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Developing writing skills has become a priority for many students in English as a foreign 
language (EFL) contexts. To this end, classroom practices should be facilitative of opportunities 
to communicate accurately and fluently in written and oral forms. Drawing on evidence which 
suggests that task repetition allows students to perform subsequent tasks more efficiently and 
accurately, the study examines the likely effect of procedural repetition with four narrative tasks 
(i.e. narrating stories in written form after watching short animated videos) on five EFL students’ 
fluency and accuracy (AF). To do this, the levels of the students’ AF were measured during the 
performance of each task. Moreover, qualitative data from questionnaires administered to the 
students after each task were also included to better understand the behavior of the AF levels 
in relation to their perceptions of the task performance and the familiarity with the content of 
the tasks. The evidence shows that the students’ AF tended to progressively increase as weeks 
went by. The highest AF levels were found in the tasks where the content was familiar to the 
students. The opposite was observed when the students claimed not to be familiar with the 
content. The argument that we put forward in this article is that task (procedural) repetition 
may be beneficial for enhancing students’ AF in writing task performance; however, if this 
practice combines with the students’ lack of content familiarity, AF may engage in a dynamic 
interaction in which trade-off effects can be observed.
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Introduction

Because of globalization, the need to develop writing skills to ensure academic achievement and professional 
success has become apparent. However, “competent writing is frequently accepted as being the last language 
skill to be acquired for native speakers of the language as well as for foreign/second language students” (Hamp-
Lyons & Heasly, 2006, p. 2). This could be explained by the fact that writing is a highly demanding activity 
which comprises complex cognitive processes (i.e. planning, decision making regarding discourse and 
pragmatics, making meaning to the reader, and proofreading) (Kellogg et al., 2013). Writing also demands much 
attention and thinking from the writer and, in contrast to spoken language, there is no opportunity for the 
negotiation of meaning (Kellogg et al., 2013). Despite the challenges of learning how to write in English, 
English as a foreign language (EFL) students are encouraged to develop writing proficiency for their professional 
careers and the highly competitive labor market.

To better understand the complexity of developing students’ writing skills, researchers have investigated the 
link between writing tasks and students’ complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF). The evidence has suggested 
that during writing, as well as in oral production, students tend to direct their cognitive resources to some CAF 
dimensions, but not all three simultaneously because of their limited attentional capacities (Robinson & 
Gilabert, 2007). For example, Tavakoli and Foster (2008) conducted a study that explored the effects of narrative 
structure and complexity on the performance of second language students. Their results showed that the tight 
structure of narrative tasks is connected to increased accuracy, but narrative tasks involving background 
information (two storylines) increased more complex syntax. Tavakoli and Foster (2008) concluded that “L2 
performance is affected in predictable ways by design features of narrative tasks” (p. 459). According to Skehan 
(2003), the CAF dimensions can significantly be improved when students are provided with opportunities to 
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manipulate the structure and information of tasks. An implication of this is the possibility that the procedural 
repetition of tasks would allow students to manipulate and become familiar with the structure of tasks which 
are thought to be complex in nature, such as narrative tasks.

Drawing on the findings of Tavakoli and Foster (2008), we hypothesized that procedural task repetition would 
assist students in promoting not only accurate but also fluent written constructions in narrative tasks with a 
tight structure, because task repetition allows students to “access and (re)formulate words and grammatical 
structures more efficiently, effectively, and accurately” (Ahmadian, 2012, p. 380). Thus, the present study 
examines the behavior of five students’ accuracy and fluency (AF) in the performance of four narrative tasks. 
The procedural implementation of the narrative tasks was repeated at weekly intervals using short animated 
videos and without controlling any classroom or student variables. Through the administration of brief 
questionnaires, the students’ perceptions were also explored to understand their perceptions of the task 
performance and the familiarity with the content of the tasks. The importance of this study is that it provides 
an examination of the extent to which the procedural repetition of narrative tasks shapes AF levels in the 
students’ classrooms. Moreover, this study contributes to existing knowledge on the interaction of AF in tasks 
whose design is complex, in other words, “the result of the attentional, memory, reasoning, and other 
information processing demands imposed by the structure of the task on the language learner” (Robinson, 
2001, p.29). Therefore, the insights gained from this study, and particularly from the implementation of 
procedural task repetition, may be of assistance to EFL teachers who design writing tasks to promote their 
students’ writing skills.

Writing, Memory, and Cognitive Load

Producing a written text is largely shaped by individual characteristics and strategies. According to Kellogg et al. 
(2013), writing is much more than just producing language. They believe that writing is a complex process that 
involves planning, making decisions, making meaning for the reader, and proofreading to make changes if 
needed. Some researchers in the field concerned with cognitive functions have developed models that try to 
unravel the processes involved in writing a text (see Flower & Hayes, 1980; Kellogg, 1996). For example, Kellogg 
(1996) proposed a theory that attempted to describe the cognitive processes involved in writing, i.e. the 
planning of ideas, translating the ideas into written sentences, and reviewing the ideas and text already 
produced. In this theory, the last operation (reviewing ideas and text produced) is sub-divided into reading and 
editing, specifying that these required different cognitive exigencies. It is, in fact, this last operation in the 
process of writing that differs from oral production.

