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CAPÍTULO VIII 

EXPLORING THE USE OF PRE-TASK PLANNING 
STRATEGIES IN EFL COMMUNICATIVE TASKS IN 

HIGHER EDUCATION:  
THE EFFECT ON CAF MEASURES 

AITOR GARCÉS-MANZANERA 
Universidad de Murcia 

1. INTRODUCTION

Planning has been explored from several perspectives, i.e. from oral 
production to written production. The study of how planning might 
affect L2 learners’ oral performance during task has been of interest in 
recent decades (for an extensive review, see R. Ellis, 2009). The rele-
vance of planning is highly related to learner-internal variables given 
the importance of language aptitude, working memory. Additionally, 
learner-external variables such as the type of task and task complexity 
have also proved to be pivotal in determining how L2 learners handle 
a task. Of special relevance for the present study is the influence of 
strategic pre-task planning on the measures of complexity, accuracy, 
and fluency (henceforth, CAF measures). Most of the research on pre-
task planning has concentrated on observing what effect planning pro-
cedures had on these measures. Whilst most empirical studies have 
delved into the different effects between no planning and pre-task plan-
ning, a few others (e.g. Skehan & Foster, 2005; Mochizuki & Ortega, 
2008) have manipulated strategic pre-task planning as guided (struc-
tured) and unguided (free) planning.  

Regarding the type of task, recent empirical endeavors and theorizings 
(see Garcés-Manzanera, 2021a & 2021b) have manifested the im-
portance of a specific type of task. In these studies, the role of 
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communicative tasks within the context of Education in Higher Edu-
cation is underscored.  

Hence, the present study intends to contribute to the substantial body 
of work in pre-task planning in L2 oral production and TBLT. Our 
study is sustained by three different axes: (i) the manipulation of stra-
tegic planning as guided or unguided planning in an attempt to observe 
(ii) the effect of these pre-task planning procedures on the preparation 
and task outcomes phases of an (iii) education-oriented communicative 
tasks which involve the use of vocabulary related to the context of par-
ticipants.  

2. PLANNING IN L2 ORAL PRODUCTION 

Crookes (1989) stated that making plans was a day-to-day activity, 
which is part of our life as a mechanism to anticipate future activities, 
connected with consciousness. The role of planning is pivotal in the 
process of language production, either oral or written (Faerch & 
Kasper, 1983; Crookes, 1989). The importance of the planning process 
emerged out of its presence in the components within the models of 
speech production in L1, but it was not until the 1980s when research-
ers started to explore how these models applied and differed in the L2. 
Sangarun (2001) points to three different lenses through which plan-
ning has been looked into in L2 research. The first has focused on the 
conceptualization of planning as an indicator of phenomena while us-
ing the L2. In this case, L2 speakers use planning to confront issues at 
speech production and to enhance their L2. Regarding the second 
strand, as Sangarun (2001) himself stresses out, L2 researchers were 
primarily concerned with the conceptualization of planning as func-
tional given that L2 learners make conscious use of this process in an 
attempt to attain the goals propounded in L2 tasks (see O’Malley et al., 
1985). Finally, the third line of inquiry has been focused on pre-task 
planning (this concept will be detailed in ensuing sections) as a condi-
tion of enhancing L2 production but also advancing L2 development. 
This development is operationalized through the measures of complex-
ity, accuracy, and fluency. Before moving on to justifying why pre-task 
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planning is highly regarded in L2 research, an overview of Levelt’s 
(1989, 1999) model of L1 speech production will be provided. A rela-
tionship with L2 speech production will be established.  

LEVELT’S MODEL OF L1 SPEECH PRODUCTION 

The modular model of L1 Speech Production by Levelt (1989, 1999) 
has been widely used as a basis for L1 and L2 oral production research. 
Throughout the decades, it has been adapted to the specificities of the 
L2 research dynamics (e.g. Kormos, 2006).  

Levelt’s model propounds that there are three main stages in language 
production. As illustrated in figure 1 on the next page, there are several 
components in the model. The first step is the conceptualizer, where the 
speaker generates the message and organizes the information obtained 
from his knowledge or external sources into a given structure. This 
stage entails the process of planning. The second step is the formulator, 
where the information structured and organized in the conceptualizer 
is further encoded in the L2. The next step is the articulator, in which 
the information encoded linguistically is further buffered phonologi-
cally. Finally, the presence of monitoring may be present at all the stages 
to ensure not only accuracy, but also rightful comprehension.  
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FIGURE 1. Levelt’s (1989) model of speech production.  

