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Abstract

Research on pre-task planning has revealed that phaed
conditions have produced more fluent and complex fayuage
than unplanned conditions. To date, most of thesewlies have
investigated the effects of individual planning onlanguage
production while collaborative planning has receivd scant
attention. To determine the effects of pre-task planing on
second language written production, the present stly
examined Iranian EFL learners’ argumentative writings under
the conditions of individual and collaborative pretask
planning. The participants’ written productions were analyzed
using three measures of fluency, complexity, and earacy.
The performance of individual planners and collaboative
planners were compared using a series of one-way AN/As.
Results indicated that collaborative planning proméed more
accurate textual output while individual planning resulted in
greater fluency, and neither type of planned condibns
benefited complexity. Possible explanations are pvided and
the implications of the findings for the applicabiity of
collaborative planning are discussed.
Keywords: individual and collaborative planning, pre-taskarpiing,

fluency, complexity, accuracy, argumentative wgtin

1. Introduction
In a review of writing research, Cumming (2001)e%othat, over the past
two decades, most L2 writing research has invastih¢ghree fundamental
dimensions of L2 writing, namely, “(a) features tbke texts that people
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produce; (b) the composing processes that peoplevbge they write; and
(c) the sociocultural contexts in which people @fit(p. 2). However,

despite the large body of research into writteristexery few attempts had
been made to link these three elements togetheraimoherent framework
(Cumming, 1998). The present study is an attemptotoposite all three
dimensions.

The first category in Cumming’s (2001) tripartitestehction is
examining second language (L2) writing improvemianterms of features
of the texts. This study examined the three charstics of L2
performance: complexity, fluency, and accuracy. $keond dimension is
investigating how L2 learners compose their writtexts. Composing
processes are organized into three broad stag#arofing, formulating and
revising (Flower & Hayes, 1981). Therefore, accogdito Cumming’s
(2001), the present study falls within the secoai@gory, given its focus on
pre-task planning. Following the third strand ofest L2 writing research
(i.e., sociocultural perspective), this study smisto investigate the effects
of two individual and collaborative planned conalits on L2 written
productions.

Moreover, two theoretical perspectives (cognitivel asociocultural)
have greatly influenced the recent L2 writing reskaand pedagogy (Roca
de Larios & Murphy, 2001). From a cognitive-basedspective, models of
native language (L1) and L2 written production (e.@ereiter &
Scardamalia, 1987; Flower, 1994; Hayes, 1996; Kello1996) have
adopted a process approach. cognitive-based approews writing as a
recursive, cognitively demanding, problem solviagkt (Ortega, 2009). The
sociocultural perspective, in contrast, does naleustand writing as the
formation of invisible processes which occurs iesahe’s head, but rather
an activity which forms a focus for individuals seek cooperation and
assistance from diverse people and resources (Cugnn@001). This
approach has led researchers to investigate stiderntten productions
concerning various contexts of L2 writing (e.g.,ngp 1998; Parks, 2000;
Riazi, 1997; Thatcher, 2000) and to examine pderaetions in the process
of writing or revision of texts (e.g., Franken & #lett, 2002; Kuiken &
Vedder, 2002; Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Storch, 2005r&h & Wigglesworth,
2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009).

Zuengler and Miller's (2006) challenged the incotitpbty of these
two theories (i.e., cognitive and socioculturalyuang that they derived
from differing views of learning. Efforts have bemade to combine the two
perspectives into one which is referred to as ‘momynitive” approach
(Cheng, 2010; Flower, 1994; Kobayashi & RinnerQ&0Riazi, 1997; Roca
de Larios & Murphy, 2001; Sasaki, 2009; Villamil & Guerrero, 1996).
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From a socio-cognitive perspective, writing is bally a mental activity
within a certain socially mediated context. RiatBg7) stated that the
cognitive aspects of L2 writing are better expldinmghen considered with
the social situations (i.e., teachers, peers, andegts) that the learners
interact with.

Following this approach, the study presented heréramed within
what Ortega and Carson (2010) call ‘SLA-orientedwriting research’. As
such, the present study is likely to explore asdmms between SLA
research and L2 writing scholarship by investigatithe issue of
collaborative and individual pre-task planning imetdomain of foreign
language (FL) writing.

1.1 Planning in language production
With regard to research on planning, the issue lbéther planning has
effects on learners’ task performances has beety lebated in the
contemporary task-based research literature (Algnadian & Tavakoli,
2011; Ellis, 2009; Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Ojima, 2008kehan, 2009; Tuan &
Storch, 2007; Wigglesworth & Elder, 2010). A lamgember of studies have
investigated the effects of planning on L2 learh@exformance of oral
narratives (e.g., Ellis, 2009; Foster & Skehan,6t9Gilabert, 2007; Ortega,
1999; Robinson, 1995; Sangarun, 2005; Schleppe@réllolombi, 1997;
Skehan & Foster, 1997, 1999; Tajima, 2003; Tuan&h, 2007; Wendel,
1997; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). These studies showed gmang learners the
opportunity to plan a narrative before they spedke., pre-task planning)
resulted in significant gains in both fluency (wiet measured in terms of
temporal variables such as number of syllables mpeute or hesitation
variables such as frequency of reformulations) eochplexity (measured
most commonly in terms of the degree of subordimati However, these
studies produced mixed results when the focus wesracy, as measured,
for example, by the percentage of error-free clause