In the process of writing, it has been suggested that memory plays a key role because of its functions and 
capacities to perform composition activities. This assumption is supported by the stage theory model of 
information processing based on the work of Atkinson and Shriffin (1968). The aim of this model was to 
describe how memory stores and retrieves information for effective use. For Lutz and Huitt (2003), memory is a 
multi-staged system of representations that encompass a lifetime’s accumulation of perceptions. Even though 
the notion of memory, its functions, and descriptions have been subject to disagreement, there is general 
agreement among scholars on the fact that individuals’ perceptual processing is limited, and thus “to attend to 
a stimulus is to focus on it while consciously attempting to ignore other stimuli” (Lutz & Huitt, 2003, p.3). Lutz 
and Huitt (2003) suggested that:

Attention does facilitate the integration and transfer of the information being attended, but it is 
impacted by many factors including the meaningfulness of the new stimulus to the student, the 
similarity between competing ideas or stimuli, the complexity of the new information, and the 
physical ability of the person to attend. (p.3)

It is implied in this assertion that memory and its attentional capacities can be influenced by other cognitive 
factors. This is supported by the Cognitive Load Theory, which was put forward by John Sweller in the 1980s 
following some principles of the information processing model. This theory suggests that there are distinct 
types of demands imposed on the (working) memory. These demands can be initiated by the difficulty 
associated with a task (intrinsic), the design or characteristics of a task (extraneous), and the presence or 
construction of schemas (organization of information) (germane). These demands during the performance of 
tasks are additive in the sense that they can individually increase the amount of processing required in the 
memory (Lutz & Huitt, 2003). While intrinsic cognitive load cannot be changed, it is possible that researchers 
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and language teachers can manipulate extraneous and germane cognitive loads. The implication of this for 
English teaching is that performing complex writing tasks and repeating their implementation design (i.e. 
procedural task repetition) in the language classroom will enable them to free up their extraneous and germane 
cognitive loads, allowing them to focus their attention on the difficulty associated with the new task (intrinsic 
cognitive load).

In the area of CAF, the suggestions of limited capacity of (working) memory and the nature of the cognitive 
load are consistent with Skehan’s (2009) Trade-off Hypothesis, which argues that there is a tension between 
form (complexity and accuracy) and meaning (fluency) when students produce written or oral constructions. 
Students’ inability to promote meaning and form simultaneously is believed to be a consequence of limitations 
in their attentional capacities, which compel them to make choices on being complex, being accurate, and/or 
being fluent (Skehan, 2009), and thus “committing attention to one area, other thing being equal, might cause 
lower performance in others” (Skehan, 2009, p. 511). These claims suggest that writing, as an activity that 
requires mental processing, can be highly influenced by the limited capacity of individuals’ mental systems 
(Huitt, 2003). That is, the processes involved in writing (i.e. planning, translating, programming, executing, 
reading, and editing information) can use up all of the attentional capacities and thus influence their writing 
production in important ways. This could mean that students face the need to decide whether to allocate their 
attentional resources for producing either complex, accurate, or fluent compositions.

However, Skehan (2003) maintained that written and oral production can be improved if students are provided 
with opportunities to manipulate and become familiar with the structure and information of tasks. This 
suggestion becomes relevant for the purpose of the present study because it implies that repeating the design 
of tasks would enable students to become familiar with their structure and thus see gains in terms of the AF of 
their written production during tasks. To this end, we will discuss in the next section the concept of task 
repetition, how it has been operationalized, and its benefits for language learning.

Task Repetition and L2 Performance

At this stage, it is important to define what a writing task is. In this study, a writing task is defined as an activity 
that encourages students to use their language resources (e.g. meaning and form) to achieve an authentic 
writing objective. For more than 20 years, a practice that has gained popularity in both second language L2 
pedagogy and research is the performance of writing tasks in the EFL classroom (Tavakoli & Foster, 2008). This 
popularity has been motivated by the fact that through a focus on meaning, writing tasks efficiently promote 
the development of writing skills (Samuda & Bygate, 2005). This learning benefit has rendered tasks as practical 
activities for teaching, assessing, and researching language performance and learning. In fact, research in the 
field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) has corroborated the benefits of using writing tasks for language 
learning by examining how their design and implementation procedures (e.g. planning time, task repetition, 
and task familiarity) influence students’ performance and learning (for a full discussion, see Manchón, 2014; 
Manchón & Roca de Larios, 2011; Manchón & Vasylets, 2019). For example, in Ellis and Yuan (2004), the effects 
of pre-task planning, unpressured on-line planning, and no planning were examined on the written 
performance of Chinese students. The results show that pre-task planning resulted in greater fluency and 
syntactic variety, but unpressured on-line planning led to greater accuracy. In their study, it was proposed that 
the two types of planning impact different aspects of L2 writing processes. Moreover, Kuhi et al. (2014) 
conducted a study on the effect of manipulating the type of tasks (narrative and cause-effect) on written 
production in English. Their findings showed that the genre of writing has an impact on the students’ writing 
fluency and complexity, which was associated with learning styles. Together, these studies provide evidence 
that the planning, designing, and conditioning of tasks considerably influence students’ L2 writing performance.

Because of the learning benefits of using tasks in the classroom, researchers and practitioners in the field of 
SLA have directed their attention towards understanding how task design and implementation procedures (of 
pre- and post-task activities) can maximize language performance and learning (Ahmadian, 2012). Among 
these variables, task repetition is a procedure that has attracted researchers’ interest for more than two decades 
because it has been found to promote the link between language performance and development (Bygate & 
Samuda, 2005). Task repetition involves asking language students to repeat the same or slightly modified tasks 
(the whole task or parts of a task) at intervals of one or two weeks (Ahmadian, 2012). Task repetition can also 
be described as repeating the same tasks with the same content or repeating tasks with the same procedure 
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(procedural repetition) but with different content (Ellis, 2009). According to Ahmadian (2013) and Ellis (2005), 
the first performance of a task is the preparation for further performances or tasks. To handle the task at hand, 
this preparation allows students to simultaneously focus their attention on the message content, scan their 
memory, and seek appropriate language resources for use. This first encounter enables them to establish 
familiarity with the task and/or content. Moreover, the familiarity provides them with the basis to handle 
subsequent tasks more efficiently and accurately (Bygate, 1999). In Ahmadian’s (2012) words, “by repeating the 
same or similar tasks, therefore, students might be able to build upon what they have already done in order to 

‘buy time’ not only to do mental work on what they are about to communicate but also to access and (re)
formulate words and grammatical structures more efficiently, effectively, and accurately” (p. 380). The benefits 
of repeating a task is that the first performance of the task will result in an activation boost and an exogenous 
automatic control that make the repeated task performance more efficient (Sohn & Anderson, 2001).