 
In the context of L2 oral production, the concept of parallel processing 
emerged as the ability to perform two steps of the model of speech pro-
duction simultaneously. Nonetheless, this dual processing may be only 
possible in the L1, and in the case of L2 proficient speakers (Kormos, 
2006; Skehan, 2014). This implies that L2 speakers are able to concep-
tualize at the same time they are producing a meaningful utterance. 
Low proficient L2 speakers are less likely to engage in this dual parallel 
process as a result of the absence of automaticity in the activation and 
development of those processes. As Lambert et al. (2020) point out, 
low proficient L2 speakers may resort to serial processing, in which each 
of the steps has to occur successively. This is the reason why low-profi-
cient learners tend to be more disfluent and hesitant.  
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All this considered, the planning process has been considered from di-
verse perspectives depending on how it is developed. In fact, one way 
to overcome and enhance L2 oral production, and in turn, knowledge 
is by providing learners with effective preparation. Thus, this prepara-
tion, which might be understood as planning or preconceptualization, 
will allow less proficient learners to produce more accurate, but also 
more fluent content. Likewise, this might help reinforce the gradual 
progression from serial processing toward parallel processing (see Lam-
bert & Robinson, 2014; Lambert et al., 2020). A preconceptualization 
of the content to be orally produced is also thought to promote auto-
matic processing of both content and language, leading to more fluency 
(see Wendel, 1997; as cited in Sangarun, 2001).  

In what follows, the different dimensions of planning will be explored, 
with a special focus on pre-task preparation procedures.  

3. TYPES OF PLANNING

The categorization of planning for L2 oral production has been pro-
posed in different ways until the more synthetic categories proposed by 
Ellis (2005). A series of seminal works (see MacWhinney & Osser, 
1977; Butterworth, 1980; Levelt, 1989; Wendel, 1997) identified sev-
eral categories of planning: macro and micro planning; pre-planning 
and co-planning, and finally, online planning and offline planning. De-
spite the varied terminology used by the authors, all of them point to 
very similar operationalizations. The nearest definitions to the further 
L2 oral production planning patterns are pre-planning and offline 
planning, and co-planning and online planning. In the case of the for-
mer, planning occurs at a time where communication is not taking 
place, i.e. pre-task preparation. The latter refers to planning occurring 
at the time of the communication, i.e. when the speaker is producing 
utterances, parallel processing is activated. Butterworth’s (1980) defi-
nitions regarding macro and microplanning mainly refer to the type of 
element being planned, that is, whether the speaker is planning content 
or linguistic structures.  
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Ellis’s (2005) works provided the basis for what would be the main 
categories used in L2 oral production research, and more specifically, 
the planning process. The first basic distinction is established between 
pre-task planning and within-task planning. The first type of planning 
involves that learners purposefully prepare the task before performing 
it. The second type entails that learners are planning while performing 
the task. Within-task planning can be pressured, that is, with a time 
constraint to perform the task, or unpressured, in which case no time 
constraints are set. A further subdivision is proposed in the case of pre-
task planning: rehearsal and strategic planning. In what follows, a de-
tailed description of both types will be presented.  

3.1. REHEARSAL 

As was noted by Ellis (2009), “rehearsal can be seen as a special type of 
pre-task planning” (p. 476). When learners are rehearsing a task that 
has already been completed several times, they are in fact preparing 
their performance for the task. Rehearsal has also been considered as 
task repetition since, as pointed out by Lambert et al. (2020), it is the 
opportunity to practice the performance of a task more than one time. 
Rehearsal has been extensively examined in L2 research for several rea-
sons: (1) it has been reported to ease online processing demands at the 
time of task performance given that (2) they are able to produce itera-
tions, lexis, and utterances which may be repeated afterward, with the 
(3) benefit of reusing the same content or honing it. Lambert et al. 
(2020) distinguish various lines of inquiry on rehearsal: immediate task 
repetition (Lambert et al., 2017), repetition after a short-term period 
(Gass et al., 1999), and repetition after a long-term period (Bygate, 
1996).  