Although Ellis (1987) found that pre-task plannilegl to increased
accuracy in the use of regular past-tense verlosahnarratives in English,
Wendel (1997) found no effect on accuracy in Japarearners’ narrative
productions. Other studies have also produced nresualts where accuracy
is concerned. For example, Ortega (1999) foundgreatask planning led to
greater accuracy in the use of noun modifiers inSpanish but not in the
use of articles. Recently, Ellis (2009) has review#9 studies that
investigated the effects of three types of plann{nghearsal, pre-task
planning, and within-task planning) on the fluenaypmplexity, and
accuracy of L2 performance. All three types of piag have been shown to
have beneficial effects on fluency but the resudtis complexity and
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accuracy were more mixed, reflecting both the typplanning and also the
mediating role of various factors, including tagdsigin and implementation
variables and individual difference factors. Overathese studies
demonstrated that pre-task planning aids fluenay @mplexity but not
necessarily accuracy in L2 learners’ oral narrative

Manchén and Roca de Larios (2007) stated “we dohawe a well-
established body of literature (in L2 writing ressg that unequivocally
showswho benefits fromwhat type of planning andvhen” (p. 556). In
contrast to the large number of studies examiregetifects of planning on
oral performance, there have been few empiricadistu that have
investigated the effects of planning on writtenfpenance (e.g., Dellerman,
Coirier, & Marchand, 1996; Ellis & Yuan, 2004). e two studies
documented above (Dellerman et al., 1996; Ellis &alv, 2004) have
supported that presence of planned conditions teegulimproved written
performance. These results are in line with earimvestigations of the
effects of planning on L2 oral performance.

1.2 Collaboration in language production
It is worth noting that there is a great deal ofialales which might
influence the usage of planning time. For instanGtega (1999)
investigated what exactly students do and how th#gcate limited
attentional resources during the planning time. thap variable which
requires more investigations is the type of plagndumerous studies so far
have focused upon individuaglanning, that is to say, learners were given
time to plan but planning was performed in isolatio

Most existing research on pair and group work in wéting has
explored the benefits of collaborative writing (el§uiken & Vedder, 2002;
Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesw@@7; Wigglesworth
& Storch, 2009), Or group/peer feedback (e.g., MiQ6; Paulus, 1999;
Rollinson, 2005; Yang, Badger, & Yu, 2006; Zhan®93; Zhu, 2001)
rather than collaborative planning in L2 writingowever, there are very
few studies that have compared collaborative adivistual planning in L2
oral production (Foster & Skehan, 1999; Tuan & &pr2007). In what
follows, we review several related studies on dalative writing
(collaborative composing) following with two studieon collaborative
planning in L2 oral performance. This will lead ing the area of planning
collaboration, the strand of research within whitls empirical study to be
reported later is more specifically grounded.

In another study, Storch (2005) examined the affeness of
collaborative pair work when students produced igtevr text either in pairs
or individually. The results showed that studentsowproduced written
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language collaboratively wrote shorter but gramoadiy more accurate and
more complex texts in comparison to those who preduhem individually.

Along the same line of research, Wigglesworth atwich (2009) compared
argumentative compositions produced by pairs addistuals to identify

whether there were any differences in terms of abeuracy, fluency or
complexity of the scripts produced. Results rewkaleat collaboration

affected accuracy positively, but did not affeaethcy and complexity.

More recently, Shehadeh (2011) examined the effents learners’
perceptions of collaborative writing in a FL corteXVriting tasks were
carried out by students individually and in paitgidg sixteen weeks then
analyzed in terms of a holistic rating procedursndigs revealed that
collaboration had positive effects on content, oigation, and vocabulary,
but not on grammar and mechanics. Besides, mosdestsi were quite
supportive of the activity and found the experiergoyable useful in
multiple ways.

As reviewed above, most existing research on cotltive writing has
shown the positive influence of pair work on L2 tmg. So far, due to lack
of research on collaborative planning in L2 writinge have reviewed
collaborative writing scholarship which focusesaamposing collaboration
rather than planning collaboration. In the follogiparagraphs, we review
two studies investigating the benefits of collalies planning in L2 oral
production.

Considering individual and collaborative planning iL2 oral
performance, Foster and Skehan (1999) examinedeffexzts of four
planning conditions (teacher-led, solitary, groamd no planning) on a
narrative retelling task. They found that the temdhonted condition
showed a positive impact on accuracy, while théasylplanning condition
had greater influence on complexity, fluency anch iength. Group-based
planning did not lead to performance that was ficantly different from
those following no planning.

In a later study, Tuan and Storch (2007) investigahe nature and
impact of group planning on learners’ subsequentividual oral
presentations. The study found that group plancieglt with the content
rather than the language of presentations. Usinta&hing procedure, the
study found that most of the ideas presented wereergted during the
planning time. However, there were variations betw¢he groups. The
group that seemed to be the most interactive aatl fdtused on both
content and language was a group composed of npisadtiency learners.
Tuan and Storch concluded that group planning t@ssisiost learners in
their subsequent presentations.



