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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to contribute to a better understanding of nonnative 

English speaking students' interlanguage pragmatics in written discourse. It examined 

whether the types of redundancy found in second language (L2) learners' written English 

discourse may be explained by a lack of pragmatic knowledge, and used the theoretical 

framework of Sperber and Wilson's (1986) Relevance Theory. 

The particular type of pragmatic knowledge examined was the appropriate use of 

contextual information assumed to be manifest between the writer (i.e. the student) and 

the reader (i.e. the instructor). The subjects were 40 nonnative (NNS) and 34 native (NS) 

English speaking college students enrolled in freshman composition courses. They wrote 

essays on two topics that were selected carefully to manipulate the degrees of mutually 

manifest contextual information. 

The introduction section of each essay was submitted to an initial quantitative 

analysis. The results indicated that: (1) The mean length of the NNS essays was greater 

than that of the NS essays on both topics, and the difference on topic one reached a 

statistically significant level (p<0.05), (2) The difference between the mean length of the 

NS essays on topics one and two was statistically significant (topic one<topic two, 

/?<0.01) whereas the difference between the mean length of the NNS essays on topics one 

and two was not statistically significant, (3) There were more than twice as many 
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instances of unnecessary types of redundancy in the NNS essays than in the NS essays, 

and (4) No statistically significant differences were found among the NNS essays in 

different LI sub-groups, with relative terseness found in Hindi/Urdu dominant bilingual 

subjects in the Indian LI sub-group as an exception. 

In addition to the initial analysis, this study also examined the relationships between 

holistically judged essay quality and (1) the length of introduction, (2) L2 learners' 

linguistic knowledge, and (3) L2 learners' length of stay in the U.S. It further compared 

the linguistic features of the NNS and NS essays in high, intermediate, and low score 

ranges. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

General introduction 

This study investigates the presence or absence of various types of redundancy in 

second language (L2) learners' written discourse as a possible developmental feature of 

their interlanguage pragmatics (ILP). The main purpose of the investigation is to analyze 

the nature of redundancy observed in native and nonnative English speaking college 

students' essays to derive pedagogical implications for the teaching of L2 writing. To 

account for the validity of such a study in the perspective of ILP, this chapter first gives a 

brief overview of the types of research done in relevant areas. 

A number of studies in interlanguage pragmatics to date have examined various 

characteristics of second language learners' speech, but relatively little attention has been 

paid to the descriptions and the analyses of their written discourse. This is at least partly 

due to the fact that many early ILP studies concentrated on the examination of first 

language (LI) or L2 speakers' use of an illocutionary act within a single speech act set 

and cross-cultural comparisons of speech act realization patterns, adopting Austin and 

Searle's speech act theory as the main pragmatic theoretical framework (Austin, 1962; 

Searle, 1969). Kasper (1989), for example, defines pragmatic knowledge as "distinct from 

other types of declarative communicative knowledge, such as discourse knowledge, 

semantic, grammatical, and phonological knowledge," and claims that "the notion of 
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speech act (SA) is central to pragmatic theory" (P. 39). 

More recently, however, the limitation of such studies of a single speech act set has 

been noted by some researchers of ILP (e.g. Blum-Kulka, 1997) in that one speech act is 

often embedded in a larger context of discourse and not always separable as a single act. 

Besides, a single speech act sometimes performs multiple fimctions and, in such cases, it 

is difficult to reduce the speaker's intent to a single purpose by assigning one ftmction to 

the act. Blum-Kulka (1997) specifically points out the importance of "context" in studies 

of pragmatics and calls for research in "discourse pragmatics" which goes beyond the 

studies of single speech act sets. The emphasis there, however, is still on spoken 

discourse and the use of a "discourse analytical model for the analysis of conversation" 

(p. 59). 

L2 writing research in the context of English as a second language (ESL), on the other 

hand, has been more closely associated with the field of composition and rhetoric. As 

Silva (1990) points out, L2 writing research, throughout its relatively short history, has 

been heavily influenced by LI composition theories. The complex nature of L2 writing 

which involves possible interactions between the writer's LI and L2, however, has also 

been recognized in recent years, and research which specifically addresses various 

characteristics of L2 writers and their writing is developing in the field (Jolins, 1990; 

Leki, 1992; Raimes, 1993). 
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Contrastive rhetoric is one field of research that has been playing an increasingly 

important role in the recent development of research in L2 specific features of writing. 

Having been originated by R. B. Kaplan (Kaplan, 1966) in the field of applied 

linguistics, many studies in contrastive rhetoric to date have indicated that different 

rhetorical patterns exist in different languages, which might influence L2 writing in a 

number of ways. On the one hand, research in contrastive rhetoric has made an important 

contribution to L2 writing instruction by promoting awareness that L2 writers often have 

to deal with two separate rhetorical traditions, one in their LI and the other in their L2. 

On the other hand, as is outlined in Leki (1991), some strong criticism has been raised 

against contrastive rhetoric. Two major controversies are that it presents stereotypical 

ideas of the rhetorical pattems of various languages and that it has induced prescriptive 

classroom applications because of its apparent emphasis on product rather than process 

of composing. In Grabe & Kaplan (1989), however, the objective of research in 

contrastive rhetoric in the context of second language writing instruction is defined as an 

intent "not to provide pedagogic method, but to provide a body of knowledge underlying 

various types of writing for different audiences in different culturally bound settings" 

(p. 271). 

The area of research in contrastive rhetoric continues to expand, and Connor (1996) 

emphasizes the interdisciplinary nature of contrastive rhetoric which is "No longer 
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restricted to cross-cultural models of writing supplied by contemporary applied 

linguistics," but "includes models of writing developed in education, composition 

pedagogy, and translation studies" (p. 7). 

Research in contrastive rhetoric has also been informed by a recent development in the 

field of corpus linguistic analysis (e.g. Biber, 1985; 1992), and some studies have applied 

a more multidimentional approach to analysis of rhetorical patterns of L2 learners' 

written discourse as well as their lexical and syntactic choices (Connor, 1990; Ferris, 

1994). 

Redundancy, and repetition in particular, has also been discussed extensively as a 

rhetorical feature for both LI and L2 writing research. Some researchers, for example, 

have found redundancy and repetition as a distinctive rhetorical feature of native Arabic 

speakers' LI and L2 writing (Johnstone, 1994; Thompson-Panos & Thomas-Ruzic, 

1983). 

Repetition is also considered an important cohesive device which serves to create a 

coherent text. Haliday & Hasan (1976), for example, developed a taxonomy for different 

types of cohesive devices which included such redundant features as repetition and 

synonymy. Hoey (1991) further created two sub-categories under repetition that he named 

"simple repetition" and "complex repetition." He also divided paraphrase, which included 

synonymy in Haliday & Hasan's taxonomy into "simple paraphrase" and "complex 
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paraphrase." 