Based upon the above, we can claim that task repetition is a kind of planning because performing a task one 
time involves implicit planning that will increase the degree of familiarity concerning the content or procedure 
of future tasks (Bui, 2014; Bygate & Samuda, 2005). According to Ahmadian and Tavakoli (2010), planning 
opportunities—as those provided in task repetition — significantly impact the students’ CAF areas. However, 
increasing the levels of CAF is believed to be desirable but difficult. From an information processing perspective 
and consistent with Skehan’s (2009) Trade-off Hypothesis, Ahmadian and Tavakoli (2010) explain that this 
difficulty results from the fact that our attentional capacity and processing systems are both limited and 
selective; for example, students cannot focus on both meaning (fluency) and form (accuracy and complexity) at 
the same time. Consequently, students have to allocate their attentional resources by prioritizing one of these 
aspects of language over the others (Skehan, 1998). With the purpose of understanding how to enhance these 
language dimensions and minimize their trade-off effects, researchers continue to study the impact of the 
implementation of variables—such as task repetition—on students’ language oral and written production.

To date, the impact of task repetition on L2 oral and written production has been examined in a number of 
experimental studies (e.g., Bygate, 1996; Larsen-Freeman, 2006). In general, these previous experimental 
studies have shown that task repetition can be beneficial for increasing the CAF dimensions, with some trade-
off effects being reported (Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2010). For example, Khezrlou (2019) investigated the effects 
of task repetition on learners’ CAF. The students were asked to repeat a task after they received feedback in the 
form of corrective feedback or reformulations. His results show that the students proved to be superior in terms 
of accuracy and complexity. Lambert et al. (2017) conducted a study to examine the relationship between the 
repetition of oral monologue tasks and the L2 fluency (i.e. speech rate, frequency of clause-final and mid-
clause filled pauses, and overt self-repairs) of 32 Japanese learners of English across three proficiency levels. 
They found that task repetition had a significant impact on learners’ oral fluency regardless of their 
proficiency level. Another interesting study on task repetition was conducted by Ahmadian and Tavakoli (2010), 
who examined the effects of task repetition on language performance. In their study, 60 students in four 
condition groups (i.e. careful on-line planning without task repetition, pressured on-line planning with task 
repetition, careful on-line planning with task repetition, and pressured on-line planning without task 
repetition) were asked to watch a 15-minute episode of a classic silent film, and then they had to explain the 
film under the conditions assigned for each group. Interestingly, their results indicated significant 
improvements in not only fluency and accuracy, but also complexity. It is important to point out that, as shown 
in research into task repetition, there are no consistent findings with respect to complexity and accuracy. This 
makes it difficult to predict if task repetition could be specifically beneficial for both language dimensions. 
However, it is possible to claim that through repeating tasks, students are allowed to direct their attention 
towards both meaning (fluency) and form (accuracy) during task performance.

Following the above, the present case study explores the potential impact of the procedural repetition of 
narrative tasks (i.e. narrative tasks with the same implementation procedure but with different content) on five 
students’ AF in their classroom. We decided to investigate the procedural repetition of the tasks to better 
understand whether and how the students’ process of becoming familiar with the design of the narrative tasks 
has any impact on their levels of AF. Moreover, we specifically explored the behavior of the AF areas because 
research evidence suggests that in unfamiliar and complex tasks that require high levels of attention, students 
prioritize either fluency or accuracy (Skehan, 1998), but not both simultaneously. Hence, drawing on the 
suggestion that task procedural repetition is beneficial for promoting the fluency and accuracy of students’ 
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written constructions (Ahmadian, 2012), we explore the extent to which procedural repetition shapes these 
two language dimensions in narrative tasks. The study is guided by the following research question:

To what extent does the procedural repetition of narrative tasks based upon short animated 
video input shape students’ accuracy and fluency?

The importance and originality of this study come from the fact that the study and data collection took place in 
the students’ real classroom without modifying the teaching and learning practices and the way they normally 
practice writing with a view to understanding the behavior of AF in this context. Moreover, it includes 
qualitative data to examine the students’ perceptions of the tasks, their performance, and their familiarity with 
the tasks/content to better illuminate whether and how the procedural repetition of narrative tasks likely 
shapes AF.

Materials and Methods

Participants and Background

The study took place in the country of Mexico, in the central State of Guanajuato. The location was the 
Language Department of the public University of Guanajuato in the capital city of the state. The focus was 
specifically a small group of five EFL students who attended an English class for one semester in the Language 
Department. The English class adopted a communicative approach (according to the teacher). The students 
were accustomed to working in pairs and groups and sharing their work and ideas with their group. Information 
about the five participants will be described in detail in the following section.

