), and the between-subjects factor was groups with two levels,
the experimental group and the comparison group. Mauchly’s test of sphericity was
insignificant, Chi-square = 3.47, p = .18. There was no significant effect of time, F(2,
160) = 1.34, p = .27, partial > = .02, group, F(1, 80) = .02, p = .88, partial 2 = .000, or
interaction between time and group, F(2, 160) = .31, p = .74, partial »? = .004. The
results showed that the lexical density score did not change over time and there was no

difference between the experimental and comparison groups.

Table 22. Descriptive Statistics for Lexical Density for Experimental and Comparison
Groups

Experimental group Comparison group

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 0.54 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.55
SD 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.05
Skewness -0.41 0.29 0.14 0.51 0.49 0.23
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 0.84 -0.32 0.07 1.06 -0.16 -0.40
SEK 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Experimental group n-size = 40, Comparison group n-size = 42.
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Figure 15. Changes in the Lexical Density for the Experimental and Comparison Groups
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Moving-Average Type Token Ratio

Table 23 shows the descriptive statistics for moving-average type token ratio
(MATTR). The comparison group’s score was higher than that of the experimental
group throughout the academic year, but both groups had a similar growth pattern. The
scores of both experimental and comparison groups decreased from the pretest to
posttest 1, but they both recovered from posttest 1 to posttest 2 (Figure 16).

Before running the statistical tests, normality was assessed by checking the
values of z-skewness and z-kurtosis, and the assumption was met. After confirming the
normality assumption, a mixed-design ANOVA was conducted. Because Mauchly’s test
of sphericity was significant, Chi-square = 12.62, p =.002, the Greenhouse-Geisser
correction was adopted. The dependent variable was the values of MATTR with three
levels (the pretest, posttest 1, and posttest 2), and the between-subjects factor was group

with two levels, the experimental group and the comparison group. There was no
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significant effect of time, F(1.74, 139.41) = .71, p = .47, partial > = .009, group, F(1,
80) = 1.24, p = .27, partial #? = .02, or interaction between time and group, F(1.74,
139.41) = .18, p = .80, partial #°> = .002. The results showed that the MATTR score did
not change over time and there was no difference between the experimental and

comparison groups.

Table 23. Descriptive Statistics for Moving-Average Type Token Ratio for the
Experimental and Comparison Groups

Experimental group Comparison group

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 0.70 0.69 0.70 0.72 0.70 0.71
SD 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.13 0.07 0.06
Skewness -0.44 -1.09 -0.78 3.74 -0.11 -0.11
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis -0.06 1.06 1.48 20.18 0.20 0.03
SEK 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Experimental group n-size = 40, Comparison group n-size = 42,

Figure 16. Changes in the Moving-Average Type Token Ration for the Experimental and
Comparison Groups
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Measure of Textual, Lexical Diversity

Table 24 shows the descriptive statistics for the Textual, Lexical Diversity
(MTLD) measure. Different trends were observed for the experimental and comparison
groups. The figure of the experimental group decreased from the pretest to posttest 1,
but recovered on posttest 2. On the other hand, the comparison group’s score improved
gradually over time (Figure 17).

Before running the statistical tests, normality was assessed by checking the z-
skewness and z-kurtosis, and the normality assumption was met. After confirming
normality, a mixed-design ANOVA was conducted. The dependent variable was the
MTLD scores with three levels (the pretest, posttest 1, posttest 2). The between-subjects
factor was groups with two levels, the experimental group and the comparison group.
Mauchly’s test of sphericity was insignificant, Chi-square = .50, p =.78. There was no

significant effect of time, F(2, 160) = .50, p = .61, partial #2 = .006, group, F(1, 80)

.17, p = .68, partial #? = .002, or interaction effect, F(2, 160) = 1.92, p = .15, partial »?

.02. The results showed that the MTLD score did not change over time and there was

no difference between the experimental and comparison groups.

Table 24. Descriptive Statistics for Measure of Textual, Lexical Diversity for the
Experimental and Comparison Groups

Experimental group Comparison group

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 45.24 42.63 43.73 41.68 45.54 47.03
SD 1551 12.34 11.53 11.86 15.01 17.51
Skewness 0.78 0.58 0.87 1.17 0.82 1.79
SES 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Kurtosis 0.56 0.85 1.37 1.99 0.61 4.31
SEK 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.72

Note. Experimental group n-size = 40, Comparison group n-size = 42.
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Figure 17. Changes in the Measure of Textual, Lexical Diversity for the Experimental and

Comparison Groups
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In sum, there was a significant effect of time for one syntactic complexity

measure, mean length of clause. There was a significant difference between the pretest

and posttest 2. There was significant interaction between time and group for a fluency

measure, standard word unit, indicating that the experimental and comparison groups

had different growth patterns. Although the scores of both groups increased, the gain of

the experimental group was higher than that of the comparison group. This finding

indicates that timed-writing was effective for improving writing fluency. There was no

significant effect of time or group between the experimental and comparison groups for

any of the three lexical diversity measures.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

In this chapter, | first review and interpret the results for the effect of the three
pre-tasks on syntactic complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, and
comprehensibility. Next, I discuss the findings of the interviews and questionnaire, and
additional text analyses. I then discuss the longitudinal effect of timed-writing on
writing development, comparing the results with the comparison group. The time effect
of the experimental group is discussed by incorporating the results of the pretest and
two posttests (the macro-perspective) and four time points during the intervention
period (the micro-perspective). Finally, I present research-oriented findings and the
pedagogical implications based on the findings of this study.
The Effect of Three Pre-Tasks on Syntactic Complexity, Writing Fluency, Lexical

Diversity, Content, and Comprehensibility

The first research question asked about the effect of three planning conditions—
outlining, oral rehearsal, or reading—on syntactic complexity, writing fluency, lexical
diversity, content, and comprehensibility. In this section, | focus on the results of
between-subject effects, and the effect of time is discussed in a later section with the
pretest and posttest results.

Overall, the type of pre-tasks did not strongly impact syntactic complexity,
writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility of the timed-writing
task. There was, however, evidence in the interview and post-course questionnaire

responses indicating that oral rehearsal or reading pre-tasks had a positive effect on
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enhancing writing fluency, lexical diversity, and content of the timed-writing products,
but the impact was not strong enough to cause statistically significant differences.

One possible reason is that the time spent for the pre-tasks and timed-writing
was insufficient. In this study, the participants spent five minutes for planning, five
minutes for the oral rehearsal and reading tasks, and 12 minutes for the timed-writing
task. The findings from the interviews showed that the participants’’ priority was
completing the timed-writing task. They had to focus on transcribing their ideas in
English and had little or no time or cognitive resources left for selecting more complex
grammar or vocabulary, or to develop the content of their timed-writing.

In relation to the first point, another explanation is the participants’ English
proficiency level. Johnson et al. (2012) indicated that for writers to take advantage of
pre-task planning that reduces the working memory burden during the translating
process, their language proficiency must reach a certain threshold. The participants in
this study were low-proficiency learners who struggled to produce language. As the
findings from the interviews showed, their priority was to complete the timed-writing
task. Under time pressure, the participants had to concentrate on transcribing their ideas
in English, and they did not have enough time or cognitive resources left to pay
attention to linguistic aspects during the pre-task activities. In the following sections, |
discuss this issue more in detail.

The type of pre-task did not strongly impact syntactic complexity. Syntactic
complexity is a measure that is not readily affected in a short time by pre-tasks because

the ability to form syntactically complex sentences develops gradually. The result
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coincided with Johnson et al. (2012) and Nitta and Baba (2014), who found no
significant effect of pre-tasks or task repetition on syntactic complexity in the short
term. Previous literature indicated that pre-task activities can reduce the cognitive load
of language processing (Kellogg, 1996). Reading a text, for example, can provide
information concerning syntax that learners can use in their writing (Hirvela, 2016;
Stotsky, 1995).

However, for low-proficiency English learners, applying syntax in their writing
was too cognitively challenging. To incorporate more complex syntax in their writing,
they must modify it into an appropriate form to fit their writing, and they must have the
ability to use that particular grammatical form productively. If they were not
developmentally ready, they would be unable to use that item in a situation involving
time pressure, which is the case with time-writing tasks. Because they faced time
constraints, it is understandable that their priority was to complete the timed-writing
task, and they did not have enough cognitive resources available to pay attention to
relatively complex syntax. That reason is a plausible explanation for why the pre-tasks
did not significantly impact syntactic complexity on the timed-writing task.