90 The Journal of Teaching Language Skills 5(4), Winter 2014, Ser. 73/4”

It seems that only two studies (i.e., Tuan & Stpr2007; Foster &
Skehan, 1999) have investigated the effects ofnutgn(considering group
and solitary as different sources of planning) d¢h gerformance. Since
these two studies investigated learners’ oral prbdo not their written
output, the role that individual and collaboratipanning plays in the
production of written text has remained uncleawdis, therefore, deemed
essential to further explore this fact and colladtitional evidence about
individual and group planning in L2 written prodiaect. As such, the current
study may contribute to SLA research beyond ortd tla data from written
sources. Consequently, in an attempt to fill insthgaps in the existing
literature, the current research sought to exartiigeinfluence of planning
collaboration on students’ L2 writings in an EFLnoext.

2. Present Study

The study reported in this paper sets out to inyas the effects of

individual and collaborative planned conditionstba fluency, complexity,

and accuracy of Iranian EFL learners' production imritten argumentative
task. The study was conducted in a natural classroontext, considering
the demand of writing tasks and the crucial rolepafr work in this
experiment. Based on the problem and purpose disdusbove, the
following research questions were addressed:

1. Do individual or collaborative planned conditiorevk any effects on the
fluency of Iranian EFL learners' production in a writterg@mentative
task?

2. Do individual or collaborative planned conditiorsvk any effects on the
complexity of Iranian EFL learners' production in a writteg@amentative
task?

3. Do individual or collaborative planned conditiores/a any effects on the
accuracy of Iranian EFL learners' production in a writteig@mnentative
task?

3. Method

3.1 Participants

Ninety four fulltime undergraduate English translatmajors enrolled in

EFL writing courses at two private universitieslsfahan, Iran, took part in

the study voluntarily. The study was conductedva tlassrooms, both taught
by the same teacher. Participants were both madefamale sophomore
students, and their ages ranged from 19 to 28.dBasea version of an

Oxford Placement Test, 94 intermediate-level leamere selected out of the
total 120 students of the two classes. The tedistma of grammar (20 items),
vocabulary (20 items), reading comprehension (2t4) together with the
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writing section. The allotted time for answeringe tlquestions was 45
minutes. After correcting the papers, 94 studenésewselected as the
intermediate group based on the OPT manual. Aftelsyausing tables of
random numbers, participants were randomly assigizedwo groups,

individual planned condition (N = 36) and collabtora planned condition
(N = 58). Data-gathering began 5 weeks after te sf the term to allow the
participants to stabilize. All data were collectdaring normally scheduled
class times by course instructor.

3.2 Procedure

3.2.1 Task

Participants were asked to write an argumentatissaye giving their
opinions concerning the pernicious influence ofreixetions on education.
A written argumentative task was chosen to allowngarison with other
studies that have investigated the effects of phanon similar task (e.g.,
Dellerman et al., 1996; Franken & Haslett, 2002g§lesworth & Storch,
2009). The argumentative task was reasonably demmndn the

participants and could exploit their linguistic easces fully. When doing
the argumentative task the participants had tostomm the knowledge in
order to come up with main and supportive reasansdck-up their
positions. Hence, this task was hypothesized talireghigh levels of

attention on the part of the participants, withgvessively less familiar and
less predictable information causing an increagirigking cognitive load
and, as a consequence, influencing performancbeotask.

3.2.2 Task conditions

In this study, task condition is operationalized tao types of planned
conditions (Individual Planned Condition and Cotledtive Planned
Condition) in normal classroom setting.

In the individual planned condition, participants £ 36) were required
to fill out a task sheet (adopted from: Kayferz 8c8, 1987, p. 91) to ensure
that they are mentally engaged in planning. Thenferas designed with a
basic structure in the task sheet: an introdugtiem, a body with supporting
ideas, and a conclusion part (see appendix). Tthey,were asked to write
an essay as they had already planned.

In the collaborative planned condition, particigiitN = 58) were
asked to fill out the same task sheet used in iddal planned condition and
told to interact with a peer about how to approadliven topic or what to
write. The participants selected their own partneesause it has been
posited that the learners feel more motivated antinied to talk with their
self-selected peers (Franken & Haslett, 2002). mMéeds, participants were
asked to independently write an essay in Engligedaon what they had
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planned with their partner. In both planning coiadis learners kept their
planning notes for when they started writing.

The participants were given 10 minutes for planningach of the two
planned conditions. The planning time was deteechihased on previous
studies (e.g., Crookes, 1989; Ellis & Yuan, 2004ll6gg, 1988, 1990;
Mehnert, 1998; Ojima, 2006; Skehan & Foster, 1997an & Ellis, 2003),
suggesting that a minimum of 10 minutes of plannggequired in order to
obtain measurable effects on different aspectsanfuage use. After 10
minutes of planning, students had 30 minutes topteta the writing task.
In this way, the participants were under pressorngerform a task within a
specified time limit. The time limits for completiof an assigned task were
based on the conditions that previous studieolitiied (e.g. Dellerman et
al., 1996).

