


THPSIS

)
N

o

SITY LIBRARIE!

I\\|\1\l\lll\ﬂll\)l\\\“\I\Ul\\ﬂlﬂHl\U\I\l !H\Nl\\\l

3 1293 020

This is to certify that the

dissertation entitled

An Analysis of the Writing of Native Language
Educated and Second Language Educated Nonnative
Speakers of English

presented by
Michael T. Khirallah

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for

Ph.D. degreein __English

Major professor

Date November 5, 1999

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution 0-12T1



LIBRARY

Michigan State
University

PLACEIN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.
MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE

1100 c/CIRC/OateDue.pB5-p.14




AN ANALYSIS OF THE WRITING OF NATIVE LANGUAGE EDUCATED AND
SECOND LANGUAGE EDUCATED NONNATIVE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH

By
Michael T. Khirallah

A DISSERTATION
Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Department of English

1999



ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF THE WRITING OF NATIVE LANGUAGE EDUCATED AND
SECOND LANGUAGE EDUCATED NONNATIVE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH

By
Michael T. Khirallah

Given the increasing numbers of immigrants with interrupted education in
their native language who are forced to complete their secondary schooling in
the United States, research on the relationship between first language
education and second language literacy is critical for higher education teachers
and administrators. This dissertation focuses on both teacher perception and
actual linguistic differences in the second language writing of native language
educated nonnative speakers (NLE NNSs) (i.e., completion of secondary
school in the student’s native country) and second language educated
nonnative speakers (SLE NNSs) (i.e., 3 to 5 years of secondary school in the
United States). Essays from both populations of students were first read by 9
experienced English as a second language (ESL) college-level writing
teachers to determine if they could identify which population the essays were
drawn from. These teachers were first interviewed, and despite their beliefs that
the two groups had distinct characteristics in their writing, the teachers could not
accurately identify which population the essays were drawn from; in addition,
the majority of the teachers were not in agreement in their identification of the
essays.

In the second part of the dissertation, a group of ESL and basic composition
teachers rank ordered the essays. Results indicate a statistical difference
between the rank order of NLE NNS writing and SLE NNS writing, suggesting

that teachers assess the former group as overall better writers. The third and






fourth parts of the dissertation examined more closely the linguistic differences
between the two populations using measures of fluency, accuracy, complexity,
and cohesion. Thirty-nine essays (22 NLE NNSs and 17 SLE NNSs) were
independently coded by two coders with backgrounds in applied linguistics.
The essays were coded for error-free T-units, s-nodes per T-unit, error count,
error classification, and cohesive ties. The results indicate that NLE NNS and
SLE NNS essays showed no significant differences in measures of fluency
(word count and mean T-unit length), accuracy (percent of error-free T-units,
percent of errors per T-unit, error count, and error classification), complexity
(percent of s-nodes pér T-unit), and cohesion (number of cohesive ties). The
fifth and sixth parts of the dissertation involved holistic/analytic rating of the 39
essays in the following categories: content, organization, grammar, vocabulary,
and mechanics. In addition, a qualitative analysis of a subset (n=6) of the
sample was performed. The results indicate that NLE essays were rated
significantly higher than SLE essays in content, organization, grammar,
vocabulary, and overall mean total score. There were no significant differences
in the ratings for mechanics. The qualitative analysis indicates that NLE NNS
essays were richer, more complex than their SLE counterpart. Finally, in a
subset of the sample (n=18), there were no significant differences between the
two groups with respect to socioeconomic status (SES) and parents’
educational background.

In summary, this study points to significant differences between NLE and
SLE writing. NLE writers are judged to be better academic writers. The
implications for teacher training, student placement, curriculum development,
and methodology in the L2 writing classroom will be explored.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Background

Research in second language acquisition (SLA) and bilingual education has
extensively examined the role of first language (L1) instruction in the early
grades as a predictor of academic achievement in the second language (L2 )
(Modiano, 1966; Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976; Gaarder, 1977,
Gudschinsky, 1977; Haddad, 1980; Edelsky, 1982; Goldman, 1983; Faltis,
1986; Genesse, 1987, Saville-Troike, 1991). Few studies, however, have
analyzed the effect of such a relationship beyond the early grades. In higher
education, many language programs serving English nonnative speakers
(NNSs) rarely consider the L1 proficiency of their students in assessment,
placement, and curriculum. While intake procedures typically include questions
on education in the L1, this information usually has little impact on the course of
instruction.

What impact does L1 proficiency have on L2 academic proficiency,
particularly at the college level? Cummins (1981) maintained that there is an
interdependence that exists between a bilingual’s two languages; therefore,
interrupted education in the L1 could possibly slow the growth of
cognitive/academic language proficiency (CALP) in the L2. In concrete terms,
Cummins (1989) argued, this principle means that acquiring academic
proficiency in an L1 develops a deeper conceptual and linguistic proficiency
that is related to academic literacy in the L2. There is “an underlying

cognitive/academic proficiency which is common across languages” (p. 44).
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Cummins maintained that immigrants need approximately 2 to 3 years to reach
proficiency in basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) but may need 5
to 7 years in the development of CALP. However, much of the research has
been targeted at early arrivals, specifically those who have arrived prior to the
onset of puberty. Little research has examined the implications for various
aspects of proficiency, notably in regard to such academic skills as writing and
reading for late arrivals. While Cummins’' concept of CALP may transfer to late
arrivals, empirical research needs to be carried out to confirm this.

For teachers and administrators involved in language policy and curriculum,
the increasing numbers of NNSs with interrupted education in the L1 demand
comprehensive research. A comparison of the 1980 and 1990 census of the
U.S. population reveals a 40% increase in the number of foreign-born, from 14
million to almost 20 million people. The total Asian population now stands at
seven million, an increase of 107% since 1980. Hispanics number over 22
million, a 53% increase. By the next census, some states such as Texas are
predicting a majority population of English NNSs. First and second generation
children of immigrants comprise the fastest growing segment of the U.S.
population under the age of 15 (Fix and Zimmerman, 1993). For those who
would argue that this is simply the pattern of immigration this country has
always experienced, consider that almost one million more immigrants came to
the United States during the 1980s than the tota/ who arrived during the first 10
years of this century.

Assuming that the census data are correct and the projections in the next
census indicate a substantial increase, our institutions of higher education face
a daunting challenge, particularly in the area of academic achievement. Collier
(1989) maintained that the level of cognitive complexity necessary for mastery
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of subjects in secondary schools is often too great for NNSs who have not
acquired CALP in their L2 (often those who arrive prior to completing any
secondary schooling in the L1), and that there may not be enough time left in
high school to make up for the lost years. These findings tend to be
corroborated by longitudinal studies of NNSs in secondary schools. Watt and
Roessingh (1994) tracked 232 ESL high school students in Alberta, Canada,
finding a stunning 74% dropout rate two to three times higher than the general
population of the school. They concluded that lack of CALP in the L1 means
that CALP in the L2 may not be attainable given our current programs and
structure. While this study focused on Canadian students, some data are
available on students in U.S. schools. According to the National Center for
Educational Statistics (1994), the drop-out rate for all youths was 11% in 1992
compared to the 29% dropout rate for Hispanic youth. And despite the myth of
the model Asian minority, Chuong (1994) found high dropout rates among
Vietnamese in Oakland public schools in California. She maintained that
similar patterns of dropout rates are reported in Los Angeles and Houston. She
asked, “What happened to the straight-A Vietnamese student?” (p. 12).

Ogbu (1978) was one of the first to explore the difference in academic and
social achievement between the foreign-born and U.S.-born groups of similar
ethnicity. Ogbu found significant differences in rates of achievement between
the two groups: Specifically, the foreign-born tend to outperform the U.S.-born
of similar ethnicity. Gibson and Ogbu'’s (1992) collection of cross-linguistic
studies analyzed the differences in achievement between the two types of
groups (e.g., Mexicans born in Mexico vs. Mexican-Americans born in the U.S. )
and found similar results: Foreign-born NNSs outperformed those born or
raised as language minorities in the United States. While Ogbu’s work is rooted
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in sociolinguistic arguments (namely that the experience of racism and
oppression create failure for language minorities), aspects of cognitive
development in the L1 for foreign-born and foreign-educated NNSs could
account for part of the success.

Portes and Zady (1996) argue that Ogbu’s contention that involuntary
minority status accounts for socioeconomic and academic success among
immigrant groups versus U.S.- born minorities is an overgeneralization. They
argue that among immigrant groups disparity in socioeconomic and academic
success is so great that other factors must be contributing. They do not doubt
Ogbu's argument of self-esteem and the oppressiveness of a majority
environment; however, viewed solely from the immigrant experience one might
find that some immigrants experience more low self-esteem and
oppressiveness than others because of their ethnicity. Portes and Zady
examined data collected on over 5000 second-generation students (having one
immigrant parent and being born in the United States or living in the United
States for at least five years) representing 77 nationalities. Various
psychosocial factors were analyzed. After controlling for SES and English
proficiency (among other variables), the researchers found identification with
the ethnocuitural group as one of the biggest predictors of academic
achievement. For example, membership in a non-Southeast Asian group was
the main predictor of academic achievement; membership in a Filipino group
does not become significant until self-esteem is accounted for; membership in
the Haitian group becomes negatively associated with academic achievement.
Interestingly, for each of these ethnic groups, their acceptance by the majority
culture in addition to their own acceptance of the majority culture were
predictors of their overall academic success. In effect, Ogbu’s theory of
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voluntary and involuntary minority status can be extended to two types of
immigrants — those accepted by the majority culture and accepting of its values
versus those less acceptable to the majority culture and less accepting of the
culture's values.

Ferris and Politzer (1981) in a study of Spanish speakers (one group born
and schooled in Mexico and the other group born and schooled in the United
States) found that when both groups attended high school in the United States
the group born in Mexico outperformed the U.S.-born group in measures of
academic motivation and grade point average. Adams, Astone, Nunez-
Wormack, and Smodlaka (1994) confirmed Ogbu'’s prediction about foreign-
born and U.S.-born NNSs in their study of Puerto Rican and Mexican-American
ninth-grade students. They found that Hispanic native language educated
students outperform in school the Hispanic students born in the United States or
SLE NNSs.

An additional factor possibly affecting the SLE or immigrant students’
academic success in secondary school and higher education is the institutional
structures and policies. Minicucci and Olsen (1992) in a review of limited
English proficient students in secondary schools in California found a mismatch
between the traditional structure of the schools and the needs of this population.
Despite the fact that aimost one-third of California’s limited English proficient
population was enrolled in grades 7-12, few services or appropriate programs
were available to meet their needs. A study by John Hopkins University (1992)
on the dynamics of the student assignment process in high schools in the U.S.
found that such critical factors as student ability plays a limited role in how
students are placed. Often the testing of bilingual students’ language
proficiency has rendered test scores useless.
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The result of this systemic breakdown in testing and placement is an early
exit from language development classes based on spoken proficiency.
Because these students have managed to acquire the surface structures of
English and seem to exhibit good interpersonal skills, they are mainstreamed
into content classes where they often fail to handle complex context-reduced

language used by teachers and textbooks (Ortiz and Maldonado-Cohen, 1986).

Because context-reduced situations require both high-level language
proficiency and context knowledge (Williams, 1990), teachers mistakenly
assume that the orally proficient student is learning disabled. Over-
representation of limited English proficient students in special education
classes has been documented (Mercer, 1973). For example, Holtzman (1986)
estimated that Hispanics in Texas were over-represented in special education
programs by 315%. For these students who manage to enter higher education,
the situation is not significantly improved.

Gray, Vernez, and Rolph (1996) collected data on 14 institutions of higher
education to study the immigrant's access to post-secondary education. They
found that while 65% of immigrants were more likely to enroll in some type of
post-secondary education compared to 57% of native speakers, inadequate
language skills were reported as the outstanding problem faced by immigrants.
More revealing was their lack of specific data on various language groups,
suggesting that most colleges gather few data on immigrant status and rarely
analyze the data that are available. In addition, another possible significant
variable is SES. However, SES is typically not reported in data on this
population; more likely, SES information is included in either general
discussions of the college age population or in minority reports which do not
isolate the immigrant groups. The research suggests that the profile of the NNS
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in secondary schools is one who enters the educational system with limited L1
education, tends to have higher rates of attrition than native speakers or even
other NNSs with higher levels of L1 education, encounters difficulty at the
college level, and is becoming one of the fastest growing populations in our
school systems. These statistics coupled with the lack of comprehensive
research in SLA on this population compounds the problems for teachers and
administrators attempting to serve the unique needs of this group, particularly in
higher education.

Purpose of Study
The purpose of the study is to investigate the relationship between L1

educational background and L2 academic writing proficiency both in perception
by ESL practitioners and in reality based on a research design involving two
populations of NNSs. Why perception? Because the final part of this study
involves application of the research to assessment, curriculum, and instruction,
the perception of this relationship by ESL practitioners is critical to the study.
Earlier studies have addressed the relationship between L1 and L2 in terms of
acquisition (or communicative competence) or the relationship between
schooling in the primary grades in the L1 and its correlation with L2 academic
proficiency. This study builds on our current knowledge of L1-L2 relationships
by exploring L1 educational background in terms of high school completion and
the subsequent effect that completion has on L2 academic writing proficiency,
particularly at the college level. Why high school completion in the L1? Too
often earlier studies relied on primary school completion in the L1 as a sort of
threshold level of literacy needed to impact L2 literacy. But literacy cannot be
so easily defined. What is the literacy being measured? Functional literacy?
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Academic literacy? The literacy needed to write a letter to a friend? Or the
literacy needed to take notes in a classroom lecture and then synthesize those
notes with a personal experience in order to respond to an essay question?
This study focuses on the L2 academic literacy needed to function at the
college level, and more specifically at the undergraduate level. This type of
literacy involves responding to a number of academic tasks ranging from writing
essay questions on a test to an extended paper involving a synthesis of primary
and secondary research. Therefore, the educational background being
measured will be the typical background needed to matriculate in a college
program, namely completion of high school. While completion of high school
doesn't guarantee similar types of preparation, particularly given the range of
L1s represented by the students in this study, this is a practical measurement of
assessment of one’s L1 academic literacy. By focusing on two populations,
those who have completed high school in their L1 and those who have
completed high school in the L2, this study attempts to determine the effect of
that L1 background on L2 academic proficiency. The term “native language
educated” or NLE refers to any NNS who has completed high school in his or
her L1; the term “second language educated” or SLE refers to any NNS who
has completed high school in an L2 environment. While all of the data collected
from SLE NNSs come from NNSs who have completed high school in the
United States, this study does not attempt to apply this label exclusively to ESL
students in the United States. In fact, the theoretical assumptions of the study
would suggest that completion of high school in the L1 allows for more abstract
thinking, more cognitively complex tasks, a more seamless education (having
been educated in the L1 since primary school), and ultimately more complex
output. A serious interruption during that sensitive developmental period (i.e.,
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immigrating to an L2 environment prior to the beginning of the high school
experience) negatively impacts one’'s L2 academic proficiency. Therefore,
immigrating to any L2 environment without completion of high school in the L1
would be problematic for L2 academic proficiency. This study, however, will be
limited to one aspect of academic proficiency, namely L2 writing proficiency as

measured by analysis of one’s writing sample.

Besearch Questions

The research questions posed by this study attempt to define the relationship
between one’s L1 educational background and L2 academic writing
proficiency. | propose several questions beginning with perceptions of ESL
practitioners to actual linguistic analysis of the writing from the two populations.
By beginning with perceptions, | plan to investigate if there already exist
intuitions from professionals in the field about this study's chief argument.

Since any discussion and implications from the findings will ultimately be tied to
programming and curriculum for ESL students at the college level, the need to
assess perceptions is critical at the outset. The subsequent linguistic analysis
and holistic/analytic measurements will be used to complete the picture.
Therefore, the questions are tied to the framework of the research for this
dissertation:

1. Are there differences between the writing of NLE and SLE NNSs at the
college level with the following variables being held constant: age, overall L2
proficiency as measured by a standardized L2 instrument, L1 background,
years of education in the L1, years of education in the L2? More specifically,
are there linguistic differences (as measured by the number of words, error-free
T-units, s-nodes per T-unit, and error types) between the two populations? Do
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differences exist in holistic/analytic measurements of the writing?

2. Do ESL teachers believe there are differences between the two
populations’ writing? What specifically are the differences, according to ESL
teachers?

3. Can ESL teachers accurately predict the writing of NLE and SLE NNSs
based on the perceived differences?

4. Do ESL and native English speaker (NES) college level writing teachers
rate the writing of the two populations differently?

5. Are there qualitative differences in a comparison of the writing between
the two populations?

6. Does SES account for any of the variation in writing between the two
populations?

7. Does family educational background (namely, the parents’ educational
background or whether the NNS is the first generation in college) account for
any of the variation in writing proficiency between the two populations?

8. If differences exist in the writing between the two populations, what are the
implications for L2 assessment and placement at the college level? Materials
development/ curriculum in ESL programs at the college level?