The pre-task conditions also did not positively affect writing fluency. The result
of this study coincides with Doe and Figueroa (2015), who found no statistical
difference between writing planning (similar to outlining) and speaking planning
(similar to oral rehearsal), and Johnson et al. (2012), who reported no significant effect
for an outlining pre-task on writing fluency. The argument of Johnson et al. (2012)

about the threshold of L2 proficiency can explain these results also. When the
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participants’ language proficiency has not developed sufficiently, the benefit of oral
rehearsal is minimal. For example, observing the participants during oral rehearsal, |
found that some of them were not ready to give their speeches and therefore their
speeches were very short. In addition, the success of oral rehearsal can also be affected
by one’s partner. One interviewee commented that the input from peers is not always
reliable and preferred the input provided by the reading passage written by the teacher.
If a participant cannot fully take advantage of oral rehearsal or a partner cannot provide
appropriate input, the oral rehearsal task might not reduce the cognitive load in working
memory that is a necessary component in enhancing writing fluency.

As for the reading pre-task, some interviewees responded that they knew what
they wanted to write without the support of a reading passage. This issue was
mentioned by S1 in the interview (Excerpt 17). The time was limited, and her priority
was to complete the timed-writing task rather than to develop content. Although the
topic of the reading text was thematically the same as the writing topic, the genre of the
writing was an opinion paragraph. Thus, the supporting ideas they wanted to use for
their writing were not necessarily the same as the ones found in the reading passage.
Unless the content of the passage matched what they wanted to say, they went with their
own ideas, which might partly explain why the reading pre-task did not enhance writing
fluency.

In the questionnaire, 50% of the participants selected reading as the most helpful
pre-task for improving writing fluency because it helped them generate ideas, and 40%

responded that the oral rehearsal pre-task was the most helpful. One interviewee
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commented that the reading pre-task was useful for idea generation for unfamiliar topics
(Excerpt 18). These comments indicated that some students benefited from the oral
rehearsal and reading pre-tasks. On the other hand, as indicated above, there were cases
where these pre-tasks were ineffective. Thus, the results were counterbalanced, and
perhaps that finding explains why the pre-task effect was not significant.

The pre-task conditions did not affect the lexical diversity produced in the
timed-writing task. One possible reason is that lexical diversity is a measure that does
not change in a short period. Nitta and Baba (2014) indicated that in their study, fluency
improvement occurred first, followed by syntactic complexity, and lexical diversity was
the last to develop. Other studies have also shown that a significant development of
lexical diversity was observed only for advanced (CEFF C1) students (Bulté & Housen,
2014; Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015). Therefore, even though the participants in this
study were provided with input through their peers’ speech or reading passages, they
did not significantly impact the lexical diversity of the immediate timed-writing task.

Another possible reason is that more than 85% of the words in the passages were
in the most frequent 1,000 words of English. Thus, there were not enough lower-
frequency items to learn in the passages. The text analysis on lexical diversity also
indicated that some words used in the reading passages were recycled in the
compositions of the reading pre-task groups, but the similarity rates of the lexical items
between the reading passage and compositions were not greatly different among the

three pre-task groups, which shows that the participants used words they already knew.
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These reasons can partly explain why the impact of the reading passage was not
significant.

Although there was no statistically significant difference, the descriptive
statistics showed that the MATTR and MTLD scores for the reading pre-task was the
highest at all four time points. Thus, the reading task might have exerted a positive
effect on lexical diversity. However, further research is necessary to investigate this
possibility.

The type of pre-task did not affect the content of the timed-writing texts. In the
questionnaire, the participants who selected the oral rehearsal or reading pre-tasks as the
most helpful responded that those tasks helped them generate ideas. The survey results
supported the descriptive statistics because the content scores for the oral rehearsal and
reading pre-tasks was higher than that of the outlining group. However, the effect was
not strong enough to produce statistically significant differences. Perhaps how much
they could benefit from the reading passage depends on the topic. One interviewee
responded that the reading pre-tasks were beneficial when they were writing about
unfamiliar topics. The questionnaire was conducted at the end of the semester, so the
participants’ responses reflected their impressions of the entire intervention period.
Those who responded that the tasks were useful for idea generation could have focused
on the time when they had to write about difficult topics. Extra input might be helpful
for developing content, especially with unfamiliar topics, but the impact was not strong

enough result in a statistically significant difference.
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In addition, in order to incorporate another individual’s ideas in a written text,
several steps are required. The writer must comprehend the input, select what they
consider to be useful ideas, and paraphrase them in their own words, which consumes
time and cognitive resources. Instead of using their limited cognitive resources for
developing content, it is assumed that they decided to use it for transcribing, which is
much more cognitively demanding and more important where task completion is
concerned. The findings from the qualitative data also indicated that the linguistic
expressions used by their peers or in the reading passages were useful and were
incorporated into their timed-writing texts. The participants used their cognitive
resources for dealing with what they found more important, and in the current study,
transcribing was prioritized over developing content. Considering that timed-writing is a
writing fluency task, their decision is reasonable and explains why the type of pre-task
did not affect the content of the timed-writing products.

The type of pre-task did not affect the comprehensibility of the timed-writing
texts. Although the focuses of the two studies is slightly different, the results of this
study partially supported Zhang (2022). She reported that although the collaborative
writing group (similar to the oral rehearsal pre-task in this study) outperformed the
individual writing group (similar to the outlining pre-task) in terms of content and
comprehensibility scores for a simple task, there was no significant difference in the
scores between the two groups for a complex task.

In this study, the situation was perhaps similar to the case of the complex task in

Zhang’s study. The genre of the writing task used for this study is an opinion paragraph,
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which requires inference skills and is considered more difficult than narrative or
descriptive writing. Although the oral rehearsal and reading pre-tasks were expected to
enhance comprehensibility, the participants were not fully able to benefit from these
tasks because of the demand required for transcribing their ideas in English.

Finally, I would like to discuss the rubric used to evaluate content and
comprehensibility. Another reason for the nonsignificant effect of the pre-tasks on
content and comprehensibility might have been related to the rubric. The rating scale for
functional adequacy created by Kuiken and VVedder (2016) was used in this study
because they had validated the scale’s reliability. However, with the participants in this
study, the Rasch analysis indicated that the threshold distance between some adjacent
categories was too close, especially between categories 3 and 4 (= 0.58) and between
categories 5 and 6 (= 1.15). According to Linacre (1999), the difference in the adjacent
threshold should be no less than 1.40., indicating that the distinctions between these
categories were ambiguous and the scale included too many response choices. The
participants in Kuiken and Vedder’s (2016) study were Dutch L2 and Italian L2 learners
whose CEFR levels were A2 to B1, while the majority of this study’s participants were
CEFR A2 Japanese L2 learners. The difference in the target language and proficiency
level might explain why the scale did not function as well as expected.

Janssen et al. (2015) suggested reducing the number of categories in a scale
when the threshold distance is too close. Thus, if a four or five-point scale had been
used instead of a six-point scale, the rubric would have functioned better, and the results

might have been different. Although there were no statistical differences, the descriptive
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statistics showed that the reading and oral rehearsal pre-tasks outperformed the
outlining pre-task for both content and comprehensibility scores. Thus, these two tasks
might have some positive effect on content and comprehensibility, but more research in
which an improved rubric is used is needed to investigate this possibility.
The Roles of Pre-Tasks

The second research question was an exploration of how the participants made
use of each pre-writing task opportunity, and how it was reflected in the quality of their
written products. To answer this question, | analyzed the post-course questionnaire,
interviews, and compared the lexical items used in the reading passage and the timed-
writing texts.
Outlining

Kellogg (1990) noted that producing a brief outline during pre-writing eases the
cognitive burden of working memory during language processing and enhances writing
fluency. However, the participants in this study did not benefit from outlining
significantly. Because only four participants stated that the outlining pre-task was most
helpful for timed-writing in the questionnaire, and some responses did not logically
explain why it was helpful (e.g., “The quality of the outline will decide how easily I can
write timed-writing”), it is difficult to interpret how this task did or did not help them in
the timed-writing task.

The outlining pre-task was not chosen as the most helpful task because as
mentioned by one interviewee, the learners had to think of everything from scratch

without any external references to rely on. In this sense, this condition was the most
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cognitively demanding. However, as Ortega (2005) reported, having extra planning time
before the task could address the learners’ lack of focus on syntactic structures. One
interviewee said that although she found that the reading pre-task was the most helpful,
the outlining task was also “useful” because it forced her to think deeply about the
details of grammar and lexis. Descriptive statistics indicated that of the 12 cases (four
time points x 3 measures), the scores for the outlining pre-task outperformed those of
the other two pre-tasks. Although the participants did not perceive the outlining pre-task
as helpful because it is cognitively demanding, it might be an effective way to enhance
syntactic complexity. However, further research is needed to clarify this point.
Oral Rehearsal

The oral rehearsal pre-task was the second most popular pre-task after the
reading pre-task. Some positive responses include that oral rehearsal was effective for
idea generation (n = 6) and organizing ideas (n = 6). However, individual preferences
for the oral rehearsal task can be influenced by individual difference variables and the
success of pair-work. For example, Ortega (2005) reported there were accuracy-oriented
and communication-oriented learners in her study. The former focuses on linguistic
accuracy, while the latter prioritizes communication and is more tolerant of making
mistakes. The differences in what they find important could affect their preference for
particular types of pre-tasks.