Reynolds (1996) applied Hoey's framework to his analyses of various repetition found 

in essays written by native speakers (NSs) and nonnative speakers (NNSs) of English in 

relation to topic (descriptive vs. persuasive), background (L1 for NNSs, previous 

academic courses taken for NSs, and NNS vs. NS for all), and language proficiency 

(placement ratings for NNSs, GED ratings for NSs, and content ratings for all) variables. 

The types of repetition measured were (1) repetition of root morphemes, (2) paraphrase 

repetition, (3) pronoun repetition, and (4) repetition involving "other" types of lexical 

items. In addition, the frequency of repetition links, the proportions of bonds, the 

proportion of paraphrase relative to opportunities for paraphrase, and the ratio of semantic 

referents to the number of links involving repetition of root morphemes were measured to 

examine the use of repetition at a more global level within a text. The study found both 

similar and different patterns of use of repetition in the NS and NNS data. 

Research in both L2 learners' speech and written discourse thus, to some extent, has 

emphasized the importance of the influence of each L2 learner's LI background. The 

main theory which supports the influence of LI is the notion of LI transfer. Although its 

mechanism and constraints are still under investigation, LI transfer does occur and affects 

learners' comprehension and production of L2. Kasper (1992) extended tlie notion of LI 

transfer to pragmatic knowledge of L2 leamers and defined "pragmatic transfer" in ILP as 
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" the influence exerted by learners' pragmatic knowledge of language and cultures other 

than L2 on their comprehension, production, and learning of L2 pragmatic information" 

(p. 207). 

Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986), however, found relative verbosity of intermediate L2 

leamers to be a deviation from the native norm regardless of their L1 background in a 

comparison of utterance length of native and non-native speakers. The data for the study 

were collected as a part of the Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP) 

project which was conducted to observe cross-cultural differences in realizing a particular 

speech act as its primary purpose. The data indicated that verbosity mainly derived from 

the L2 speakers' overuse of external modification devices, and the researchers identified 

three sources of L2 learners' verbosity: (1) "verbosity per se" - needing more words to 

accomplish a pragmatic act similar to the native speakers; (2) "overinformativeness" -

"elaborating the background, the preconditions, reasons, and the justifications related to 

the context" more than needed, which would be considered irrelevant by the native 

speakers; and (3) "double messages" - using several contradictory external modifiers 

(pp. 175-177). The researchers applied the notion of "pragmatic failure" developed by 

Thomas (1983) and characterized the deviant use as "a potential cause for pragmatic 

failure" (p. 165). 

Thomas (1983) originally defined the term "pragmatic failure" as "misunderstandings" 
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arising "from an inability to recognize the force of the speaker's utterance when the 

speaker intended that this particular hearer should recognize it"(p. 94). Blum-Kulka & 

Olshtain (1986) expanded the notion and interpreted it as capturing "certain types of 

misunderstanding that stem from a second language learner's lack of awareness of 

pragmatic aspects of the target language" (p. 166). Blum-Kulka & Olshtain's (1986) 

study stands out among many other speech act studies in that it points to a possibly 

universal developmental pattern of the ILP of L2 learners. 

Edmondson & House (1991), on the other hand, gave an alternative explanation to the 

verbosity observed in their portion of CCSARP data by naming it the "waffle 

phenomenon." They argue that "waffle" occurs as a compensatory strategy because 

learners feel insecure about meeting the social imposition in an appropriate maimer. 

Learners are aware of the face-threatening potential of the apology and request situations, 

but "do not have ready access to, and therefore do not make use of standardized routines" 

(p. 284). As the result, they use lengthy non-standardized expressions that are often 

deemed pragmatically inappropriate. The study also compared the written data of 

CCSARP collected through a discourse completion task with a set of speech data (i.e. the 

data from the Bochum project) collected through role-plays, and found that the "waffle" 

only occurred in the CCSARP data. 

Kasper (1998), referring to the findings of Edmondson & House (1991), suggests that 
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verbosity "may occur in written production only" (p. 190). The body of data called 

"written production" obtained in the CCSARP project, however, is not synonymous with 

"written discourse" in a general sense because the discourse completion task was 

implemented to elicit a particular speech act. In other words, the written production was 

an approximate representation of what the subjects would "say" in those situations 

described in the task. Thus, instances and types of redundancy in naturally occurring 

written discourse also need to be examined to further explore their possible causes. 

The present study was initially motivated by the scarcity of L2 writing research in ILP 

perspective. It was further inspired by Blum-Kulka & Olshtain's (1986) findings in that 

they indicated the possibility of occurrences of redundancy observed in L2 learners' 

language use as an ILP phenomenon. 

The next section will re-examine the definition of "interlanguage pragmatics" and 

review current development in pragmatic theories to establish the scope and the goals of 

investigation of the present study. 

The scope of the present studv 

Interlanguage pragmatics: Its definitional problem 

Interlanguage pragmatics, in its interdisciplinary nature, incorporates the studies of 

interlanguage in the field of second language acquisition (SLA) with pragmatic theories. 

The difficulty of defining "interlanguage pragmatics" and of determining the areas of 
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investigation lie in the fact that different theories of "interlanguage" and "pragmatics" 

both have had varying degrees of focus on internal and external factors which interact in 

actual language use. In other words, different theories in both areas have emphasized the 

roles of "mind" and "society" to various extent. As a result, these factors have often been 

treated as a dichotomy although the difference should be one of emphasis. Early debate 

on systematicity versus variability in interlanguage is a case in point. 

Pragmatics, defined in Verschueren (1999) as the study of "meaning in context," is 

necessarily interdisciplinary because "context" involves various external and internal 

factors of communication. He argues that both speech act theories and Grice's 

Cooperative Principles and maxims (Grice, 1975) have driven general pragmatic theories 

to place too much emphasis on cognition, that is, the communicator's intentionality. He 

argues further that efforts should be made to integrate both factors and view pragmatics in 

human communication not as the study of "mind and society" but of "mind in society" 

(p. 66). Interestingly, however, the same theory of Grice is interpreted in an entirely 

different way by Prideaux (1991). In his discussion of cognitively versus socially based 

pragmatic principles, he states: "The view that pragmatic principles are typically 

considered to be based on social factors is perhaps best illustrated by Grice's (1975) 

Cooperative Principle, with its associated maxims" (p. 113). 

The fact that both interpretations of Grice's theory are possible suggests the presence 
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of both cognitive and social aspects of communication in the theory. The difference in the 

interpretations of the same theory reflects the difference of the interpreters' main 

concerns in the study of pragmatics. Verschueren (1999) also points out the differential 

treatments of social and cognitive elements in various approaches to pragmatics as well as 

"a general fear" observed in many pragmaticists "of trespassing into the realm of 

sociolinguistics and psycholinguistics" as a possible result of fully accepting the 

interdisciplinarity of pragmatics and delimiting the scope of its studies (pp. 262-63). 