Research on the last two lines of inquiry has pointed to two different 
terms into which rehearsal may be divided: same task repetition and 
parallel task repetition. The first refers to the repetition of the same task 
under the same conditions as on the first occasion whilst the second 
involves repeating the same task type but containing different content. 
Although initial studies (e.g. Gass et al., 1999) pointed to no apparent 
benefits from the use of rehearsal when learners performed the same 
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task type with different content, more recent research has proved the 
opposite (Kim & Tracy-Ventura, 2013). In fact, parallel task repetition 
may reinforce the learners’ ability to monitor their attention during 
task performance. Nonetheless, research has concluded quite success-
fully that rehearsal favors subsequent task performance of the same task. 
The measures where task repetition has been more prominent have 
been fluency and complexity. For instance, Bygate’s (1996) laboratory 
study was centered on parallel task repetition, with a 10-week gap to 
repeat the task. The issue of transferability, as mentioned previously, is 
of the utmost importance since should gains in task performance not 
be transferred to similar tasks, learning may not have occurred (Lam-
bert et al., 2020). As argued by Ellis (2009), this issue may raise serious 
concerns since the ultimate aim would be for learning to occur. Thus, 
if learners do not perform appropriately in new or similar tasks, then 
the role of rehearsal may not be regarded as useful in advancing acqui-
sition. To overcome this issue, several voices (e.g. Sheppard, 2006) have 
posited that task repetition would be useful only when some type of 
feedback was provided. This goes in accordance with Ellis’s (2009) 
claim that the benefits of rehearsal alone may not go beyond a slight 
effect on performance. Conversely, the use of feedback techniques may 
assist learning toward acquisition by reinforcing the three linguistic 
measures (complexity, accuracy, and fluency). Very interestingly, Lam-
bert et al. (2020) noted that parallel task repetition may not have an 
immediate effect on task performance, but it may result in the proce-
duralization of fluency. This might be the case, but still, the presence 
of other variables until the next performance (i.e. learning more vocab-
ulary, lexis or other practice) could be reasonably associated with this 
increase in fluency or other measures.  

3.2. STRATEGIC PLANNING 

Strategic planning entails, in Ellis’s (2009) words, “planning what con-
tent to express and what language to use but without the opportunity 
to rehearse the complete task” (p. 474). This type of planning has re-
ceived scholarly attention, and findings have pointed to benefits on flu-
ency measures (e.g. Skehan & Foster, 1997; Ellis, 2005; Wigglesworth 
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& Elder, 2010). In his comprehensive review, Ellis (2009) traverses 
through the most important variables that studies on strategic planning 
have dealt with. Firstly, the participants, i.e. learners, are central to any 
L2 research study. In the case of strategic planning, studies have relied 
on L2 and foreign language learners. Secondly, the role of proficiency 
as a variable is central in strategic planning given the importance of 
other variables such as negotiation of meaning or peer interaction. In 
this case, Ellis (2009) indicates that studies on strategic planning have 
not made it explicit what level of proficiency participants had. Most of 
the studies on pre-task planning have relied upon three traditional set-
tings: classroom-based research, laboratory research, and testing-based 
research. Other variables examined in pre-task planning research have 
to do with the type of task (whether these are interactive or monologic, 
simple or complex) and the planning variables (i.e. the length of plan-
ning, guided or unguided planning, or form-focused or meaning-fo-
cused planning).  

As strategic planning is the central piece of this empirical study, I will 
mainly concentrate on the prolific amount of research that has ap-
peared in the last decades regarding this type of planning. More specif-
ically, we will focus on the effect of planning on the three aspects of 
language, that is, fluency, complexity and accuracy (in other words, 
CAF).  

Fluency: Oral production is mainly a communicative operation where 
the economy of language applies to speech speed. Hence, fluency plays 
an important role in how pre-task planning may condition its effect. 
The operationalization of fluency has been manifold and has ranged 
from holistic rating measures (e.g. Elder & Iwashita, 2005; Tavakoli & 
Skehan, 2005) to temporal aspects or other phenomena (such as refor-
mulations), as precisely reviewed by Ellis (2009). To start with, studies 
conducted in testing-based environments pointed to mixed findings in 
terms of fluency, some reporting no effects and others negative ones 
(see Wigglesworth, 2001; Elder & Iwashita, 2005). However, most of 
the studies, and classroom-based research particularly, have reported 
positive effects of strategic planning on fluency measures.  
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Another variable affecting the measure of fluency was proficiency level, 
where studies on strategic planning have predominantly reported varied 
findings. In general terms, it has been suggested that low proficient 
learners are less likely to benefit from planning procedures (e.g. 
Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005; Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008), contrary to 
the tendency in higher-proficient learners. In this case, more proficient 
learners have been shown to take more advantage of strategic planning 
(Wigglesworth, 1997; Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008). However, as Ellis 
(2009) noted, “no conclusion regarding the value of planning for learn-
ers with different levels of proficiency is possible yet” (p. 493).  