Differences in individual preferences were observed among the participants in
this study. For example, one interviewee [excerpt 9] said she had received a speaking-

oriented English education and felt most comfortable with oral rehearsal pre-task. On
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the other hand, another interviewee responded that reading was better because in terms
of grammatical accuracy, the reading passages were more reliable than their partner’s
speech [excerpt 12] given that the former was produced by a native English speaker and
the latter by a relatively low-proficiency second language user. Such individual
differences in their interpretations of the task goals could have influenced their
preference of the pre-task.

Furthermore, the presence of the partner could have affected the learners’ task
performance. One participant responded in the questionnaire that the oral rehearsal pre-
task was not helpful for writing longer texts because when engaging in that pre-task, she
used high-frequency words and simple grammatical structures and deleted some details
so that her partner could easily understand her speech. However, for the reading pre-
task, she could see English grammar structures in advance and express her ideas more
easily.

Similar examples were observed in Ortega (2005), who argued that the presence
of a partner can affect task performance. In her study, interview comments revealed that
some participants told linguistically and propositionally simplified stories to their
partners to make themselves more easily understood. The comments also showed that
some learners hesitated to make self-corrections in order to avoid confusion. For the
above reasons, the preference and success of the oral rehearsal pre-task was influenced
by factors such as the participants’ individual differences in learning style, their

perceptions of the task goals, and the presence of the partner.
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Reading

The reading pre-task had no statistically significant effect on syntactic
complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, or comprehensibility.
Notwithstanding this finding, 50% of the participants responded that the reading pre-
task was the most helpful of the three pre-tasks. The most common reason was idea
generation (n = 16), followed by vocabulary and grammar (n = 8). As previously
mentioned, how much the participants could benefit from the reading pre-task partly
depended on topic familiarity. The interview responses showed that it was good for
them to know the opinions of both sides of the issue before writing. Thus, reading can
be a particularly effective form of scaffolding when learners write about unfamiliar
topics. In addition, the reading pre-task might enhance comprehensibility. The
descriptive statistics indicated that the mean comprehensibility score for the reading
pre-task was higher than that of the other two pre-tasks. The reading passage probably
acted as a model, allowing the learners to visualize the form of the essay and providing
them with useful target language input (Hirvela, 2016).

Regarding the effect of reading on lexical diversity, the word similarity rate
between the reading passage and timed-writing texts written by the reading group was
not significantly different from that of the other two groups because most of the words
used in the passage were high-frequency lexis. Thus, as a whole, the effect of the
reading passage on lexical diversity was small. However, some lower-frequency words
in the reading passage were used in the reading group’s timed-writing tests. For

example, there were two occurrences of the word jealous in the writings of the reading
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group. This word was used in the passage and was not observed in the texts written by
the other two groups. Similar patterns were observed for the words upload (2
occurrences), and survive (2 occurrences). In addition, as mentioned in the previous
section, the MATTR and MTLD scores for the reading pre-task outperformed those of
the other two pre-tasks. As the evidence shows, the reading pre-task might be helpful
for enhancing idea generation and comprehensibility, and can be the source for
vocabulary. However, the result was not statistically significant, and further research is
needed to clarify the effect of pre-reading on idea generation, comprehensibility and
lexis in writing.

The Longitudinal Effect of Timed-Writing on Writing Development

The third research question asked how the experience of repeating the timed-
writing task for one academic year contributed to the development of the participants’
syntactic complexity, writing fluency, and lexical diversity. The timed-writing activity
strongly impacted writing fluency. Both the experimental and comparison groups
improved writing fluency over the academic year, but the growth of the experimental
group was greater than that of the comparison group. There was a significant difference
between the pretest and posttest for one of the three syntactic complexity measures, but
there was no significant difference between the experimental and comparison groups.
Regarding the lexical diversity measures, there was no effect for time or between-group
differences for any of the three measures. In this section, I discuss the change by
combining the results of two tests. One is the between-group comparison where the

results of the pretest and two posttests for the experimental and comparison groups are

145



concerned. The other one is the development in writing over the academic year. The
development of the experimental group is discussed by combining the two test results.
One is a macro-perspective in which the scores for the pretest and two posttests were
concerned. The other is a micro-perspective in which the scores of the four time points
(Times 1-4) during the intervention period were compared.

There was a significant difference between the pretest and posttest 2 for mean
length of clause (MLC) but no significant difference between the experimental and
comparison groups, which indicates that both groups developed over the academic year.
The fact that even the comparison group developed indicated that it was not just timed-
writing activities that contributed to the growth. The participants in both groups had
four 90-minutes English classes per week for two academic semesters and were exposed
to a learning environment where they listened to and used English intensively. Thus, the
growth of mean length of clause was probably due to the general English courses they
took.

Looking at the development of mean length of clause and also mean length of T-
units, which showed similar growth patterns from a micro-perspective, there was a
significant difference between Time 1 and Time 2, and Time 1 and Time 3. However,
after Time 3, the score decreased and there was no significant difference between Time
1 and Time 4. This result supports Bulté and Housen (2014), who suggested that in the
short or medium term, complexity, accuracy, and fluency fluctuate rather than

developing linearly. From the macro-perspective, there was development between the
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pretest and posttest 2; however, over the one-year intervention period, the score
fluctuated, as Bulté and Housen (2014) had found.

There was no statistical difference between the pretest and two posttests for two
other syntactic complexity measures, mean length of T-unit (MLT) and dependent
clause per clause (DC/C). Norris and Ortega (2009) indicated that the development of
syntactic complexity first occurs with coordination, followed by subordination, and
finally at the phrase level when the learners are advanced proficiency. In this study,
however, MLC, which is categorized as a measure of phrasal complexity by Norris and
Ortega (2009), developed most although the English proficiency of the participants was
at the CEFR A2 level. This result partially supported Bulté and Housen (2014) who
found significant changes in coordination and phrasal elaboration but not subordination.
This result implies that although mean length clause was categorized as a phrasal
complexity measure, it might be the one that develops at an early stage. Perhaps as
Bulté and Housen argued, the development of syntactic complexity is not linear and
does not strictly follow the pattern proposed by Norris and Orgeta (2009). Further
research is needed to clarify this point.

Both the experimental and comparison groups improved fluency over the course
of the study; however, the interaction effect between time and group was significant for
pretest and posttest 1, and pretest and posttest 2, indicating that the growth of the
experimental group was more significant than that of the comparison group. From the
micro-perspective, the differences between Time 1 and Time 2, Time 1 and Time 3, and

Time 1 and 4 were all significant. Unlike the development of some syntactic complexity

147



measures that progressed slowly, writing fluency improved even in the early stages of
the study, and it continued to improve throughout the academic year. The results
indicated that the timed-writing activity led to improvements in writing fluency.
Considering that timed-writing activity is a fluency activity, this result is not surprising.
The students were told not to worry about mistakes and to prioritize quantity rather than
quality in the timed-writing task. Each time the participants recorded the total number
of words they wrote on the graph, they could visually see their progress. That might
have helped them set goals and kept them motivated.

It is also possible to argue that writing fluency might have improved at the
expense of syntactic complexity and lexical diversity. As Skehan (1998) proposed, L2
learners’ working memory is limited, and it is not possible for them to focus on all three

dimensions—fluency, syntax, and lexis—simultaneously. Thus, the participants in this

study probably prioritized fluency. In addition, previous researchers have reported that
fluency, syntactic complexity, lexical diversity do not develop simultaneously (Bulté &
Housen, 2014; Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015; Nita & Baba, 2014). These studies have
indicated that fluency develops first, followed by syntactic complexity, and finally
lexical diversity. Because the participants in this study were at the CEFR A2 level,
which is categorized as a basic language user, their developmental stage was probably
at the phase of improving fluency; thus, the result can be seen as supporting previous
studies. As suggested by Nita and Baba (2014), novice learners can better focus on

formal aspects when they have developed a certain degree of fluency.
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No significant change in the scores for any of the lexical diversity measures—
lexical density, MATTR, and MTLD—were observed between the pretest and the two

posttests or between any time points during the intervention period. In addition, there
was no significant difference between the experimental group and the comparison
group. This result was consistent with Bulté and Housen (2014) and partially consistent
with Nitta and Baba (2014), where a significant change in lexical diversity was reported
for only the higher English proficiency group. Lexical diversity is an area that takes
time to develop and general proficiency can be one factor that affects the differences in
the results. In Bulté and Housen, the participants were at the CEFR B1 level and more
growth was observed between the pretest and posttests for syntactic complexity than
lexical complexity, whereas more growth was observed for lexical than syntactic
indices for the C1 level participants in Mazgutova and Kormos (2015). Again, the
hypothesis that the development of CFL measures occurs in order of fluency, syntactic
complexity, and lexical diversity was supported. Most of the participants in the
experimental group in this study were CEFR A2 level, and improving fluency was
probably prioritized over syntactic and lexical aspects. The intervention period of this
study was one academic year, but this period was still not long enough for development
to occur in all three aspects of language: syntactic complexity, writing fluency, and
lexical diversity. To examine the effect of fluency-focused writing activities on
syntactic complexity and lexical diversity of low-proficiency learners, observing their

development for more than one academic year is likely necessary.