ILP studies, on the other hand, have consistently had keen awareness of and strong 

emphasis on external factors involved in language use. Kasper (1989) disclaims the 

applicability of the problem of systematicity versus variability to ILP studies on the 

grounds that the main concern of ILP research has been on "communicative" rather than 

"linguistic" competence from the very beginning. She states: 

...IL pragmatics, from its very outset, was firmly based on the sociolinguistic 
assumption that in order to carry out verbal action, NNSs make systematic 
choices from their repertoire of realisation procedures and linguistic means, 
and that these choices vary according to relevant factors in the speech event. 
Uncovering the principles of contextual variability, in Ellis's (1986) terms, 
of SA (i.e. speech act) selection and realization, is thus the core issue of IL 
pragmatics (p. 42). 

This naming of speech act realization as "the core issue of IL pragmatics" has led to the 

definition of ILP in a narrow sense as "referring to nonnative speakers" (NNSs*) 
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comprehension and production of speech acts, and how their L2-related speech act 

knowledge is acquired" (Kasper & Dahl, 1991; p. 216). 

Although the notion of "interlanguage" was originally developed as cognitive 

construct and although the acquisition of L2 pragmatic knowledge was included in the 

definition of ILP cited above, research in ILP to date has had much more emphasis on 

external factors than intemal factors of L2 learners' ILP. This emphasis is not only 

because ILP research has mainly examined language use rather than developmental 

features in L2 acquisition processes, as is pointed out in Kasper & Schmidt (1996), but 

also because it has taken an "action-theoretic" view of pragmatics which naturally 

emphasizes the social-interactive nature of communication (Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 

1993). In this research framework, the communicator's intentionality was interpreted as 

an intention of getting things done through speech acts as linguistic actions. A slightly 

more updated definition is found in Kasper (1997): "I will focus on pragmatics as 

interpersonal rhetoric—the way speakers and writers accomplish goals as social actors who 

do not just need to get things done but attend to their interpersonal relationships with 

other participants at the same time" (p. 1). 

Language, however, is not only used for getting things done or maintaining 

interpersonal relationships. It is also a representation, no matter how imperfect it may be, 

of a communicator's thought. Language use, therefore, must reflect the cognitive 
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constraints as well as the socio-cultural constraints of a particular communicative context. 

This kind of cognitive perspective is what seems to be lacking in main ILP studies. 

Edmondson &. House (1991) reviewed in the previous section, for example, only referred 

to external factors such as the possibility of immediate negotiation of meaning and the 

presence of the hearer's uptake in face-to-face interaction as an account of the absence of 

verbosity in a role-play task. They did not seem to consider the processing constraints 

imposed under the pressure of time as a possible alternative explanation. 

The present study primarily intends to explore possible cognitive factors of 

redundancy phenomena as a developmental feature of ILP at a discourse level, and needs 

an alternative pragmatic theoretical framework for its analyses. The next section will 

review Relevance Theory, the alternative framework applied to the present study. 

Relevance Theorv 

BIum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986) applied Grice's Cooperative Principle and maxims for 

their analyses and discussions of the study of verbosity. It was an appropriate choice since 

Grice's quantity, relation and manner maxims were directly pertinent to the interpretation 

of the deviant (i.e. lengthy) production observed in the nonnative subject (NNS) data. 

Grice, however, has left many key concepts of his theory, such as the role of context, 

unelaborated. 

Sperber & Wilson (1986) further developed a cognitively defined notion of relevance 
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out of Grice's maxim of relation, which had been least elaborated. In Wilson & Sperber 

(1991), pragmatics is defined as "a theory of th« cognitive principles and abilities 

involved in utterance interpretation, and their cognitive effects" (p. 584). In their view, 

the notion of relevance is rooted in human cognition. They state: "humans tend to pay 

attention to the most relevant phenomena available; that they tend to construct the most 

relevant representations of these phenomena, and to process them in a context that 

maximises their relevance" (p. 586). 

Thus, as Ramos (1998) summarizes, all the maxims in Grice's theory can be reduced 

to the maxim of relevance, which Sperber & Wilson (1986) named the principle of 

relevance, in Relevance Theory: 

... for S & W (i.e. Sperber & Wilson), (a) the premise that a speaker is telling 
the truth (maxim of quality) is a prerequisite for the hearer's appreciation of 
relevance (W&S, 1988a: 139). (b) If speakers do not provide the necessary 
amount of information {maxim of quantity), they are not being as relevant as 
they could be. In this sense, any utterance which is longer than it could be, is 
supposed to lack relevance (see Donaldson, 1984; Jucker, 1994). 
(c) Relevance involves the creation of contextual implications, and this 
mental processing is difficult if the stimulus is obscure, ambiguous, and too 
long (jnaxim of manner), (d) A speaker lias to be not only as relevant as 
possible (maxim of relation, logically rerducible to a principle of relevance), 
but as relevant as possible given the circumstances (W& S, 1986c: 590; 
see also Recanati, 1987: 730) (pp. 312-13). 

Relevance Theory considers human commumication as an effort of achieving maximal 

relevance that balances between the least processing effort and the maximal contextual 
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effect. In this view, context plays a crucial role for the conveyance and the understanding 

of meaning in both spoken and written discourse. 

The definition of context in Relevance Theory 

Ellis (1994), in his summary of ILP research, points out the lack of attention to writing 

in ILP research and states, "we know little about how learners acquire the ability to 

perform acts found in decontextualized, written language" (p. 188). Although his call for 

more ILP research in writing is valid, his labeling of written language as 

"decontextualized" is problematic. Written texts as "decontextualized," in fact, is a 

prevalent idea shared among the researchers of written versus spoken language who 

believe that written texts are and should be "autonomous" (Olson, 1977; Rubin, 1984). 

They regard context as an external physical context of language production which is 

usually shared by the speaker and the hearer in spoken language, and claim that written 

texts should spell out everything to eliminate ambiguity since they lack an immediate 

interlocutor who shares the same context. 

Relevance Theory, however, defines context as "a psychological construct, a subset of 

the hearer's assumptions about the world" (Sperber & Wilson, 1986; p. 15). A context in 

this view is not limited to the immediate physical environment of communication nor the 

immediately preceding utterances, but includes all kinds of information stored in the 

hearer's mind that can contribute to utterance interpretation (Blakemore, 1992). Sperber 
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& Wilson (1986) use the term "cognitive environment" to describe their notion of 

context. They first present an individual's total cognitive environment as "the set of all 

the facts that he can perceive or infer: all the facts that are manifest to him"' which also 

include memorized information (p. 39). Then they extend "all the facts" to "all the 

assumptions." 

Sinclair (1993) adopts a relevance theoretic view in her discussion of context: 

...if we want to understand what the context is that affects the interpretation 
of language, we have to focus on the 'envirormient or context inside the 
hearer's or reader's head,' and not on the external context (p. 533). 