9. If differences exist in the writing of the two populations, what are the
implications for TESOL teacher training programs for potential higher education
teachers? Teaching strategies and methodologies with the two populations?
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The N  Academic Wit

Research in L1 academic discourse during the last twenty years has helped
shape L2 writing research by providing insights into expectations of various
discourse communities. What has emerged from the research is a growing
acceptance that academic writing isn't a set of written conventions or prescribed
rhetorical patterns or a specific grammar; indeed, L1 academic discourse
researchers have discovered quite the opposite: Academic writing is
dependent upon the academic community from which it emerges. Even
attempting to define a specific discourse community becomes problematic given
the variation among writers within one discipline. Yet despite this variation, a
number of researchers have attempted to describe aspects of academic writing
that differentiate this type of writing activity from other types of writing. Any
discussion of specific linguistic features of academic discourse should begin
with a brief review of the overall approaches to composition pedagogy in
American colleges and universities. Thus, this review will focus first on the
various processes or approaches used in the last century and then on the
product of academic writing itself.

Prior to the 1970s, composition studies focused almost exclusively on what
has been called a “Current-Traditional rhetoric.” Invented by late-nineteenth
century educators, this theory of discourse privileged four modes of rhetoric,
including exposition, description, narration, and argumentation, in a single
format -- the five-paragraph framework (Crowley, 1998). Students were
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expected to model in paragraphs and essays the modes of discourse written by
professional writers. Reacting against a traditional approach to the teaching of
writing as a product initiated and shaped by the classroom teacher, the
Expressivist School of the 60s and 70s focused on writing as a means of self-
actualization, in which students discovered themselves through the process of
composition (Reid, 1993).

Peter Elbow’s (1975) early work emphasized “freewriting,” a technique
quickly developed by the Expressivist School which allowed students to begin
this process of self-discovery. The early 70s also saw the emergence of the
Cognitive School, which attempted to relate the processes of writing to cognitive
psychology and psycholinguistics (Reid, 1993). The research from this school
focused on the early stages of composition, including the use of invention
heuristics, a list of closely related questions centered around a rhetorical device
such as definition or comparison or cause and effect. These schools of writing
spawned an industry of research, including case studies of individual writers
and think-aloud protocols. The end result was a dramatic shift away from the
product to the process, from the text to the writer.

Crowley (1998) argues that the paradigm shift long hoped for in composition
studies, from process to product, ultimately never happened given the fact that
most composition texts today utilize the principles of the Current-Traditional
approach with a process methodology. The 1980s and 1990s have seen the
emergence of a new school of writing that has built on the work of the
Expressivist and Cognitivists yet attempts to account for the social and historical
forces that ultimately shape the writer. The Social-Epistemic school has
argued that knowledge itself is socially constructed. Writers do not write out of
thin air; rather, they construct reality based on the constraints of their
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environment, whether one is writing out a refugee experience or a suburban
America experience. The Social-Epistemic school acknowledges that personal
writing is closely related to the social and historical forces that shaped that
person. Berlin (1997) maintains that the challenge in the classroom is helping
students to understand that arguments based on rationalism or observable
evidence should always be questioned. The central questions in the Social-
Epistemic classroom involve the effects of our knowledge and whose version of
the truth is being given in an argument; thus, all arguments arise not out of
absolute truth but out of ideology. The concept of “discourse communities” was
developed by this school of thought in recognition of the varieties of expression
available based on the target audience and the community from which the
writing emerges.

Schools of writing, however, are always more concerned with the process of
getting to the text. Even the Current-Traditional approach, with its emphasis on
product, is ultimately about the process needed to get to the product. Defining
academic writing always requires an analysis of the product itself. What
ultimately is academic writing?

Elbow (1991) has argued that academic discourse in general involves a
number of linguistic features or mannerisms including formality of language,
impersonality (reliance on passive voice), explicitness or detailed
metadiscourse (“The argument | plan to put forward...”), hedging (cautionary
tone), and complex sentences involving extensive subordination. However, he
has maintained that the problem of academic writing or discourse communities
is the notion that somehow this is better writing or that writing teachers should
even be engaged in a pedagogy that focuses on academic discourse as
opposed to personal writing. Raimes (1991) believes that because of the
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variation in academic writing and the difficulty of describing a general theory of
academic writing, writing teachers should focus on changing the attitudes of
professors in other disciplines rather than changing the writing of students to
conform to some nebulous script for academic writing. Like Elbow, Raimes is
suspicious of the intent of discourse communities given their exclusivity. In her
classes she admits to teaching two types of writing: writing for learning (with
emphasis on the process of composition) and writing for display (in-class writing
that produces a quick product to simulate academic exams).

Reid (1989) maintains that there are two fundamental considerations in
academic writing in higher education: purpose and audience. Not only does
the professor design or determine the purpose, he or she is also the audience.
This close connection between the purpose and audience tends to be lost on
NNSs causing a breakdown in communication. Reid argues that the answer is
explicit teaching of contrastive rhetoric as introduction to the nature of academic
writing for NNSs.

The problem with research on academic writing or academic discourse
begins with one’s definition of academic writing. If it is simply a set of
prescribed features that Elbow describes, then acquisition of such features
would not be problematic. Shaw and Liu (1998) explored this claim. They
examined the development of academic discourse in a group of L2 learners
representing 15 different L1 groups at two stages of their L2 development
(before and after a three month intensive English for Academic Purposes or
EAP program). Pre- and post-writing samples were compared utilizing Elbow’s
academic discourse mannerisms to determine if there were any differences in
frequency of such mannerisms. The results indicate significant increases
across all L1 groups in the features of academic discourse from the pre- and
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post-testing with the exception of complexity or increased used of
subordination. In effect, their prose became less like speech and more like
written English. Interestingly, there was no increase in correctness as
measured by fewer errors per T-unit, yet the post-tests were rated higher
overall. In addition, there was no significant difference in the number of words
used in the pre- and post-test. The researchers conclude that academic
discourse appears to be acquired over a briefer period of time than overall
language proficiency (correctness, complexity); however, despite the lack of
correctness, lack of change in length, and lack of complexity of structure, the L2
writers were able to demonstrate mastery of academic discourse at least to the
degree that they improved from their pre- and post-tests. But the problem with
their conclusions go back to their acceptance of Eibow’s features of academic
discourse as the framework for their research. Did the students acquire
academic discourse or did they simply acquire some superficial features of
writing that one could mark as “academic?” The focus of this chapter is on
studies that have examined various aspects of L2 academic writing. The L2
researchers were not concerned specifically with the nature of academic writing
and discourse communities; rather, they defined (in general) academic writing
as any writing task assigned for college audiences and purposes. Thus, the
research targets the L2 writer more than the writing task. This type of literature
review refiects the concerns of this study which focuses on two proposed
different populations of L2 writers: NLE NNSs and SLE NNSs.

L2 Academic Writ
A few studies have attempted to analyze the writing differences of short-term
international students and long-term immigrants at the college level.
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Terminology becomes problematic because no consistent definition of these
populations is found in the literature. Some researchers will refer to those who
have been here for a long period of time as “long-term residents” or
“immigrants” or “permanent residents” or even “undergraduates.” Additionally,
some studies may have chosen subjects based on the length of their residence
but not on the L1 educational background.

Scarcella and Lee (1989) were some of the first researchers to examine the
effect of length of residence on L2 writing. They analyzed writing samples of
short-term U.S. residents (less than three years) and long-term U.S. residents
(more than five years). All of the students were Korean and were
undergraduates at the University of California at an advanced L2 proficiency
level as indicated by a score of 85 or greater on the Michigan Test of English
Language Proficiency (MTELP) (1977), a 60 minute multiple choice proficiency
test of grammar or sentence expression, vocabulary, and reading. The resuits
indicated that there were no differences at the morpho-syntactic level for either
group; however, long-term resident writers' essays were better organized and
contained fewer lexical errors. Why? The authors speculate that long-term
residents are considerably more advanced when it comes to organization and
vocabulary than their short-term counterparts because of the length of their
residency and exposure to English; however, at the morphological and
syntactical level, their development may have slowed or even ceased
completely (p. 149). The authors offer no reasons as to why this occurs.

In a qualitative study of L2 composing processes of students with an
interrupted L1 education, Bosher (1993) discovered differences in the
acquisition of L2 writing for academic purposes compared to students who had
completed high school in their native country. Three students participated in the
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study, including one who had completed high school in her native country and
the other two who completed high school in the United States. The students
were videotaped as they responded in writing to an article they read; in
addition, they were interviewed after the writing sample regarding their writing
process. Bosher found that the students with interrupted education in their L1
had fewer problem-solving strategies for writing in an L2 and tended to focus
less on the quality and more on the quantity of their content. Bosher suggested
that completion of high school in the native language seemed to impact one’s
acquisition of L2 academic writing; however, length of residency in the U.S. did
not (the two U.S.-educated NNSs had been in the U.S. for 7 and 8.5 years).
The limitation of this study is that only 3 subjects participated which makes it
difficult to generalize to the NNS population. Bosher argued that many of the
U.S.-educated NNS students are not getting the assistance they need at the
college level because institutions of higher education are uncertain how to
respond to this population.

In a more extensive study of the immigrant in higher education, Bosher and
Rowekamp (1992) found a negative correlation between years of education
completed in the United States and academic success. The researchers
examined the effect of length of residency in the United States, sex, years of
schooling in the native country, years of schooling in the United States, and
language proficiency on first, second, and third year GPAs of 56 NNSs enrolled
at a university. The NNSs were predominately Southeast Asian with some
Hispanic, Korean, Chinese, and Ethiopian. The most important predictor of
academic success was the number of years of schooling completed in the
student’s native country. Length of residency in the United States and years of
schooling in the United States were negatively correlated with GPA in each of
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the three years at the university.

Leki (1992) suggested that Schumann’s Acculturation Model (1978)
provided a possible sociolinguistic framework to understand the problem of the
difference in proficiency and performance between international and immigrant
students in higher education. Schumann maintained that second language
acquisition is only one aspect of acculturation and the degree to which a learner
acculturates to the target group controls the degree to which he or she acquires
the L2. Schumann identified two aspects of distance -- psychological and
social. He detailed a number of social variables for “good” language learning,
including the expectation that both the target cuiture and native culture will
interact socially and maintain positive attitudes about each other's group. In
addition, the L2 group is typically small and expects to acculturate to the target
culture, while still maintaining a native culture identity. Leki (1992) speculated
that immigrant students would be less likely to have these conditions met.
Because they are often refugees who settie in their L1 communities, typicaily
living at home in an L1 environment that perceives the L2 environment with
suspicion and sometimes fear, the perceived social distance is great. For
teenagers, immigrating at a fragile developmental stage in their lives, the desire
to communicate with their L2 peers becomes their primary focus. Leki argued
that immigrant students often are advanced conversationally but may be less
skilled in writing because of the lack of literacy in their L1. Empirical research
is needed to provide further support for her suggestions.

In a study of college age immigrants who had graduated from U.S. high
schools, loup (1989) attempted to isolate the reason why orally proficient
speakers had been unable to acquire the language particular rules of English,
such as the plural morpheme, verb formation, and common derivational
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morphology in their writing. She administered neuropsychological tests which
relied on nonverbal aspects of general intelligence. The results indicated that
there were no cognitive factors which could account for their failure to acquire
the language particular rules of English. While the students in her study do not
match the profile of learners past the age of puberty at the time of their exposure
to the L2, it does suggest that the mismatch of linguistic skills is not a factor of a
learning disability or mental impairment, despite the similarity of their writing to
students with learning disabilities.

Tarone, Downing, Cohen, Gillette, Murie, and Dailey (1993) provided one of
the more comprehensive empirical research projects on the effect of U.S.
education on the L2 writing of immigrant students. The subjects of their study
were Southeast Asian-American students at the high school level (referred to as
the “immigrant group”) and a mixed L1 group of international students at the
college level. Writing samples were collected from students at the 8th-, 10th-,
and 12th-grade level of secondary school. In addition, writing samples were
collected from students at the college level enrolled in special sections of ESL
and in advanced level composition courses. The results indicated that there
was no change in writing ability from the eighth grade through the beginning
college level. In a comparison of the immigrant college students’ and
international students’ writing, there was no difference in the overall evaluation
of their writing ability. In analysis of the effect of age of arrival or years in the
United States on L2 writing ability, the researchers found no correlation in
fluency, accuracy, or performance. Only with respect to organization and
coherence was age on arrival a better predictor of performance than years in
the United States. The authors concluded that the striking lack of improvement
over a five-year period of immigrant students in U.S. secondary schools would
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“present serious evidence that the educational system is not serving these
students well” (p. 162). They argued that one possible conclusion is that
Collier (1989) may well be correct in her assertion that L2 learners who have
not become literate in their L1 before attempting L2 literacy lag behind
substantially in their acquisition of academic literacy, if indeed they ever
ultimately reach that goal.

In a discussion of the role of grammar in writing instruction, Frodensen
(1995) speculated that in American colleges and universities, foreign students
have a strong background in formal grammar while long-term immigrants are
less familiar with such terminology; however, her definitions of the populations
are unclear and no empirical studies are referenced. Goldstein and Conrad
(1990), in a study of student input and negotiation of meaning in ESL writing
conferences, maintained that student-initiated revisions improved text more
than teacher-initiated revisions. Of the 3 subjects in their study, the student who
initiated the fewest revisions and improved the least was a U.S.-educated NNS.
While this study did not examine writing differences among these types of
students, the researchers concluded that one of the variables for the subject’s
lack of improvement may have been the influence of her secondary schooling in
the United States where the teacher typically initiates questions and the student
responds. The problem with this explanation is that it contrasts with the
conventional view (but not always the practice) of U.S. teaching methodology
which promotes more student-initiated questions and involves active
participation from students than in other cultures. However, the role of
conversation and turn-taking between these two populations has not been
empirically explored.

In a study of the use of the because clause in spoken and written English,
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Schieppegrell (1996) maintained that immigrant ESL students (whom she has
identified as having spent most of their lives in the United States) use clause
combining strategies in their essays that are appropriate to spoken English but
not to academic writing. Their writing lacks appropriate academic register.
These violations of register are additionally manifested in a more oral, idiomatic
tone to their writing through their use of “sure” and “totally,” including
phonological errors in their writing with phrases such as “worth my wild” for
“worth my while” (p. 274). Schieppegrell examined essays from Asian L1
students who graduated from U.S. high schools and were enrolled in the
university by having met the entry requirement of an advanced level of English
proficiency. She concluded that the students’ lack of appropriate use of the
because clause in academic writing was related to their lack of L1 literacy,
which would have exposed them to a variety of written genres. This conclusion
would have to be viewed with caution given the lack of empirical evidence
relating L1 literacy to linguistic features in academic writing. Although her study
focused on the use of the conjunction in spoken English and ESL writing, her
argument clearly identified U.S.-educated NNSs or long-term residents as
different L2 academic writers because of their L1 educational background.
Weigle and Lynch (1996) investigated the construct validity of a recently
revised university placement exam that was designed to measure the level of
English proficiency needed for university course work. The test consisted of
three subtests: composition, listening and notetaking, and reading and
vocabulary. The researchers tested several hypotheses about group differences
between 2 groups of test takers -- recently arrived international graduate
students (less than 1 year in the United States) and immigrant undergraduate
students (more than 1 year in the United States). The composition was
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evaluated on content, rhetorical control, and language. The resuits supported
one of their hypotheses that the immigrant undergrads performed significantly
better than the international graduate students on the language subscale of the
composition subtest. Interestingly, there was no difference between those who
had studied or lived 6 to 10 years in the United States and those who had
studied or lived 1 to 5 years in the United States. Aithough their conclusions
were targeted at validating a new language test, the researchers argued that
there are critical differences between the two populations that need to be
addressed in ESL programs. The results of their study maintained that the
immigrant undergraduates outperformed the recently arrived graduates in at
least language ability in writing. However, there are a number of concerns that
were not addressed in this study:

1. The researchers define an immigrant undergraduate as anyone with more
than one year of exposure to English in the United States. There could be
dramatic differences in comparing an immigrant with one year of exposure and
one with four years’ exposure.

2. The L1 groups are not identified so we're not certain that this variable was
held constant in the study.

3. The researchers confounded the differences between long-term
immigrant and recently-arrived international students by adding the
graduate/undergraduate feature.

Bosher (1998) explored the writing process of 3 Southeast Asian students
(one who graduated from high school in her native country or NLE NNS and the
other two who graduated from U.S. high schools or SLE NNS). The students
were asked to read an article and then respond to a prompt about the article.
The students were videotaped as they wrote (an alternative to think-aloud
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protocols of the writing process), with the camera focused on their paper and
pen to record pauses, rereadings, or any signal indicating thought processes
during the writing. After the writing, they were interviewed about their writing
process. The 2 U.S. graduates spent less time pausing than their native
educated counterpart. In addition, the NLE NNS focused more on discourse
features of her writing, spent more time planning, and utilized examples beyond
the personal. Interestingly, regarding correction of errors, the NLE NNS spent
more time clarifying her syntax while the SLE NNSs attended more to spelling
and other surface features of their writing. Finally, the NLE NNS utilized more
problem-solving strategies (e.g., employing search routines in the original
article that the prompt was drawn from).