Another variable worth considering is task complexity as well as the 
type of task. Among the many types, e.g. personal information tasks, 
narrative tasks, and decision-making tasks, the latter is the toughest one 
given the degree of familiarity with the content to be communicated, 
and the structure. Several studies have accounted for the apparent ad-
vantages of strategic planning (and planning in general) for simpler 
tasks (e.g. Foster & Skehan, 1996), even if tasks are decision-making 
ones. The structure of tasks has also been found to be largely influential 
with a clear effect on fluency measures (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). 
Finally, the length of planning is regarded as a powerful variable on 
fluency, and a commonly acknowledged finding has been that, when 
the planning time is longer, fluency increases (see Mehnert, 1998). In 
the same vein, the type of planning has been reported to influence the 
degree of fluency. Whilst studies have not been conclusive as to the role 
of the type of planning, with very diverse findings, some of them have 
pointed to guided planning as more beneficial for the enhancement of 
fluency (e.g. Kawauchi, 2005; Sangarun, 2005). However, other stud-
ies (e.g. Yuan & Ellis, 2003; Gilabert, 2007) reported fluency gains 
when unguided planning was used as strategic planning.  

Complexity: The operationalization of complexity has been varied and 
has ranged from measuring the number of T-units, the number of verb 
forms or word types, or the use of holistic ratings.  

The effect of strategic planning on complexity has not been conclusive 
(Ellis, 2009). Nonetheless, studies have proved that there is an 
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enhancement in complexity when planning is involved. More specifi-
cally, grammatical gains have been reported along with lexical complex-
ity (Gilabert, 2007).  

As regards proficiency, findings have pointed to no effect of planning 
on this variable, with the sole exception of Kawauchi (2005), whose 
results indicated that advanced learners did not enhance complexity 
with strategic planning. Similarly, the setting (i.e. classroom-based re-
search or testing conditions) does not seem to affect language complex-
ity. Task factors such as how the task outcome is presented (e.g. mon-
ologic or interactive) are not conclusive either, but studies such as Yuan 
and Ellis (2003) revealed that planning led to more complexity. Other 
studies, such as Gilabert (2007), did not report any influence of task 
complexity on lexical complexity.  

In the case of types of planning, previous research has indicated that a 
certain degree of guidance (i.e. guided planning) may lead to greater 
grammatical complexity (e.g. Foster & Skehan, 1996), even if this only 
occurred in the short term (Skehan & Foster, 2005).  

Accuracy: Previous research has not yielded clear results as regards ac-
curacy, with studies showing mixed perspectives. Nonetheless, most of 
the research on accuracy with strategic planning has reported gains in 
this aspect of language. Unlike in the case of complexity, the level of 
proficiency seems to hold a pivotal role in making planning an effective 
tool for language enhancement. Results reported in previous research 
have shown that there are accuracy gains for low-proficient learners 
(Kawauchi, 2005). Likewise, task type seems to influence accuracy 
when planning. For instance, decision-making tasks are thought to lead 
to more accuracy (Foster & Skehan, 1996), although the same authors 
reported that results were not uniform and therefore inconclusive in a 
later study (Skehan & Foster, 2005). Along this line, the fact that a task 
is structured has an equal bearing on the accuracy gains, as Mehnert’s 
(1998) study reported, where an effect was revealed.  
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4. COMMUNICATIVE TASKS IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

In a university setting, tasks have to be not only cognitively demanding 
but foster in equal terms several competencies. In this case, the rele-
vance of decision-making tasks shall be conveniently understood. Sim-
ilarly, these tasks must be participatory in terms of peer interaction, 
that is, conducted under a group format. Framed within the Task-
Based Language Teaching (TBLT) approach, tasks are characterized by 
their imitating nature with an aim to simulating real-life situations. 
Tasks are reported to be essentially communicative notwithstanding 
the varied definitions in the scholarly literature. Several authors (e.g. 
Long, 1985; Richards et al., 1985) defined tasks as everyday life actions 
where processing or understanding language took place in a given situ-
ation. Another definition by Breen (1987) focused on pragmatics given 
the nature of communicative tasks as group problem-solving. As re-
viewed in Garcés-Manzanera (2021b), the communicative was added to 
‘task’ after the consideration that they led to a communicative outcome 
(Willis, 1996; Skehan, 1998). This communication and the goal in-
volved are determined by the criteria that define a communicative task: 
goal, input, setting, activities, roles, and feedback (see Skehan, 1998). 
Considering the setting, that is, Higher Education, communicative 
tasks have to be specially designed to comply with the field of study. In 
this regard, our study explores the use of communicative tasks in Pri-
mary Education undergraduates. Such a specific group of learners re-
quires that tasks are adequately tailored to the context where they are 
going to develop their professional activity. Recent theoretical and em-
pirical attempts (see Garcés-Manzanera, 2021) have proposed what has 
been called education-oriented communicative tasks, where the tasks do 
not only hinge on the education context but also provide learners with 
the necessary subject matter knowledge with specific vocabulary. This 
was defined as “English for Teaching Purposes”, whose focus has been 
placed on training future Early Years and Primary Education teachers 
to be able to control the register and have a good command of the ed-
ucation-related aspects in a school context. The main characteristics of 
communicative tasks for the education context are, according to Long’s 
(1989) distinctions, two-way and open tasks. This means that learners 
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have all the instructions to the task before commencing it, and are 
therefore allowed to provide a creative solution.  