3.3 Measures

Essays were coded for a range of dependent vasiddieasures of fluency,
complexity, and accuracy were employed to evaldhé quality of the
participants’ written production. This procedureingportant to the extent
that Lu (2011) asserts, “needless to say, a futltupg of language
development in L2 writing can only be obtained hyga&ging fluency,
accuracy, and complexity measures at various lgtiguievels” (p. 38).
These measures were largely the same as thosenusteer studies (i.e. in
Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Stor2005; Wigglesworth &
Storch, 2009). In order to undertake this analyals,written work was
coded in the first instance for T-units and clauged -unit is defined by
Hunt (1966, p. 735) as “one main clause plus wleateubordinate clauses
happen to be attached to or embedded within it” 74g5). In order to
measure complexity and accuracy, the compositiaastd be analyzed for
clauses, distinguishing between independent andmdigmt clauses. In this
study, a dependent clause was one which contairfetitea or a non-finite
verb and at least one additional clause elemenheffollowing: subject,
object, complement or adverbial.

Fluency: As (Skehan, 2003, 2009) and Tavakoli and Skeh@5R
suggested, fluency can be categorized into thréedsuensions in oral
productions, namely, breakdown, speed, and repsndy. One can also
use higher order measures such as length-of-ruichwihdicates the degree
of automatizetion in language performance (Skehad09).However,
fluency measures were commonly used for oral priboliicand to make
them appropriate to written production some changee needed.
Considering the multifaceted nature of fluency,Wu2ting researchers have
used various measures to examine fluency: syllgi@esninute, number of
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dysfluencies (Ellis & Yuan, 2004), mean number oies per minute (Ong
& Zhang, 2011), average number of words per T-(b#rsen-Freeman,
2006; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007), number of wor@isunits and clauses
per text (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; Wiggleswo&hStorch, 2009). In
the present research, following Wigglesworth andrc®t, fluency was
measured in terms of the average number of words)if6 and clauses per
text.

Complexity: various measures have been employed to operatienal
the construct of syntactic complexity in both osald written data. In their
review of previous studies, Norris and Ortega (30@®entify three
measureable sub-constructs in syntactic complexXily:complexity via
subordination, (ii) overall or general complexitgnd (iii) subclausal
complexity via phrasal elaboration. According tort®and Ortega (2009)
coordination can show complexity at beginning Isyedubordination is a
powerful index of complexification at intermediade@d upper-intermediate
levels, and sub-clausal or phrasal index oughthawe a much great
predictive power when measuring syntactic compjeait advanced levels
of L2 development.

Since the participants of this study are intermtedevel learners,
subordination measures are expected to be the imdisative source of
syntactic complexity. In the current study, therefocomplexity was
measured through proportion of clauses to T-umikich according to
Foster and Skehan (1996) is a reliable measurabafrdination, correlating
well with other measures of complexity. Moreovég {T-unit can be ideal
for intermediate or advanced written data which wseally formed in full
clauses and sentences (Norris & Ortega, 2009). Remoimeasure of
complexity used in this study is the proportion ddpendent clauses to
clauses (DC/C), which examines the degree of embegdoh the text
(Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, & Kim, 1998 , as cited Wigglesworth &
Storch, 2009).

However, there is some disagreement among resesarelseto how
examine complexity in L2 writing. Recently, Bibegray, and Poonpon
(2011) and Lu (2011) argue for the need to reccamedige complexity in
L2 writing. Biber, et, al's (2011) corpus study slea that most clausal
subordination measures are more common in spolseoutise than writing,
and that the latter is more complex at the phiexgsl than the former is. In
another study, Lu (2011) examined 14 syntactic derily measures in a
corpus-based evaluation. He discovered that phresalplexity within
clauses became more noticeable as writers progr@sseeir undergraduate
study. Consequently, both studies suggested thaplexity at the phrasal
level deserves closer attention in future resedrcladdition, these studies
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provide several pieces of evidence in support efdlause as a potentially
more informative unit of analysis than the T-unit.

Accuracy: There is greater agreement among researchersngglsures
of accuracy (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). In this stugivo general measures
of accuracy were used: the proportion of error-fiegnits to all T-units
(EFT/T) and the proportion of error-free clauseslbtlauses (EFC/C); both
proportions were expressed as percentages (Wiggtdsw& Storch, 2009).
Errors in this study included syntactical errorg(eerrors in word order,
missing elements) and morphology (e.g., verb tendgect-verb agreement,
errors in use of articles and prepositions, eriorgvord forms). Errors in
lexis (word choice) were included only when the dvarsed obscured
meaning. All errors in spelling and punctuation evegnored. In summary,
the quantitative measures shown in Table 1 weral duseanalyze the
writings produced by the participants.

Table 1. Measures used in analysis of written prbdns

Fluency Complexity Accuracy

average number of words proportion of clauses to T- percentage of error-free T-
per text units units

average number of T-units  percentage of dependent  percentage of error-free
per text clauses to all clauses clauses

average number of clauses
per text

3.4 Data Analysis

A series of one-way ANOVAs were performed on a# theasures and the
alpha for achieving statistical significance was$ ae .05. Outliers were
detected by means of box plots and eliminated fiteencalculation in order
to achieve the sphericity of the data, which wasfiomed by means of
Mauchly’s test. Inter-rater reliability coefficientwere obtained on all
categories identified for analysis by two ratersgkingy independently. The
analysis of the written texts was carried out by thsearcher and a research
assistant. Inter-rater reliability was above .88&tmeasures.