149



Research-Oriented Findings

The findings of this study provide important implications for studies on writing
pre-tasks and L2 writing development.

The first finding is that learners’ general language proficiency and writing skills
must be developed to a certain extent in order for them to fully benefit from writing pre-
tasks. Although the design and the focus of Ruiz-Funes’ (2015) study were slightly
different from this study, the results of the current study were partially concurrent with
those results. Ruiz-Funes’ results showed different patterns for advanced learners and
intermediate learners. Although high performers among the advanced learners achieved
high scores for syntactic complexity, accuracy, and fluency for both simple and
complex tasks, that happened on only the simple task for the lower performing
advanced learners. A trade-off between syntactic complexity and fluency/accuracy
occurred between the simple and complex tasks for the intermediate proficiency
participants.

An interesting trend found in this study was that at the beginning of the
intervention period, the descriptive statistics showed that the outlining pre-task
outperformed the other two tasks in terms of syntactic complexity. The scores of all
three syntactic complexity measures—MLT, DC/C, MLC—at Time 1 was the highest
of the three pre-tasks. However, as time progressed, the scores of the oral rehearsal and
reading pre-tasks groups improved steadily and at Time 4, the scores of all three
syntactic complexity measures for outlining pre-task were the lowest. This trend implies

that the participants were able to benefit from the oral rehearsal and reading task more
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as they become more proficient and skilled at communicating in English. At first,
simply making an outline worked better because the oral rehearsal and reading pre-tasks
were too cognitively demanding. However, through continued engagement in the timed-
writing task and enrollment in four 90-minute English classes per week, their writing
skill and English proficiency improved. As a result, they were able to use their cognitive
resources more efficiently and incorporate the language they used during the pre-task
activities in their writing. The effect of the writing pre-tasks was not statistically
significant in this study, but the oral rehearsal and reading pre-tasks might have a
different impact on participants with higher English proficiency or an educational
background in which they had more experience with communicative writing tasks.
Next, the findings of this study provided support for previous studies on the
longitudinal effect of meaning-focused writing activities on writing development (Bluté
& Housen, 2014; Nitta & Baba, 2014). As the results of these studies indicated, the
development of CFL does not occur simultaneously, as each dimension follows a
different developmental route. In this study, over the intervention period, writing
fluency improved significantly, and some improvement was observed for one of the
syntactic complexity measure, MLC, between Time 1 and Time 3. There was no
difference between the pretest and two posttests or any of the four time periods for the
lexical diversity measures. Thus, it seems that for L2 writing, fluency is the first
dimension to develop, followed by syntactic complexity, and finally lexis. This result

coincides with Bluté and Housen (2014) and Nitta and Baba (2014). Due to limited

151



cognitive capacity, foreign language learners first prioritize fluency and when they are
fluent enough, they shift their attention to linguistic aspects such as grammar and lexis.

Finally, this study provided implications regarding the development of syntactic
complexity. The trajectories of the mean length of T-unit, and mean length of clause
followed a similar trend. They both increased gradually, but at Time 4, the scores for
both measures decreased even though the scores of dependent clause per clause
increased. This finding suggests that mean length of T-unit and mean length of clause
are inversely proportionate to dependent clause per clause. One possible explanation is
that as learners became more proficient, the occurrence of dependent clause per clause
increased and as a result, the other two measures decrease. According to Norris and
Ortega (2009), the development of syntactic complexity occurs in the order of
coordination, subordination, and finally at the phrase level. In this study, there were
more occurrences of mean length of clause, which is categorized as phrasal complexity,
than dependent clause per clause, which is categorized as complexity in subordination at
Time 2 and Time 3. Perhaps mean length clause develops at a relatively early stage of
development. This study alone does not provide enough support for these implications,
so further research is needed.

Pedagogical Implications

The findings of this study provide several pedagogical implications. First,
although the impact was not large, each of three pre-tasks—outlining, oral rehearsal,
and reading—can affect the performance of timed-writing task in different ways. By

combining each pre-writing activity and a writing task effectively based on the
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participants’ needs and the educational situation, writing pre-tasks have the potential to
enhance writing performances.

One of the findings of this study was that reading passages can provide useful
L2 input to learners. Although there were no statistically significant findings, the
descriptive statistics indicated that model reading passages can help learners retrieve
receptive vocabulary items and lead to greater lexical variety. In addition, the
descriptive statistics indicated that the reading pre-task has the potential for enhancing
content and comprehensibility by providing a model for second language writers
(Hirvela, 2016). These findings show that pre-reading can be an effective scaffolding
activity for novice learners who need support for the transcribing stage. However, to
make the task effective, learners should be provided with a model essay or a reading
passage that is thematically the same as the writing topic and appropriate for their
language proficiency level. By connecting reading and writing tasks effectively, it is
possible to enhance learners’ writing performances.

The oral rehearsal pre-task also provides advantages. First, although the result
was not statistically significant, the oral rehearsal pre-task has the potential for
improving writing fluency. Of the three tasks, the fluency scores for the oral rehearsal
group for Time 3 and Time 4 were the highest. In pair-work, they must tell their
partners their opinions. This pre-task is productive, it gives the learners reasons to
communicate, and it puts them under pressure to produce utterances that can then be

used in the writing task.
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Furthermore, the interview and survey results revealed that input from peers is
also useful for writers. The advantage of the input from peers is that it is provided by
someone with a similar English proficiency level. The lexis used in peer interaction
might be noticed relatively easily and incorporated in writing tasks. Peer input might
contain non-target-like forms, but learners can benefit from it in a way that differs from
teacher input. The descriptive statistics indicated that the score of one of the lexical
diversity indices, lexical density for oral rehearsal, outperformed the other two pre-
tasks. This finding provides initial evidence that learners can benefit from interactions
with peers. Although both interlocuters are English-language learners, interactions with
peers provides opportunities for comprehensible input and output.

Although there are possible advantages for reading and oral rehearsal pre-tasks,
the findings of this study also indicated that integrated tasks can be challenging for low-
proficiency learners. The effect of the pre-tasks on syntactic complexity, writing
fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility failed to reach statistical
significance. The oral rehearsal task can be especially cognitively demanding when
learners are not proficient enough, as indicated by the comments from the interview and
questionnaire. The results of this study showed that at Time 1, the outlining pre-task
resulted in higher performances than the other two pre-tasks. Thus, at the beginning of
the semester or when teaching novice learners, the outlining task might be a good one to
start with, as learners would be able to benefit from the oral rehearsal and reading pre-

tasks more when they become more proficient and more skilled at writing.
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Next, | present the implications of using timed-writing activities in L2
classrooms. Continuing timed-writing longitudinally can positively affect learners’
writing fluency. Extensive practice of the timed-writing task provided the participants
with the opportunity to produce output and allowed them to write longer texts in the
given amount of time. In EFL environments where the chance of using the L2 is limited,
implementing a meaning-focused writing activity in each lesson can promote writing
development. Continued practice is important to retaining growth because the fluency
scores of many participants decreased after six weeks of summer vacation and then they
recovered after two to three weeks of instruction.

The findings also revealed that it is important to know the developmental stage
of the three dimensions of language investigated in this study—syntactic complexity,
writing fluency, and lexical diversity. Fluency is the first dimension to develop.
Therefore, timed-writing activity is an effective activity for beginner learners to
improve their fluency. When learners are fluent enough, they can shift their attention
more to formal aspects of the language such as syntax or lexis. This developmental
order indicates that lexis is the last dimension of the language to develop and substantial
changes might not occur until the learners’ language proficiency level reaches a
particular stage. To encourage intermediate and upper intermediate learners to attend to
lexis, one possibly useful activity is to have them use an automatic lexical analyzer to
analyze their own written text. For instance, the vocabulary profiler provided by Cobb
(2023a) provides participants with data such as the number of word families or the

percentage of words in each word frequency level. Thorough this activity, the
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participants can be more aware of the words they have used in their writing and attempt

to use a greater variety of lexis in later drafts or writing tasks.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I first summarize the main findings of the study. I then discuss
the limitations of the study and make suggestions for future studies. Finally, I close the
chapter with concluding comments.

Summary of the Findings

To investigate the effect of three writing pre-tasks on writing quality and the
longitudinal effect of implementing meaning-focused timed-writing activities on the
development of syntactic complexity, fluency, and lexical diversity, this study was
conducted for one academic year at a Japanese university. The study produced three
main findings.