She claims that, if this psychologically based notion of context is adopted, written 

language cannot be decontextualized because the reader's cognitive environment contains 

contextual assumptions derived from memory. Furthermore, she argues that there is no 

qualitative differences between spoken language and written texts since not only the 

reader but the hearer involved in spoken discourse also often makes use of mental 

representation stored in her mind as a source of contextual assumptions for utterance 

interpretation. Assumptions derived from an actual physical context are simply additional 

information. 

In cormection with the concept of one's "cognitive envirormient" used for the 

definition of context, Sperber & Wilson (1986) reject the traditional notion of "shared or 

assumed to be shared information" between interlocutors. They argue that each 
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individual's cognitive environment differs and, therefore, people cannot be certain about 

which information they share or can assxmie to share with others. The alternative concept 

they introduce is "mutually manifest assumptions" (p. 42). 

In adopting Relevance Theory as a theoretical framework, I will use the term 

"mutually manifest (contextual) information/assumptions" throughout the present study 

whenever the discussion is directly concerned with the application of the theory. The 

distinction between "mutually manifest" and "shared" information, however, is an 

unsolved issue, and therefore, these two terms are used synonymously in the general 

discussion. The next section will review how the notion of context and the principle of 

relevance in Relevance Theory have been applied to explain the organization of 

discourse. 

Relevance theoretic approach to discourse organization and coherence of texts 

Blakemore (1988) argues against text grammarians' claim that the grammar needs to 

be extended to incorporate pragmatic rules relating sentence—context pairs as a 

component to account for the well-formedness of discourse (van Dijk, 1977) on the 

grounds that "the propositional content of an utterance is only partially determined by its 

linguistic properties" (p. 234). The reader or the hearer constantly makes use of 

nonlinguistic knowledge and/or contextual assumptions for utterance interpretation. 

Blakemore (1988) also questions the decisive role various cohesive devices play in 
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creating the coherence of texts detailed in Haliday & Hasan (1976) for the same reason. 

She applies a relevance theoretic approach to discourse organization and claims that 

discourse, whether spoken or written, is governed by the same general pragmatic 

principle of relevance. She explains that planned discourse has "continuity of context" 

(p. 241) in that the interpretation of the preceding sentence constrains the relevance of the 

following sentence within the discourse unit, which brings about coherence as "a by

product" of being relevant (p. 243). Cohesive devices only help clarify the relations 

between sentences by indicating them explicitly. Since linguistic redundancy in written 

discourse has been regarded as a type of cohesive device on the one hand and as the target 

for revision on the other, it is important to further explore when redundancy enhances the 

clarity of the text and when it does not. The next section will discuss when redundancy 

becomes excessive "wordiness," by applying Relevance Theory. 

Application of Relevance Theorv to the studv of redundancv in written discourse 

In the study of college student essays, a re-examination of the definition of "naturally 

occurring written discourse" is in order. Essays written in the context of college 

composition courses are "artificial" in the sense that they are required tasks rather than 

spontaneous writing. In other words, they can be called "naturally occurring" only when 

the context of college composition courses as an academic setting is viewed as a natural 

context of learning. It is this view that the present study adopts because it is a "real" 
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situation of learning for college students. 

Redundancy in composition instruction manuals is generally discussed in the section 

concerning the revising process. The revising process is an important part of writing 

instruction since the possibility of constant revisions is one characteristic that sets 

plarmed written discourse apart from unplarmed spoken discourse such as spontaneous 

oral conversations. A perspective taken there usually is a rhetorical and/or a lexico-

grammatical one. Troyka (1987), for example, defines redundancy as "unplanned 

repetition" which gives the same message at least twice (p. 314). The message can be 

repeated either by the use of the same expression or different expressions, both of which 

convey the same idea. The definition separates this type of redundancy from "plarmed 

repetition" which is effective for emphasizing important words or ideas. 

Trimmer (1998) also points out that "Unintentional repetition generally weakens a 

sentence and obscures the clarity of the idea" (p. 209) whereas "deliberate repetition...can 

produce a desired emphasis" (p. 210) as well as "make sentences flow into a coherent 

paragraph" (p. 173). 

The notion of relevance in Relevance Theory can be applied to add a pragmatic 

perspective to an account of the phenomena of redundancy that results in wordiness. 

Relevance Theory in its original form defines the notion of relevance in relation to the 

extent of "contextual effects" (Sperber & Wilson, 1986). The hearer uses assumptions to 
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process utterances in search of the most relevant interpretation. As was stated above, 

relevance of an utterance balances between contextual effects and processing efforts. Two 

conditions for the utterances to be relevant are stated as follows (p. 125): 

(1) an assumption is relevant in a context to the extent that its contextual 
effects in this context are large. 

(2) an assumption is relevant in a context to the extent that the effort required 
to process it in this context is small. 

In the discussion, Sperber & Wilson also describe the situations where assumptions yield 

no contextual effects and, therefore, are irrelevant (p. 121): 

(i) the assumption may contribute new information, but this information does 
not connect up with any information present in the context. 

(ii) the assumption is already present in the context and its strength is 
unaffected by the newly presented information. 

(iii) the assumption is inconsistent with the context and is too weak to upset it. 

Redundancy caused by unplanned repetition of an idea is irrelevant because it does not 

give the reader any new information which is worth processing. In the same line of 

argument, elaborating too much without taking into consideration shared assumptions, 

which already exist in the reader's cognitive environment, would also make the text 

unnecessarily redundant and irrelevant. It is the occurrences of these types of redundancy 

that the present study is set to examine as the primary target. In addition to these "bad" 

kinds of redundancy, however, this study will also examine "good" types of redundancy 
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which, help clarify the idea presented because they, too, will contribute to our 

understanding of redundancy and to a derivation of some important pedagogical 

implications. In the present study, the term "redundancy" refers to both "good" and "bad" 

types of redundancy, and the term "wordiness" is used for redundancy phenomena caused 

by "bad" types of redundancy. 

Multiple levels of "context" in the study of writing in college composition courses 

In adopting a relevance theoretic approach, "context" in this study is primarily defined 

as the cognitive environments of the writer and the reader that might provide necessary 

information for inferences and recovery of meaning. As the study of written discourse in 

college composition courses, however, this study also needs to include two other kinds of 

"context." One is context of writing (i.e. a freshman composition course), and the other is 

context provided linguistically in the preceding section of writing. These three levels of 

context represent linguistic, social, and cognitive factors involved in discourse that are 

identified in Hatch (1992). 

First of all, a freshman composition course as context of writing presents a unique 

social factor in that the writer (i.e. the students) and the reader (i.e. the instructor) 

maintain an asymmetrical power relationship. In other words, the novice/non-expert 

writer writes to and for the expert reader in this context. This situation is more or less true 

of all kinds of academic writing which student writers experience at a college level, with 



the exception of occasional peer-editing incorporated in the process of writing. 

Context can be also encoded linguistically because what is written in the preceding 

section of any segment of writing constrains the relevance of the subsequent section to 

some extent. Linguistic factors, in this sense of context, no doubt have an important role 

to play. 