Finally, Harklau, Losey, and Siegal (1999) are the first researchers to attempt
to pull together a body of research devoted exclusively to the classrooms and
programs that serve SLE NNSs. Their volume, informed by a Social-Epistemic
perspective that “casts writing and instruction as socially situated and
constructed” (p. vii), offers mainly qualitative case studies of SLE NNSs in and
out of the classroom, searching for the fit between their world and the academic
community. One of the pieces in the collection offers a disturbing view of a
secondary ESL program: Hartman and Tarone (1999) interviewed ESL
teachers at a high school and discovered that poor placement, insufficient
training of teachers, and a curriculum that is not informed by current L2 writing
research are all factors that contribute to the proficiency gap experienced by
SLE NNSs. In the same volume, Johns (1999) argues for a socioliterate
approach in teaching writing to SLE NNSs. She maintains that the Social-
Epistemic view reacts against an Expressivist view that privileges personal

identity over social identify, and in her socioliterate classroom students are
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encouraged to bring in examples of literacy from the community (e.g., bilingual
fiyers from a grocery store) to begin the discussion of the nature and purpose of
texts in light of the social environment in which they have been created (p. 161).
Harklau, et al. have produced the first collection that attempts to call attention to
SLE NNSs, or “Generation 1.5,” originally coined by Rumbaut and Ima (1988) to
describe an immigrant generation caught between the cultural and linguistic
experience of the first and second generations.

Although the research over the last decade (not surprisingly corresponding
to the increased number of SLE NNSs in post-secondary education) has
articulated some of the issues facing these two populations, and in isolated
cases has attempted to find empirical evidence of the differences, no
comprehensive study has conclusively defined the differences, although the
Harklau et al. volume is the closest to creating a body of scholarly research on
this issue. A number of studies identified in this review have attempted to
determine whether such differences exist; however, comprehensive empirical
evidence arguing for differences in the academic writing between NLE and SLE
NNSs does not exist in the literature. Compounding the problem is the lack of a
clear identification of the populations in the literature. What exactly do
researchers mean by “residents” and “internationals”? Length of residence
often becomes substituted for interrupted education in the L1 since most of the
immigrants who have been here for five or more years (who are now in college)
often immigrated prior to the completion of secondary school. Attempting to
compare studies with such variation in the subjects’ background is futile.

Linauistic M f L2 Wit
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Fl , 1G tical Complexit
A critical variable in reviewing studies of L2 academic writing is the

measurements of linguistic fluency, accuracy, and complexity that researchers
utilize. If there are differences in the academic writing of NLE NNSs and SLE
NNSs, at what level can we account for the differences? Can the differences be
measured at the rhetorical, syntactical, morphological, and lexical levels?
During the last three decades, research in linguistic measurements has
uncovered a relationship between writing proficiency and syntactic,
morphological, and lexical development. This section will focus on three
measures used in the dissertation: measures of fluency, accuracy, and
grammatical complexity.

Polio (1997) reviewed the literature on measures of linguistic accuracy in
L2 writing research. She found that such research suffers from a lack of
reporting reliabilities. Her study compared three measures of linguistic
accuracy (holistic scale, error-free T-units, and an error classification scheme).
She found the best interrater reliability with error-free T-units and error counts.
However, with respect to holistic scales and error classification schemes, the
reliability was lower. In the error classification scheme, disagreements between
raters as to how to classify an error accounted for the lower interrrater reliability.
She concludes by arguing that L2 writing research needs to more accurately
report the reliability of linguistic measures of accuracy in order to more
effectively replicate studies. Additionally, the lack of reporting interrater
reliability clouds the results of the study. In other words, nonsignificant results
could be a factor of low interrater reliability rather than an assumption of
nonsignificant group differences.

Polio (in press) presented a taxonomy of measures and analyses used in L2
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writing. She argues that the problems with such measures are reliability
concerns (how explicit is the reporting of the measure) and the difficuity of
comparative analysis (whether they are measuring the same thing).
Grammatical complexity is typically measured by average T-unit length, clauses
per T-unit, and frequency counts of specific grammatical structures (e.g.,
passives). The problems encountered by researchers using these measures
include reliability (e.g., disagreement on the definition of a clause) and validity
(defining “complex structures” as a measure of complexity is less objective than
the counting of error-free T-units in the accuracy category).

Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, and Kim (1998) reviewed 100 measures of fluency,
accuracy, and complexity in L2 writing across 39 second and foreign language
research studies. The purpose of the review was to determine how L2 writing
development is evaluated using various measures and which measures were
the best indicators of such development. Their classification scheme of fluency
(L2 learners write more in the same amount of time as they become more
proficient), accuracy (L2 learners produce fewer errors as they become more
proficient), and complexity (L2 learners write more grammatically and lexically
complex sentences as they develop proficiency) attempted to provide clear
categories for comparison of the measures used in the L2 studies. Wolfe-
Quintero et al. contend that these three areas of development correspond to
two different aspects of language processing: representation and access.
Representation of language is considered competence in the L2, corresponding
to accuracy and complexity; access is linked to performance, corresponding to
fluency. Thus, the measures of accuracy, complexity, and fluency assist the L2
researcher in discovering a global picture of language development.

With respect to accuracy studies, Wolfe-Quintero et al. found some

26






significant results (but not in every study) in measuring L2 accuracy through the
total number of error-free T-units. Those studies that compared learners at
different proficiency levels on timed compositions showed the greatest
difference in L2 accuracy using this measure; however, some studies also
showed a non-linear relationship. Additionally, the researchers found that
studies that utilized overall error count found a relationship with holistic ratings;
studies that focused on a specific type of error, however, found no relationship
with holistic ratings. The authors conclude their section on L2 accuracy
measures with the finding that none of the frequently-used accuracy measures
(error-free T-units, error-free T-units per T-unit, and errors per T-unit) are related
to program or school level but are related to holistic ratings and short-term
changes in intact classes. For example, in 6 out of 10 studies that looked at
accuracy across schools levels, there was unexpectedly no linear relationship;
however, in studies that used holistic ratings across multiple proficiency levels
or within intact classes there does appear to be a linear relationship between
the rating and the three accuracy measures listed above.

Finally, the Wolfe-Quintero et al. review of the measures of grammatical
complexity (clauses per T-unit) focused on studies that looked at the variety
and sophistication of the production of T-units. Essentially, there are two types
of measurements: an analysis of clauses and T-units in terms of ratios and an
analysis of a specific grammatical feature, such as passives per sentence. The
problem of measuring clauses becomes compounded by the fact that
sophisticated structures such as reduced clauses (e.g., the adverbial clause
“because he helped her” being reduced to the phrase “having helped her”) are
often not counted in such measures because they are technically not clauses;
however, L2 writers that use reduced clauses or phrases are arguably creating
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at least as complex if not more complex grammar than those L2 writers do not
use such structures. Overall, the researchers discovered a linear relationship
between clauses per T-unit and proficiency level across studies. Unlike the
measures of accuracy, the linear relationship was found in program or schools’
levels, not in writing done in intact classes or over a short-term period.

The review of the research in the two previous studies suggests some linear
relationship with respect to certain linguistic measures of accuracy and
complexity; however, problems of reliability and validity persist. Some of the
studies identified in the reviews are elaborated on in the following section.
These measures are used in this dissertation.

Hunt (1977) was the first researcher (L1 research) to isolate T-units,
including defining the measurement -- “a single main clause (or independent
clause...) plus whatever other subordinate clauses or nonclauses are attached
to, to embedded within, that one main clause” (p. 93). Thus, a T-unit is a single
main clause plus whatever eise is attached to it. A T-unit can be terminated
with a period or other terminal punctuation mark, but it doesn’t have to be. Two
T-units attached by a coordinating conjunction are still considered two separate
T-units even though they are in the same sentence boundary. In addition to
defining the T-unit, Hunt also was the first researcher to isolate the s-node (or s-
constituent in his transformational grammar) in order to measure the complexity
of L1 writing. He writes, “An s-constituent is the abstract structure that underlies
the simplest of sentences-- what used to be called kernel sentences” (p. 94).
Thus, the s-constituent signals any clause (dependent or independent) in a
sentence. Hunt examined 300 L1 writers from grades 4 to 12. He found that at
every two-year interval there were significant differences in the number of t-units
and in s-nodes per T-unit. Coordination between T-units was higher at the
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lower levels than the higher levels, with the more mature writer subordinating
ideas to the main argument of the sentence. He further argues that in cross-
linguistic studies with Fijian, Indonesian, Korean, Laotian, and Marshallese,
older L1 writers produce more T-units. For Japanese L1 writers, the number of
s-nodes per T-units corresponds to the age and maturity of the writer. Thus,
Hunt concludes that universally (i.e., cross-linguistically) T-units and s-nodes
increase as the L1 writer matures.

Flahive and Snow (1980) examined 300 essays written by L2 adult learners
evenly distributed in six levels of proficiency, ranging from beginning to
advanced. The essays were initially rated holistically and then coded for T-unit
length, clauses or s-nodes per T-unit, errors per T-unit, and an index of
complexity in which a weighting scale is assigned to various clauses (e.g., a
weight of 3 is assigned to noun clauses while a 2 would be assigned to relative
clauses, passive sentences, embedded questions, possessives, and
comparatives; derivational morphemes and individual adjectives receive
weights of 1). Not surprisingly, the proficiency level was the significant
predictor of the score on each of the linguistic measures with the exception of
clauses per T-unit in levels 5 and 6 (level five scoring slightly higher); however,
the researchers dismiss this difference due to variability between two advanced
levels. The researchers further examined whether the linguistic measures
alone could predict the level of proficiency. Only with respect to length of T-unit
and clauses per T-unit was their any predictive power (individually). Finally, the
researchers found significant correlations between holistic evaluations and
certain linguistic features depending upon the level of proficiency: a) For the
lower three levels, the correlations with the holistic evaluation increased as
length of T-units increased; b) T-unit length alone could account for 50% of the
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variability in the holistic evaluation at the most advanced levels. Thus, length of
T-units and clauses or s-nodes per T-units do seem to increase as the level of
proficiency increases in L2 writing and a correlation exists with a holistic
evaluation of L2 writing and these two linguistic measures.

Bardovi-Harlig and Bofman (1989) examined the relationship between
syntactic complexity (number of clauses per T-unit or s-nodes per T-unit) and
overall accuracy (analysis of errors at the syntactic, morphological, and lexical-
idiomatic level) in the writing of 30 adult L2 learners across 5 L1 groups. The
compositions were taken from a standardized placement exam (including
composition, listening comprehension, reading, and structure) at a Midwest
university. The level of proficiency of the students ranged from 543-567 on the
TOEFL, a score which is typically adequate for coliege level work. Students
who passed the placement exam were separated from those who did not pass
in order to determine if there were any differences in complexity or accuracy
between the pass/non-pass groups. The results indicate no difference in
syntactic complexity between the pass and non-pass groups; in fact, the non-
pass group showed a higher degree of variability in their scores, which
indicates that some of those learners had the highest complexity score - yet still
didn't pass. The two groups, however, were significantly different with respect
to accuracy. The pass group made fewer errors overall; in addition, the non-
pass group showed a higher concentration of errors in each of the accuracy
categories. The greatest categorical difference was in lexical-idiomatic, with the
non-pass group showing the most errors. The greatest frequency of error was
article usage for the pass group and verb morphology for the non-pass group,
although it should be noted again that there was no statistical difference in the
overall distribution of the errors. The researchers conclude that the route to L2
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writing proficiency appears to be the same for all learners with uneven
development in the area of syntax and morphology. The researchers make no
conclusions (nor comments) about the ability of students to pass (or not pass)
placement exams despite the lack of variability in complexity or the correlation
between accuracy and passing scores.

Kobayashi and Rinnert (1994) utilized T-units and s-nodes per T-unit to
measure the syntactic complexity of essays written first in Japanese and then
translated into English (n=48) compared with essays written directly in English
(n=48) by 96 Japanese university students enrolled in college level English
Composition | and Il. Aithough the study focused on more than these two
linguistic measurements, this summary will only focus on their findings as it
relates to T-units and s-nodes. The researchers found that L2 writing produced
after translations produced longer texts (more words per T-units) than those
writing directly in English; furthermore, s-nodes per T-unit were higher after
translations than in direct writing. Finally, when accounting for proficiency, the
higher level students (Composition || students) increased their syntactic
complexity after translations more than the lower level students. While the
variable being analyzed was the use of translations to get into L1 writing, the
additional significant finding was the increase in words per T-unit and s-nodes
as an indicator of higher proficiency in the L2 even when accounting for writing
from translations for both levels.

In summary the research on linguistic measurements as indicators of L2
writing proficiency yields mixed results. In some cases, grammatical complexity
(clauses per T-unit) correlated with proficiency level (as determined by
placement and exit testing) but not in others. Error counts tended to have a
higher correlations with proficiency level. But overall, measures of linguistic
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accuracy beyond holistic and analytical scores do not conclusively separate
proficiency levels in L2 academic writing.

S Transitions (Cohesion)

In the last ten years, research in the area of coherence and cohesion has
attempted to isolate these discoursal features as possible predictors of L2
writing proficiency. Because of the relatively recent research in this area, L2
researchers are not consistent in their terminology. Polio (in press) reviewed
the various measures of coherence and discoursal features, including scales for
overall coherence or organization of a text, discoursal patterns, metadiscoursal
features (e.g., hedges), and cohesive ties. Polio contends that validity is less of
a problem with these measures because the studies do not claim to be
measuring a construct . Their purpose is descriptive in nature, such as
describing NNS writing to improve teaching. She does point out the problem
that many of the coherence studies do not examine the effect of teaching; of all
the measures of accuracy, complexity, and fluency, cohesive ties may be most
affected by direct instruction.

A persistent problem in the coherence/cohesive category is consistent
terminology. Although many texts (Richards, Platt, and Weber, 1985)
distinguish between the notions of coherence (relationships which link
meanings of utterances in a discourse; for example, a paragraph has
coherence if it contains a series of sentences that develop a main idea) and
cohesion (grammatical relationships or lexical ties, for example, the use of
anaphora or transitional devices), researchers tend to use the two terms
interchangeably. The problem becomes one of measurement where coherence
is more subjective and thus could be more susceptible to problems with validity
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while cohesion is more objective. Additionally, confusing the two concepts
creates problems when one attempts to compare studies.

Evola, Mamer, and Lentz (1980) analyzed the relationship between holistic
ratings by writers in five program levels and the ratio of correct connectors to the
total number of words. They found no significant relationship. Wolfe-Quintero
et al. (1998) identify this study as an accuracy measurement because of the
emphasis on the correctness of the connectors. Evola et al., however, report no
means for the measure used, underscoring Polio’s (1997) concern about the
lack of explicit reporting.

Reynolds (1995) compared NNSs’ use of cohesive ties with NESs' use of
such ties. The two groups were college level students: The NNSs were
enrolled in the final level of an intensive English program and the NESs were
enrolled in a developmental writing course (pre-Freshman English). Reynolds’
measurements for cohesion focused on Halliday and Hasan's (1979)
categories of cohesion. Essentially, these two researchers uncovered five
linguistic mechanisms for texts to have cohesion or structure at the level of
discourse: 1) Reference (e.g., The boy wanted a bike. One day he...); 2)
Ellipsis (A: Who wrote the letter? B: Marty. Marty elliptically signalis that he
wrote the letter); 3) Substitution (I plan to enter college next year. If | do... Do
substitutes for enter college.) 4) Conjunction (Peter needed some money.
He, therefore, decided...); 5) Lexical repetition (He was grateful for the money
he had been given. He slipped the colns into his pocket and hurried down the
street.). Reynolds was specifically interested in lexical repetition, which does
not necessarily involve the conjunction (or sentence transition) category that will
be measured later in this dissertation. However, Reynolds’ study is one of the
few such studies on quantitative measures of cohesion in NNS writing. The
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results indicate no significant difference between the 2 groups in lexical
repetition, including frequency of link types, ratio of repetition to paraphrase,
and use of bonds at paragraph boundaries. Interestingly, a qualitative
comparison of the same data reveals significant differences between the 2
groups. Reynolds concludes the NESs more closely wed their use of repetition
to the argument structure of the text; NNSs appear to employ such cohesive ties
to simply highlight the thesis or a supporting reason.

Holistic/Analvtic M f L2 Writ
One of the most researched areas in L2 academic writing has to do with

holistic and analytic assessment. A holistic approach borrows on Gestalt theory
in psychology, in which form is perceptually experienced as a Gestalt (from the
German “form” or “entire figure”), a whole which is different from the sum of the
parts (Gleitman, 1986). A holistic approach in writing is an overall measurement
or score of writing proficiency based on a defined rubric (e.g., overall
organization, development, and fluency). An analytic approach, similar to
foreign language composition profiles, assesses in areas of competence and
proficiency which are assigned individually weighted scores (e.g., a maximum
score for content would be 20 points while usage would be 5). In both cases,
the raters are determining the overall ability of the writer to communicate a
message related to the argument or prompt. Because these measurements are
well-established in writing programs across the country, researchers have had
ample time and data to study the relationship between such measurements and
proficiency, including the testing effect of the measurement itself.