Regarding the effect of pre-tasks, none of the three pre-tasks impacted syntactic
complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, and comprehensibility measures
to a statistically significant degree. The participants prioritized task completion or
transcribing their ideas into English sentences, and contrary to my expectations, the oral
rehearsal pre-task and reading pre-task did not significantly reduce the cognitive burden
of transcribing. It is assumed that the participants could not fully take advantage of the
pre-task because of their relatively low English proficiency level. Because the
participants were CEFR A2 level learners, integrating speaking or reading pre-tasks
with the time-writing task might have been too challenging. However, the descriptive

statistics indicated a tendency for the oral rehearsal pre-task to lead to greater writing
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fluency and content, and for the reading pre-tasks to lead to improvements in lexical
diversity, content, and comprehensibility.

Regarding the role of each type of writing pre-task activity and how they
affected the final written products, the results of the questionnaire and interviews
indicated that nearly 50% of the participants found the reading pre-task most helpful.
They responded that it was effective in terms of idea generation and learning vocabulary
and grammar. The descriptive statistics indicated that MATTR and MTLD scores for
the reading pre-task outperformed those of the oral rehearsal and outlining pre-tasks. In
addition, the additional text analysis on lexical items revealed that some low-frequency
words in the reading passages were used only by the reading pre-task group. Although
the impact was not strong enough to reach statistical significance, the analysis indicated
that model reading passages can provide useful linguistic input for writing tasks. Future
study is necessary to clarify this issue.

The oral rehearsal pre-task was the second most popular and about 40% of the
participants found it the most helpful of the three pre-tasks. Some positive comments on
the questionnaire indicated that it was effective for idea generation and organizing
ideas. However, one student responded in the questionnaire that she reduced the
information and used simpler language in her speech so that her partner would
understand her easily. Others responded that the reading input was more reliable in
terms of the accuracy of word usage and grammar than the input from a classmate. One

commented that sometimes she had to start speaking before she was ready. Thus, how
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much learners can benefit from the oral rehearsal pre-task is more influenced by
individual differences compared with the other two pre-tasks.

Although some participants found the outlining task useful, only 10% of the
participants perceived it as the most effective. When engaging in the outlining pre-task,
the participants could not rely on any external resources for idea generation and
transcribing their ideas in English. However, the descriptive statistics indicated that the
outlining condition outperformed the other two pre-tasks in terms of syntactic
complexity at some time points, especially in the early phase of the intervention period.
There was also evidence from the interview that the participants focused their attention
on formal aspect of the language during the outlining pre-task. Thus, making an outline
might positively affect syntactic complexity, but this study could not provide enough
evidence to support that possibility.

Lastly, regarding the longitudinal effect of implementing the timed-writing
activity, the current study showed that it had a significant effect on developing writing
fluency. After continuing timed-writing activities for one academic year, greater gains
were observed for the experimental group than for the comparison group. For syntactic
complexity and lexical diversity, there were no significant differences between the
pretest and two posttests for either group except for mean length clause. However, the
growth was significant for both the experimental group and the comparison group,

indicating that it was not merely the effect of timed-writing.
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Limitations of the Study

This study has three main limitations. First, the time allocated for the pre-tasks
might have been insufficient. The participants spent only five minutes for the outlining
pre-task, ten minutes for oral rehearsal and reading pre-tasks, and 12 minutes for timed-
writing. However, time on task was a difficult factor to control because this study was
conducted as a part of normal class activities, and | could not spend more class time for
these activities. In addition, I thought that giving the participants too much time would
not positively affect their performances because some participants get exhausted and
cannot fully use the time to complete the task. Previous studies have indicated that
prolonged pre-task planning and online planning do not necessarily result in the best
performances (Ong, 2010; Rostamian et al., 2018). Thus, the results might not change
significantly even if more time had been given to the participants.

Second, | could have used a better rubric to evaluate content and
comprehensibility. | used the scale developed by Kuiken and Vedder (2017), the
reliability of which was supported by their study. However, the FACETS analysis
indicated that the distance between some categories, especially between Category 3 and
4 was too close. The pre-tasks did not have a significant effect on content and
comprehensibility of the timed-writing task in this study, but the results might have
differed if the validity of the scale had been examined and adjusted for the participants
of this study.

The last limitation is a student and teacher factor. The participants were

university students taking several English courses other than the course in which this
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study was conducted. | could not control the influence of the teachers and English

activities completed outside of this course. In addition, the experimental group and

comparison group were taught by different instructors. There might have been some

activities in the comparison group that impacted the results. Moreover, the English

proficiency of the participants in each group was not equivalent. Thus, the comparisons

of the experimental group and comparison group must be interpreted cautiously.
Suggestions for Future Research

Based on the findings, three suggestions can be made for future research. First,
an improved rubric can be developed to evaluate content and comprehensibility. As
indicated in the Limitations section, the distance between some categories were too
close. One possible solution is to use a five-point scale instead of a six-point scale
because the occurrence of Category 1 was extremely small. Another solution is to
separate two evaluation points, adequacy and consistency, included in the content
rubric. The distinction between some categories was unclear probably because there
were cases when these two items could not be judged using one criterion. For example,
compositions with an adequate number of ideas can be inconsistent.

Second, descriptive statistics indicated that the certain pre-tasks positively
affected the syntactic complexity, writing fluency, lexical diversity, content, and
comprehensibility scores. These scores might be statistically significant with a different
research design and a larger number of participants. A Latin-squares design was
adopted for this study, so the participants had opportunities to engage in all three types

of pre-tasks. However, if the same intervention is assigned to each class throughout the
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semester, the impact of the pre-task might have been different. Another suggestion
about the design is providing a “no planning” group. In this study, the oral rehearsal and
reading pre-task groups also completed the outlining task; therefore, the effect of
outlining alone was ambiguous. If a no planning group is included, the effect of the
outlining pre-task would be clearer.

The writing genre is another factor that might have impacted the results. An
opinion paragraph was used for this study, but the impact of the reading pre-task might
be larger for a genre such as storytelling. In the case of the opinion paragraph, what the
participants wanted to say and the content of the passage might not always match. On
the other hand, it is easier to control the content of a story telling writing task, and the
participants can borrow ideas and linguistic expressions used in the passage more
readily. By changing the writing genre, the impact of the reading pre-task might be
stronger.

Finally, it would be useful to conduct a study that runs for more than one
academic year to investigate how syntactic complexity, writing fluency, and lexical
diversity measures continue to develop in EFL environments. Foreign language
proficiency develops slowly and CFL measures do not develop simultaneously. In the
case of the participants in this study, whose English proficiency level was CEFR A2,
their growth in fluency was largest over the intervention period. Observing how other
aspects such as syntactic complexity or lexical diversity develop for more than one
academic year would provide additional insights to the research on L2 writing

development.
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Concluding Comments

Improving writing skills is a complex task and for foreign language learners who
have few chances to receive input and use the foreign language, it is a challenging skill
to acquire. In such an environment, meaning-focused writing activities such as timed-
writing are a good way to practice the target language. The timed-writing task is
especially effective for developing writing fluency for low-proficiency language
learners, as it gives them opportunities for producing output, which is necessary for
language development.

Traditionally, English writing instruction has strongly emphasized linguistic
accuracy, especially in secondary schools in Japan, and little attention has been paid to
improving fluency. However, by frequently engaging in fluency-based writing
activities, students can develop greater fluency and focus their attention on linguistic
aspects without explicit feedback from the teacher. Moreover, by combining fluency-
based writing activities with pre-tasks, instructors can provide learners with greater
opportunities to acquire new lexis and enhance the content and comprehensibility of
their writing. 1 hope that this study provides useful input for teachers making lesson
plans for writing classes and leads to more research on task-based L2 writing and

writing development.
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APPENDIX A

OUTLINING SHEET

Do you agree or disagree?
It is better for university students to live with their parents than to live on their own.
(RFEIFTOEVEDL LEIVEFEL LOFBEW)

Brainstorming & Outlining (5 min.)

Position:
Topic sentence:

1.
Details:

2.
Details:

3.
Details:

Notes
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APPENDIX B

COMPLETED WORKSHEETS FOR OUTLINING

Do you agree or disagree?
It is better for university students to live with their parents than to live on their own.

(KFAERVE VHES L X D ERES Lof2AR)

Brainstorming & Outlining (5 min.)
Position: agree

Topic sentence:
| agree with the opinion.

1. It's not perfectly safe to live alone

Details:

Especially for women, living alone is a little dangerous.