Hence, communicative tasks such as the ones used in the present em-
pirical study are centered on furthering future teachers’ professional 
skills and their communicative abilities by simulating situations they 
will very likely encounter in school settings.  

5. AIM AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The main aim of the present study is to observe the extent of the dif-
ference in holistic CAF measures in pre-task planning in both guided 
and unguided planning conditions and to observe the relationship be-
tween the rating score and the speaking time between both conditions. 

The research questions guiding this study are: 

1. To what extent are the rating scores for CAF measures different
when learners follow a guided and unguided planning proce-
dure?

2. Does a relationship exist between the speaking time and the
impressionistic CAF rating scores as a function of the type of
planning?

6. METHODOLOGY

CONTEXT & PARTICIPANTS 

Our pool of participants consisted of 25 undergraduate students, with 
an average age of 18-19. Their average proficiency level was B1 (inter-
mediate) according to the CEFR.  

The context of this study is a Spanish university, with first-year Primary 
Education undergraduates. All were pursuing an EFL compulsory 
module, receiving two hours a week. One of these hours was fully de-
voted to theoretical aspects of language, and the second hour was cen-
tered on developing speaking skills. Our study was conducted in this 
second hour.  



 ‒ 156 ‒ 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Our research design consisted of two phases involving: pre-task and 
task outcome with language- and content-focused feedback. In this 
sense, students were distributed into two types of planning: guided 
planning and unguided planning. Beforehand, they had to form three 
to four groups of students to perform the task.  

Table 1. Procedure for the development of the task. 

Phase Guided planning Unguided planning 
1) Pre-task planning 15 minutes preparation 

Use of pre-task planning note-taking sheets.  
Participatory and organization. 

2) Task outcome Monologic (7 min. maximum per group).  
 

As seen in table 1, in the first phase, students had to prepare their task 
outcome in 15-minute time. Organized into groups, all participants 
had to debate and reach a consensus about the task outcome in a par-
ticipatory manner. In both planning conditions, each group was pro-
vided with a pre-task planning note-taking sheet. Only one of the 
members of the group was allowed to write in this note-taking sheet, 
in an attempt to foster cooperation and peer interaction. After the 15-
minute window of time to prepare the task, each group had to present 
their task outcomes. The procedure involved that each member of the 
group had to take part orally in the presentation. Given the time limi-
tation per group (7 minutes), every contribution had to be purposefully 
organized so as to comply with this requirement.   

INSTRUMENTS 

Several instruments were used as part of this study: 

a. The communicative task. The task used in this study is based on 
the ones presented in previous research (Garcés-Manzanera, 
2021b). One of the notable aspects of this communicative task, 
as announced before, is that it is intimately related to the edu-
cation context. The task consisted of two internal preparation 
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phases: firstly, students were encouraged to become interested 
in the topic of the task with a warm-up (see figure 2 below), 
and secondly, the task instructions were presented (see figure 3 
on the next page). As can be seen, participants, as future teach-
ers, have to engage in the preparation of a task that is highly 
linked to their field of study and work. Afterward, participants 
followed the procedure indicated in table 1.  

FIGURE 2. Warm-up of the education-oriented communicative task. 