Reliability and Validi
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Perkins (1980) examined 29 final exam compositions in a university
intensive English program (IEP) which had been evaluated holistically by
trained ESL teachers as pass, pass minus, and fail in order to determine the
correlation, if any, between their holistic evaluation and a linguistic analysis of
the composition (which included an analysis of words per composition,
sentences per composition, T-units, error-free T-units, clauses or s-nodes per T-
unit, and total errors). The 29 subjects were enrolled in the most advanced
level of the IEP with the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency
(MTELP) scores averaging 74.92. In addition, the 29 students were
administered the Test of Standard Written English (TSWE). The results indicate
no difference in the pass/non-pass groups and their TSWE score. There were,
however, significant differences in error-free T-units (pass group showing a
higher number), number of words in error-free T-units (pass group higher),
errors per T-unit (non-pass group higher), and total errors (non-pass group
higher). Additionally, there was little correlation between the TSWE score and
the objective linguistic measures; however, the researcher speculates that this
could be a problem with norming, in that the TSWE was designed and normed
for NESs. There was, however, correlation with the MTELP and error-free T-
units and number of words per error-free T-units, indicating a significant
correlation with holistic evaluation and MTELP (an inference made here since
error-free T-units and number of words per error-free T-unit significantly
correlated with those passing holistically). Perkins concludes that objective
measures of L2 writing which account for the absence of errors discriminate
among holistic judgments of compositions from one level of proficiency. Thus,
holistic evaluations do correlate with objective linguistic measures of writing
fluency.
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Patowski (1989) examined 5 essays written by ESL students that were
officially scored for the City University of New York (CUNY) Writing Assessment
Test. The model essays reflected the five levels of instruction in the ESL
program. The essays were revised using a scoring procedure (scoring for
conformity to correct prose) devised by Oller (1979). The procedure involves
rewriting the compositions to adhere to correct usage. The score is derived by
subtracting the number of errors from the number of error-free words in the
original version and dividing the result by the number of words in the rewritten
text (Patowski, p. 65). The results indicate that the number of error-free words in
the original and the number of words in the revised version both increased
along with the placement level while the number of errors in the original
decreased as the placement level increased. Thus, the error counts tended to
discriminate between levels of proficiency for holistically scored essays.

Hamp-Lyons (1995) argues that holistic scoring permits only quantitative
research. Because “holistic scoring obscures the basis for scores, writers
cannot be protected against the influence on raters’ scores of features of writers’
texts such as the use of 'ESL,’ nonstandard, or ‘feminized’ forms” (p. 761). She
argues for mulitiple trait assessment in which criteria are developed within a

context by a detailed process, usually by a group method with fully specified

descriptors similar to the composition profile method.

Santos (1988) investigated professors’ reactions to the writing of NNSs at a
university. Professors (n=178) from humanities/social sciences and the
physical sciences were asked to evaluate two compositions written by NNSs
(Chinese and Korean L1) with analytic ratings: content, language, and
individual errors. After evaluating for content and language, the professors
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were asked to go back and correct all of the individual errors, identifying those
errors that were the most serious. The results were as follows: a) language was
rated higher than content; b) lexical errors were the most serious; c)
humanities/social science professors were more generous in their ratings.
Santos concludes that professors outside of ESL seemed more willing to look
beyond language or surface errors in evaluating L2 writing, given their
significantly higher scores for language use. Even when identifying errors as
linguistically unacceptable, the professors were able to evaluate content
independent of the language problems. In effect, professors consistently made
distinctions between content and language throughout their ratings, despite
their discipline.

Cumming (1990) found differences in strategies that experienced and novice
raters employ when holistically scoring ESL compositions. The two groups
consisted of student-teachers in a Teaching English as a Second Language
(TESL) program and experienced ESL teachers in a college level program.
Utilizing think-aloud protocols, Cumming videotaped, transcribed, and then
coded comments teachers made aloud during their rating of the essays. The
results indicate that experienced raters tended to envision the situation of the
ESL writer, to direct their reading to specific features or analytic measurements,
and to be more reflective of their own reading and writing processes throughout
the scoring. Additionally, the expert raters tended to count main ideas to assess
the student’s output, to consider how well the topics were developed, and to
scan the composition more for language use in order to better assess the level
of proficiency of the writer. The novice group focused more on editing, filling in
the gaps in the writing of the ESL writer in order to better assess the proficiency
level. In contrast, the experts utilized these gaps to categorize the errors in
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order to assess the language use. In addition, Cumming found that the analytic
evaluations of the ESL compositions assessed language proficiency and
writing expertise at the same time. In effect, raters subconsciously assessed the
level of proficiency and then matched that mental construct with the language
use and rhetorical devices in the composition as opposed to measuring the two
separately.

Tyndall (1991) compared the results of linguistic analysis (including
morphological, syntactic, semantic, and discoursal features) of 30 students’
compositions (Caribbean Creole) with the holistic ratings of 9 English teachers.
The holistic ratings involved two categories -- more mature or less mature
writing. The linguistic feature most predictive of the holistic score was the past
tense morpheme, the absence of which is a consistent feature of Caribbean
Creole. The author concludes that despite the emphasis among teachers in
evaluating writing for organization, development, and maturity of expression,
the fact remains that teachers are strongly influenced by grammatical
correctness.

In an ethnographic study of 15 instructors rating 2000 essays at a
Midwestern university, Campbell (1993) tape recorded conversations over a
four day period. She found that raters, despite the training on an established
rubric, often strayed far from the original model essays and rubric in order to
work out the meaning of the scores assigned to various essays. Not
surprisingly, essays with the most errors and problems in development and
organization generated the most discussion, which often led to discussing the
rubric and discussing assessment theory in general (p. 10). When the raters
were in agreement, the discussions revolved around the objective criteria (e.g.,

word choice, sentence structure), when the raters disagreed, the discussion
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turned to subjective criteria (e.g., essay structure, style). Campbell concludes
that in general routine essays generate little discussion since instructors
typically can sort good and bad writing; however, the problematic essays
initiated discussions beyond the rubrics and model essays, eliciting a greater
range of reader-response, including past experiences, knowledge of the
department and program, and reconstructing the writer’s intent.

Sweedler-Brown (1993) compared holistic and analytic scores on a set of 6
ESL essays written in a college developmental writing program. The 6 essays
were corrected for sentence-level errors and then given to six developmental
writing instructors with no prior ESL training. Half of the instructors rated the
original set of essays and half the corrected essays. The results reveal
significant differences in the holistic scores between the original and corrected
essays, indicating that despite the emphasis in the developmental writing
program on process, development, and organization, the raters assigned
holistic scores based on sentence-level errors in the essay. Most disturbing
was a correlation on the frequency of error and holistic score. Article errors
were the most predictive of holistic scores, errors which account for perhaps the
least amount of distortion in reading an essay.

The research consistently points to the fact that holistic and analytic rating
tends to be influenced by grammatical correctness even when rubrics are
designed to prevent such resuits. In addition, the research on raters not
surprisingly finds that the more experienced the rater, the less likely he or she
undermines the intent of holistic or analytic rating by focusing on correctness
rather than communication. While training is critical for reliability and validity,
equally critical is experienced raters with consistent use over a long period of
time with the same rubric. Too often this is not the case in many instructional
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programs.

SES and Family Educati Predict f L2 Academic Profici
An often overlooked variable in the L2 writing literature is the argument from

sociology, that is, the impact of SES or educational background of the parents
and community on the development of L2 academic proficiency. In L2 writing
research, this variable is almost universally ignored; in overall L2 proficiency,
some researchers have identified the variable but offer little empirical evidence
to test out the hypothesis that SES impacts L2 proficiency. Therefore, the
majority of work has been done in L1 studies (mainly in the fields of sociology
and education) although a number of L2 studies will be highlighted in this
review. Because the purpose of this study is to determine the effect of L1
educational background on L2 academic writing proficiency, the variables of
SES and parents’ educational background are plausible variables to either
hold constant or to attempt to account for the variation (if, indeed, differences
can be found).

Numerous studies have identified SES as a significant predictor of
academic achievement. In fact, the argument has practically become the
standard introduction in many research journals devoted to the fields of
sociology and education. A sample of the research, particularly from the 70s,
which saw a dramatic increase of such studies, is as follows: Acosta (1971)
found that parents’ income level and educational aspirations for their children
significantly impacted their children’s reading achievement on standardized
reading instruments. Seitz (1977) found that children from lower economic
levels preformed more poorly on measures of reading competence than do
children from economically advantaged backgrounds. Segesta (1977)
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concluded in her study of Mexican-American children that reading achievement
was positively correlated with parents’ income levels. Kyostio (1978) found
cross-linguistic evidence of SES and reading achievement in a longitudinal
study of Finnish children, supporting hypothesis of SES as a powerful predictor
of reading achievement. Borges (1976) discovered a similar relationship in her
study of 174 Puerto Rican first grade children. Holick (1976) examined the
relationship between SES and reading achievement among bilingual Czech-
English speakers, finding again significant correlations between the two
variables. Simon (1983) in a review of the research on Raven's Colored
Progressive Matrices Scale (an instrument touted as nonverbal and thus not
susceptible to SES) found a significant correlation between a child's score on
the scale and his or her SES. Thus, despite attempting to control for SES in
testing to predict academic achievement, researchers in the 70s and early 80s
continued to find a relationship between academic achievement as measured
by standardized testing instruments and SES.

Given the range of studies in the 70s that explored this relationship, one
could conclude that there is a definitive association between academic
achievement (or at least reading achievement which is a powerful predictor of
overall academic success) and SES. However, a meta-analysis of data from
the 60s and 70s uncovered some surprising findings. White (1982) examined
the relationship between SES and academic achievement through meta-
analysis of over 200 studies that considered such a relationship. Meta-analysis
involves locating all studies on a given topic or a sufficient representative
sample and expressing the results on a common metric. The researcher then
codes the characteristics of each study that affected the results, utilizing various

statistics to draw conclusions about associations or relationships (p. 464). The
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range of studies in the sample included research in Education index, the
Current Index to Journals in Education, ERIC documents, and Dissertation
Abstracts International. The types of SES measures being evaluated as
predictors included income of family, education of parents, occupation of head
of household, home atmosphere (e.g., parents’ attitude toward education),
dwelling value, school resources, subjective judgment, and other variables
(e.g., number of siblings). Academic achievement was determined by test
scores broken down by major subject areas in elementary and secondary
schools. The results indicate that the relationship between SES and academic
achievement is much weaker than many researchers suspect or have claimed.
Income is the highest single predictor of academic achievement; however, two
or more indicators combined of SES are more highly correlated with academic
achievement than any one indicator. interestingly, home atmosphere correlated
much higher with academic achievement than expected among traditional
measures of SES. One major problem with the meta-analysis and
subsequently the studies that were investigated is that over 75% of the variance
can be accounted for by the characteristics coded for each study. In other
words, those characteristics that are completely under the control of the
researcher account for the results. The researcher concludes that while
traditional SES indicators (income, parents' educational level) positively
correlate with academic achievement, these indicators only explain 5% or less
of the variance, seriously restricting its use in predicting academic achievement.
What may be more important is looking at non-traditional SES indicators (e.g.,
home atmosphere) to better account for the relationship between SES and
academic achievement.

Zhou and Bankston (1994) studied the effects of social capital as opposed
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to human capital or SES background on academic achievement of children of
immigrants. Social capital is defined as the “closed systems of social networks
within a collectivity” (Coleman, 1890). Thus, the stability and strength of a
community's social structure can promote academic achievement where SES
fails to do so. This capital allows parents to establish the norms and to direct
conformity of those norms in their offspring. Among non-European children,
Zhou and Bankston cite research showing the effect of social capital on
Mexican-Americans, Punjabis, and Indochinese children and their subsequent
academic achievement. This argument could easily build on Ogbu’s theory of
the involuntary minority who fails to achieve academic and socioeconomic
success because of the oppressiveness of being born into minority status,
lacking the imported community structure of the voluntary minority. Zhou and
Bankston examined a case study of a Vietnamese community in New Orleans, a
group chosen for their low income or SES status but their high, visible numbers
in being imported almost intact into a foreign community. The results indicate
that immigrant students with strong traditional family values, commitment to
work ethic, and ethnic involvement disproportionately have higher GPAs and
higher educational goals than their immigrant counterparts with less social
capital. In effect, the greater one identifies with the ethnic community and its

values, the greater the academic achievement, regardiess of SES.

S { the Literature Revi
An analysis of the literature review on NLE and SLE NNSs reveals no
definitive conclusions regarding the nature of L2 writing with these two

populations. The problem of operational definition looms large in the review,
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that is, exactly what constitutes a NLE NNS and a SLE NNS? A number of
studies have examined various linguistic measures of accuracy (i.e., holistic
evaluations, analytic assessment, word counts, error counts, percent of error-
free T-units, s-nodes per T-unit, and cohesive ties) with varying populations of
both NNSs and NESSs; but again, no consistent definition of the two populations
can be found, making any research difficult to compare. With respect to
variables other than linguistic measurements, such as SES and family
educational background, again no definitive research has concluded that any
one such variable predicts more than 5% of one’s academic achievement.
Additionally, most of the studies have involved NESs.

The study | propose attempts to pull together the variables researched in the
literature review and determine through a combination of quantitative and
qualitative research if any or all of the variables explored in the review predict or
explain a relationship between one'’s L1 educational background and L2
academic writing proficiency. In addition, | have added the study of teacher
perception because of the applications section of this study, which will attempt
to explore the curricular and instructional implications of such a relationship. |
could find no research that has explored this aspect.
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Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
Design of the Research

As stated in the first chapter of this dissertation, the purpose of the study
was to determine if there are differences in the academic writing of NLE and
SLE NNSs at the college level. The design of the research involved six parts.
Table 1 is a summary of the design. The research was conducted over a two-
year period, beginning with a pilot study of a subset of the writing samples. This
pilot study invoived Parts | and ll, interviewing experienced ESL teachers to
determine if they perceived the writing of NLE and SLE NNSs as different and
then asking the interviewees to read the samples and determine through
characteristics in the writing which were written by NLE and SLE writers. Part |l|
involved the same subset of essays which was given to a group of experienced
ESL and basic writing teachers to rank order. Parts IV and V of the research
involved adding more writing samples to the original sample, coding the essays
with standardized measures of accuracy and complexity, and holistically and

analytically rating the essays. Part VI invoived qualitatively analyzing the

sample.

Writing samples were obtained from over 500 NNSs of English at community
colleges in Metro Detroit, Michigan and Dallas, Texas. Community colleges
were chosen for two reasons: Community colleges typically attract immigrants
and international students with limited English proficiency because of the
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colleges’ open admissions policies and affordable tuition. Secondly, | was
more familiar with the community college system and could more easily hold
constant the variables in the collection of the data. Data were drawn from one
college system in the Midwest and one in the Southwest to ensure more
diversity in the L1 groups since NNSs (particularly immigrant groups) typically
cluster in regions of the country based on access to their own L1 groups and
support systems (e.g., Arab immigrants in Detroit, Vietnamese immigrants in
Dallas, Hmong in Minnesota).

The ESL programs from both college systems were similarly structured -- a
four level EAP program with identical placement instruments and cut scores.
The major difference in the two programs is the division of skill areas, with one
program separating writing and reading and the other clustering writing/reading
in one course. However, because the collection of data was done at the
beginning of the class, the difference in curriculum was not relevant. All of the
students were enrolled in an advanced level of ESL in EAP Programs. Courses
were identified as either Advanced Writing (for the Dallas program) and
Advanced Writing/Reading for Academic Purposes (for the Detroit program).
Students enroll in these courses based on their score on the MTELP (a range of
50 to 79 for both programs) or on successful completion of the previous course.

Demographic information was collected from the students. a) age; b) age of
arrival into the United States; c) number of years of education in the United
States; d) number of years of education in their native country; e) country of
origin; f) native language; g) income level; h) parents’ educational level (see
Appendix B). This information was critical to not only hold constant a number of
variables that could account for the variation ultimately found between the two
populations but to aiso clearly separate the two populations for the study.
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The writing prompt (see Appendix A) used in the study was a retired prompt
from the UCLA ESL placement exam. This prompt was chosen because it had
been originally field tested on thousands of NNSs at UCLA, which typically
enrolls similar L2 populations, particularly SLE NNSs. In addition, the prompt's
graphical information requires some critical thinking about the task, and the
teachers whose classes were selected to participate in the study were eager to
also use the writing sample as a diagnostic tool for the class. The fact that the
sample would be used diagnostically by the teachers ensured that students
were more motivated to do their best on the writing sample. Even though the
prompt was ultimately used by the teacher, the students were given the option
of not completing the researcher’s questionnaire and not submitting the essay
to the researcher for analysis. Thus, their participation in the study was strictly
voluntary. (All students chose to participate to varying degrees with some not
fully completing the demographic information requested.)