If us live alone, we should tell parents time when we leave home

2. Take cost to life
Details:
pay for the apartment, food etc...

3.
Details:

Brainstorming & Outlining (5 min.)
Position: disagree

Topic sentence:

1. We can spend time freely.
Details:

2. We can learn to live alone.
Details: House work

3.We can easily live alone after | graduate.
Details:
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APPENDIX C

PASSAGES FOR THE READING GROUP

Reading 1

Do you agree or disagree? Watching a movie in a theater is better than
watching it at home.

(BREIBERE CR L2 FDETRD LD RV

Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes

Speaker A
| prefer to watch a movie in a theater for two reasons.

First, | can *concentrate on the story if | watch a movie in a theater. If | watch it
at home, my family talks to me, or | might get a phone call. So, | must stop it in
the middle of the story. | don’t like that.

Second, if | watch a movie in a theater, | can feel something special. Watching a
movie in a theater in the dark and eating popcorn is very different from everyday
life, and | can forget about all problems.

For these reasons, | think it is better to watch a movie in a theater.

Speaker B
| like watching a movie at home for two reasons.

First, | can feel relaxed. | can sit on my favorite sofa in my room or lie on the
bed if | want. Sometimes, | don’t feel comfortable with the seat at a theater and
get very tired. Also, | don’t need to care about other *audience at home.

Second, it is cheaper to watch a movie at home. | can watch a movie on Netflix,
and it costs only about 1000 yen for one month. If | watch it in a theater, | have
to pay 1800 yen for one movie. | can watch many movies on Netflix at home
more cheaply.

For these reasons, it is better to watch a movie at home.

*concentrate f£14 %
audience %
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WRDIXBARLONEE —HTDHHEITT. AXORELEILGE., HDHWVITR
AQMTw@wﬁAiF%ERLT<téw

M]3 5E K 0 BLEAE CRL7Z WA D 3%\,

SELF AL, BRERE/S L ZEROERIZ U 2 F ENTITH C%¢f%é
FELT A FRleR %%%bzéﬁ%%ﬁﬁfﬁﬁéﬁtw&
LT BIL. FTHMEEZEI-STNY T7v 7 ATE5H,
FELTFBIZX D &, Netflix ®HZHITH 1800 FHTH 5,

.U":h.W!\JP

(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. More people are willing to watch a movie at a theater than home.

2. Not being interrupted by a sudden visitor, speaker A can concentrate on
watching a movie better at a theater.

3. Speaker A wants to watch a move at a theater because he can enjoy special
feeling.

4. For speaker B, it is more relaxing to watch a movie at home than a theater.

5. According to speaker B, the monthly fee of Netflix is 1800 yen.

Reading 2
Do you agree or disagree? Hokkaido is a better place to visit for a
vacation than Okinawa.

(RIR TRENL S 72 DT & 0 AEE S R V)

ST T O &G A, IRON—VOREIZE Z T &0
Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes
Speaker A
| think it is better to visit Hokkaido than Okinawa for a vacation.
First, the weather is comfortable. When | was there last summer, | didn’t use the
air conditioner at the hotel. | enjoyed the cool weather there in the summer.
Second, Hokkaido is large. Sapporo is a popular city, but it was not crowded. |
think that’s because it is large. | don’t like *the crowd, so | was very happy.
Finally, | can eat expensive sea food *cheaply. | love sushi, especially Ikura and
*sea urchin. However, | usually can’t eat them a lot in Tokyo because they are
expensive. In Hokkaido, | can eat fresh sea food less expensively.
In conclusion, Hokkaido is a better place to visit for a vacation.

Speaker B
| prefer to visit Okinawa rather than Hokkaido for the summer.
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First, the culture is different from Tokyo. The language is different, and the
music is unique. | enjoyed watching an Okinawan dance last time. It was great.
Second, the food is very interesting. They eat various kinds of food that is not
common in other areas, such as *Umibudou. It's delicious and healthy.

Finally, the time is slow in Okinawa. Nobody is in a hurry, and the people are
nice and friendly. | can feel very relaxed. It's perfect for a holiday.

For these reasons, it is better to visit Okinawa than Hokkaido.

*Umibudou 5& 5 ES
the crowd AE#&
cheaply &<

sea urchin (2

WDOXNALONEE —BT 251X T. KAXONELEIHE., HDHWIER
RN TWRWEAIZF 28R L T a0

1.5 LT AL, SEORBCALHEEIZIT< TETR,

EELFE AR, B ETH D,

CEE LR A, RIS ETF,

GELT B, WHBTH U AEEE LT,

CEE LR B, WHEOUE TR,

a b owN

(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. Speaker A is planning to visit Hokkaido for next vacation.
2. Speaker A likes animals.

3. Speaker A does not like raw fish (sashimi).

4. Speaker B watched dance performance in Okinawa.

5. Speaker B swam in the sea in Okinawa.

Reading 3
Do you agree or disagree? SNS is a good communication tool.
(SNSIFEWala=r—a vVDEETHD)

53 CLLF DX &, IROX—VORBICE A TIZSWN
Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes

Speaker A
There are a lot of advantages for using SNS.
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First, | can keep in touch with my friends easily. My high school friend lives in
Hokkaido. Even though we cannot see each other often, | can tell how she is
doing by checking her Instagram.

Second, SNS is fun and makes me feel good. When | shared a picture of big
pancakes on Instagram the other day, | had 50 “Likes” as soon as | uploaded it.
| was very excited.

Finally, it is a good tool to get information. Sometimes, | get information about
new restaurants or new shops from my friends’ Instagram.

For these reasons, | think SNS is very useful.

Speaker B
| do not use SNS often for three reasons.

First, it can cause trouble. For example, my classmate shared a photo of me on
SNS without my *permission. | was very uncomfortable that my photo was
shared with people that | didn’t know.

Second, it is a waste of time. SNS is fun, but | often spend too much time
checking and commenting on SNS. | should find better things to do in my life.

Finally, SNS sometimes makes me feel frustrated. The other day, | saw a photo
of my friends on SNS enjoying karaoke. | was very *jealous because | was
working hard to finish my paper that was due the next morning.

For these reasons, | don’t use SNS.

*permission 8]
jealous RFELLIVERS

ROIPALDOANR E —BF DHBIE T, AXOHRLE BE, HDHVITb

NOEATWRWGAITFZTRL T2

1A AZT T DIRFAEDOH TR O ANRDH D SNS TH %,

2. 7 LF AL SNS Z2BXUCAY OYHEDIFHRZEED 5 DI,

JFEELFAIL EDTEREZA L AX T T AIHEMLTE0 D Wi %
(EYn

4.FELFBIE, LAR— RO ITBDR TV ARHIKENRT 4 A=—F
FTELATWLIERZRT, RELWEKLRL,
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5.5 LEBIX. HODOFEWEZW - T-DIZBIOKGE LA TWDKIEZEDTEY R,
TLFEW, Bk mizoTz

(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. Instagram is the most popular SNS among university students.

2. Speaker A uses SNS to collect information about favorite actors.

3. Speaker A posted a photo of Hokkaido and got 50 likes.

4. Speaker B was jealous when she saw a photo of her friends having a good
time at a Disneyland when she was busy working on a paper.

5. Speaker B felt uncomfortable when she happens to see a photo of her friend
playing with another friend inspite of rejecting her offer.

Reading 4
Do you agree or disagree? It is a good idea to have pets.
Ry FZ2FIDITRNWI ETE)

5B TUTOX &7, IROSN—YORMBEIZEZ TS0

Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes
Speaker A

There are a lot of advantages for having pets.

First, pets can *heal people. For example, when | was a child, | *had a fight with
my friend at school, but I didn’t want to tell that to my mother. When | talked
about it to my dog, she *licked my face with a cute smile, and | felt better.
Second, if we have pets, we can make lots of friends. | often post the photos of
my dog on Twitter and get lots of *likes from people who love dogs. Then, |
started talking about dogs with some of them and *made friends with them.
After a while, we started talking not only about dogs but also about our life. It is
fun to have friends who love the same thing.

For these reasons, | think it is good for us to have pets.

Speaker B

| do not think it's a good idea to have pets.

First, it costs a lot to own a pet. If we buy a pet at a shop, it’s very

expensive. Also, you need even more money to buy food and get *medical
treatment if necessary. What would you do if it becomes very sick? We should
spend money on ourselves, not pets.

Second, it can cause trouble in the *neighborhood. Dogs are noisy and bite*
people. Cats walk through the garden of your neighbors. Some people don’t like
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animals or have allergy* to them. You need to think about others. You can’t be
selfish.
For these reasons, | don’t agree with having pets.

*heal #9

*had a fight 7> h%&L1T=

*lick 7560 %

*like LyLY42

*made friends with KZEIZi>1=
*medical treatment EEE
*neighborhood i ff

*bite M

*allergy 7L JL¥F—

WDOINAELDONEE —BTHHE/IET. KXONELEI RS, HDHWITR
RENTWRWEAILF Z2ZIRL T ZEWN

1. —/FBANKDOH DLy NMIRTH D,
FELFEAL. NEWZ AN EFRE -7,

FELTF AL, Twitter TREZ SDTICKEEIED Z LN TET,
FELTFBIE, Xy PRV EGEFICEBEEH I RZTLE-o TN D,
FELFBIE. REVHOTNHEENREKZEE->TnD,

a s wnN

(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. Dogs are the most popular pet.