 

FIGURE 3. Instructions of the education-oriented communicative task. 
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b. Unguided planning note-taking sheet. As seen in table 1, partic-
ipants in the unguided pre-task planning condition were pro-
vided with this note-taking sheet. Figure 4 displays what
learners had to write and what other elements were present in
the planning procedure. All the members of the group had to
write their names in addition to indicating who was in charge
of writing the ideas generated out of the discussion. Given the
fact that it was free planning, no indications were provided as
to how they had to organize it. Nonetheless, a helping chart
was present at the bottom of the page where useful lexis, gram-
matical structures, or linkers may be written.

FIGURE 4. Unguided planning note-taking sheet. 
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c. Guided planning note-taking sheet. Figure 5 displays that par-
ticipants in this planning condition had more guidance to or-
ganize their tasks. The header contains the same information 
as in the previous one, and the bottom helping table as well. 
Looking more closely at the note-taking sheet (based on Kay-
fetz & Stice, 1987), participants may write or draft their po-
sition as regards the organization of their presentation. After 
stating their position, they may organize the ideas with the 
schematic division proposed. Likewise, they are expected to 
draw some conclusions for their presentation. In essence, par-
ticipants are explicitly encouraged to follow an organizational 
pattern: introduction/aim, ideas/arguments, and conclusion.  

FIGURE 5. Guided planning note-taking sheet.  
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d. Rubric for holistic CAF measures. To assess the performance of
participants after the planning conditions, we opted for a ru-
bric (see figure 6) used in previous research (Iwashita et al.,
2001), which entailed the impressionistic rating of each CAF
measure (see Wigglesworth, 2001; Tajima, 2003). Each meas-
ure was rated from 0 to 8. In addition to this, the researcher
also calculated the amount of time that each speaker used in
their part of the presentation.

FIGURE 6. Rubric of CAF measures. 
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MEASURES 

The measures used in the present empirical study are the following 
ones: speaking time (in seconds), and the CAF measures ratings, that is, 
fluency, accuracy, complexity, and the total score (rating score 0-8).  

STATISTICAL ANALYSES  

A series of statistical analyses were performed on the previously men-
tioned measures. For RQ1, the mean as a measure of central tendency 
and standard deviation as a measure of dispersion was used to display 
the data. To observe to what extent both conditions are different, the 
effect size (Hedges’ G) was computed. The magnitude of the effect was 
interpreted by following Plonsky and Oswald’s (2014) guidelines for 
SLA research, that is, 0.40 (small), 0.70 (medium), and over 1.00 
(large).  

For RQ2, however, a linear regression was calculated to observe 
whether there is an association between the different measures and the 
speaking time depending on the planning condition that learners fol-
lowed. To perform this linear regression analysis, ‘speaking time’ was 
taken as an outcome variable (dependent) while CAF measures were 
considered as predictor variables. The association was observed by per-
forming a linear regression analysis on the data belonging to each plan-
ning procedure separately. As a supplement to the regression analysis, 
a series of Spearman Rho correlations were also performed between the 
previously mentioned measures.  

7. RESULTS 

RQ1) To what extent are the rating scores for CAF measures different 
when learners follow a guided and unguided planning procedure? 

As can be seen in table 2, there are not many practically significant 
differences across the measures except for the measure of complexity. 
In this regard, the effect size is small and indicates that learners in the 
unguided planning procedure achieved a higher score.  
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the score of CAF measures and speaking time.  

Measure Type of planning Effect size 
Guided planning Unguided planning Hedges G 

Speaking_Time 46.06 (26.79) 51.40 (32.42) -0.17 
Score_Total 5.64 (1.07) 5.93 (0.58) -0.32 
Fluency_Total 5.60 (1.29) 5.80 (0.63) -0.18 
Accuracy_Total 5.53 (0.83) 5.70 (0.82) -0.19 
Complexity_Total 5.80 (1.20) 6.30 (1.05) -0.42 

 

RQ2) Does a relationship exist between the speaking time and the im-
pressionistic CAF rating scores as a function of the type of planning? 

We will next report on the multiple linear regression analyses per-
formed on the measures for each planning condition, i.e. unguided 
planning, and guided planning.  

Unguided planning. Tables 3 to 5 display the quantitative information 
on the multiple linear regression analysis performed on the unguided 
planning condition.  

In this case, a multiple linear regression was calculated to predict speak-
ing time based on the different CAF measures. A significant regression 
equation was found (F(3, 13) = 10.511, p = .008), with an R2 of .840 
(see table 3 below).  

Table 3. Regression outcome (1). 