Thirty-nine essays (see Appendix C) were selected for analysis out of over
500 collected. The final 39 were chosen based on the following variables: 1)
The essay was written by a NLE NNS (a graduate of high school in his/her L1)
or a SLE NNS (3 to 5 years of secondary school in the United States); 2) The
writer was between the ages of 18 to 22; 3) All of the students had obtained
MTELP scores between 50-79; 4) All of the students were enrolled in their first
semester in a community coliege and held undergraduate status; 5) A variety of
L1s were chosen for the final sample. All of the variables are identified below
with more elaboration as to why they were chosen to be held constant:

1) The essay was written by a NLE NNS or a SLE NNS. As
indicated earlier in the dissertation, a NLE NNS would be someone who

graduated from high school in their L1 and has not completed any college in the
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United States; a SLE NNS would be a student who has completed 3 to 5 years
of secondary school in the United States. A number of essays collected were
written by NNSs who had attended elementary school in the United States and
graduated from U.S. high schools, yet these same students were still
recommended for an ESL program upon entering college. Would length of
residence account for the variation and not simply whether the student had
been educated in his or her own L1? The literature as indicated in the review is
mixed on this issue with one researcher finding a difference based on the
length of residence and another finding no difference. Would 10 or 12 years of
ESL in primary and secondary schooling signal issues beyond proficiency,
such as learning problems? Because of these issues, | chose to hold constant
the variable on number of years of residence (3 to 5) and focus on the
absence of completion of high school in the L1.

2) The papers selected were written by students between the
ages of 18 to 22. The age factor on the rate and process of L2 acquisition
has been thoroughly researched although the findings are not necessarily
definitive. Ellis (1994) in a review of the research on the age factor concludes
that in general adults tend to learn faster initially than children but over time and
exposure children typically will outperform adults; only child learners appear to
be capable of acquiring a native-like accent with critical periods argued as
anywhere from 6 to 10 years at the age of exposure; grammatical competence
may also involve a critical period but much later (15 years) than for
pronunciation; and the process of L2 acquisition does not seem to be affected
by age. Ellis does, however, cite the Cummins and Nakajima (1997) study
(discussed in Chapter 2's literature review) as noteworthy because it separates

the acquisition of L2 academic literacy from other L2 proficiencies, concluding
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that the older the age of exposure the greater the L2 academic literacy because

of the longer exposure to L1 literacy. Given these arguments regarding the role
of age in L2 acquisition, particularly L2 literacy, | chose to limit the range from
18t0 22. The mean age for NLE NNSs was 19.0455 and the mean age for
SLE NNSs was 19 with t = .12 and p = .903, indicating no statistical difference
in the average age of the two populations.

3) All of the students had obtained MTELP scores between 50
and 79. This range is considered by both programs from which data were
collected to be the advanced reading/writing range for the ESL programs. The
MTELP, although retired and no longer used for admissions purposes, is one of
the most widely used placement instruments in community college ESL
programs. It is a 75 minute multiple choice test of structure, vocabulary, and
reading. It was used as one component of the official Michigan Test Battery by
the English Language Institute Testing Service of the University of Michigan.
Despite the problems associated with the format (discrete skill based) and the
lack of any comprehensive norming since the early 70s, the test remains a
viable instrument for determining overall academic proficiency needed to
function at the college level. Original norming of the instrument included high
correlations with the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) from .76 to
.877 correlations over a period of two years (MTELP Manual, 1977). Finally, in
a study | participated in at a college in Dallas, we administered MTELPs and
writing samples to over 2000 students during their initial enroliment. We found
correlations with MTELP and writing samples as high as .85. For this
dissertation, only students who tested into an advanced level were chosen.
Students who were placed into an advanced level of ESL from a previous level
were excluded to hold constant the variable of newly placed versus continuing
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students’ differential in proficiency (Brown, 1980). Brown'’s study concluded that
newly placed ESL students made greater gains in proficiency than continuing
students in ESL classes. Finally, a t-test for independent samples was run on
the MTELP scores of the final 35 of the 39 students whose essays were chosen
for the study. Four scores were derived from tests which have correlated highly
with MTELP -- TOEFL and CELT. However, these scores could not be used in
the t-test of differences; thus, the t-test represents a subset (n=35) of the total
sample (n=39). The mean MTELP score for the NLE NNS writing was 64.2857
and the mean for the SLE NNS writing was 62.2857 with t = .89 and p = .381,
indicating no statistically significant mean difference between a subset of the
two populations' MTELP scores.

4) Only undergraduate status was considered for participation in
the study. Students who completed their college work in the L1 and are
enrolied in graduate schools in the United States often are recommended to
community colleges for ESL instruction, particularly if the university is small and
cannot support its own intensive English program. Only undergraduates
(freshman year in college with concurrent enroliment in the advanced level of
ESL reading/writing or writing instruction) were considered.

5) A variety of L1s were chosen for the final sample. The
participants in the NLE NNS category were speakers of Chinese, Portuguese,
Indonesian (2 samples), Tegrina, Bengali, Arabic, Spanish (2 samples),
Malayalam (Indian language), Ukrainian, Hindi (2 samples), German,
Vietnamese, Albanian, Russian (2 samples), Fante (Ghanain language),
Norwegian, Lithuanian, and French. The participants in the SLE NNS category
were speakers of Arabic (2 samples), Russian, Polish, Albanian, Vietnamese (2

samples), Korean (2 samples), Farsi, Spanish (4 samples), Serbo-Croatian,
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Rumanian, and Phillipine (Tongan). With the exception of Spanish (4 samples),
no more than 2 speakers of any L1 were included. The exception for Spanish
was due to the overwhelming number of Spanish L1 speakers in the data set
(n=100), creating difficulty in holding constant not only the L1 variable but the
other variables as well. The rationale for providing a range of L1s was to
counter the possible effect of different linguistic L1 systems on L2 proficiency. In
terms of L2 academic writing, the research on L1 transfer has been mixed.
Hansen-Strain (1989) examined L1 group differences in 75 university ESL
students enrolied in a reading class in an IEP. She found that learners from
traditional oral cultures (Samoan and Tongan) tended to focus significantly
more on interpersonal involvement in their ESL writing and to use more difficult
structures more correctly in their speaking as opposed to writing than learners
from more literate cultures (Japanese, Chinese, Korean). Reid (1992) studied
the effect of L1 background on the use of cohesive devices. She examined the
TOEFL writing sample corpus from one administration (n=638 and 3 major L1
groups). The results indicate significant differences based on the L1
background of the writer. For exampie, Arabic writers employed more
coordinate conjunctions; Chinese writers used more subordinate conjunction
openers. Ellis's (1994) review of the research on transfer or effect of L1
linguistic systems on L2 output concludes with the general principle that there is
clear evidence that the “L1 acts as a major factor in L2 acquisition” (p. 343).
Finally, the sociolinguistic evidence on social distance and
acceptance/rejection by the host culture (as detailed in the literature review of
this study) adds to the research on the link between one’s L1 system and
cultural identification and subsequent proficiency in the L2 and second culture.
Information on parents’ educational level and household income was also
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collected on a subset of the sample (n=18: 9 SLE NNSs, 9 NLE NNSs). This
variable was not held constant in the original data collected but was used in the
statistical analysis after the study was completed to determine if this variable
could account for any of the differences in the writing proficiency of the 2
populations.

Of the 39 students in this study whose essays were chosen, 16 completed
the writing sample in 1 hour, 1 student took less than 45 minutes, and 2 took 1
hour and 15 minutes (both in the SLE NNS category).

ESL Teacher P i { NLE and SLE Writing (Part I
The first part of the study examined experienced ESL teachers’

perceptions of writing differences between the two populations. The purpose of
this initial data collection was to assess through a sample of experienced ESL
practitioners and researchers if the hypothesis of proposed differences between
the two populations was shared by others in the field. Having taught ESL for
fifteen years in community colleges, | noticed a pattern of consistent differences
in writing (and other areas of proficiency) between the two populations, and in
my conversations with other colleagues, | believed that others experienced a
similar pattern with their students. The interviews for this study were an
opportunity to formally document and collect evidence on teacher perceptions
of differences; more importantly, | was interested in asking teachers to identify
specific characteristics or aspects of writing proficiency that could be clustered
around these two populations that would correlate with actual writing of the
populations.

Nine experienced ESL writing teachers, ranging from 3 to 19 years of

teaching in college ESL programs with a median of 8 years, were interviewed
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regarding the variation in writing skills of the students. The teachers were from
Michigan, California, and Texas. | wanted perceptions of teachers from different
areas of the country (in this case, the West, Midwest, and Southwest) to ensure
that my original experiences weren't simply the result of geographical location.

| am unaware of any research that would suggest that geographical location
would impact one'’s perception of L2 academic writing; however, given the
clustering of L1 groups in specific regions of the country (Spanish speakers in
Texas, Vietnamese in California, Arabic speakers in Detroit), | was concerned
that one’s perceptions of L2 writing were shaped by the dominant L1 group in
the classroom. In addition, while the study would focus on differences in the two
populations in higher education, | wanted to ensure that the two major avenues
of post secondary education -- the community college and university -- were
represented in the interviews since all of my experience had been at the
community college level. Thus, five of the teachers were currently teaching at
community colleges; four were currently teaching at universities.

With the exception of one teacher, they were not aware of the researcher’s
purpose. The teachers were initially asked to discuss any variation they had
found in their writing classes (assuming that the students were appropriately
placed). Because there are so many variables that could impact one’s
perceptions of student writing, | continued asking follow-up questions for
clarification in order to separate out those students who teachers felt were
superior or inferior writers due to initial placement (Did they enter from a
previous course or with a cut-off score for that writing level?) or misplacement
(Did the student come into the class with a lower cut score than the other
students?), erratic attendance, failure to participate in tutorials, or any other
variables that could account for the differences other than whether they were
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NLE or SLE. Based on their answers to these questions (see Appendix D for
the list of questions), follow-up questions were asked regarding the possible
writing differences between NLE NNSs and SLE NNSs (if that seemed to be the
most significant variable that could account for the differences). Finally, the
teachers were questioned as to possible different teaching strategies or even
separate writing classes for these two populations. The teachers were not
specifically asked if NLE NNS writing or SLE NNS writing was better or worse;
rather, the questions centered around perceived linguistic or rhetorical
differences in the writing. All of the interviews were taped and transcribed.

(See Appendix E for transcribed interviews.)

ESL Teacher Identification of NLE and SLE NNS Writing (Part 11
Part Il of the study was to determine if experienced ESL writing teachers

could identify the two populations from the sample essays. As discussed
earlier, 39 essays were ultimately used for the data set in this study; however,
this research, which took place over a period of two years, began with a pilot
study involving 19 of the 39 essays. The 19 essays consisted of 10 NLE NNSs
(1 Chinese speaker, 2 Portuguese speakers, 2 Indonesian speakers, 1 Tegrina
speaker, 1 Bengali speaker, 1 Arabic speaker, 2 Spanish speakers, and 1
Malayalam speaker) and 9 SLE NNSs (1 Arabic speaker, 1 Russian speaker, 1
Polish speaker, 1 Albanian speaker, 1 Vietnamese speaker, 1 Korean speaker,
1 Farsi speaker, and 2 Spanish speakers). The samples came from the same
sources as the final 39 (Metro Detroit and Dallas community colieges) from
approximately 167 samples that were collected (as contrasted with the 500+
samples that had to be collected for the final 39). In addition, the same
variables held constant for the final 39 were controlled in the original 19.
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Regarding their MTELP scores (similar ranges of 50-79), a t-test of differences
was run on the 19 scores. The mean MTELP score for the NLE NNS writing
was 65.6 and the mean for the SLE NNS writing was 65.6 with t = .18 and
p=.857, indicating no statistically significant mean differences between the two
populations’ MTELP scores.

Eight of the 9 faculty interviewed were asked to read the 19 essays, which
were typed to avoid any possible bias in handwriting, to identify whether the
essays were written by a NLE NNS or a SLE NNS. The purpose of this data
collection was to first determine if the differences that teachers identified in the
original interviews could be used to predict the background of the student who
wrote the essay. One of the original 9 interviewed was not chosen because
some of the essays were taken from her class. A ninth instructor who was not
originally interviewed but was familiar with the researcher's question and
design was asked to identify which population the essays were drawn from,
making a total of 9. In addition to determining which essay the population was
drawn from, the teachers were asked to indicate their degree of certainty of
each identification based on a five-point scale with 1 being a “wild guess” to 5
being “very certain.” The scale of degree of certainty would be used to correlate
with their accuracy in identification of the essays in an attempt to eliminate
“problem” essays, those where everyone agreed may not be truly
representative of one of the two populations. Thus, if one essay consistently
was rated as a wild guess by a majority of the teachers, then that essay would
be problematic in the sample. Furthermore, if there was no agreement in the
predictions and no significant differences in degrees of certainty (i.e., “wild
guesses” were just as certain to be identified accurately or inaccurately as “very
certain”), then again this could possibly underscore the teachers’ misperception
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of the writing differences in the two populations. Finally, the teachers were
asked to give one or two reasons for choosing either NLE NNS or SLE NNS for
each essay (see Appendix F for instructions to teachers). This part of the data

collection was optional because of the time constraints on the teachers.

The final part (Part |il) of the first half of this study involved rank ordering of
the 19 essays to determine if experienced college ESL writing teachers (who
did not participate in the interview or prediction part of the study) and

experienced college level basic writing teachers would separate the two
populations based on three criteria: organization and development, usage, and
fluency. The purpose of this part of the data collection was to either verify that
there are holistic differences between the writing of the two populations that
could be assessed with a rank ordering technique and to confirm or reject the
original hypothesis and/or perceptions of ESL practitioners and researchers.
Moreover, if the predictions could be made based on a teacher's perceived
characteristics of the differences in the two populations, could a blind rating of
the sample with no prior discussion of the two populations yield similar or
different information about the sample? Basic writing teachers were included in
the study because many NNSs in both categories typically enroll in either basic
writing classes at the college or university level or freshman composition
classes. No information about the essays was given to the instructors about the
populations in the sample except that they were written by NNSs enrolled in an
advanced level of ESL writing. Seven ESL writing teachers and 6 basic writing
teachers participated in the rank ordering. The ESL writing teachers ranged
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from O to 12 years of teaching experience at the college level with a median of 5
years while the basic writing teachers ranged from 8 to 15 years of teaching
experience at the college level with a median of 10 years. The teachers were
asked to rank order from 1 to 19, with 1 being the best and 19 the worst, based
on the stated criteria (see Appendix G for instructions to teachers).

Although rank ordering can be problematic given the task of having to
discriminate among 19 essays with a single overall rank order, the advantage
would be information that would clearly separate or not separate the two
populations with a gross score. Further analysis would be made in the second
half of the study to quantify the rationale for such a score. For example, if the
NLE NNS essays were ranked statistically higher than the SLE NNS essays
then linguistic coding might be able to quantify what the students were doing in
their writing that separated them. In addition, this coding could be correlated
with the original characteristics from Part | of the study.

Part |V of the study involved coding for fluency, accuracy, complexity, and

cohesion of the writing of the two populations. Twenty essays were added
(which all conformed to the original variables). The new sample of 39 essays
consisted of writing by 22 NLE NNSs and 17 SLE NNSs. The breakdown of
L1s was already identified in this chapter in an earlier section on variables. As
stated earlier, this research was conducted over a two-year period. Nineteen
essays were originally collected for Parts | (interviews of teacher perception), li
(accuracy of prediction), and Il (rank ordering). Because statistically
significant results were found with the original 19 essays (which will be detailed
in Chapter 4), | chose not to repeat the procedures in Parts |, I, and Ill. Rather,
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the focus of the second halif would be on coding the 39 essays for fluency,
accuracy, complexity, cohesion, and holistically analyzing the essays.

The 39 essays were independently coded. | was one of the coders because
this part of the coding involved an objective counting of various linguistic units.
(This would contrast with Part V in which | did not participate in the holistic or
analytical rating because of the subjective nature of such a task.) A second
coder was chosen for her background in both applied linguistics (an M. A. in
TESOL) and years of teaching experience (n=15) similar to mine. Furthermore,
she taught in the same program that | am involved in (a community college ESL
program) so | have had numerous opportunities to work with her on various
projects including rating exit essays. She was given no information about the
essays except that they were part of a dissertation study on ESL writing in
higher education. (This was critical since she also participated in the holistic
and analytic analysis in Part V.) She was also paid an hourly rate of twenty
dollars through a grant | received from Michigan State University for the
purpose of completing the research.

Three measures of linguistic accuracy and complexity were used in the
study: (a) overall counts of T-units, s-nodes, errors, and words; (b)
classification system of all errors; (c) classification and count of cohesive ties.
Polio’s (1997) guidelines for T-units, s-nodes, and errors were employed for
overall counts (see Appendix H). Word counts were obtained by the software
program (ClarisWorks) used for the word processing of this study. The error
classification system was Polio’s (1997) adaption of Kroll's (1990) system (see
Appendix |). The classification and count of cohesive ties is adapted from
Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1998) (see Appendix J). The cohesive ties

included adverbial subordinators, conjunctive adverbials, and coordinating
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conjunctions. These ties were chosen as opposed to the more a
comprehensive coding for cohesion from Halliday and Hasan (1979) because
of the less subjective nature of the coding. For example, coding for adverbial
subordinators would be more objective and less likely to encounter rater
disagreement than coding for lexical repetition. The coders initially participated
in a three hour session to review a sample of essays (not the original 39) in
order to establish reliability in the coding. Additionally, after every 10 essays
were coded independently, a discussion was held regarding the scoring to

maintain reliability and validity.