The third level of context, the writer's and the reader's cognitive environments, plays 

a crucial role in the cognitive processes of the writer's production and the reader's 

comprehension of meaning. The writer, on the one hand, tries to make the message she 

conveys as relevant to the reader as possible by making the reader pay attention to a 

specific (set of) contextual assumption(s). The reader, on the other hand, is guided by the 

principle of relevance in selecting appropriate contextual assumptions to reach the most 

relevant interpretation. 

As Hatch (1992) acknowledges, however, it is difficult to discuss linguistic, social, 

and cognitive factors separately because they are "tightly interwoven" (p. 316). These 

three factors, in fact, interact with one another in the three levels of context described 

above. The asymmetrical social relationship, for example, may influence the writer's 

estimation of the amount of "mutually manifest" contextual assumptions between herself 

and the reader. The estimation would consequently influence the writer's linguistic 

choices as to how the meaning should be presented most effectively for successful 
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communicatioii. 

Blakemore (1988), cited above, gives another more general example which applies to 

all sorts of discourse: the interpretation of meaning is only partially determined by 

linguistic properties. Non-linguistic assumptions can be drawn from the reader's 

cognitive environment to contribute to the recovery of meaning. The preceding section of 

writing, therefore, constrains the relevance of the subsequent section not only with its 

linguistically encoded information but also with its non-linguistic information that could 

be inferred. The complex nature of discourse illustrated in these two examples needs to 

be taken into consideration in establishing the goals of the present study. 

Explicature versus implicature 

Another key concept of Relevance Theory which is important for the discussion of 

pedagogical implications in this study is the distinction between the notions of explicature 

and implicature. TTiis distinction is one of the outstanding concepts which set Relevance 

Theory apart from Grice's theory. In Grice's inference model, there are two levels of 

meaning, "word meaning" and "utterance meaning." The former is the propositional 

meaning ("what is said") whereas the latter is the inferred meaning ("what is 

implicated"). 

Relevance Theory claims that there is another level of meaning between these two 

because "what is said" only gives clues to recover the propositional meaning conveyed 
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and the semantic representation has to be "fleshed out" through an mference process 

which includes reference assignment and disambiguation (Blakemore, 1992; p. 59, p.65). 

This process involves the same pragmatic principles that are required for the recovery of 

implicature, and its result is called "explicafure." 

The inclusion of explicature to the inference process means that there are three, instead 

of two, layers of meaning involved in successful commimication, which could pose 

another obstacle for L2 learners. Grundy (1^95) points out this possible problem in his 

review of Relevance Theory: "The new lev^I of explicature proposed by S&W provides 

an intermediate level between what is said and implicatures, and thus the model provides 

for the possibility of a failure to understand on a graded scale at three levels (said, 

explicature, implicature) rather than just twC levels (said, implicated)" (p. 142). 

The distinction between explicature and implicature is important in the consideration 

of redundancy because it is directly connected with the degree of elaboration, that is, what 

should be made explicit and what should be unplied. Pragmatic failure could occur in 

either of the processes of explicating and implicating. I will come back to this point in the 

discussion of the results of data analysis. 

Universal pragmatic principles and ciilri]re-5;pecific pragmatic rules 

The last topic which needs to be discussed to establish the goals of this study is the 

dichotomy of universal pragmatic principles versus local or culture-specific pragmatic 
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rules. This dichotomy is also related to the dichotomy of internal versus extemal factors 

discussed earlier in this chapter. The former is tied to the notion of universality in the 

mechanism and the processes of human cognition in general, and the latter, to different 

cultural and social conventions that could and often do affect language use. Those 

theorists and researchers who support the Whorfian hypothesis further claim that 

language influences cognition. My own position is similar to one expressed in Kachru 

(1987): 

As a linguist searching for universals and applied linguist interested in 
translation, I assume that there are no differences in underlying cognitive 
processes among various populations: the differences are in conventionalization 
of appropriate rhetorical forms in different languages and cultures (p. 87). 

Although my primary research interest is in the search of a universal developmental 

feature of L2 writing, I also believe that the consideration of culture-specific pragmatic 

rules is essential for the studies of L2 learners' language use since it involves at least two 

separate cultural norms governed by different sets of rules. In this respect, I agree to 

Reynolds' (1996) comment: "any study that attempts to characterize second language 

texts needs to consider the degree to which the native language of the writers might 

influence their text" (p. 91). The present study, therefore, also includes an examination of 

possible influences of writers' LI background in its research design edthough its main 

focus is on the search for a possible universal developmental feature of ILP found in the 

occurrences of redundancy. 
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The Goals of the investigation 

Wordiness and types of redundancy to avoid are already commonly taught in regular 

college composition courses along with a number of features in grammar and sentence 

organization. This is because college students in freshman composition courses, whether 

they are native or normative English writers, are not expert writers. Therefore, they need 

to develop better skills for writing and to acculturate themselves into the new setting of 

academic discourse. As was reviewed in the previous section, however, redundancy is 

mainly regarded as either a lexico-grammatical or a rhetorical feature in writing 

instruction. This study primarily aims at adding a pragmatic dimension to the analysis of 

redundancy phenomena in academic writing for freshman composition courses and 

deriving pedagogical implications in the perspective of ILP from this expanded analysis. 

ESL writers typically enter the setting of college composition courses when their 

overall pragmatic knowledge of their L2 (i.e. English) is less than that of native English 

writers. This study, therefore, hypothesizes that wordiness in the form of unnecessary 

redundancy in ESL writing may occur as the result of lack of pragmatic knowledge which 

native English writers already possess and can readily utilize. The particular pragmatic 

knowledge examined is the maximal use of contextual information "mutually manifest" 

between the writer and the reader. This hypothesis is based on the assumption that the 

native writers have already acquired the use of contextual information assumed to be 
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shared between the writer and the reader to some extent from their previous encounters 

with texts in different genres. It is, therefore, highly likely that native writers adjust the 

degree of elaboration depending on the high/low amount of shared contextual 

assumptions whereas normative writers may not be aware of the contextual differences. If 

any occurrences of wordiness attributable to developmental ILP, which deviate from the 

native English norm, are observed across different LI language groups, these 

observations could add another perspective to L2 writing instruction in which the 

influence of different rhetorical traditions of various student writers' LI have already 

been analyzed extensively. 

The secondary goal of this study, as was also established in the previous section, is to 

examine whether any differences in the frequencies and the types of occurrences of 

redundancy are observed among groups of students with different LI background. If 

differences are found, some important pedagogical implications may also be derived from 

such findings. 

In addition to the two main goals of the investigation stated above, this study further 

aims at describing some characteristics of linguistic features of L2 English writing in 

comparison with LI English writing. This portion of the research explores possible 

correlations among presence and/or absence of a certain type of redundancy, types of 

linguistic features present, holistically judged quality of writing, and L1-L2 differences. 
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Three goals of the investigation, which focus on linguistic, social, and cognitive 

elements of discourse, have been thus established, and three initial research questions 

were formed: 

• Is there a difference in the quantity and types of redundancy indicators 

in L2 English learners' written discourse as compared to LI English 

students? 