Model R  R²  Adjusted R² RMSE 
H₀   0.000  0.000  0.000  32.428 
H₁   0.917  0.840  0.760  15.880 

 

Participants’ predicted speaking time is equal to 168.077 – 38.564 
(Fluency_Total) + 9.844 (Accuracy_Total) + 8.077 (Complexity_To-
tal). The participants’ speaking time decreased 38 seconds for each 
point in the Fluency measure, as this was a significant predictor of the 
dependent variable (speaking time). 
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Table 4. Regression outcome (2). 

ANOVA  
Model Sum of Squares  df Mean Square F p 

H₁   Regression  7951.427  3 2650.476 10.511 0.008 
 Residual  1512.973  6 252.162 
 Total  9464.400  9 

Note.  The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown. 

Table 5. Regression outcome (3). 

Coefficients  
Model Unstandardized Standard Error Standardized t p 
H₀   (Intercept)  51.400 10.255 5.012  < .001  

H₁   (Intercept)  168.077 65.833 2.553  0.043  
 Fluency_Total   -38.564 9.029 -0.752  -4.271  0.005
 Accuracy_Total   9.844 8.636 0.250  1.140  0.298
 Complexity_Total  8.077 6.875 0.264  1.175  0.285

The previous multiple linear regression was confirmed through a series 
of Spearman Rho correlations (table 6): 

Table 6. Spearman Rho Correlations between Speaking Time and CAF measures.  

Spearman’s Correlations (Free)  
Spearman’s rho p 

Speaking_Time  -  Fluency_Total   -0.777 **  0.008
Speaking_Time  -  Accuracy_Total   0.391  0.264  

Speaking_Time  -  Complexity_Total  0.596  0.069  

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

As can be observed, there is a statistically significant correlation be-
tween Speaking Time and the score obtained in Fluency. There is also 
a moderate correlation between Speaking Time and Complexity, 
meaning that, the more time, the more complexity. Nonetheless, this 
correlation was not statistically significant.  
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Guided planning. Tables 7 to 9 display the quantitative information 
on the multiple linear regression analysis performed on the guided 
planning condition.  

Multiple linear regression was calculated to predict speaking time based 
on the different CAF measures. A non-significant regression equation 
was found (F(3, 11) = 2.251, p = .139), with an R2 of .380 (see table 7 
below).  

Hence, no influence was observed from any of the measures on the 
dependent variable (speaking time).  

Table 7. Regression outcome (1). 

Model Summary - Speaking_Time  
Model R  R²  Adjusted R² RMSE  
H₀   0.000  0.000  0.000  26.794  

H₁   0.617  0.380  0.211  23.794  

Table 8. Regression outcome (2). 

ANOVA  
Model     Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square  F  p  

H₁   Regression   3823.107  3  1274.369  2.251  0.139  

    Residual   6227.826  11  566.166       

    Total   10050.933  14         

Note.  The intercept model is omitted, as no meaningful information can be shown. 

Table 9. Regression outcome (3).  

Coefficients  
Model    Unstandardized Standard Error Standardized t  p  
H₀   (Intercept)   46.067  6.918    6.659  < .001  

H₁   (Intercept)   -18.432  47.129    -0.391  0.703  

    Fluency_Total   17.568  12.049  0.851  1.458  0.173  

    Accuracy_Total   0.798  18.059  0.025  0.044  0.966  

    Complexity_Total  -6.603  14.225  -0.297  -0.464  0.652  
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Additionally, we performed a series of Spearman Rho statistical tests to 
observe the potential association between Speaking and CAF measures 
(table 10 below).  

Table 10. Spearman Rho correlations between the ratings of CAF measures and Speaking 
time.  

Spearman’s Correlations  
        Spearman’s rho p  

Speaking_Time  -  Fluency_Total   0.471  0.077  

Speaking_Time  -  Accuracy_Total   0.525 *  0.044  

Speaking_Time  -  Complexity_Total  0.504  0.055  

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  
 

As can be observed, there is a moderate correlation between Speaking 
Time and Accuracy. This means that the longer the duration of speak-
ing, the more possibilities there are for the learner to obtain a higher 
score in accuracy.  

In the next section, we provide an interpretation of these results.  

8. DISCUSSION 

The preceding section has provided a descriptive and statistical presen-
tation of the analyses performed. Our first research question asked 
whether there was any influence on CAF measures as a function of the 
planning procedure. One of the first findings in this respect was that, 
overall, both planning conditions had a similar positive effect on the 
measure of fluency. Also, participants in the unguided planning proce-
dure had a higher score in complexity than those in the guided plan-
ning procedure. This increase in complexity is related to other studies, 
such as Wendel (1997), in which planning led to the same outcome, 
also in fluency. This is similar to Wigglesworth’s (1997) findings, 
which indicated that planning led to greater fluency.  