It was felt important to examine the dependentaldes in separate
ANOVAs, rather than through a more general multater ANOVA. The
rationale for the dependent variables presentdieardicates the distinct
role that each contributes. This claim is suppokga factor analytic study
of a pooled data set from the present data sepesdous researches (e.g.,
Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1997). &haysis generated a
three-factor solution, with the three orthogonaldas clearly identifiable as
fluency, complexity, and accuracy, suggesting adguindependence
among them. Moreover, examining the effects ofttbatments by one-way
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ANOVAs minimizes the risk of a Type 1 error (Yuan Rilis, 2003).
Further, Keselman et al. (1998) argue that thereery limited empirical
support for a MANOVA- univariate data analysis sgy.

Additionally, Cohen’d values (effect sizes) were calculated in order to
investigate the size of the differences between tthe individual and
collaborative planned conditions. Following Coh&888), ad value around
0.80 is large, around 0.50 is medium, and arourabowe 0.20 is small.

4. Results
As indicated earlier, three aspects of languagews® examined to see
how the participants in two planned conditions hidbal and
Collaborative) performed the written task. The hessof one-way ANOVAsS
will be reported separately comparing the results tke measures for
fluency, complexity and accuracy for pair and indial groups.

4.1 Fluency

As shown in Table 2, students in the collaborapilning condition tended
to compose shorter texts than students who planmetividually.
Considering the first measure of fluency (i.e. veoper text), the average
length of the text composed by collaborative plasngas 155.76 words
(S.D = 34.5) whereas by individual planners 169#Btds (S.D = 25.5).
Similarly, with regard to other two measures ogtfiay (i.e. T-units per text
and clauses per texts) solitary planning led tdvéigneans. The results of
the one-way ANOVA shown in Table 2 revealed that dhfference in the
groups is statistically significant (words per teit= 4.216,df 1, 94,p =
0.043,d = 0.45; T-units per text = 8.180,df 1, 94,p = 0.005,d = 0.60;
clauses per texts = 10.644 df 1, 94,p = 0.002,d = 0.69). Consequently, all
measures of fluency are higher in the individuahnpled condition
indicating that in terms of fluency (i.e., length groduction), individual
planning resulted in longer texts.

Table 2. Measures of fluency

Effect Size
Std. Sig.

N Sum  Mean Deviation

Individual 36 6100 169.44 25.562
Average
words Collaborative 58 9034 155.76 34.521 4.216 .043  0.45(
pertext ol 94 15134 161.00 31.954

Individual 36 478 1328 2.212
Average
T-units Collaborative 58 690 1190 2.315 8.180 .005  0.60¢
pertext ol 94 1168 1243 2.362
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Individual 36 922 2561 4.291
Average
clauses Collaborative 58 1304 22.48 4.654 10.644 .002  0.69¢
pertext ol 94 2226 2368 4.748

4.2 Complexity

In terms of complexity, a similar tendency was aobsd in collaborative

and individual planned conditions. None of the teonplexity measures for
either of the planning conditions showed any sigaiit differences (ratio of
clauses to T-unitsF = 0.784,df 1, 94,p = 0.378,d = 0.18; percentage of
dependent clauseB: = 0.199,df 1, 94,p = 0.657,d = 0.09). As shown in

table 3, no significant differences were found I tway in which the

individuals performed the tasks compared to thespbiowever, as stated in
Wigglesworth and Storch (2009), the two measurex] usere reflect the
same construct and there is the possibility tha¢omeasures of complexity
such as the Mean Segmental Type/Token Ratio (Mal&eRichards, 2002)

or other measures of grammatical verb form suahadality, tense or voice
(Ellis & Yuan, 2004) might elicit different results

Table 3. Measures of complexity

Std Effect Size
N Mean F Sig. (Cohen's
Deviation d)
Individual 36 1.9566 .33796
Clauses i \ohoraive 58 ~ 1.0032 .24472 784 378  0.180
per T-unit
Total 94 1.9237 .28349
Individual 36 41.6645 8.51151
Dependent
clauses Collaborative 58 40.8966 7.86024 .199 .657 0.093
percentager gy 94  41.1907 8.07915

4.3 Accuracy

Accuracy was measured in global units: error freenifs and error free

clauses. The relevant results are shown in TableThe learners in

collaborative planned condition had the highestm@aboth measures. The
ANOVA showed that there were overall statisticalgnificant differences

for both the percentage of error free T-units dregercentage of error free
clauses indicating that collaborative planned cordihad a positive effect
on accuracy. There were significant differencesvbeh the two groups on
all dependent variables of accuracy, with the taliative planners

producing more accurate error-free T-units peraga@® = 91.655,df 1,94,
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p < .0001,d = 2.01) and more error free clauses percentage 710.92,df
1,94,p < .0001,d = 1.67). In addition, a similar trend was obtairveith
error free T-units and error free clauses not dtate percentages. ANOVA
showed the differences to be statistically sigatficin the case of these two
variables (error free T-unit$ = 32.66,df 1, 94,p < .0001,d = 1.5; error
free clausesF = 5.938,df 1, 94,p = 0.017,d = 0.44). In addition, the first
three accuracy measures generated effect sizesh velnee large (judged
through Cohen’sd). Overall, these results for accuracy indicatet tha
collaborative planning resulted in more accuraterfopmance than
individual planning.