• If there is a difference, can it be explained by L2 English learners' failure 

in maximally utilizing contextual information "mutually manifest" 

between the writer and the target reader? 

• If the difference is due to the L2 learners' failure in utilisng contextual 

information, can it be considered a universal developmental feature of 

L2 leamers' ILP regardless of their LI background? 

Then two pilot studies were conducted (1) to examine whether instances of wordiness 

really exist in L2 writing, (2) to develop a method for measuring the variable, and (3) to 

determine the most appropriate essay topics for data collection. The next chapter reports 

the procedures, the findings, and the problematic issues that emerged in the preliminary 

studies. The third chapter outlines the methodology for the main study. The fourth chapter 

describes the detailed procedures of data analysis. The fifth and the sixth chapters are the 

presentations and the discussions of the results. The final chapter presents the conclusion 
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and implications of the study as well as discussions of the limitations of the present study 

and suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2: PRELIMINARY STUDIES 

This chapter briefly reports on two pilot studies conducted prior to the main study. 

Although the findings of these small scale studies themselves were not significant, the 

implications, primarily found in the form of problematic issues, have contributed to the 

improvement of an overall research design. 

Pilot study 1 

The most important task to begin the investigation was to develop a set of coding 

categories for various types of redundancy. Since the existing taxonomies of repetition 

and synonymy/paraphrase, such as those developed by Haliday & Hasan (1976) and Hoey 

(1991), are classified as a part of cohesive devices and are considered grammatical or 

rhetorical features, they do not adequately operationalize the variable examined in the 

present study, namely, the degree of use of contextual assumptions. Thus the first pilot 

study was conducted to develop a new set of coding categories for the main study. To 

accomplish this task, the study had to first identify the types of redundancy which existed 

in the writing of both L1 and L2 English students. 

The data used for the study was a set of writing samples collected from 18 normative 

and 20 native English speaking students who were enrolled in the second semester of 

freshman composition courses at a four-year university Ln the United States. At the 

beginning of each semester, the department of Composition and Rhetoric at the university 
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conducts a mandatory survey of those students who enter the second semester courses to 

find out their previous experience in composition studies. The writing samples used as 

the data for the study were a part of the student survey, and all the students wrote on the 

same topic: "Write a brief essay describing your experience as a student in English 

composition." The writing samples, therefore, were not collected specifically for the 

purpose of this pilot study. It was considered justifiable to use such data since the focus of 

the study was solely on observing the types of redundancy in student writing for 

establishing coding categories and not on developing the topics for the essays used in the 

main study at this early stage of the research. 

Of the three situations where utterances become irrelevant identified in Relevance 

Theory, which were mentioned in the previous chapter, the second situation, in particular, 

seems to be most pertinent to the discussion of unnecessary redundancy: 

(ii) the assumption is already present in the context and its strength is unaffected 
by the newly presented information. 

The following three coding categories were tentatively created to examine different types 

of unnecessary redundancy, which might result in wordiness, on the basis of the above 

situation: 

(1) Over-elaboration — stating something more explicitly than is required in the 
context of the writing where a part of the meaning is 
easily accessible and can be recovered through inference 

(2) Repetition — stating the same idea twice in the same linguistic form 
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(3) Redundant information — stating the same idea twice in different linguistic 
forms when once is enough for making the 
meaning clear. 

Two native English speakers read the data and marked occurrences of redundancy, using 

these categories. The definition of each category at that point, however, was not clarified 

with any specific examples. 

The results indicated that the lack of clear criteria for the coding categories contributed 

to the low agreement of the two raters. Although inter-rater reliability was not measured, 

the raters obviously differed in their ratings. Overall, the first rater found 43 instances of 

redundancy in 18 normative writing samples, while the second rater found 62. They 

agreed on only 12 instances of those. The first rater found 28 instances of redundancy in 

20 native writing samples, and the second rater found 44. They agreed on 8 instances. The 

number of items that resulted in disagreement included both the marking of different 

items and the marking of the same items under different categories. 

Another factor that further affected the differences in the ratings was an emergence of 

another sub-category. One of the raters, a composition teacher, pointed out that 

urmecessary information was routinely regarded as a type of redundancy in writing 

instruction and included it in category (3). Unnecessary information, in some instances, 

was a grammatically unnecessary word such as the underlined "to" in the statement, 'Tn 

addition, teacher's conferences have been also very enlightening because they have taught 
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to me how to write in an organized manner." In other instances, it was an inserted 

colloquial phrase such as "Well, let's see," and "let's say in my fall and earlier...." 

Problematic issues observed in the first pilot study 

Low rater agreement 

The most noticeable reason for the low agreement between the two raters was that they 

rarely rated the same statement as category (1) — over-elaboration— although both of them 

classified a number of instances into the category. This means that they differed in their 

judgement of the degree of explicitness needed for the recovery of meaning in a particular 

part of the text. As the result, one of them rated an expression as an instance of over-

elaboration while the other thought that it presented an adequate degree of elaboration. 

Since the willingness to use inferences for the recovery of meaning and contextual 

information that exists in a cognitive environment varies firom one individual to another, 

there is no effective way of completely preventing this type of disagreement. 

One way of minimizing the disagreement, however, is to manipulate the amount of 

"mutually manifest" contextual assumptions in the writer's and the reader's cognitive 

environments by carefully selecting topics for writing. This is easier said than done 

because the writer cannot determine which contextual assumptions are available for the 

reader unless she knows who the reader is. Since the topic selection and the identification 

of the target reader are essential parts of the research design of the main study, the second 
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pilot study, which focused on the examination of these, was conducted. The discussion of 

topic selection and the target reader, therefore, is included in the report of the second pilot 

study. 

Identification of a bounded unit of written discourse 

Another problematic issue which further complicates the difficulty of establishing a 

reliable measurement is the difficulty of making data comparable. In research of single 

speech act sets, it is relatively easy to make all the data comparable because elicitation of 

a particular speech act in a particular context makes the content of the data highly 

specific. 

At the discourse level, however, the content of both spoken and written data tends to 

be more diverse even when it is on the same topic. In the case of written data, the content 

becomes relatively more diverse than spoken discourse data because it is free from the 

restrictions imposed by the physical context of a face-to-face conversation which includes 

the interlocutor's immediate responses. The difficulty of controlling the content of written 

discourse makes it hard to mark the boundary of comparable data, which is particularly 

problematic for quantitative analysis. 

The variation in the content also poses a problem for establishing a norm. The 

verbosity of intermediate leamers found in Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986) was relative to 

a native norm established from a set of comparable speech act performance data in the 
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form of a written discourse completion task, obtained from native speakers. In essay-type 

written discourse, on the other hand, the same topic can be presented in various ways. 

Thus texts written on the same topic do not necessarily contain the same types of speech 

acts. 