Holistic/Analvtic Rati f NLE and SLE NNS Writing (Part V)
The final part of the study involved holistic/analytic rating of the samples from

both populations. This analysis would parallel the original rank ordering of the
subset of the sample, but with one critical difference: Instead of assigning a
gross score to a paper, the raters would be weighting each area of proficiency
with a predetermined scale. Thus, if one population’s writing was rated higher
overall, this process would yield specific reasons where the rank ordering could
not.

Two raters were asked to read all 39 essays. One of the raters was the
same rater for the linguistic coding. Because of the subjective nature of
holistic/analytical rating, | was not the second rater. The second rater had a
background in TESOL and had taught ESL at the college level for the last five
years, including coordinating an EAP program at a community college. The
raters used Hedgcock and Lefkowitz's (1992) Foreign Language Composition
Profile (see Appendix K) for the essay rating scale. This scale is an adaptation
of a scale used by Valdes and Dvorak (1989). The initial design of the scale is
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from Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Hughey (1981). Initially, they met
for several hours to establish reliability with a sample of essays (not the 39
essays). Additionally, after every 10 essays, the raters reviewed each other’s

scoring to maintain reliability.

Qualitative C . f NLE and SLE NNS Writing (Part VI
The final piece of data collection involved a qualitative analysis of a subset of

the sample. Having attempted to determine differences in the writing of the two
populations from perceptual differences to actual linguistic differences at the
syntactic, morphological, and lexical level, | felt that one final look at the holistic
assessment through the text itself would underscore the complex differences in
the writing. The methodology involved an analysis of three contrasting sets of
essays:

1. | compared a NLE NNS writing sample and a SLE NNS writing sample
chosen because each was holistically scored at the mean for their respective
group (a score of 83 for the NLE NNS writing sample and a score of 70 for the
SLE NNS writing sample). If each represented the average essay for their
group, what did that mean textually?

2. While the first comparison represented the average essay for each
population, this could ultimately put the SLE NNS writing at a disadvantage
given that their overall mean was significantly lower. | then chose one essay
from each group with a similar mean (in this case, a mean of 83).

3. The third comparison involved two essays, one from each population,
with low scores (both scored at 62).
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Table 1 -- Design of the Research

Part |
Part ||

Part lli

Part IV

Part V

Part VI

Interviews with experienced ESL teachers

Reading of a sample of 19 essays (written by

NLE and SLE writers) by interviewees to determine
which essays were written by NLE and SLE writers

Rank ordering of the sample of 19 essays by experienced
ESL and basic writing teachers

Twenty essays added to the sample;

Coding of all essays (n = 39) for accuracy and complexity
by trained coders

Holistic and analytical scoring of all essays

by trained raters

Qualitative analysis of all essays
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Chapter 4
RESULTS
ESL Teacher Perceptions of NLE and SLE NNSs (Part |)

The interviews with the 9 ESL teachers were conducted to determine if
experienced writing teachers in higher education believed that there were
differences between NLE NNS and SLE NNS writers. When asked if there
were variations in writing among appropriately placed students in their writing
classes (without direct reference to the two populations being researched), all 9
maintained that there was significant variation in writing ability. Surprisingly, 8
out of the 9 attributed the differences to L1 educational background (with later
questions resulting in actual assessment of either group as better or worse
writers), specifically separating NLE NNSs and SLE NNSs. (The ninth teacher
attributed differences to graduate or undergraduate status since the majority of
NLE NNSs in her college teaching experience were graduates and the majority
of SLE NNSs were undergraduates.)

Although the hypothesis of the dissertation is that there are differences
between the two populations in their writing that can be attributed to the
NLE/SLE variable, it is surprising that ESL teachers would readily make this
separation because the review of the research was mixed on the subject of
writing differences between the two populations. | did not expect ESL
practitioners (who typically are current on the latest L2 research) to consciously
consider that such a variable would contribute to writing differences. Two
teachers specifically commented on the low levels of literacy in the L1 prior to
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studying an L2 as the critical variable. Thus, completion of high school in the
U.S. for a NNS was only problematic because of the lack of completion of high
school in the target language. No teacher specifically cited the failure of
American secondary education as a reason; rather, it was the interrupted
education in the L1 that was cited as the problem. Completion of high school in
the United States was seen as a consequence of interrupted education in the
L1.

Table 2 summarizes the differences from 8 of the 9 teachers interviewed.
The differences between the two groups’ writing clustered around grammatical
complexity, fluency, grammatical accuracy, idiomatic usage, vocabulary and
register, spelling, topic selection and rhetorical problems, progress, and
learning strategies. | will elaborate on those clusters that elicited the most
response, given that some of the clusters represent one or two comments from
hours of transcripted interviews. In reference to grammatical complexity, the
teachers commented on the more complex structure of NLE NNSs' writing
contrasted with the less complex structure of SLE NNSs’ writing. SLE NNS
writing was viewed by 2 teachers as “written down speech” and one interviewee
as “reflective of oral fossilization,” which may well be the same characteristic.
The number commenting on each characteristic is important. The coding of the
comments reflect general trends in the comments, not quantified characteristics.
Thus, only 1 teacher described NLE NNS writing as writing that contains “more
complex structures,” but no teacher described that same writing as “less
complex” or “simplistic.” Counting characteristics in an interview poses special
problems because the interviewees are free to comment on any aspect of the
issues presented. They were not prompted to reply “yes” or “no” to any
predetermined language describing the writing. Therefore, when | report on the
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comments on grammatical complexity (or any area) as contrastive, | am typically
reporting one specific remark that represents a general trend among the
interviewees.

The comments regarding grammatical accuracy tended to contrast NLE NNS
writing as less accurate (with the exception of 1 interviewee who maintained
that NLE NNSs actually had fewer sentence level errors) than SLE NNS writing
but with one major difference: NLE NNSs were viewed as more
metalinguistically aware (i.e., more conscious of differences as they move from
their L1 to an L2), creating errors from their own “theory of grammar,” employing
more translation errors. In effect, the NLE NNS was seen as someone
attempting more transfer from the L1 grammar. Although they make more
mistakes, they are less likely to practice avoidance of certain grammatical forms
than their SLE NNS counterparts. The SLE NNS was viewed as more fluent
(which was never defined) but less creative with grammar. Not surprisingly, the
SLE NNS writer was characterized as more idiomatic as opposed to the NLE
NNS. This would be consistent with the notion of being less creative, one who
relies more on the automaticity of certain forms.

With respect to lexical differences, the interviewees maintained that NLE
NNSs produced more text with greater academic vocabulary than their SLE
NNS counterparts. Although NLE NNSs produced more lexical errors, they
tended to do so based on their own L1 academic background, underscoring
the concept of translation or transfer errors. With a greater lexicon to draw from,
the NLE NNS took more risks with language, overgeneralizing on cognates,
employing a greater variety of writing styles. In contrast, the SLE NNS had a
more limited academic vocabulary (3 teachers employing this expression) and
subsequent problems with academic register. One teacher, however, felt that
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the SLE NNS actually had a larger vocabulary (one of the few actual
disagreements among the teachers).

Regarding topic selection and rhetorical problems, NLE NNSs tended to be
assessed as superior in terms of the depth of their thinking despite some
cultural problems that could stem from their own L1 rhetorical patterns of
organization and topic development. They chose maturer topics. I'll infer here
that the interviewees in general saw a contrastive difference with writers who
wrote about more global issues (war, the economy, population control) as
opposed to more personal issues (dating, homework, drugs). Again, not
surprisingly, the NLE NNS (who had been in this country for less than a year)
would be less likely to choose personal topics as opposed to a U.S. high school
graduate who has been informed by a more Expressivist approach to
composition pedagogy, with an emphasis on writing out of personal
experiences.

Overall, there was more agreement (at least in terms of a specific
characteristic) in describing the writing of SLE NNSs: more idiomatic, less
academic, and less complex structurally. Except for one direct contradiction on
the amount of vocabulary, none of the characteristics indicated any direct
contradiction.

Assessment of the writing of the two populations naturally emerged in all of
the interviews even though the question was never directly asked. Despite the
clear differences that the teachers saw between the two populations in terms of
characteristics of their writing, the teachers were evenly split in their overall
evaluation of the two types of writing: Four maintained that SLE NNS writing
was better overall and 4 feit that NLE NNS writing was superior. This was
surprising given that none of the characteristics contradicted each other. The 4
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who identified SLE NNS writing as better believed that SLE NNSs were more
fluent in their writing and tended to look more like native-speaking basic writers.
Some of the characteristics of this population included more colloquial use of
language (which was perceived as better) and different types of grammatical
errors (missing final consonants of participles, word forms, more agreement
errors). Translation errors accounted for the majority of problems that NLE
NNSs encounter in their L2 writing. Interestingly, these 4 teachers evaluated
the writing of SLE NNSs as better even though their descriptors were quite
similar to those teachers who felt that SLE NNSs were weaker writers. Thus,
the 8 teachers similarly described the linguistic and rhetorical differences
between the writing of the two populations of students but assessed the overall
quality of one writing as better than the other. Reasons for this seeming
contradiction (i.e., teachers would be evenly split on assessing the two
populations as better or worse writers but remarkably consistent on identifying

characteristics of their writing) will be explored in Chapter 5.

ESL Teacher Identification of NLE and SLE NNS Writing (Part 1)

Table 3 summarizes the overall accuracy of the teachers in their
identification of which essays were written by NLE and SLE NNSs. As stated in
Chapter 3, this part of the research involved asking the interviewees to read a
subset (n=19) of the final writing samples collected and determine based on
their own perceptions which essays were written by NLE and SLE NNSs.

The maijority of teachers could not accurately determine which essays were
written by NLE or SLE NNS writers. The range of rate of accuracy was 7
correctly identified out of 19 essays to 15 correctly identified out of 19 essays,
with the rest achieving only 8, 9, 10, and 13 correctly identified out of the
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sample. Chi-square analysis of the overall accuracy indicates that only 1
teacher (who accurately identified 15 out of the 19 essays) identified with
accuracy that was greater than chance (p < .05). Despite the certainty with
which they identified the two populations as distinct writers complete with
characteristics in the interview section of this study, the majority of teachers
could not accurately determine which essays were written by which population.

In order to eliminate the possibility that the teachers simply were inaccurate
in their identification with those essays they were the least certain of, the
teachers were also asked to rate their choices on a 5-point scale of certainty
(with 1 being a “wild guess”). An additional chi-square analysis of only those
essays that they identified with 3 to 5 degrees of certainty was performed. The
range of essays that the teachers identified as 3 to 5 degrees of certainty was
from 6 to 17. However, their actual accuracy in identification ranged from 2
correctly identified to 12. This time only 2 teachers, 1 accurately choosing 11
out of 14 with 3 to 5 degrees of certainty and 1 accurately choosing 12 out of 16
with 3 to 5 degrees of certainty, identified with accuracy greater than chance (p
<.05). Table 4 summarizes the accuracy with 3 to 5 degrees of certainty. Thus,
the level of certainty on the teachers’ part did not seem to impact to any great
extent their level of accuracy. They were just as likely to be wrong in their
identification when they were certain as when they were uncertain.

The final analysis of this part of the study examined teacher agreement since
the lack of accuracy on what they agreed upon could have been yet another
indicator of a problem with the sample. If all of the teachers showed a similar
pattern of error (i.e., they all agreed that essays one, two, five, six, and seven
were written by NLE NNSs and they were all wrong in their assumptions), then
perhaps the sample did not truly reflect the two populations. However, Table 5
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indicates that there was almost no agreement among the teachers in how they
identified the essays.

A chi-square analysis of the 36 possible pairs indicates that only 2 pairs of
teachers agreed greater than chance (p <.05). Thus, there was no agreement
in their pattern of error, removing yet another reason to question whether the
sample was representative of the two populations.

In summary, regarding the teachers’ identification of the essays, | found the
following:

1. The majority of teachers could not determine with any accuracy which
essays were written by NLE NNSs or SLE NNSs.

2. The majority of teachers could not determine with any accuracy even
when they were certain (3 to 5 degrees of certainty on a five-point scale) which
essays were written by NLE NNSs or SLE NNSs.

3. The majority of teachers could not consistently determine (either
accurately or inaccurately) among each other as to which essays were written
by a NLE NNS or a SLE NNS.

Finally, the teachers were optionally asked to provide comments as to their
choices. Less than half chose to write comments. An examination of those
comments as to why they marked each essay as NLE or SLE indicates that
while their comments were consistent with the characteristics the teachers
identified in the interviews, their reasons for predicting which essay was written
by a NLE or SLE NNS were less clear. For example, despite the fact that the
majority of teachers commented that an essay by a SLE NNS was idiomatic and
colloquial (which were descriptors in their interviews that also matched SLE
NNS), only 2 out of 9 teachers correctly identified the essay as SLE NNS.

However, in another essay in which the majority of the comments focused on
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the idiomatic nature of the writing, 8 out of 9 teachers chose SLE NNS, even
though they were incorrect. The 1 teacher who was accurate in her
identification of the essay commented that the essay showed “clever reasoning”
and was “witty,” thus causing her to choose NLE. In some cases, there was
clear disagreement in the comments. In one essay written by a SLE NNS, the
teachers were unevenly split as to whether the essay was idiomatic or
conversational in tone. Overall, the teachers were consistent in how they
commented on the essay (by focusing on syntax, vocabulary, or register) but not
in how they classified it overall. This is a critical difference: The teachers
focused on aspects of language that they perceived as characteristic of the two
populations, and consistently maintained this stance from the interviews to the
predictions to the comments. Despite this consistency of opinion, they were
inconsistent throughout in their ability to actually determine which essays were
from which population. This seeming contradiction will be explored more fully
in Chapter 5.

ESL and NES Teacher Rank Ordering of
NLE and SLE NNS Writing (Part Il

Two groups of teachers (ESL and basic writing teachers) rank ordered the
19 essays based on established criteria of organization, development, usage,
and fluency. Interrater reliability utilizing a Pearson Correlation with a Fisher Z
Transformation was .73 for the ESL teachers and .72 for the basic writing
teachers. Although this is marginally acceptable in both cases, this might be
expected given the lack of any calibration sessions and the fact that these
teachers do not regularly rate with each other; rather, they were drawn from four

different campuses in one community college system. Table 6 summarizes the
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correlations of the rank ordering.

Table 7 details the rank sums for basic writing teachers’ rank ordering of both
groups of essays. The total rank sums for SLE NNS essays was 118 compared
to 72 for NLE NNS essays, which initially indicates basic writing teachers rated
NLE NNS writing as better since they gave them lower overall rankings (with a
ranking of 1 being the best and 19 being the worst). A Mann Whitney U test was
performed to compare the two groups on the basis of their ranks above and
below the median. A z formula for rank sums on the basic teachers’ ranking
indicates a z of -2.29 (p < .05), which confirms the basic writing teachers’ higher
assessment for the NLE NNS essays. The total rank sums for SLE NNS essays
was 118 compared to 72 for NLE NNS essays, which initially indicates basic
writing teachers rated NLE NNS writing as better since they gave them lower
overall rankings (with a ranking of 1 being the best and 19 being the worst). A
Mann-Whitney U test was performed to compare the two groups on the basis of
their ranks above and below the median. A z formula for rank sums on the
basic teachers' ranking indicates a z of -2.29 (p < .05), which confirms the basic
writing teachers’ higher assessment for the NLE NNS essays.

Table 8 summarizes the rank sums for the ESL writing teachers’ rank ordering
of both groups of essays. The total rank sums for SLE NNS essays was 114
compared to 76 for NLE NNS essays, which also initially indicates that the ESL
writing teachers rated NLE NNS writing as better since they gave them lower
overall rankings. A Mann-Whitney U test was also performed to compare the
two groups on the basis of their ranks above and below the median. A z
formula for rank sums on the ESL writing teachers' ranking indicates a z of -1.96
(p < .05), which confirms the ESL writing teachers' higher assessment for the
NLE NNS essays. Thus, both the ESL and basic writing teachers evaluated the
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writing of NLE NNSs as better than SLE NNS writing at least in their rank order
based on the stated criteria.

As | noted in Chapter 3, the rank ordering required only one overall
assessment or rank order for each of the 19 essays. While teachers were given
specific criteria, these criteria were not weighted nor were they separated in the
final assessment. This gross assessment of writing will contrast with the final
holistic and analytic scoring (Part V) of the complete sample in that teachers
were asked to evaluate the essays by a rubric with defined scales for each
criterion. | did receive through personal communication some feedback from 2
of the teachers that they were somewhat frustrated in the process, particularly
with assigning a different number to every essay. For example, 1 of the
instructors felt that several of the essays were equal, yet an arbitrary number
had to be assigned. The advantage of this process is its ability to separate
general differences (if there were some to be found) in writing between the two
populations. The disadvantage is the lack of information as to what constitutes
the differences: Did 1 group of essays receive better overall rankings because
of the organization or development or fluency or usage? Or was it a
combination of 2 of the 4 criteria? Furthermore, even this knowledge is
incomplete without further analysis of each essay through some process of
linguistic coding.