Table 4. Measures of accuracy
Std Effect Size

N Sum Mean Deviation F Sig. (Cohen'sd)

Individual 36 180 5 2
Errorfree o\ oborative 58 454 8 2 32.660 .000 15
T-units

Total 94 634 7 3

Individual 36 36.99 14.64
Error free
T-units  Collaborative 58 65.35 13.52 91.655.000 2.012
percentage 94 5449 19.62

Individual 36 574 16 4
Errorfree - iaporative 58 1062 18 5 5.938 .017 0.441
clauses

Total 94 1636 17 5

Individual 36 61.59 14.25
Error free
clauses Collaborative 58 80.90 7.98 70.920 .000 1.672
percentager 94 7351 14.30

5. Discussion
The purpose of this study was to investigate homageaspects of learners’
written performance are affected in different pkhrconditions and to use
the results of the analyses to improve learnerswting process in the
classroom context. In what follows, the findingstasbed regarding each
research question will be discussed in turn.

The first research question addressed the efféqitanned conditions
on the fluency of learners' production in the erittargumentative task.
Fluency was measured with regard to average nuoflveords, T units, and
clauses per text. Results suggest that fluency l@regth of production) is
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significantly advantaged by individual planning.igfinding is comparable
to the results obtained in studies of oral langyageluction. With regard to
fluency, the findings of this study confirmed tresults reported by Foster
and Skehan (1999) who employed average number ugegato measure
fluency. Foster and Skehan (1999) found that gitwaged planning proved
to be a relatively unsuccessful condition and pkeebless fluency than
solitary planning.

Moreover, if we consider collaborative planningaaand of interaction
prior to producing the text, then our finding abfluency runs counter to a
claim made by Swain and Lapkin (1995) about th@uauhypothesis stating
that interaction enhances fluency.

There is one possible explanation as to why cotktibe planning does
not result in longer texts. Collaborative planntan provide opportunities
for students to conceptualize a variety of othespbels viewpoints which
perhaps assist them to write in a more summaryidashHowever,
individual planning may limit the learners to theiwn ideas with no help to
conceptualize or direct ideas and as a result, nth&m to write more
detailed and lengthy compositions (Shi, 1998).

The second research question concerned the effgctplanned
conditions on the complexity of learners' writinghis study does not
replicate a reliable effect for the complexity ofitten essays as shown in
other studies. The results for complexity measyraso of clauses to T-
units and percentage of dependent clauses) failsdaw a significant effect
in either planned conditions. With regard to indial and collaborative
planning, this finding seems to contradict the kssof Foster and Skehan’s
(1999) study, in which individual planners produmere complex language
than group planners.

With respect to pre-task planning in general, oumdihgs about
complexity are contrary to those obtained in botliten and oral language
production research on solitary pre-task plannigdig & Yuan, 2004,
Foster & Skehan, 1996; Ortega, 1999; Sangarun, ;28kéhan & Foster,
1997; Yuan & Ellis, 2003), almost all of which fadithat pre-task planning
resulted in greater complexity in comparison to planning condition.
However there is plenty of evidence that pre-taskimng promotes more
complex language (Ellis, 2009), our results suppther studies (Elder &
Iwashita, 2005; Gilabert, 2007; Mehnert, 1998; majj 2003; Wigglesworth
& Elder, 2010) which found no effect for solitaryeptask planning on
complexity.

This contrast in findings with oral studies maydee to the nature of
the measures used. Recently, some scholars (Bikar, 2011; Lu, 2011;
Norris & Ortega, 2009; Ravid & Berman, 2010; Rimm&006) have
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challenged the application of subordination-baseshsuares in L2 writing
studies. Biber et al. (2011) argued that most dasisbordination measures
are actually more common in conversation than mgitiBased on their
challenge complexity measures used in this studg mut an important kind
of complexity in writing i.e. non-clausal featuresmbedded in noun phrases.
This suggests a need for more investigations exygocomplex phrase
constituents rather than clause constituents.

Another possible explanation concerning the lacksighificance in
complexity is the task-type of argumentation whitlight necessitate a
certain amount of subordination. As a result, plagronditions might have
little effect on complexity.

The third research question addressed the effégsoned conditions
on the accuracy of learners' written productiore Tihdings on accuracy are
fairly consistent and clear. Results revealed lgehers in the collaborative
planned condition noticeably outperformed learnarsthe individual
planned condition in all the measures of accuractyhe argumentative
writing task. This finding is consistent with thesults of some previous
SLA studies that have shown that collaboration mmprove task
performance in terms of the accurate productiorspkin & Swain, 2000;
Lapkin, Swain, & Smith, 2002; Nassaji & Tian, 20BWwain, 1998).