Two previous studies conducted on ESL leamers' written discourse are relevant in the 

discussion of determining units of comparable written data. Cohen Tarone (1994) 

considered stating and changing an opinion in an essay as a written speech act and 

examined the effects of training for improving the realization patterns in their 

performance. In the study, the researchers extended the definition of "speech act" from a 

set of locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts performed by an utterance to a 

segment of written discourse that involved stating and changing opinions as a bounded 

unit. 

Scarcella (1984), on the other hand, applied Labov & Waletzky's (1967) notion of 

"orientation" in oral narratives to an analysis of the introduction of expository texts. 

Although the researcher only used the orientation section of the introduction defined as 

the segment "which preceded the introduction of the thesis statement," this study 

indicates that the introduction in written texts can be considered a bounded unit for a 

discourse level analysis. 

Both studies mentioned above present possible ways in which written discourse data 
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are made comparable. Cohen & Tarone's method, however, is not applicable to the 

present study since this is not a study of a particular speech act. The introduction, on the 

other hand, is an appropriate unit of analysis for the present study because it is the section 

where clarity is of crucial importance for the presentation of the thesis, and the presence 

of unnecessary redundancy may be detrimental. 

Examples of different types of redundancy found in the first pilot studv 

In spite of the low rater agreements, the first pilot study contributed to compiling some 

examples of different types of redundancy drawn fi-om the instances in which both raters 

agreed. The raters identified the following statement as an instance of category (1) (i.e. 

over-elaboration): 

(1) Our class consisted mostly of non English speaking students. By that I 
mean that none of them were from an English speaking country. 

Likewise, they rated the following statements as categories (2) (i.e. repetition) and 

(3) (i.e. redundant information) respectively: 

(2) Secondly, because of the content, because we studied famous poems and 
famous stories and plays for famous writers, so I really loved the content. 

(3) Throughout that semester everyone got to know one another and everyone 
was familiar with one another.... 

The second sentence/clause of the examples (1) and (3) listed above do carry some non-

redundant meaning. It can be argued that even the example (2) with multiple instances of 

repetition, "famous" and "content," carries non-redundant meaning in that the repetition 
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of the same word or phrase adds emphasis each time. As was stated in the previous 

chapter, however, wordiness in writing instruction is discussed as a part of the revising 

process. The meaning overlap of all of the examples above is so obvious that it reduces 

the overall effectiveness of the expressions, which makes them definite candidates for a 

revision. 

The coding categories used for the pilot study were re-evaluated based on the actual 

instances found in the data. The three coding categories used for this pilot study only 

classified "bad" types of redundancy because those were the targets for the initial search. 

Since the main study also examines "good" types of redundancy as well, a category for 

those was included in the revised categories. For making a clear contrast betweea "good" 

and "bad" types of redundancy, the existing three categories were slightly reworded. 

Irrelevant information, a new category that emerged in the pilot study, was also 

incorporated. Thus the coding categories were revised into the following five categories: 

(1) necessary redundancy for clarity or carefully plarmed repetition for emphasis 
(2) over-elaboration 
(3) unnecessary repetition 
(4) unnecessary redundancy 
(5) unnecessary/irrelevant information 

A more detailed explanation of these categories is found in the next chapter. 

Pilot smdv 2 

The second pilot study was conducted to test the appropriateness of the topic types for 
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data collection. Before the actual results of the pilot study are reported, this section 

discusses how the amount of contextual information assumed to be shared between the 

writer and the reader may be manipulated by topic selection. To do so, however, the 

target reader has to be identified first. 

The target reader 

Although writing instruction at a college level typically addresses the presence of 

varieties of target readers and often specifies the kind of readers to whom the students 

should write a particular essay assignment, the ultimate reader in the context of college 

composition courses is the instructor because the students know that their writing is 

graded. Thus, the essay topics for data collection should be selected to examine the extent 

to which the students utilize the contextual information they assume to share with their 

instructor in their writing. Since it is fairly common practice for the instructor to 

designate herself as the reader when she gives her students writing assignments, it was 

determined to be appropriate to choose the instructor as the target reader for both the 

second pilot study and the main study. 

Topic selection 

No matter how a particular essay topic is selected, what each individual writer knows 

about it varies, and particular assumptions made by the reader are not fully predictable. It 

is, however, possible to provide some information which everybody (i.e. the s^udcnt 
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writers and the instructor) should share, by selecting a reader response type essay. For this 

reason, a response essay to a text was selected for the first topic.' The text was written by 

an author who takes the position of refuting the usefulness of the Internet. The following 

essay question was formed: 

Do you agree or disagree with the author? Contrast pros and cons of the use 
of the Internet discussed in the text, and argue for or against its use. 

This was an example of writing which assumes a high degree of "mutually manifest" 

contextual information because the students were asked to discuss the content of the text, 

which they knew that the instructor also knew. Varying degrees of knowledge each 

student possesses about the topic (i.e. the Internet) itself should not be the confounding 

variable of this study since the analysis focused on how the writer referred to the 

information that was present in the text shared with the reader which she knew the reader 

had also read. 

The second topic selected for the pilot study was the following; 

Compare/contrast high school life to college life. Which do you prefer and why? 

This topic assumed a lower degree of "mutually manifest" contextual information relative 

to the first one since the first one involved a shared text (i.e. the article on the Internet) 

while this one did not. 

' "The Internet? Bah!" written by Clifford Stoll in The writer's workplace with 
readings (Scarry & Scarry, 1996), pp. 482-483. 
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The procedures and the results of the second pilot study 

The main purpose of this pilot study was to examine whether different degrees of 

elaboration were found between the essays which assumed high/low shared contextual 

information within the NS and the NNS groups. The subjects of the study were 35 

students enrolled in a second semester composition course at the same university where 

the data for the first pilot study were obtained. This time, however, the data were 

collected specifically for this study by implementing two essay assignments, the topics of 

which were described in the previous section. This pilot study was conducted toward the 

end of the semester, which imposed a tight time constraint. As the result, only a limited 

number of subjects were found. Of the 35 students, 7 were normative and 28 were native 

English speaking students. 

The researcher asked the instructor of the composition course to assign the essays as 

homework. Then the instructor collected all the essays and handed them over to the 

researcher. First, the introduction of each essay was identified, and two sets of a 

quantitative statistical analysis were plarmed to be made as to the mean length in words of 

the introduction of Topic One versus Topic Two for each group. The introduction was 

defined as "the section where the writer introduces the thesis of the essay." 

The procedures, however, were unexpectedly interrupted when it was found that the 

majority of the NNS essays (5 out of 7) written on Topic Two contained no identifiable 
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introduction section. Within the NS data, on the other hand, nineteen essays on Topic 

Two contained the introduction and seven did not. The majority of the NS writers (15 out 

of 19) wrote a longer introduction for the Topic Two essay than the Topic One essay 

though the difference did not reach a statistically significant level, probably due to the 

small sample size. The mean length in words of the introduction for the Topic One and 

Topic Two essays were 22.0 and 32.8 respectively. The absence of the introduction in the 

NNS essays made the NNS portion of the comparative analyses virtually impossible. 