Parts 1V, V, and VI of the research attempted to quantify the results found
Parts |, Il, and lll. The goal of Parts IV, V, and VI was to more specifically
determine why NLE NNS writing was rated better overall than SLE NNSs and
to discover the accuracy of the original teacher perceptions and offer reasons
as to why they were unable to accurately determine which essays were written
by the two populations.
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Coding of Writing Samples t
E , Complexit | Cohesion (Part IV)
Interrat liabilit

As described in Chapter 3, the coding involved using measures of accuracy,
complexity and cohesion: error-free T-units and error classification, s-nodes per
T-unit, and cohesive ties. While interrater reliability was achieved through
several norming and calibration sessions with the coders, it's important to note
each of the reliabilities. Too often researchers do not report this information or
they understate the claims by reporting the reliability as “good” or “excellent”
(Polio, 1997). The Pearson correlation for interrater reliability of the coding of T-
units was .99 but drops to .82 with the coding of error-free t-units. More than
likely this was due to the nature of coding T-units as opposed to coding errors.

A T-unit or independent clause is an objective claim (it is or it isn't) with little
room for discussion; however, an error- free T-unit forces the coder to make
subjective decisions about what constitutes an error. This is more clearly
demonstrated in the percentages reported in the error classification agreement
between the coders.

With respect to s-nodes per T-unit, the Pearson correlation was similar to the
numbers reported for T-units, .99. Again, the objective nature of an s-node or
clause (dependent or independent) per T-unit doesn't allow for much
disagreement. With respect to error counts and classifications, the problematic
nature of the research is much more obvious when reporting the interrater
reliabilities. The percentage of the coders’ number of error count agreements
(i.e., How often did the two coders agree on what word or phrase was in error)
was .75. This is a significant drop from the objective descriptions of T-units and
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s-nodes per T-unit. The percentage drops down to .68 when calculating the
percentage of the coders’ number of error classification agreements (i.e., When
the two coders did agree that a word or phrase was in error, how often were
they in agreement as to the classification of the error?). Error classification is
much more problematic than any of the tasks asked of the coders. In a study
using the same classification scheme, Polio (1997) obtained somewhat higher
agreement percentages of .81 and .74 respectively for error counts and error
classification. Her interrater reliabilities for T-units was similar at .99. Thus, |
was comfortable with the interrater reliabilities overall, in that they tended to
conform with acceptable research practices for reliability. The problem of error
classification remains given that over 1/4 of the errors could not be accounted
for because of disagreement between the raters.

The final interrater reliabilities invoilved the coding for cohesive ties. There
were strong correlations for adverbial subordinators (.85), conjunctive
adverbials (.94), and coordinating conjunctions (.97). All correlations were
significant at .0001. It's not surprising that coordinating conjunctions posted
the highest interrater reliability given the small number of coordinating

conjunctions in English.

The overall findings from the linguistic coding of the 39 essays in the sample
indicate no significant differences in the 2 populations in measures of fluency,
accuracy, complexity, and cohesion. This was surprising given the hypothesis
that initiated this study coupled with the pilot study of a subset of the sample

which revealed significant differences in the rank sums between the 2
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populations. T-tests of independent samples were run on each linguistic
variable. Averages of the two coders’ count for each linguistic variable were
used in the data for the t-tests. Table 9 summarizes the t-tests of differences for
measures of fluency, complexity, and accuracy. None of the differences is
significant.

In addition to exploring measures of accuracy and complexity to see if there
were any differences in the writing of the two populations, | was also interested
in whether the pattern of error was different. Once again, | found no significant
differences in the frequency of errors (e.g., comparing the number of article
errors for NLE NNS essays with SLE NNS essays). Table 10 summarizes the
comparison of frequency of errors between the two groups. Note that t and p
values are given for only the top four errors because the n values become too
small for statistical analysis (e.g., two errors in all 39 essays with respect to
wrong case for SLE NNSs and no errors with wrong case for NLE NNSs).
Additionally, only errors that both raters agreed during the classification were
counted in this frequency table.

In addition to determining whether the distribution of errors was different for
the two populations (it was not), | was also interested in whether the order of
frequency of errors (i.e., a comparison of the most frequent error for SLE NNSs
contrasted with the most frequent error for NLE NNSs) was different or similar.
Table 11 summarizes the order of frequency for both groups. Again, only those
errors that both raters agreed on during the coding were computed in this
analysis. An analysis of Table 11 indicates that there are some slight
differences in the order. Of the top five errors, both groups show a high
frequency of errors for articles, subject-verb agreement, and verb formation with
only minimal differences in the actual order. The errors for SLE writers that
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were unique to their top five were run-ons and fragments; for NLE writers, the
errors that were unique to their top five were preposition errors and
plural/singular errors. Again, the n values were quite small for many of these
errors; therefore, it's difficult to see significant differences much beyond the top
five errors.

With respect to cohesive ties, the results show no significant differences in
the use of cohesive ties (adverbial subordinators, conjunctive adverbials, and
coordinating conjunctions). Note that the method for determining the number of
cohesive ties per essay involved averaging the two coders’ numbers and then
dividing that average by the total word count of the essay. Table 12
summarizes the t-test of differences between the means. None of the
differences is significant. | could not run any statistics on correlative
conjunctions because the n was too low.

A summary of the results of the linguistic coding indicates no significant
differences between NLE NNSs and SLE NNSs for any of the measures of
fluency, accuracy, complexity, and cohesion. As stated in Chapter 2, clauses
per T-unit or s-nodes per T-unit often correlate with grammatical complexity; in
addition, error-free T-units often indicate accuracy in L2 writing. Despite the
significant differences found in the first three parts of this study of NLE NNSs
and SLE NNSs which concentrated on teacher perception of differences and
rank sum ordering with a subset of the sample, the results of linguistic coding
indicate that if there are differences, it's not due to fluency, accuracy, complexity,

or cohesion.

Holistic/Analvtic Rati f NLE and SLE NNS Writing (Part V)
In many ways, Part V of the research is an expansion of Part i, in which

75



teachers were asked to holistically assess the essays through a rank order.
This part, however, corrects the limitation of Part Ill through an analytic rating, in
which the raters were asked to weigh each of the criteria in the rubric. Five
criteria were weighted in the rubric: grammar, content, organization, vocabulary,
and mechanics. A total overall score was also computed based on the sum of
the weighted scores.
Interrater Reliabili

The two raters achieved satisfactory interrater reliability on each of the
weighted scores and total score. Table 13 summarizes the correlations for each
of the scores. It's important to note that the higher correlations for the total
score, grammar, content, and organization are due to the larger numbers that
are being correlated and the greater range. For example, the content score
ranged from 13 points to 30 points. The range for vocabulary was slightly lower,
and the range for mechanics was significantly restricted at only 1 to 5 points.
This could account for the lower correlations.
T-test of Dift { Holistic/Analvtic Rati

What the linguistic coding could not reveal about statistically significant
differences in the writing of the two populations, the holistic/analytic analysis
does. Essentially, this analysis points to significant differences in the
assessment of the two populations: NLE NNSs are judged superior writers to
SLE NNSs when assessing holistically the content, organization, grammar, and
vocabulary of the writing. More importantly, when total overall scores are
computed for all 39 essays, NLE NNSs are judged superior writers to SLE
NNSs. Only with respect to mechanics do no differences emerge. In effect, this
part of the study confirms the first half of the study which examined a subset of
the sample and judged NLE NNS writing to be better than SLE NNS writing.
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While more analysis will be given in Chapter 5, preliminary assessment of the
study indicates that the parts do not equal the whole: NLE NNSs are better
writers at a global level but not at a local level. While their writing may mirror a
similar pattern of accuracy, fluency, and complexity, NLE NNSs are still judged
to be better writers, better thinkers, better developers of ideas.

The t-test of independent samples for each of the scores is summarized in
Table 14. A similar pattern that was found through the statistical analysis of the
linguistic coding also emerged with respect to mechanics: NLE NNS essays
were actually judged higher overall, but the score was statistically insignificant
in a t-test of independent samples.

SES and Parents’ Educational Background

A final variable that was analyzed in the statistical analysis but held constant
throughout the data collection was SES and parents’ educational background.
With a subset of the sample (n = 18 reporting SES and parents’ educational
background evenly divided between the two populations), a t-test of
independent samples indicates no statistical differences in the distribution of
SES and parents’ educational background in the two populations. Using the
following numerical indicators of income (1=10-20k, 2=20-30k, 3=30-40k, 4=40-
50k, etc...), the SLE NNS mean for SES was 1.777 and the NLE NNS mean
was 2.444 with t=2.03 and p =.06. The t-test of independent samples for
parents’ educational background with 1 indicating one or both parents having
attended college and 2 indicating neither parent attended college, the SLE
NNS mean was 1.333 and the NLE NNS mean was 1.222 with t=.5 and
p=.624. Neither difference was statistically significant.
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The final piece of data collection involved a qualitative analysis of a subset

(n=6) of the sample. As | discussed in Chapter 3, this analysis focused on
qualitative differences among three sets of NLE and SLE NNS writing: Using
the total average score from the holistic rating, | compared a set of essays (one
from each population which represented the mean for the group), a set of
essays with equal but high holistic ratings, and a set of essays with equal but
low holistic ratings. The essays were chosen at random.

The results confirmed the holistic assessment with one important difference.
NLE NNS writing, even with similar holistic scores, is more complex in its
development, less reliant on personal information to advance the argument,
more purposeful in its structure, and more contextualized. Consider the
“average” essay from a NLE writer, Essay Code #28-2 (Appendix C, p. 184)
contrasted with the “average” essay from a SLE writer, Essay Code #6-37
(Appendix C, p. 139). The NLE writer opens with an assessment of the problem
that the prompt proposes: “Having been offered jobs in three cities: A, B, C, |
need to choose carefully.” The writer then goes on to identify the most
important criterion that influences his/her choice, the environment. The
argument is clearly established. Contrast this opening with the SLE writer. No
information is given as to the problem posed by the prompt. No specific reason
is given as to why city A is chosen except that the opportunities are better. The
inexperience of the writer is evident from the irrelevant information he/she gives
us as to the reason city A was chosen: “...after | had a close look at it.”

Another critical difference between the two writers is the detail and support
for their arguments. The NLE writer expounds on the living conditions of the city
he has chosen, offering rich detail to support (“the city is pure with many green
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trees along the streets”). The writer has an eye on the reader, constantly pulling
him or her into the text with the use of the first person plural pronoun (“We can
have fresh water...”), as if he/she is attempting to convince the reader of the
argument. In addition to the detailed advantages, the writer gives clear
disadvantages, detailing the lack of hospitals (“a few small hospitals dispersing
somewhere in the urban”). The writer closes with a summary conclusion that
reinforces to the reader hisher reasons for choosing this city. Again, contrast
the detail of the NLE essay with the SLE essay. In the latter, the simplistic
reasons offered as advantages amount to little more than restating the original
characteristics of the city: “The advantages of city A is schools...you could get a
higher education and have a best opportunity for work.” And the advantage of
good water is that “if you want to live, you supposed to have water and if you
want to have a healthy life.” Ultimately the best reason the writer can find to
choose City A comes in the conclusion: City A is “much better than the other
cities presented.” The strategy throughout is repetition of the prompt and a
simplistic use of transitional devices to signal new reasons (first, second, third),
which is typical of inexperienced L2 writers.

Although the two essays compared were representative of the average NLE
and SLE writer, a comparison is always problematic given that we're dealing
with two different holistic scores. The NLE essay would have the distinct
advantage given its higher mean. However, a comparison of two essays with
identical rankings (83.5) reveal some similar contrasting differences in the
writing (NLE NNS Essay #15-144, Appendix C, p. 157, and SLE NNS Essay
#17-111, Appendix C, p. 150). Although the differences are not as stark as in
the first comparison, the NLE NNS essay attempts more development of the
argument. The opening reveals little differences, except that the SLE NNS
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essay has some of the idiomatic fluency (“guy like myself") that the teacher
interviewees spoke about . There's a heavier reliance on personal reasons for
supporting choices in SLE NNS writing as opposed to NLE NNS use of global
reasons for supporting their arguments. The paragraph development in the
SLE NNS essay tends to be more mechanical (opening transitional device,
topic sentence, one reason, one example) while the NLE NNS essay uses more
elaboration in each paragraph to support the reason. In effect, the NLE writer
seems to have more to say about a subject and uses more non-personal
information to develop the argument.

The final comparison involves two essays (NLE NNS Essay #50-2, Appendix
C, p. 192, and SLE NNS Essay #33-2, Appendix C, p. 181) with similar low
holistic/analytic scores (62). Again, despite similar scores, the NLE writer
attempts more development, more complexity of argument, and more
organizational structure. Despite the global errors which cause the reader to
reconstruct the sentence or argument (“Study-working programs is essential in
today's lifestyle”), the NLE NNS essay is clearly attempting to introduce an
argument with a introduction that tends to move from the general to the specific.
In contrast, the SLE NNS essay simply opens with frustration at the difficulty of
the writing task: “It's is hard to make a decision on something.” There’s littie
attempt to engage the reader (despite the fact that the SLE writer seems to be
more fluent than the NLE writer) and no development of the reasons for his/her
choice. There’s no conclusion; in fact, it appears that the writer stopped in the
middie of his/her thinking. While it's difficult to infer process from product, |
wonder if he or she simply ran out of time. Anecdotally, I've noticed that SLE
NNS writers tend to write quickly, finish before their NLE NNS peers, and are
restiess to do something else when given a timed writing assignment. NLE
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NNS writers, at least in the case of Essay #50-2, Appendix C, p. 192, elaborate
more even when he or she has little information to give: “It is scientific proven
that air and water causes most of diseases.” The writer attempts academic

register even at a low proficiency level.

Summary of Results

1. Teachers perceive NLE writers to be better writers than SLE writers.

2. Despite their perceptions, teachers are unable to accurately identify which
essays are written by NLE or SLE writers. There is additionally no agreement in
their inability to determine which population the essays were drawn from.
3. Rank ordering of a subset of NLE and SLE essays (n=19) by ESL teachers
and basic writing teachers indicate significant differences in the rank ordering,

with NLE essays being ranked higher overall.
4. Linguistic analysis of the 39 essays (17 SLE and 22 NLE) reveal no

differences at the sentence level (number of T-units, s-nodes per T-unit, error-

free T-units, word count, and cohesive ties).
5. Holistic/analytic scoring indicate significant differences in total score, content,

organization, grammar, and vocabulary between the two populations, with NLE
essays being ranked higher holistically in these five categories. There are no

significant differences in mechanics.
6. Analysis of SES data with a subset of the sample (n= 18; 9 SLE & 9 NLE)

indicates no statistical difference in SES and NLE or SLE.
7. Analysis of parents’ education with a subset of the sample (n=18; 9 SLE & 9

NLE) indicates no statistical difference in parents’ educational level (first

generation in college) with NLE or SLE status.
8. A qualitative analysis of a subset of the sample (n=6) of both essays
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confirmed that NLE NNS writing was superior; in fact, the qualitative analysis
revealed a more complex, richer writing than the SLE NNS essays.

The general discussion of these findings, including implications and
recommendations, will be addressed in the next chapter.
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NLE NNS Writing

SLE NNS Writing

Grammatical Complexity

More complex structures (1)a Less complex, shorter sentences (2)
Metalanguage for grammar (1) Less creative with grammar (1)
Fluency
Problems with fluency (1) More fluent (1)
More text produced (1)
Accuracy

Translation errors (1)

Errors from a theory of grammar (1)

Fewer sentence level errors (1)

Reflective of oral fossilization (1)

Idiomatic Usage

Problems with idiomatic usage (1)

More idiomatic expressions (4)

Vocabulary and Register

More accuracy in words used (1)
More lexical errors (2)
Greater variety of writing styles (1)

Limited academic vocabulary (3)
Larger vocabulary (1)

Problems with academic register (2)
Written down speech (2)
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Spelling
Phonetic spellings (2)

Topic Selection and Rhetorical Problems
Maturer choices in topic selection (1)  Lack of depth in topic selection (1)

Cultural problems in writing (1)

Progress
Faster progress in ESL classes (1)

Learning Strategies
Sophisticated learning strategies (2)

4( ) Indicates number of teachers who identified the characteristic.
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Teacher Rate of Accuracy (x/n) X2 p

a 919 .0526 .8185
b 13/19 2.5789 .1083
c 8/19 : 4737 4913
d 10/19 .0526 .8185
e 10/19 .0526 .8185
f 819 4737 4913
g 9/19 .0526 .8185
h 15/19 6.3684 .0116*
i 719 1.3158 .2513

Note: X represents the number of times each teacher correctly identified which
population the essays were drawn from and n represents the total number of
essays.

R < .05
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Teacher Rate of Accuracy (x/n)

a 38
b 1114

5112
7115
8/19
2/6
12/16
mnm7

- o Q O

I @

2.0
3333
.0667
4737
.6667
4.
.5294

4913
4142
0455*
.4669

Note: X represents the total number of times each teacher correctly identified
with 3-5 degrees of certainty which population the essays were drawn from and

n represents the total number of essays.