This finding supports some scholars’ statementated| to output
hypothesis (e.g., Pica, 1988; Swain, 1995, 199&isw Lapkin, 1995).
They claimed that interaction can lead to improvgdammatical
performance. This finding that collaborative plargileads to more accurate
L2 written production can lend support to Swain’48) claim that
learners’ meta-talk occurring during the collabmatialogues can serve as
a consciousness-raising device which leads to focutorm and therefore
improvements in accuracy.

Moreover, Swain (1995) proposed a Vygotskian petspge on
language learning i.e. social constructivist view learning. In her
discussion about functions of output she statet“dwrording to Vygotsky,
cognitive processes arise from the interaction tloaturs between
individuals. That is, cognitive development, inchglpresumably language
development, originates from inter psychologicang” (Swain, 1995, p.
135). With respect to the social constructivistwief learning, students
collaboratively construct knowledge when workingedther on the pre-task
sheet (see appendix). Collaborative planning pes/iéarners with chances
for meaningful communication and involves them wogmitive processes
which can be a source for L2 learning (Swain, 1298,0). In other words,
another advantage of collaboration in addition todpcing more accurate
writings is that it may lead to subsequent learmhg2 forms. However, the
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beneficial effects of collaborative pre-task plamnifor L2 learning await
further research findings.

The results of this study regarding complexity awoturacy are not
consistent with the previous research result dgnéuan and Storch (2007)
on oral production. From the discussion of the ltssof their study, they
concluded that, group planners focused their atterdn content rather than
on the language of their subsequent oral presentgticonversely, our
findings showed that learners valued accuracy ri@e complexity in their
writings. Learners’ focus on content has also lreported in other studies
as solitary planners. For example, Wendel (199%)p @xamined planners’
notes collected after unguided strategic individplainning, also reported
that planners either outlined the story they wdrauato tell, or jotted down
words or phrases. That is to say, they used plgntmme to organize what
they were going to say and only then how to say their performance. In
this study, whatever was happening in the collab@aand individual
planning did not affect the complexity of the leansi compositions.
Overall, these differences warrant additional rededo investigate what
actually happens during planning time, whetheniltial or collaborative.

Moreover, the pattern obtained from our resultsviges further
evidence in support of trade-off effects betweempmlexity and accuracy.
The theoretical rationale originates in the infotiora processing hypothesis
which claims that learners’ attentional capacitylimited and selective.
Therefore, paying attention to one area of langu@yg. accuracy) may
reduce attention to other dimensions of performaeg. complexity)
(Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan, 2009; Skehan &eF041999). What
seems to be happening here is that subjects wesmtoy under some
information-processing pressure after planning tiely had to allocate
attention to accuracy at the expense of other ganalh as complexity and
probably fluency (for collaborative planners).

Another possible interpretation of the results righin the point that,
from a socio-cognitive perspective, “the effectgtaEnning on attention are
as much a matter of social action as they are ghitiwe processing”
(Batstone, 2005, p. 278). Batstone (2005) clainted: t“‘we can usefully
think of learners’ engagements with language thnoptanning as being
socio-cognitive: ‘cognitive’ because attention is so centrally liogted,
‘social’ because attention is activated througltalisse endeavor of very
particular kinds, ‘socio-cognitive’ because the mitige and the social are so
closely intertwined” (p. 278). This may indicateathwhen learners plan
together (a social action) their attention is aatt through discourse
endeavor which as a result limit their attentiomaemplexity.
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A further explanation for limited attention to colaxty might be
related to task type. Students may experienceiadditcognitive load when
producing argumentative writings due to its higmtemt interactivity. The
notion of content interactivity refers to the degte which information is
interrelated or discrete (Sweller, 1994). A wigfitask type like narrative is
discrete and has low interactivity; therefore, tiaisk type has little impact
on processing capacity. On the other hand, “comteatied for argument has
a high degree of interactivity particularly whenngeated not only from
textual resources, but also with a partner’ (FrankeHaslett, 2002, p. 224).
Consequently, producing argumentative compositionshis study may
impose additional cognitive loads which cause &tteal shift to focus on
other aspects of writing like accuracy.

6. Conclusion
The aim of this study was to investigate the effexfttwo different planned
conditions (individual and collaborative) on theeth aspects of learners’
written performance. Findings indicate that the ladmirative planned
condition promoted more accurate textual outputlevimdividual planned
condition resulted in greater fluency and neittypetof planned conditions
benefited complexity.

The main theoretical implication of this study st it adds to the
literature by extending the social constructivisedry of learning from
speaking to writing. From a socio-cognitive perspeg this study might
add to the knowledge of cognitive processes irticglao a certain socially
mediated context (i.e. planning with a peer). Hosvedue to the paucity of
research on written language production from acsoognitive perspective,
the findings of this study open up a whole rang@assibilities for future
research.

The results of this study have some pedagogicdicatpns. First, the
beneficial effect of collaborative planning on L2itmg accuracy found in
our study provide further empirical evidence of tisefulness of pair work
in the L2 writing classroom. Student collaborateam form a positive social
atmosphere in the FL classroom.