We advertised our research project in the Language Department of the university. Twelve learners expressed 
their desire to participate in the study. Of these 12 learners, only five learners were selected for the study based 
on their proficiency level. Their proficiency level was measured through the Oxford placement test, which was 
administered by the institution at the beginning of the semester for placement purposes. The five students had 
a B1 proficiency level on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. They were five EFL 
students (three males and two females, all Mexicans), between the ages of 18 and 35, and with different 
educational backgrounds. The participants attended the English class once a week for four hours on Friday 
afternoons. Table 1 shows the key information of the students.

Table 1

Participants’ biographical information

Participant Age Gender Written
Practice Frequency BA and BSc Areas Time

Studying English

P1 25 M 1 per week Economics- Administrative 3 years

P2 25 M 1 per week Industrial Engineering 2.5 years

P3 30 F 1 per week Economics- Administrative 2.1 years

P4 25 M 1 per week Physics Engineering 2.5 years

P5 30 F 1 per week Economics- Administrative 2 years

Table 1 shows the participants’ biographical information, such as age (a range of 25-30 years old), gender (three 
males and two females), education (different BA and BSc programs), frequency of their written practice (one 
writing activity per week), and time studying English.

Data collected from these participants was used strictly for research purposes. As shown in Table 1 and 
throughout this article, participant codes are used to maintain confidentiality. The participants were aware of 
their right to withdraw at any time and ask for any information regarding the study.

Materials

Each of the four narrative tasks used to investigate the students’ AF areas was performed at weekly intervals. 
The four tasks followed the same procedural implementation, that is, during each session the students watched 



50

DANIELA ITZÉ ARREDONDO-TAPIA, EDGAR EMMANUELL GARCIA-PONCE

a short animated video from YouTube two times to focus their attention on the content. The students were not 
allowed to take notes while watching the videos. After playing the videos twice, they were asked to narrate the 
story on paper with a time limit of ten minutes. We decided to use short animated videos because we believe 
that the use of animated video input to elicit written production would be interesting for the participants, 
making the task less stressful. The links to the videos can be found in Table 2.

Table 2

Short animated videos

Session Video Name Internet Link

1 Miss Pretty Nose https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YNAzHY5esBg

2 Runaway https://youtu.be/lOReXHOSnvw

3 The Controller https://youtu.be/2cBZrr2ZUsg

4 Course of Nature https://youtu.be/T78ruBKK26w

The videos were selected based on their length (about four minutes each) and topics. We selected these videos 
because they contain short stories that we thought could be familiar to the students and thus promote the AF 
of their written production during task performance. The four videos include dialogues in English that were 
level appropriate, according to the teacher of the class. Moreover, as can be seen in Table 2, the videos changed 
in each session; therefore, the content was different in terms of the stories they had to narrate. Based upon the 
suggestion that minor changes in tasks can affect learners’ performance significantly (Larsen-Freeman, 2006), 
we acknowledge that the diversity of the stories may have influenced the results to some extent. However, our 
aim was to implement the tasks following classroom practices as natural as possible. Of course, this involved 
changing the content of the videos with a view to encouraging the students’ writing production.

After each writing task, the students were asked to answer a questionnaire that functioned as a stimulated 
recall instrument following Fukuta’s (2016) recommendation. We included the questionnaire after each task to 
better understand the students’ task performance from their perspective and the likely impact of the procedural 
repetition of the tasks on their AF. The questionnaire served as stimulated recall to explore the participants’ 
perceptions of 1) each task, 2) their own performance during the task, and 3) content familiarity. To this end, 
the questionnaire included five open-ended questions (see Appendix 1) because these types of questions allow 
the respondents to freely express their opinions without having to limit themselves to pre-determined 
responses.

Data Analysis

The analysis of the present study involved a combination of quantitative and qualitative data. The goal in the 
quantitative analysis was to identify AF patterns in each narrative task. To achieve this, we chose measures that 
are reported to be reliable indices representing the corresponding constructs of AF. Regarding fluency, Wolfe-
Quintero, Inagaki, and Kim (1998) mentioned that it concerns the “number of words or structural units a writer 
is able to include in their writing within a particular period of time (p. 14)”. Following this idea, this study 
considered the temporary aspect of rate, that is, the number of words retrieved in a limited time and more 
specifically a register of the number of words per minute (Kellogg, 1996; Ong & Zhang, 2010). That is, we 
calculated the total number of words produced in each session, and then divided it by the total number of 
minutes for the task (10 minutes). Although we decided to use this measure of fluency, we acknowledge that 
this has been criticised. Skehan (1998) explains that measuring fluency is more contentious than the other 
dimensions (complexity and accuracy). This is explained by a high number of fluency measures that have been 
suggested. Nevertheless, Ong and Zhang (2010) contend that fluency in writing can be measured by calculating 
words produced per minute out of the total time spent on the task. Consistent with this, our study includes 
words per minute as being indicative of fluency because this measure indexes the students’ ability to construct 
the length of written constructions based on the time limit assigned for the task (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998).

Regarding accuracy, this was analyzed through a global measure of percentage of error-free clauses. Specifically, 
we first identified and segmented all the clauses in each task, and then the clauses that did not contain any 
errors; the clauses which had errors in syntax, morphology, and lexis were excluded from the counting (Yuan & 
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Ellis, 2003). After identifying the error-free clauses, the percentages in each written production were calculated 
by counting the total number of error-free clauses and dividing that number by the total number of clauses, 
and multiplying the result by 100. We believe that by choosing these two measures of AF, the validity of the 
analysis was assured because these measures have been used to investigate the link between L2 writing 
performance and proficiency (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998). Below, there is a sample of data obtained from 
Participant 1 in Task 3, as well as the specific codes used to analyze the written data produced by the learners 
(Table 3):

/Benjamin was playing videogames/* until his mom told him/* he has/* to clean his room/*, 
then Benjamin´s mom was trying/* to clean the controll of the videogame/ and then she was 
teleported into the game/*, when Benjamin realized/* that hismom is in the game/ he told her/* 
that they have/* to work together/* to pass all the levels in the videogame/* and then she will be 
free again/. Benjamin put a cheat/, later his mom beat the dragon/* and they live happy again/* 
playing “The controller”/*. (P1S3)

Table 3

Coding

Identifiable Utterances Code

Correction / Hesitation Word

Clause /

Error-free Clause *

It is well noted in this sample how the clauses and the error-free clauses were identified and classified to later 
calculate accuracy globally. The number of words per minute were also counted and listed as an attempt to 
measure fluency. Below, Table 4 shows how the results from the coding and calculations were gathered for 
analysis.