Another finding pointed out that participants in the guided planning 
condition used less speaking time in their task outcome as in previous 
research (Foster & Skehan, 1996). Such a finding is aligned with what 
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was found in the case of unguided planning, and the potential associa-
tion between speaking time and fluency score. In this case, we observed 
that unguided planning favored an improvement of the fluency score. 
This finding runs counter to Skehan and Foster’s (2005) study, which 
claimed that undetailed planners –in our study, unguided planning 
condition– led to less filled pauses, and thus less fluency.  

Likewise, we also found out that, in the guided planning condition, 
more speaking time was associated with an increase in accuracy score. 
This might be related to the orientation of the task since participants 
were familiar with the type of task they were undertaking. Additionally, 
the provision of a guided planning note-taking sheet might have fa-
vored more concentration on the forms. In the case of the unguided 
planning condition, as mentioned previously, there was a positive asso-
ciation between speaking time during task and complexity scores. One 
of the potential explanations behind this finding might be related to 
the participants’ proficiency level, as a potential influential variable. 
This was particularly evident in Tavakoli and Skehan’s (2005) study, 
where they found that proficiency level was a pivotal variable influenc-
ing CAF measures.  

As mentioned, the difference between the guided and unguided plan-
ning conditions was particularly visible in the association between 
speaking time during the task and the fluency score. This was also cor-
roborated by a recent study (Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008), where sec-
ondary students participated in a one-way communicative task under 
three different conditions (no planning, unguided planning, and 
guided planning). Although the variables in this study differ from the 
ones in our study, certain parallelism may be established. Additionally, 
Mochizuki and Ortega (2008) found that guided planners produced 
more accurate language than unguided planners. In our study, we ob-
served that participants in the guided planning condition were more 
inclined to increase their accuracy scores when speaking time, as an 
interrelated variable, increased. This was highly confirmed with the 
highly correlated values obtained between the CAF ratings, which 
might indicate that learners in the guided planning condition displayed 
a more balanced performance.  
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9. CONCLUSIONS

Our study has attempted to provide empirical evidence to the wide ar-
ray of studies on pre-task planning in communicative tasks. Following 
previous research (e.g. Skehan & Foster, 2005; Gilabert, 2007; Mochi-
zuki & Ortega, 2008), our study explored the potential effect of guided 
and unguided planning on impressionistic CAF measures.  

One of the main conclusions to be drawn is that not one specific type 
of planning condition (i.e. guided or unguided) has proved to be better 
than the other. Despite the visible differences in terms of association of 
measures, the between-group analyses have shown that no special dif-
ferentiations were observed in these conditions.  

Furthermore, fluency was reported to be highly similar in both guided 
and unguided planning. However, the guided planning group spoke 
more fluently, even if the effect on fluency ratings was not as consistent, 
which occurred in previous research (Guará-Tavares, 2008; Mochizuki 
& Ortega, 2008).  

In terms of complexity, unguided planning increased this measure and 
was moderately correlated with speaking time. We can conclude that 
the more time spent on speaking, the more complexity there is.  

A question that arises in this context is whether proficiency-related fac-
tors might have affected considerably the performance in each of the 
groups, and also, whether individual differences such as language apti-
tude or affective variables may have had some influence on how they 
perceived, but most importantly, handled each type of planning condi-
tion.  

Our study is not without its limitations: (i) we made use of a small pool 
of participants which, undoubtedly, might have affected some of the 
results, and (ii) only one proficiency level was taken into consideration. 

Future research avenues should bear in mind these limitations since a 
larger pool of participants would ensure that our results are extrapo-
lated to a greater extent. Similarly, the relevance of the proficiency-level 
variable is unarguably pivotal for exploring how pre-task planning may 
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be different not only as a function of task type but also within-subjects. 
Another important gap that has to be filled in future research is the 
exploration of the pre-task planning conditions on CAF measures with 
other types of tasks in the same classroom-based environment. In our 
case, the present empirical research was conducted in a tertiary level 
context. It would be convenient to observe whether there are any con-
siderable differences between education stages. Similarly, other varia-
bles such as negotiation of meaning and peer-interaction should be 
borne in mind for future research insomuch as both could shed light 
on what occurs during the preparation of the task outcome. Finally, 
further examination of the qualitative data from the note-taking sheets 
may bring to light what trends participants follow to organize their 
tasks.  
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