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Abstract 

 
Building on preceding studies of the effects of planning on L2 learners‟ oral performances and 

drawing on Kellog‟s (1996) model of writing, the impetus of the present study was to scrutinize 

the impact of planning, proficiency, and self-efficacy on EFL learners‟ written task performance 

regarding concept load, fluency, complexity, and accuracy.                                                          

 

172 low-proficiency and high-proficiency learners of English as a foreign language, aged 

between 18-25, were recruited and haphazardly assigned into two groups with pre-task planning 

and on-line planning. Each participant was then requested to execute three tasks namely, 

decision-making task, narrative task, and personal task and filled out the self-efficacy 

questionnaire. The first group was required to plan for their performance for 10 minutes and take 

notes before they performed the tasks, whilst the participants in the second group began writing 

immediately and take time as long as they like.                                                                              

 

The data were collected and coded to evaluate concept load, fluency, complexity, and accuracy 

of the participants‟ performance. The raw scores were then fed into the SPSS software and the 

data were analyzed utilizing paired samples t-test, Pearson correlation, Two-Way ANOVA, 

Three-way ANOVA, and LSD multiple test as a post hoc test. The results corroborated that 

planning time had no effect on the fluency, complexity, and accuracy. Nevertheless, it led to 

more production of concept load performance. Furthermore, the findings demonstrated that low-

proficiency learners appear to benefit more from planning time with respect to concept load and 

fluency. On the other hand, high-proficiency learners were advantaged by planning time 

concerning accuracy on the most difficult tasks. Finally, this study made clear that there was a 

significant relationship between self-efficacy and narrative and personal tasks in terms of 

concept load in high-proficiency learners. What is more, there was no significant relationship 

between self-efficacy and decision-making tasks on the subject of concept load, fluency, 

complexity, and accuracy in both levels.                                                                                       

  

The findings of the study may have pedagogical implications for the fields of syllabus design, 

language teaching, language testing, and teacher training bodies.                                                   
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