2. Speaker A did not like animals when she was small.

3. Talking about dogs on Twitter, speaker A made friends.

4. Speaker B thinks she should spend more money on herself than a pet.
5. Speaker B thinks cats are easier to take care of than dogs.

Reading 5
Do you agree or disagree? It is good for high school students to have
school uniforms.

(BRAEIZE S THIRNRHDDIFRWZ L)

SHEICTUTOX ZFHdr, RON—YORJEICEZ T ZEW
Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes
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Speaker A
| think school uniform is good. There are three reasons.

First of all, it is good because | do not have to decide what to wear every
morning. Personally speaking, | am not interested in fashion and | hate
shopping for clothes. So, school uniform makes my life easier.

Second, it saves money because | do not have to buy new clothes every
season. | do not get *allowance from my parents. So, | do not have enough
money to spend on my clothes. If my school does not have a uniform, | have to
get a part-time job to buy nice clothes.

Finally, I like my school uniform because it looks cute. We can only wear it
when | am a teenager. It makes me feel special.

For these reasons, | think school uniform is good.

Speaker B
| do not think school uniform is good.

First, | want to wear clothes that | like. | am interested in fashion. So, | want to
wear my favorite clothes to school and talk about them with my friends. Also, |
want to express myself through fashion.

Second, everyone is different and each person has different *needs. For
example, | do not like cold weather, so | don’t want to wear a skirt during winter.
However, | have to wear it because it is a school uniform. | want to wear
*comfortable clothes to school so | can *concentrate on my study.

For these reasons, | do not believe school uniform is good.

*allowance Z DA\

*needs ——X . LEM
*comfortable iy L Y, (R EA
*concentrate £33

WRDIXPALONEE —HTHLHEITT. AXORELEESIGE. HDHWITR

R TWRWE iF%@RLT<tém

LﬁbiAi\77//5/;m%ﬂ&wb\#W%Ewmﬁ<@%ﬂ%?ﬁ
A/AN
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4. FFELFEBIT. KEEL 77 v arOeEEZE L=V,
5.3 LEBIL, MIRICETTH-DICLH I WIRDE-WEEZ TS

(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. Speaker A is not interested in fashion and does not like to go shopping for
clothes.

. Speaker A often use second-hand clothes shops.

. Speaker A feels special when she wears a school uniform.

. Speaker B wants to talk about fashion with her friends.

. Speaker B wants to wear comfortable clothes to concentrate on studying.

O wWN

Reading 6

Do you agree or disagree? It is better for university students to live with
their parents than to live on their own. (RZEAIZOE VEDL LI W EFKED
LOEHRR)

5 /3 TLLF O #iA, RO~ VORI E 2T &N
Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes

Speaker A
| think it is good for university students to live with their parents. There are two
reasons.

First, their lives will be easier if they live with their parents. Their mothers cook
delicious and healthy meals every day, and take care of everything. So, they
can focus on their studies or club activities. They can enjoy their campus life.

Second, their families can *save money. If they live on their own, they must
spend more money. For example, they have to pay the rent for their apartment,
food, and electricity. It costs a lot to live by themselves. Living with their families
is cheaper and it makes their parents happier.

For these reasons, it is better for university students to live with their parents.

Speaker B
| think university students should live on their own. There are two reasons.
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First, they can learn skills that they need to survive. For example, they can learn
how to cook or how to *pay for the bills. It is important to know these skills
before they become adults. University students should learn how to be
*independent.

Second, they can enjoy freedom. If they live by themselves, they can get up at
anytime and come home very late at night. Also, they can invite their friends
home *without worrying about their families. It is hard to take care of everything
by themselves. However, being free is better than living with their parents.

For these reasons, university students should live by themselves.

*save money &% &9 5

*pay for the bills (A M ELE D) HEDZIL
*independent B39 %
*without worrying about... .. Z#&IZF 54 LIC
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(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. Speaker A says if someone lives alone, one must spend a lot of time for a
part-time job.

2. Speaker A says living with parents, one can enjoy university life more.

3. According to speaker A, three necessary expenses for living alone are
housing, food and electricity.

4. Speaker B mentions cooking and managing household badget as the skills
one can acquire by living alone.

5. Speaker B says one can enjoy freedom by living alone, but it can also be
dangerous.
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Reading 7
Do you agree or disagree? Paying by electronic money (e.g. pay pay, LINE
pay etc.) is better than paying by cash. (BF+~X—idHEH&LXV HLEW)

53 CLLF DX & i, IROX—VORBEICEZTIZSWN
Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes

Speaker A
| think it is better to use electronic money for three reasons.

First, if | use electronic money, | can get some cash back. For example, if | pay
with Pay Pay, | get 1 yen back for spending every 200 yen. | can get a *better
deal if | pay by electronic money.

Second, it is easier to pay by electronic money. All | need to do is just to touch
the machine with my smartphone. It takes only a few seconds and much quicker
than taking out coins in the *wallet. Moreover, coins are actually dirty. It is
quicker and cleaner to pay by electronic money.

Third, |1 don’t have to carry a wallet anymore. After | started using electronic
money, | can go out only with my smartphone.

For these reasons, | like using electronic money.

Speaker B
| don’t think electronic money is good for two reasons.

First, the machines often have problems. For example, | went to a drug store
the other day. There was a long line at a cashier because the machine did not
scan Pay Pay’s barcode. | thought it is much easier to pay by cash.

Second, | do not want to *depend on my smartphone too much. | cannot use
electronic money if my smartphone is *out of battery. Also, | might lose my
smartphone or *leave it home. Nowadays, | can do anything with my
smartphone, but it is also risky. If | do not have a smartphone, | cannot buy
anything.

Third, cash is easier to control my *spending. | am afraid | spend too much
money if | use electronic money.

For these reasons, | would rather pay by cash.
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(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. Speaker A thinks cash is havey and not convenient to carry around.

2. According to speaker A, for every 100 yen spending, one can get 1 yen back
for paying by PayPay.

3. Speaker B thinks electronic money is problematic in terms of managing
personal information.

4. Having been able to pay by electronic money, speaker B had to wait in the
long line at the casher.

5. Speaker B thinks it is easier to manage one’s spending by cash than
electronic money.

Reading 8

Do you agree or disagree? Traveling by train is better than traveling by

airplane.

BBHTEIIRITH L D bEBENAL)

5

S CLLF DS Gidr, WOA—VORBICEZ TS0

Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes

Speaker A
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| think traveling by train is better than traveling by airplane. There are two
reasons.

First, | can enjoy the view from the window. If | travel by airplane, | can only see
the sky. However, if | travel by train, | can see mountains, sea, or rice fields.
That makes traveling more enjoyable.

Second, a train is more *convenient than an airplane. Usually, an airport is
located far from the center of the city. | must take a bus or train to get there.
Moreover, | need to get to the airport at least an hour earlier than the departure
time to go through a security check. An airplane is faster, but | cannot *actually
save much time.

For these reasons, traveling by train is better than traveling by an airplane.

Speaker B
| think traveling by airplane is better than traveling by train. There are three
reasons.

First, an airplane is faster than a train. | do not like to travel for long time
because it is so *tiring and boring. If | take an airplane, travel time will be
shorter. Also, | can play games or watch movies in the airplane. Traveling by
airplane makes my trip easier and it is more enjoyable.

Second, traveling by airplane is often cheaper than traveling by train. For
example, to go to Hakata, *LCC is cheaper than Shinkan-sen. | can save more
money.

Finally, I am collecting mileage points. If | travel by an airplane and collect
mileage points, | can get a free flight ticket. | can save a lot of money.

For these reasons, | would rather travel by airplane than train.

*convenient {&F %
*actually ZE[&
*tiring &5
*efficiently M
*flight ticket fiin 28 %
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(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. Speaker A says one must use public transportation to get to the airport
because it is usually far from the center of the city.

2. Speaker A says train is more reliable because it is not easily affected by
weather.

3. Speaker B does not like to travel long distance because she gets board.

4. Speaker B says to get to Hakata, Shinkan-sen is cheaper than LCC.

5. Speaker B collects miles for JAL.

Reading 9

Do you agree or disagree? It is good for elementary school children to
have smart phones. (giving them access to the Internet) (MEENB A~ K %
FODIIRWZ &72)

S5 TUTOXE T, ROX—VDOREICEA T ZS W

Read the passage below and answer the questions on next page in 5 minutes

Speaker A
| think smartphones are necessary for elementary school children.