Table 4

Accuracy and fluency in Task 3 (P1)

Accuracy Measures No.

Clauses 18

Error-Free Clauses 14

Percentage of Error-Free Clauses 77.77%

Fluency Measures No.

Words per Task 87

Words per Minute 8.7

Words per Clause 4.83

The table shows the way the measures analyzed were put together to later compare them and explore if there 
was any development in terms of AF. To ensure the consistency and accuracy of the measures, all of the data 
were coded and measured separately by each researcher, and correlation coefficients of r > .90 were observed 
for the two measures.

Concerning the qualitative data obtained from the questionnaires completed after each task, Gery and Bernard 
(2000) made reference to the repetition of words, metaphors identification, and shifts in content as a resource 
to identify participants’ constructs and meaning making. Based upon this idea, we only considered those 
segments in which the participants appeared to be voicing their perceptions of the tasks, performance, and 
how these were potentially influenced by their process of becoming familiar with the procedural design of the 
tasks.
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Results

This section presents the results of the study in order to answer the research question (i.e. to what extent does 
the procedural repetition of narrative tasks based upon short animated video input shape students’ accuracy 
and fluency?). Graphs are used in this section to present the results and tendencies more visually. To better 
understand how the nature of the tasks and the repeated design shape the students’ AF, data from the 
questionnaires are presented and discussed.

The figure below summarizes the results concerning fluency gathered from Participant 1 across all four sessions.

Figure 1

Participant 1’s fluency levels
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As can be seen in Figure 1, Participant 1’s fluency levels varied across the four tasks. In Task 2, it was 
documented that the fluency level slightly decreased (7.4 words per minute) compared to Task 1 (7.5 words per 
minute). Interestingly, the fluency level steeply increased in Task 3 (8.7 words per minute). Moreover, in Task 4, 
the fluency level sharply dropped (7.8 words per minute). A similar tendency can be found in this participant’s 
accuracy levels across the four narrative tasks. This is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2

Participant 1’s accuracy levels
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As with the fluency levels, it can be seen that the accuracy levels varied significantly. Moreover, accuracy was 
considerably low in Task 1 (41.67%). Interestingly, we can see a significant increase in Tasks 1 and 2 (41.67% 
and 76.47%, respectively), and a slight increase in Tasks 2 and 3. Moreover, as with fluency, there was a steep 
decline in accuracy in Task 4 (37.5%). If we compare Figures 1 and 2, we can generally see that both fluency and 
accuracy tended to increase steadily in Tasks 2 and 3, but the levels considerably decreased in Task 4. As 
suggested by the data collected from the questionnaires, the increases in fluency and accuracy could be 
explained by the students’ familiarity with the content in the video for Task 3. For example, Participant 1 after 
Task 3 suggested the following:
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I liked it more, also I think the topic was more familiar to me. (Participant 1, Task 3)
Thus it seems possible that the participant’s familiarity with the message content of the short animated videos 
played a role in increasing both fluency and accuracy in Task 3. As we will see below, this suggestion is also 
borne out by the questionnaire data themselves, which suggested that in Task 4, the participants felt a 
disconnection between their own previous experiences and the content of the video played for that task, 
contrary to the familiarity they claimed to have with the content of Task 3.

The next figure shows the fluency performance of Participant 2 throughout the four tasks.

Figure 3
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Figure 3 shows that Participant 2’s fluency levels varied across the four tasks. In contrast to Participant 1, a 
significant increase in Participant 2’s fluency can be seen from Task 1 to Task 2 (6.8 words per minute in Task 2 
compared to 3.6 words per minute in Task 1). Again, there was a marked rise in the fluency level in Task 3 (13.6 
words per minute), and then a sharp drop in Task 4. However, a different pattern can be observed in Participant 
2’s accuracy levels. They are displayed in Figure 4.

Figure 4

Participant 2’s accuracy levels

66,67

84,62

76,67

78,57

0

20

40

60

80

100

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

As in Figure 2 (Participant 1’s accuracy levels), there was an increase in accuracy from Task 1 to Task 2 (66.67% 
to 84.62% of error-free clauses). However, accuracy decreased slightly in Task 3 (76.67%), but then increased 
again in Task 4 (78.57%). In general, we can suggest that it was again Task 3 that promoted AF. It is therefore 
likely that the familiarity that the students claimed to have with the message content of the animated video in 
Task 3 appeared to promote the AF of their written constructions. For example, Participant 2 suggested the 
following:

It was a topic of which I knew a bit more of vocabulary and that helped me. (Participant 2, Task 
3)
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Here, Participant 2 claims that he was more familiar with the vocabulary words that appeared in the dialogues. 
Therefore, this seems to have helped him construct more accurate and fluent utterances than in the other three 
tasks. The video was about a short argument between a mother and her son because the child was playing a 
video game instead of doing his chores. To the majority of the participants, this topic was linked to their own 
previous experiences. Hence, they felt more comfortable writing about it because they knew more vocabulary 
and they understood the situation clearly. However, in Task 2, the student showed their highest accuracy 
(84.62%), but rather low fluency compared to Task 3 (6.2 compared to 13.6 words per minute). It is possible to 
hypothesize that for cognitively demanding tasks, such as narrative tasks, fluency and accuracy may compete 
with each other when students are not familiar with the message content of the task. In other words, in 
unfamiliar tasks that require high levels of attention to be performed, students will have to prioritize where to 
allocate their attention (Skehan, 1998), in this case, fluency or accuracy. This suggestion is also supported by 
the data of Participants 4 and 5, who also appeared to prioritize only one dimension in Task 2. What is 
interesting in Figures 3 and 4 is the same low levels of fluency and accuracy in Task 4 compared to Tasks 2 and 

3. Regarding Task 4, Participant 2 stated that they did not feel any familiarity with the plot and the story.

The dialogues and the situation were a bit weird and strange for me in this video. (Participant 2, 
Task 4)

These low levels could be attributed to the participant’s feelings of disconnection with the content, which may 
have shaped the way and speed in which words were produced, as it takes longer to process new information 
and organize the ideas.

A similar pattern to Participants 1 and 2 can be found in Figure 5, which shows Participant 3’s fluency levels 
across the four tasks.

Figure 5
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As in Figure 1, there was a slight decrease in the fluency levels when we compared Tasks 1 and 2 (9.7 compared 
to 10.2 words per minute). In the questionnaire administered after Task 2, the participant stated that they 
experienced some difficulties understanding the plot, as suggested below.

[…] the story appeared strange to me for being fictional. (Participant 3, Task 2)
What stands out from this figure is that Participant 3’s fluency significantly rose in Task 3. Moreover, fluency 
then fell sharply in Task 4. A similar pattern in terms of accuracy can be seen in Tasks 3 and 4 shown in Figure 
6 below.
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Figure 6
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From the figure above we can remark that accuracy increased slightly in Task 2 (50% error-free clauses). As we 
might expect, Participant 3’s accuracy steeply rose in Task 3. As with Participants 1 and 2, we can link the 
accuracy performance to the familiarity with the task and the video content and dialogues. In the excerpt 
provided below, the participant suggests that he was easily able to follow the video dialogues.

Of easy interpretation, which makes the explanation about it more simple. (Participant 3, Task 
3)

It is possible therefore that the students’ familiarity with the content of the videos and dialogues enabled them 
to retain the visual input and, as a consequence, produce more fluent and accurate constructions in Task 3 than 
in the other three tasks. If we compare the participant’s performance in Tasks 3 and 4, we can again observe a 
decrease in terms of accuracy. The last task showed a decrease in accuracy due to some disengagement from 
the vocabulary and dialogues used in the videos, as suggested in Participant 3’s response below.

For me there was not much relation, not in the fact of the content of the video. (Participant 3, 
Task 4)

This is not surprising as the fourth video used was particularly surreal and abstract. Therefore, the participants 
stated that they felt a lack of connection, which seems to be reflected in the fluency and accuracy reductions. 
This is supported by Participant 4’s data as shown in Figures 7 and 8 below.

Figure 7
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The figure shows that there was a steady increase in the levels of fluency in Tasks 1 to 3 (from 8.1 to 9.1 words 
per minute). Again, in Task 3, the participant showed the highest fluency level (9.1), but the lowest fluency in 
Task 4 (7.0). A similar pattern can be found in the accuracy levels in Tasks 3 and 4, as presented in Figure 8.
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Figure 8
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Similar to Participant 1 (Figure 2), Figure 8 shows a slight decrease in accuracy in Task 2 (35.71% compared to 
43.75% in Task 1), but a gradual increase in terms of fluency (Figure 7). In the questionnaires after the sessions, 
Participant 4 provided the following response when asked how he felt about his performance:

When I was watching the video, I knew what I wanted to put down, but after starting to write I 
felt a bit nervous. (Participant 4, Task 1)

Therefore, we can suggest that when students are in the process of becoming familiar with a new task, they may 
experience high levels of anxiety which, alongside their limited attentional capacities (Lutz & Huitt, 2003; 
Skehan, 2009), potentially shape their performance as evident in their fluency and accuracy levels. As in the 
cases of Participants 1, 2, and 3, Participant 4 achieved the highest AF levels in Task 3. It is again possible to 
suggest that this represents a connection with the content; that is, the students’ familiarity with the vocabulary 
and the content shown in the video (Task 3) contributed to the production of more fluent and accurate 
structures. However, fluency and accuracy levels significantly decreased in Task 4. In the questionnaire used 
after Task 4, there was a question posed about the participant’s opinion regarding the connection between the 
content and the written production. The participant’s response was:

There is not much relation. (Participant 4, Task 4)
With this response, the participant referred to a feeling of disconnection with the video content in the last 
session. This appeared to have affected their fluency and accuracy levels, as it might have taken longer for the 
participant to process the writing in terms of words and structures.

Finally, Figures 9 and 10 show the fluency and accuracy levels of Participant 5 across the four narrative tasks.

Figure 9
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As with in the fluency levels of Participants 2 and 4, Participant 5 constructed more fluent sentences in Task 2 
than in Task 1 (12.5 compared to 9.5 words per minute). Interestingly, in Task 2, this participant showed the 
most fluent constructions in contrast to the other participants, who tended to have the highest fluency levels 
in Task 3. As with the previous participants, this participant’s fluency decreased in Task 4. A different pattern 
of accuracy can be seen in the figure below.