Second, the discussion of the results of this studeds to be
approached from process-oriented theory in L2 mgitiin particular, with
regard to the impact of planning as a major partwvdfing process. As
Dellerman et al. (1996) and Ellis and Yuan (2004dicate, the use of
planning activity can be an effective pedagogiocal for language learners
to foster their writing skills. Accordingly, it maye beneficial for instructors
to promote a variety of planning activities in L&ngposition classes.
Teachers could train learners how to utilize plagnistrategies in
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composition classes by utilizing different types lsfinds-on planning
activities, for example, planning with a peer, bsddrming in a group, or a
task sheet to help them organize information agngrtb instructional goals
or the nature of writing tasks. Also, it would beteresting to examine
planning conditions when students are asked togtention to linguistic

forms (e.qg. list some syntactic structures or va&aty they might use).

In addition, results of the study suggest thathwite same time for
composition and planning, students produced loteges (more fluent) after
individual planning; however, these written text®res not better with
respect to accuracy. This may imply that writinteafindividual planning
might have enabled learners to generate longes textich need to be
revised later for better quality essays. Therefesehers may have to give
individual planners an extra time for revising tagt after the completion of
the task.

Moreover, planning is expected to ease cognitivegssing load and
to facilitate to recall all the relevant backgrourbwledge. From the task-
based approach to L2 writing, the results of thedptsuggest that by
engaging in such a pre-task activity as planniegyriers can pay more
attention to how they are going to carry out thektdn the present study,
planners were asked to complete pre-task sheetsafg@endix) prior to the
main writing tasks which help them to plan how tlaeg going to carry out
the task. However, instructors should take into sateration how to
sequence the tasks selected for an instruction,hamdto implement the
tasks to increase learners’ writing ability in meéily manner in order to meet
the criteria of the task-based approach in the alaalsroom context. In that
sense, this study can be expected to play a pé#neiframework of pre-task
influence in L2 writing tasks unlike the recentegasch trend that focused on
processing influence on oral tasks.

Despite the positive findings of this study witlyaed to planning in L2
writing, some limitations need to be acknowledged &e considered in
future research. First, as mentioned earlier, #s& type of argumentation
could have some effects on our findings and theegfilve results might not
be generalizable in studies with other types of.t&s such, more research
needs to be conducted that assigns tasks comp#oahlese used in this and
previous studies in order to further verify theemaiction effects between
pre-task planning conditions and the levels of dogn and linguistic
demands of tasks.

The second limitation of the study is the operatl@mation of the
measures of fluency and complexity. Fluency was smesl as words,
clauses, and T-units per text; therefore, no stdaigns can be made based
on this small set of measures of L2 performanceddition, as mentioned
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earlier, complexity measures used in this studyehlagen challenged by
some scholars (Biber et al., 2011; Lu, 2011). Cqueatly, complementary
measures such as noun-phrase complexity and lexacadty in line with
recent conceptualizations of complexity should Ilpeluded in future
research as these might shed a better light on dad\aborative planning
affects writing quality. Moreover, further investiipn seems necessary
since this study found no significant differences the complexity of
students’ compositions under either of planningditoons.

Third, the interaction in which learners were ereghgn the planning
stage was not audio-taped, transcribed, or analyzbhd reason for this
practical limitation was that the study was conddabn a large scale. Future
research needs to focus more on how students piair tvritings
collaboratively and what they especially do durthg planning time. For
example, as Cumming (1998) suggested that firsguage (L1) has an
important effect on L2 writing; further researchyntey to find out whether
L2 learner benefit from a pre-task collaborativanpling in their first
language (L1) before they write in L2.

Fourth, learners chose a partner that they prefaich might have
influenced their written performance. Thereforerecaceds to be taken for
future research in the way in which learners amnéal into groups for
collaborative work (Franken & Haslett, 2002). Adualially, as noted by
Tuan and Storch (2007) “groups composed of mixexfigpency learners
appeared to be the most beneficial to languagenitgarand learners’
subsequent task performance” (p. 122). This istedldao the concept of
scaffolding which describes the role of a more bépgeer in assisting the
other to solve problems in the zone of proximaledlepment as described
by Vygotsky (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). Although tlfiétor was not explored
in the present study, future research is suggesteatidress the potential
positive effects of groups composed of mixed preficy learners.

Contrary to the limitations noted above, it can dsserted that the
findings of the present study can probably be gdizable to other EFL
contexts. Findings of this study related to thee&l of collaborative
planning and individual planning on accuracy andefiicy of written
performance are confirmed to be statistically sigant with plausible p-
value (see the results section above). This wouldicate that if
collaborative planning and individual planning tednup to benefit the
students in our classroom in Iranian EFL contex¢ application of such
variables to other EFL contexts or classes candmefiial. This fact is
dependable enough to provide empirical evidencipport of the previous
studies discussed earlier. But in terms of the cedfeof collaborative
planning and individual planning on complexity, thedings did not prove
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useful as to make generalizations to other pomriafihat is, in this respect,
the obtained findings are silent, and more studesxi to be conducted so as
to cast light on the results of the previous ingedions and to make
generalizations more possible. In the long rurs thck of generalizations
regarding the effect on complexity should not ernpreted negatively, but
rather it is regarded a positive point since it nggnerate many other
guestions and thus the line of research in thige@ds open.
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