'R < .05
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Teacher Pairs Agreements Disagreements X2 p

al 10 9 .0526 8185
alc 8 11 4737 4913
a/d 8 11 4737 4913
ale 9 10 .0526 8185
at 6 3 120 728

alg 11 8 4737 4913
ah 10 9 .0526 8185
af 14 5 42632  0389*
bic 11 8 4737 4913
bid 12 7 1.3158 2513
ble 12 7 1.3158 2513
b 9 10 .0526 8185
big 6 13 2.5789 .1083
bh 13 6 2.5789 1083
bA 7 12 1.358 2513
cid 9 10 0526 8185
cle 10 9 .0526 8185
o 8 11 4737 4913
clg 10 9 0526 8185
ch 8 11 4737 4913
ch 9 10 0526 8185



de

IegSS55eg28eees

12

11

12

10

12

10

10
14

11
11

11

10

12

12
11

1.3158
4737
4737
4737
1.3158
.0526
4737
1.3158
.0526
.0526
1.3158
1.3158
4737
.0526
4.2632

.2513
4913
4913
4913
.2513
.8185
4913
.2513
.8185
.8185
2513
.2513
4913
.8185
.0389*

Note. The numbers in columns two and three respectively represent the total

number of agreements when both teachers marked the essay as either NLE or

SLE NNS and the total number of disagreements between both teachers.

‘R< .05
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.58*

.62*

.38

.68"
47"
46"
T1*

89

52"
32
5*
75"
.58*

T1*
53*
.56"
8"

73"
73"



Table 7 Basic Writing Teachers' Rank Sums of NLE and SLE NNS Writing
NLE NNS SLE NNS

Rank Order Rank Order

Rank
Sums
10
25
27
30
40
51
52
54
57
59
60
63
69
82
82
84
89
95
111

Group

NLE
NLE
NLE
NLE
NLE
NLE
NLE
SLE
SLE
SLE
SLE
NLE
NLE
SLE
SLE
SLE
SLE
SLE
NLE

Total Rank Sums

N O O b O N =

12
13

19
72

10
11

14.5
14.5
16
17
18

118

90



Table 8 ESL Teachers' Rank Sums of NLE and SLE NNS Writing

Rank Group NLE NNS SLE NNS
Sums Rank Order Rank Order
18 NLE 1

24 NLE 2

25 NLE 3

44 NLE 4

47 SLE 5

52 NLE 6

60 NLE 7

62 NLE 8.5

62 SLE 8.5
65 NLE 10

81 SLE 11.5
81 SLE 11.5
87 SLE 13.5
87 SLE 13.5
97 NLE 156.5

97 SLE 16.5
107 SLE 17
108 SLE 18
120 NLE 19

Total Rank Sums 76 114
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Table 9 -- JT-tesf

Accuracy
NLE SLE t p
Fluency
Number of words 366.27 327.88 1.26 .22
Number of T-units 26.113 22.382 1.32 .195
Mean T-unit length 14.768 14.329 .44 661
Number of s-nodes 41.954 35.73 1.37 179
Complexity

S-nodes per T-unit 1.6545 1.6706 18  .859

Accuracy
Error-free T-units 13.0227 10.3824 1.25 .22
Errors per T-unit .5941 77 1.97 .057
% of Error-free T-units .5095 .4224 1.89 .066
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Table 10 -- Erequency of Errors for NLE and SLE NNS Writing
Mean/SLE Mean/NLE

Error

article

S-V agree
prep

sing. for pi
v form
lexical ch.
pl. for sing.
subj form
wd form
tense
run-ons

pl. for sing
frag
missng wd
punc

wd order
comp form
vV missng

ambig ref

SLE

.155/n=31
.08/n=16
.045/n=9
.04/n=8
.095/n=19
.06/n=12
.03/n=6
.035/n=7
.015/n=3
.03/n=14
.07/n=14
.03/n=6
.08/n=16
.025/n=5
.016/n=3
.05/n=2
.015/n=3
.04/n=8
0/n=0

NLE
n=200err

.219/n=55
.116/n=29
.08/n=20
.072/n=18
.064/n=16
.048/n=16
.044/n=11
.04/n=10
.036/n=9
.032/n=8
.032/n=8
.044/n=11
.032/n=8
.028/n=7
.024/n=6
.002/n=5
.016/n=4
.016/n=4
.016/n=4

n=251err
1.7059
.9412
.5294
.4706
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2.4545
1.3182
.9091
.6818

t

91
8
1.19
.59

p

.368
431
.241

.557



n-pro agree .01/n=2
extrawds .01/n=2
genitive .05/n=10
whole clau 0/n=0
2-wd vb 0/n=0

v comp 0/n=0
deixis .005/n=1
dangpart .005/n=1
quanwds .02/n=4
quan.-n agr .01/n=2
parall struc .015/n=3
negation  0/n=0
pro copy .025/n=5
wrong case .01/n=2

gapping err .005/n=1

.012/n=3
.008/n=2
.008/n=2
.008/n=2
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
.004/n=1
0/n=0

0/n=0
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Table 11 --_Comparison of Order of Frequency of NLE and SLE NNS Errors

SLE Error Frequency NLE Error Frequency
article 16% article 22%
V formation 10% s-vagree 12%
S-Vagree 8% prep 8%
frag 7% singforpl 7%
run-ons 6% vform 6%
lexical 6% lexical 5%
genitive 5% plforsing 4%
prep 5% subj form 4%
vmissing 4% wd form 4%
singforpl 4% tense 3%
subj form 4% run-on 3%
tense 3% frag 3%
plforsing 3% missingwd 3%
pro copy 3% punc 2%
missingwd 3% wd order 2%
quanwds 2% wrong comp 2%
wrong comp 2% Vv missing 2%
parall struc 2% ambig ref 1%
wd form 2% n-pro agree 1%
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punc
quant-n agr
n-pro agree
extra wds
wrong case
deixis prob
wd order
dang part
gapping err

2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
less than 1%
less than 1%
less than 1%

less than 1%

96

extra wds
genitive
whole clau
2 wd vbs

v comp
deixis prob
dang part
quan. wds
quant-n agr
parall struc
negation

pro copy

1%

1%

1%

less than 1%
less than 1%
less than 1%
less than 1%
less than 1%
less than 1%
less than 1%
less than 1%

less than 1%



Table 12 -- Cohesive Ties in NLE and SLE NNS Writing

NLE Mean SLE Mean t P
Adverbial Subordinators .0176 .0198 8 427
Conjunctive Adverbials 0191 .0168 71 .481
Coordinating Conjunctions .0133 .0119 .45 .659
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Table 13 -- |nterrater Reliabilities for Holistic/Analvtic Rati

Criterion Score
Total .74*
Grammar 73"
Content T1*
Organization 70"
Vocabulary 61"
Mechanics 61*
p < .0001
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Total Score
Content
Organization
Grammar
Vocabulary
Mechanics
*p<.05

SLE NNS
70.1765
22.6176
14.97
15.2647
13.9706
3.2353

NLE NNS
83.3158
26.5

17.1
19.15679
16.3421
4.8158
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.000*
.000*
.01*
.001*
.000*
.169



CHAPTER 5
GENERAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
3 | Findi

Based on the results of the study we can conclude that there are differences
between NLE NNS writing and SLE NNS writing on the basis of teacher
perception, rank ordering of a subset of the writing samples, and
holistic/analytic ratings of the 39 essays in the sample. Furthermore, the rank
ordering of the subset of the sample and the holistic/analytic rating of the entire
sample point to the conclusion that NLE NNS writing is evaluated higher than
SLE NNS writing. Why? The linguistic coding of the samples proved that the
parts do not equal the whole: There were no differences in complexity,
accuracy, or fluency as measured by error-freeT-units, s-nodes per T-unit, error
analysis, and cohesive ties despite the fact that there were significant
differences at the holistic/analytic level, particularly with overall rating,
organization, development, grammar, and vocabulary. In effect, the resuits
confirm that at a global level, NLE NNS writing is judged superior to SLE NNS
writing even when there are no significant differences at a local level.

Because this study held a number of variables constant in the sample, the
variable that primarily accounts for the difference in the writing is the effect of
being educated through secondary school in one’s native country and native
language. Completion of high school in the L1, therefore, represents a
threshold of L1 academic literacy that accounts for some of the success in L2
academic literacy, particularly when measured against those NNSs who
completed high school in an L2. This does not mean that SLE NNSs cannot
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achieve L2 academic literacy; indeed, the writing samples clearly indicate that
SLE NNSs are capable of some success in academic literacy in an L2. More
importantly, many of these students do go on to pursue college degrees after
completion of their ESL. What this finding suggests is that their interruption of
education in the L1 prior to completion of high school will force them to lag
behind their NLE NNS peers in L2 academic writing. This study makes no
claims for other types of L2 proficiency, such as speaking, listening, and
reading. However, given the prominence academic writing is given in post-
secondary education, any disadvantage becomes a potential obstacle to
degree completion. More specific implications of this finding with reference to
assessment, intake, placement, curriculum development, teaching strategies,

and teacher training will be explored in this chapter.

p i | Contradicti
The results of the interview and subsequent identification of which populatin

the essays were drawn from reveal that while teachers maintain there are
linguistic differences in the writing of the two populations, they were unabile to
accurately identify between the two groups. Furthermore, they exhibited no
pattern of agreement in their identification of the essays. The results would
appear to be contradictory. If there are true qualitative and quantitative
differences in the writing between the two populations as exhibited in the rank
ordering of a subset of the sample and holistic/analytic rating of the complete
sample, shouldn't experienced ESL writing teachers be able to accurately
determine in the essays based on their own intuition what was apparent in the
interviews? One possibility could be that the subset of the sample may not

have been representative of the population since there were only 19 essays in
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the sample; therefore, the teachers simply did not have an opportunity to make
clear distinctions between the two groups. If the teachers were given all 39
essays and asked to make predictions, would the results be different?

If there were problems in sample size then this would have been reflected in
their pattern of agreement. The teachers were not in agreement on what they
inaccurately identified. I'll have to infer process from product to analyze what |
think the teachers were doing given that there were no data collected on what
the teachers thought when making their selections. | believe that they were
searching for confirmation of their own preconceived notions of what was better
writing. For example, if a teacher believed that SLE NNSs were better writers
because they sounded more like native speakers, particularly in their errors and
use of idioms, then instead of searching for examples of such characteristics,
the teachers instead looked for what they would judge as better writing overall
and determine the paper was written by a SLE NNS. The problem is that often
the better writing was written by a NLE NNS. If the teachers were evenly split
as to which writing they believed was better, then any accurate or even
consistent agreement in the identification becomes problematic.

Why would some teachers believe intuitively (since no teacher quoted any
research in the interviews) that one type of writing is better than another? The
answer to this lies in how teachers view fluency and academic proficiency.
Some ESL teachers strongly favor writing that is more nativelike in its
development, organization, and even errors with a strong personal voice
throughout; others prefer a more academic register, favoring lexical
development (and even risk-taking in vocabulary use) over the “chattiness” of
typical freshman writing. Both groups of teachers would believe that their
rationale for favoring such writing is predictive of a student’s success in post-
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secondary education. Therefore, if a student spent 4 or 5 years in a U.S. high
school, then assumptions would be made by teachers who prefer a more
idiomatic writing that such a student would have an advantage. This concept of
length of exposure equals fluency gets applied to academic writing proficiency,
not just to communicative competence. However, too often the SLE NNS
doesn't match the expectation of the teacher in terms of writing fluency. The
problem is compounded by a lack of empirical research in this area which
creates a vacuum, forcing teachers to overgeneralize (e.g., more exposure in
the L2 means more L2 academic writing proficiency).

The lack of awareness of the true writing differences in these populations
becomes a challenge when teachers work with these groups in the classroom.
We've seen in the predictions that intuition doesn't work because of the lack of
information and research on the differences in the population. Thus, when the
SLE NNS doesn't meet the expectation of writing fluency, then teachers
assume that the student is either developmentally delayed or because of his/her
often oral fluency should be referred to a developmental reading and writing
class for native speakers. In either case, the SLE NNS often doesn’t make the
same progress as his/her NLE NNS counterpart because of the lack of
appropriate instructional intervention. The second half of this chapter proposes

some instructional recommendations to remedy this problem.

Based on mt hypothesis that NLE NNS writing would be rated higher than
SLE NNS writing, | did not expect the linguistic coding to yield such

inconclusive data. The research on linguistic coding or measures of accuracy
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and complexity is mixed. In some cases, a significant linear relationship exists
between proficiency level and overall accuracy, fluency, and complexity.
However, as Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) maintain in their review of over 100
measures across 39 second and foreign language research studies, such a
linear relationship often depends upon the type of study. They argue that their
in their review of studies that used accuracy measures (error-free T-units, error-
free T-units per T-unit, and errors per T-unit) the resuits were mixed: Some
studies found a linear relationship between program or school level and
accuracy while others did not. With respect to grammatical complexity indices,
they found non-significant results when correlated with holistic scores in the
same proficiency level. They did find, however, that across levels, there
appeared to be some linear relationship. This may initially explain my results
in the linguistic coding: 1) The students were all in the same level of ESL, an
advanced course for reading and writing based on an MTELP cut score; 2) The
measures of accuracy and complexity did not correlate with the holistic/analytic
scores since no significant differences were found between SLE and NLE
NNSs with respect to accuracy/complexity measures but significant differences
were found with respect to holistic/analytic ratings (i.e., organization,
development, and grammar).

These were essentially the same conditions that Wolfe-Quintero et al. found
in their review of complexity measures: No significant results within intact
classes and no significant resuits when correlated with holistic scores. Thus,
such measures of accuracy, fluency, and complexity are more evident across
greater ranges of proficiency (e.g., from a beginning to an intermediate level of
proficiency) not within intact levels.

Another explanation that may account for the fact that there were no
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differences in measures of accuracy and complexity yet there were significant
differences in the holistic evaluation could be in the types of errors within each
category of error. Table 9 (in Chapter 4) summarizes the frequency of errors in
each set of essays. The results clearly indicated no significant differences with
respect to number of errors in each category analyzed; however, within each
category exists types of errors that could possibly be considered more severe or
less severe. For example, in the category of verb tense error there were no
significant differences in the total number, even though the SLE essays
contained more errors (n=14) than the NLE essays (n=8). This isn't surprising
given the total number of essays and number of errors analyzed. Wolfe-
Quintero et al. would argue that the lack of significant difference was due to the
fact that both sets of essays were drawn from the same overall level of
proficiency. We would need to have a greater range of levels to begin to see a
greater difference in errors. The problem is that verb tense errors can be
everything from misuse of the simple future (‘| have realized that to enjoy the life
you need to have the conditions. This is one of the reasons why | WILL
CHOOSE the second city, which has an excellent entertainment characteristic.”
Essay #29-2, Appendix C, p. 181) to failure to signal the past perfect (“I just
turned in the application and | left. It past a week and | haven’t heard from
them yet.” Essay #43-2, Appendix C, p. 176). Both were categorized as verb
tense errors. The verb tense error in the first example clearty does not interfere
with meaning. The sentence could easily be fixed with a substitute modal or
even present perfect: “This is one of the reasons why | would choose (or
have chosen) the second city.” The verb tense error in the second example,
however, is more severe. The failure to signal past perfect in the middle of a
brief narrative forces the reader to misinterpret the sequence of time. The use of
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present perfect indicates that the writer is still waiting to hear from the
prospective employers (to whom he turned in the applications). Yet two
sentences later the writer informs us that he had heard from the employers and
began making decisions about the best city to live in. The reader is then forced
to return to the sentence with the verb tense error and reinterpret the time
sequence to fit the rest of the paragraph.

In both cases the error was appropriately categorized as an error in verb
tense. The less severe error was taken from an essay written by a NLE NNS
while the more severe error was taken from an essay written by a SLE NNS.
Where the measures of linguistic accuracy would not yield any difference in the
type of error, the holistic measure did. Could the severity of the type of error
have influenced the overall rating of an essay? Possibly. This may explain why
the raters evaluated NLE NNSs as higher overall in the grammar category of
the holistic/analytic evaluation despite the lack of difference in the coding of the
errors. Intuitively, it would seem that a simple correction is to go back and
recode each error to determine if the more severe types of errors within one
category would yield any statistical difference; however, given the small number
of errors that already exist in each category (for example, only 22 total verb
tense errors in all 39 essays), there's little chance that any further coding would
yield significant differences. This may well be the limitation of linguistic coding.

A final explanation is that the parts simply do not equal the whole. While
there may well be differences in error categories that could account for the final
holistic evaluation of the essays, one could easily argue that the truth of the
differences lies in the global way a text is organized, developed, supported, and
elaborated upon. Coding cannot capture the SLE writer struggling to fill the
page with simplistic reasons to defend his or her choice of cities while the NLE
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writer at times overwhelms the reader with the seriousness of the choice. What
about the qualitative differences in the vocabulary? Consider the difference
between the writer who prefers to live in a “clean society” as opposed to a writer
who longs “to wake up in the morning and breathe fresh air.” Clearly, both
value the quality of the environment as a reason to support their choice of cities.
But a rater has to be influenced by the imagery of the latter writer. As was

~ pointed out in the qualitative comparison in Chapter 4, the elaboration of ideas
clearly distinguished the two types of essays. (It's interesting to note that there
were analytic differences in the vocabulary category with NLE NNSs judged
superior to SLE NNSs.)

In-holistic evaluation readers are urged to read past the local errors for ideas
and content. If done properly, holistic evaluation should not simply be an
evaluation of papers based on the overall error count unless those errors
consistently interfere w