Figure 10
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In contrast to fluency, there was a noticeable decrease in accuracy in Task 2. It can be interpreted that because 
of limited attentional capacities (Skehan, 1998, 2009), the participant was compelled to focus on writing as 
much as possible in the time assigned, affecting in turn the accuracy level because less time was dedicated to 
think about the correction of language structures. That is, dedicating less time to planning often results in less 
accurate writing (Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2010; Skehan, 1998). In Task 3, there was a sharp increase in the 
accuracy level, which can again be attributed to the participant’s familiarity with the content of the video, as 
suggested below.

Comfortable, it is each individual who chooses how to write what it was seen in the videos. 
(Participant 5, Task 3)

As suggested in her response, the participant seemed to be comfortable writing about the topic provided in 
Task 3. Moreover, the relation between the content and the written production was also highlighted, suggesting 
that the content of the videos allowed them to be creative in terms of language use when performing the task. 
As shown in Task 4, both accuracy and fluency decreased considerably. Once again, this can be related to the 
participant’s lack of familiarity with the content and the low number of dialogues presented in the video.

In my case I tried to remember the words that would complement, because they contained little 
dialogue. (Participant 5, Task 4)

Therefore, the participant’s inability to retrieve words that could be used to perform and accomplish Task 4 
appeared to have resulted in lower levels of fluency and accuracy than in Task 3.

In summary, the results discussed in this section show that the five participants’ AF levels varied considerably 
across the four narrative tasks. Despite this variability, it was possible to identify some trends that showed that 
AF improved in some tasks, namely, Tasks 2 and 3. However, when the repetition practice combines with 
students’ lack of familiarity with the content of a task, their AF may be affected in unpredictable ways.

Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to understand the effect of the procedural repetition of four narrative 
tasks on five students’ AF with stimulated recalls from questionnaires following Fukuta’s (2016) 
recommendation. In general, the findings showed that both fluency and accuracy tended to be considerably 
lower in the first task. This can be explained by the fact that, in this context, the students had not been asked to 
perform writing tasks to narrate stories seen on videos. Therefore, we can suggest that the students were not 
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familiar with the design of the first task and thus showed low levels of AF. When students perform unfamiliar 
and challenging tasks, their AF levels tend to decrease considerably (Qiu, 2019), because the (cognitive and 
instructional) demands of the task compel them to prioritize the complexity of their language constructions 
(Skehan, 2009, 2018). In his Trade-off Hypothesis, Skehan (2009) explained that students’ inability to promote 
meaning and form simultaneously is believed to be a consequence of limitations in their attentional capacities, 
which compel them to make choices on being complex, being accurate, and/or being fluent.

After the repetition of the first task in this study, it was possible to see higher levels of AF, particularly in Tasks 
2 and 3. This finding is aligned with Khezrlou’s (2020) and Lynch and Maclean’s (2000, 2001) studies, which 
also showed that task repetition tends to increase both fluency and accuracy, but in oral skills. Ahmadian and 
Tavakoli (2010) contended that the focus of tasks on meaning encourages students to prioritize meaning over 
form. This may be explained by the fact that processing meaning (in our study, the stories of the videos) 
requires fewer attentional resources (Muranoi, 2007). However, the fact that the students in this study were 
able to repeat the procedure of the narrative tasks at weekly intervals seems to have enabled them to shift their 
attention to more fluent and accurate written formulations (Bygate, 1996). We can, consequently, hypothesize 
that in the planning process of their writing system (Kellogg, 1996), as in Task 1 of our study, students scanned 
their memory for automated aspects of their language to deal with the task (Bygate, 1999; Qui, 2019), and 
stored traces of both meaning and forms (e.g., items, images or content) temporarily in their memory (Muranoi, 
2007). In the second opportunity to perform the task, the students were more cognitively prepared and reactive 
concerning the meaning and form previously stored in the memory for their task performance (Bygate & 
Samuda, 2005). Since the students were in the process of becoming familiar with the implementation 
procedures of the task and already know what they would say in their task performance, this allowed them to 
have more processing space available to shift their attention to the formulation stage of the language required 
to express their ideas (Ellis, 2003), with the result that both accuracy and fluency are increased.

However, the figures indicated that there was a significant amount of fluctuation in terms of the AF levels in 
Tasks 2 and 3. We believe that in Task 2, the students were in the process of becoming familiar with the task 
procedures. This created a dynamic interaction between fluency and accuracy motivated by their limited 
attentional capacities (Skehan, 1998, 2009). These results provide further evidence in support of the notion of 
limited and selective attentional capacities (Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2010; Skehan, 1998), in that the students 
were able to attend to fluency or accuracy but not the two simultaneously. According to Huitt (2003), when 
students perform an unfamiliar task, their control mechanism (for storing, encoding, and producing 
information) requires more processing and attentional resources. This means that they would need to dedicate 
more time to the planning and translating processes of the writing system (Kellogg, 1996), which would limit 
their focus on fluency or accuracy.