First, it is convenient for parents. Smartphones have GPS system. Therefore,
parents can check where their children are with smartphones. If their children
are late, parents can contact them by making a phone call or sending text
messages to check they are safe.

Moreover, according to the survey, more than 50% of the elementary school
students have smartphones *nowadays. They communicate with each other
using LINE. If children don’t have smartphones, they might not be able to join
*certain activities with their friends.

Smartphones are necessary for children’s safety and for making friends.
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Speaker B

Elementary school children do not need smartphones.

First, if they have access to the internet, they might be contacted by dangerous
people. They are too young to tell whether someone is a good person or bad
person.

Next, it is bad for their health. With smartphones, they have *access to so many
interesting games and sites such as YouTube. They are so fun and exciting.
Once they start, it is difficult to stop. They stay up late to play games and may
not get enough sleep. Moreover, it is bad for their eyesight.

Therefore, elementary school students do not need smartphones.

*nowadays fxift
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(English Translation)

Write T if the statement matches with the content of the passage, and write F if
it is incorrect or not mentioned in the passage.

1. According to the survey, more than a half of the elementary school students
own smartphones.

2. Many smartphones owned by elementary school students are the models
called “Kids smartphone”.

3. Elementary school students communicate with each other through LINE.

4. Elementary school students have access to SNS such as Instagram with
their smartphones.

5. The type of smartphones owned by elementary school students have limited
access to the Internet, so their possibility of being involved in crimes is low.
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APPENDIX D

POST-COURSE QUESTIONNAIRE

1. AT 47 OHIZI3WBY DHFERHF AT (T RTA L DIHx, AFETDY
N—HP )L HET) —F 4 ) BITWE Lim, 3 ODOFEFTZ A T timed-
writing Z 52 SE D DICHR bR > 72DIF ENTE & BunETh,

You have completed timed-writing with three different pre-tasks: outline only, oral
rehearsal, and reading. Which task did you find most useful for completing timed-

writing?
2 1LOZER ZBEATHEAZEFENTIZENY,
Please describe the reason for selecting your response in the questionl.
3. 14E O Timed-writing 247V E L7223, 14EMCTEAREILN B - T2
(Zeinoteir) 77 72 B HRFRIZELE L T 72 &0

You have done timed-writing for one year. Look at your graph and briefly describe
how you have changed (or not changed) over one year.
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APPENDIX E
INFORMED CONSENT FORM: JAPANESE VERSION
REE
AR RES: The effect of pre—tasks on the quality of writing
MREEKA: fiH RBEF

ARIEEOBW
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BhEA~OESFELN

ABARICH AL TOEZKEIRIE 2021 £ FZ2E8. D 23 BT, COERBSFIZ,
timed-writing 2 X9% 23 EA{TWVET , LELSMICRIEW-ZITH5E . RERNTE NV EX
FHAEDT—2ELTHAINET,

fabRtE

FAEANDCHRAICKSBEREFR/PRIEZEFEEINES . LOLENS, T—2DFAIC
BALTRAEEGWMGEENDTH BMo B W EITNETEEZEEV-LET . &H
TEMEFHRLCTLRETE ISR EERIFTZEEHYVFEE A,

MEBHENESN S
ARARADTHANZEOT F2EFEICKDTA T4V HEEDEBNEH . LYBIRIGEE
BERDBRBAICEMTEET,

HRBAEDHEF

BAXEETT . BAZIFERLTHEVER A TV DTLESHTHIOEBREREY
HIEMNHEFET  ALIBNEFFRINGEEICIE, HEICET HIEHMISAAREIZ—IEE
HELEFEA. ARRICEATHIERIIVDOTEEZTL. MBI SETIHRATES KIS
REEZRILEY,
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APPENDIX F

INFORMED CONSENT FORM: ENGLISH TRANSLATION

Title of Study The effect of pre-tasks on the quality of writing
Researcher Naoko Hosoda

Purpose of the Form

The purpose of this form is to ask you to participate in a research study. I will explain
the study to you and ask you to volunteer to participate in the study. Please feel free to
ask any questions that you may have before you decide if you want to participate.
Whether you take part in the study is entirely up to you, and you are also free to
withdraw from the study at any time. By signing this consent form, you are not waiving
any legal rights that you have. You are only indicating that the study has been explained
to you, that you have had an opportunity to ask questions, that you understand what is
involved, and that you are willing to participate in the study.

Explanation of the Study

The goal of this study is to investigate how different types of pre-tasks affect the quality
of timed-writing. This project is for my dissertation, but it may evolve into a larger
study to be published in the future. Data collected in the study will be used for
educational and research purposes only.

Request on Participants

The estimated duration of your participation in the study is for two semesters, over 23
weeks. During the period, 23 timed writing tasks will be conducted, If you participate in
the study, your compositions will be used as the data for the research.

Risks

The reasonably foreseeable risks or discomforts of participating in this study are
minimal. However, if at any time, you do not feel comfortable participating in the study,
please let me know and | will respect your requests. The withdrawal from the study will
not affect negatively on your grades.

Benefits for the participants

The benefit of participating in this study is knowing that you have contributed to an
increased understanding of L2 writing performance and the development of effective
teaching method.
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Your Rights as a Research Participant

Your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate and you are free to

stop participating in the research at any time without penalty. If you decide not to

participate at any time, information related to you will not be mentioned in this study.
At any time now and in the future, you may ask me questions about this study and

I will do my best to answer your questions to your satisfaction.

Confidentiality

| will do my best to keep data collected for this study confidential. | will keep all of this
information in a safe place, and do my best to ensure your anonymity. All the proper
names (names of people, institutions, places, etc.) used in this study, including yours,
will be in a form that cannot be identified. | will also do my best your identity is not to
be disclosed, but I cannot promise complete secrecy. In addition, in order to ensure that
| am following the rules and regulations regarding research and the protection of human
subjects, the IRB may access data including your personal information.

Dissemination

Data collected for this project will go into my Ph.D. dissertation. In the future, the data
may also be used for a publication or a presentation at a conference.

Your consent to participate in this study
Please check either box below.

[] 1 do not agree to participate in this study.
[] I agree to participate in this study.

| understand the information given to me, and | have received answers to any questions
| have about the study. | understand and agree to the conditions of this study.

If you have any other conditions regarding the use of the data provided for this study,
please specify them below.

| understand that my participation in this study is voluntary, and that I may withdraw
from this study at any time by telling Naoko Hosoda to remove me from the study.
Contact information is written below.

Name (Please print) Date
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Thank you very much for your participation.

Contact Information
Naoko Hosoda
Address: AAA

Phone: BBB
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APPENDIX G

TIMED-WRITING PROGRESS CHART
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APPENDIX H

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Using the outlining worksheet and composition written just before the interview, please
explain what you did and what you were thinking step by step.

* You paused for while here. Why? What were you thinking?

* You deleted some sentences here are replaced with the new idea. Why?

* You wrote this idea on the planning sheet, but did not use it in your writing. Why?
+ This idea is not written in your planning sheet. How did you get this idea?

Did you use any ideas or words that are in the reading when you made an outline?
Which one?

Did you use any ideas or expressions that you heard from the partner in your writing?
Which one?

In class, you had opportunities to engage in timed-writing with three pre-task

conditions: outlining, oral rehearsal and reading. Which one did you find most useful
for timed-writing? Why do you think so?
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APPENDIX |
TIMED-WRITING SAMPLE TEXTS

Sample A (Average scores: Content 2.5/ Comprehensibility 2.3)

Yes, | agree. SNS is a good communication tool. Because we can make a lot of friends
around the world in order to SNS can update photos and short movies. We have hobbies. It
can use communication. SNS can use it. For example, we use a chat called ‘Direct
Message'. It can chat with a lot of people.

Sample B (Average scores: Content: 3.5/ Comprehensibility: 4.0)

| think it is better for university students to live with their parents than to live on their own. In
fact, | live on their own. | have three reasons that it is better for university students to live
with their parents than to live on their own. Firstly, living costs are much less than living on
your own. We will have to pay rent, water and electricity charges once a month. In fact, |
pay as much as 50000 yen once a week. Secondly, we may be sad alone. | speak to no
one at home. But | am not very sad about my parents and brother. For these reasons, |
think it is better for university students to live with their parents than to live on their own.

Sample C (Average scores: Content: 5.0/ Comprehensibility: 5.5)

| agree with this opinion that it is better for university students to live with their parents than
to live on their own. | have three reasons why | think so. First of all, it doesn’t cost money.
For example, they don’t have to pay for food, water, electricity, and so on. The second is
that they are so busy that it is difficult to do housework because they don’t have much time
to study or work part-time. And cleaning and washing in a short amount of time is difficult.
Third, there will be someone at home every day. If they live alone, there is no one at home
but If you live in your parents’ house, there should be someone at home. So, they are less
likely to be homesick and they are not lonely. That is why I think that it is better for
university students to live with their parents than to live on their own.
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