Despite the variability, it was possible to see a global tendency for higher AF in Task 3. As suggested in the 
students’ responses, they were familiar with the story in the video and the vocabulary in the dialogues. Our 
findings of high fluency levels on this task are supported by Chang (1999), who found that familiarity with a 
topic enhanced fluency. Similarly, Skehan and Foster (1999) and Robinson (2001) found that when students 
have a schema of a familiar area or structure of a story, fluency levels increase significantly. Drawing on this 
claim, it may be the case that the schema of the procedural design of the tasks promoted the levels of both 
fluency and accuracy in Task 3 (see also Van de Guchte, Braaksma, Rijlaarsdam, & Bimmel, 2016). Hence, it 
could be conceivably hypothesized that content familiarity is a factor that may assist students in producing 
accurate and fluent written constructions because content familiarity frees up the load from the cognitive 
processes of the writing system (Kellogg, 1996), which are demanded in order to perform the task, and thus 
allows them to direct their attention to construct more fluent and accurate sentences (Skehan, 2014). This is 
also supported by Bui (2014), Bui and Huang (2018), and Lambert and Robinson (2014) who contended that 
content familiarity eases the cognitive load and thus benefits L2 production. In a similar vein, in the schema 
theory, Bartlet (1932) suggested that language production becomes easier when familiar topics or content are 
stored in background knowledge because this knowledge in schema interferes and restructures the 
interpretation of new information. With respect to Task 4, the five students’ AF levels tended to fall considerably. 
As suggested in the questionnaire data, the students stated that they did not feel any connection with the 
content of the video because it contained fewer dialogues, and the story in the video was perceived to be surreal. 
Thus, it can be suggested that their lack of familiarity with the content and dialogues may have negatively 
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influenced the students’ AF levels in this last task, despite the experience gained through becoming familiar 
with the procedures from the previous tasks.

Taken together, the initial results of this study suggest a potential interplay among the AF areas, procedural 
task repetition, and content familiarity. In other words, our evidence suggests that the procedural repetition of 
tasks and content familiarity could be beneficial for encouraging AF simultaneously. However, if this practice 
combines with the students’ lack of familiarity with the content, it seems to initiate a dynamic interaction 
between fluency and accuracy motivated by their competition for attention (Skehan, 1998). In contrast, when 
students are familiar with the content of tasks, it may be the case that task repetition may free up students’ 
cognitive load to direct their attention to both the fluency and accuracy of their written constructions. The 
present study thus raises the possibility that in order to facilitate students with “a system which remains open 
to noticing and to change while at the same time making some gains in terms of fluency and real-time language 
processing” (Skehan, 1998, p 91), language teaching should provide them with opportunities for task repetition 
and different degrees of content familiarity simultaneously (Qiu, 2019).

Conclusion

The present study set out to examine the effect of the procedural repetition of four narrative tasks using short 
animated videos on five students’ AF in their classroom environment. Four narrative tasks were designed 
following the same procedural structure, that is, the four tasks shared the same design but different content 
provided by short animated videos. To understand the students’ perceptions of the tasks and content familiarity, 
a questionnaire was administered as a stimulated recall at the end of each writing task.

Since the narrative tasks were new to the students, we expected that the repetition of the tasks would lead to a 
progressive rise in the levels of AF. However, the findings of this study indicated that the procedural repetition 
of the narrative tasks appeared to improve the fluency and accuracy of the five students’ written constructions 
only on some tasks and to some extent. Moreover, when combined with the students’ familiarity with the 
content of the videos, this repetition practice created significant fluctuations in the levels of AF. Particularly, 
when the students stated that the content of the videos was familiar to them, high levels of both fluency and 
accuracy were observed in the data; the opposite happened when the students claimed that the content was 
not familiar to them.

The findings of this study have practical implications for the EFL classroom. Firstly, task repetition should be 
carried out in language classrooms in order to promote students’ L2 performance and to enhance language 
development when dealing with cognitively challenging tasks. In order to maximize the benefits of task 
repetition, students should first perform tasks where the content and vocabulary are familiar to them. This 
suggestion was supported by our data, which exposed that the highest AF levels were found in the tasks where 
the content appeared to be familiar to the students. However, in order to foster student autonomy and L2 
development, students could gradually perform tasks that are more challenging in terms of content processing. 
We believe that this gradual experience with new tasks and content will enable them to develop and rely on the 
language resources that are beneficial for their L2 performance. This suggestion relates not only to narrative 
tasks but to tasks that are unfamiliar to students or cognitively challenging.

The present study was subject to some potential weaknesses. For example, this small-scale study was 
exploratory in nature and its objective was not to generalize the findings, but to examine the potential role of 
task repetition in a context where students are seen to struggle with tasks whose instructional and cognitive 
demands are considered to be challenging. Moreover, the lack of control regarding the content of the videos 
appear to have initiated significant fluctuations in the levels of AF across the tasks. Finally, this study included 
a small amount of data from five participants who performed a narrative task over four sessions. Notwithstanding 
the exploratory nature of the study and the relatively limited sample, we believe that task repetition and 
students’ content familiarity can be used by teachers as practices that can be manipulated and adapted to 
promote L2 performance and thus development. These findings of course are not conclusive; more research 
needs to be conducted in order to understand how teachers and students can maximize the use of task 
procedural repetition in their contexts. We hope that this study has contributed to this purpose.
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Appendix

Questionnaires for Sessions 1 to 4
Por favor, responde lo más claramente posible a las siguientes preguntas:

1. ¿Cómo te sentiste durante el desarrollo de esta actividad?

2. ¿Cómo percibiste tu desempeño durante esta actividad?

3. ¿Qué diferencia notaste en tu desempeño en esta sesión?

4. ¿Qué piensas sobre este video, comparado con los previamente mostrados, en relación a la promoción de la escritura?

5. ¿Cómo crees que influya el uso de videos cortos en la promoción de la narración escrita en el idioma inglés?

Translated version:
Please respond, as clearly as possible, to the next questions:

1. How did you feel during the development of the tasks?

2. How did you perceive your own performance during the tasks?

3. What differences did you notice in your performance in this session?

4. What do you think about this video, compared to the ones previously shown, in relation to writing encouragement?

5. How do you think that the use of short videos influences the promotion of narrative writing?
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