Some implications, however, were found through a closer examination of the essays on 

Topic Two, which are discussed in the next section. 

Problematic issues observed in the second pilot studv and their implications 

Consideration of genre in topic selection 

As was reported above, only tvvo out of seven NNS essays on Topic Two contained an 

identifiable introduction. A closer examination of the essays on Topic Two revealed that 

those without the introduction were dominantly written in narrative style. The writers 

jumped right into a story-telling mode without a presentation of a clear thesis statement. 

The implication is that, although both topics were intended to produce essays which 

belonged to the same rhetorical gerure, that is, a comparison/contrast essay, many subjects 

opted for using narrative style, probably because of the highly personal nature of Topic 

Two. This result presents another problem of topic selection for a comparative analysis: 
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consideration of genre. This issue is discussed further in the process of topic selection for 

the main study in Chapter 3. 

Low motivation 

Another problematic issue observed in the second pilot study was the overall poor 

quality of the essays. This may have been caused by lack of motivation on the part of the 

subjects. Since the data collection was implemented under a tight time schedule, it was 

not fully integrated as a part of the course. Consequently, it was obvious to the subjects 

that the assignments were some "extra tasks" they had to do which did not count as a part 

of their grades. To elicit more natural performance from the subjects, data collection has 

to ensure a longer time-line for its implementation. 

Summary 

This chapter reported the tv^-^o preliminary studies. The first pilot study was conducted 

to develop appropriate coding categories for measuring the occurrences of redundancy by 

identifying the actual types of redundancy found in LI and L2 student essays, and the 

second pilot study was conducted to test the appropriateness of essay topic types for 

writing assigrmients. 

The results from the first pilot study indicated the following: 

• The raters had low agreement on the coding category (1) (i.e. over-

elaboration), which calls for a clearer definition of the category. 
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• AnotJier type of redundancy, unnecessary/irrelevant information, emerged 

as a new coding category, and was added to the preliminary set of coding 

categories. 

• More instances of redundancy overall were observed in L2 English student 

essays. 

In addition to the findings listed above, the importance of making the data comparable 

was discussed, and it was concluded that the introduction of an essay would be an 

appropriate bounded unit for the analysis of redundancy. 

In the process of developing appropriate topic types to be tested in the second pilot 

study, the following two decisions were made:(l) the instructor was identified as the 

target reader and (2) the reader response type essay was selected as the topic for the first 

essay to manipulate the amount of "mutually manifest" contextual information between 

the writer and the reader. 

The results from the second pilot study indicated the follov^dng: 

• The genre comparability of two essay topics used for the study was found 

problematic. 

• The majority of LI English students wrote the longer introduction for 

Topic Two essays. 

The essay assignments for data collection need to be fully integrated in the 
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course to elicit the subjects' normal writing performance. 

Both studies compiled examples of different types of redundancy which were used for 

the norming sessions for the raters in the main study. The actual procedures for the 

norming sessions are discussed in Chapter 4. The next chapter discusses the methodology 

for the main study. 
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CHAPTERS: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

As was reviewed in Chapter 1, the main focus of the research in ILP has been on the 

studies of speech acts and on the analysis of spoken discourse. The narrow ILP approach 

has produced only a limited number of ILP studies at a discourse level beyond specific 

speech acts and in written discourse. L2 learners' written discourse has been mainly 

examined in the context of composition and rhetoric rather than in the context of ILP. In 

the context of college composition courses, redundancy in general has been treated as a 

lexico-grammatical or a rhetorical feature while redundancy in L2 learners' written 

discourse has also been specifically compared cross-culturally and cross-linguistically in 

contrastive rhetorical studies. The present study, however, hypothesizes that redundancy 

in L2 learners' written discourse may be examined as a developmental ILP phenomenon. 

The initial set of research questions of the present study is threefold: 

• Is there a difference in the quantity and types of redundancy indicators 

in L2 English learners' written discourse as compared to LI English 

students? 

If there is a difference, can it be explained by L2 English learners' failure 

in maximally utilizing contextual information "mutually manifest" 

between the writer and the target reader? 
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If the difference is due to the L2 learners' failure in utilizing contextual 

information, can it be considered a universal developmental feature of 

L2 leamers' ELP regardless of their LI background? 

The dependent variable examined in order to explore these research questions is the 

use of contextual information reflected in the degree of elaboration. The variable is 

quantified in (1) the length in words of the introduction and (2) the frequencies of 

occurrences of unnecessary types of redundancy which cause wordiness. This is an 

indirect way of observing the writer's use of contextual information: the more they rely 

on mutually manifest contextual information between themselves and the reader, the less 

elaboration they would employ. The independent variable is the amount of mutually 

manifest contextual information between the writer and the reader. As was discussed in 

Chapter 2 and is discussed below in this chapter, the manipulation of the independent 

variable is done by the selection of two essay topics. 

As was discussed above in the previous chapters, however, writing involves complex 

interaction of a number of factors. This chapter, therefore, first briefly describes possible 

confounding factors identified in the process of forming the research design. The latter 

section of this chapter and the next chapter will show how most of these factors are then 

included as moderator variables in the actual research design of the main study. 
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Confounding factors: Threats to internal validity 

Internal validity is generally defined as the degree to which observed differences of the 

dependent variable have a direct relationship with the independent variable(s) (Fraenkel 

& Wallen, 1996). L2 writing, however, involves many other factors which may influence 

the occurrences of redundancy in student essays. Any factors that may yield an alternative 

explanation for the presence/absence of redundancy are defined as confounding factors or 

threats to internal validity of the present study. 

One way of minimizing threats to internal validity is to control as many of those 

confounding factors as possible. This, however, creates a somewhat artificial 

environment, and consequently reduces external validity—generalizability of the research 

findings to the groups and the environments outside the particular research setting. More 

specifically, one of the main goals of the present study, as was established in Chapter 1, is 

to describe the characteristics of L2 learners' written discourse in the natural context of 

freshman composition courses. For this purpose, it is not desirable to control those factors 

which are present in the context. The present study, therefore, takes another approach, 

that is, an identification of other variables which may also affect the outcome and an 

inclusion of those variables as moderator variables into the research design as far as it is 

feasible. This section identifies and describes those variables. 
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LI background 

The first, and probably the most important factor which may influence wordiness is 

the writer's LI background. As was briefly reviewed in the first chapter, different cultures 

have various rhetorical traditions. There may be differences in use of a certain type of 

rhetorical strategies depending on the genre of writing not only among different cultures 

but also within the same culture. This factor, therefore, is included as one of the variables 

to be examined in the initial analysis. 

Previous educational background 

This refers not only to previous college composition courses taken, but also to any 

courses that involve writing instruction in earlier schooling. For ESL students, the length 

of previous English language education in both English as a foreign language (EFL) and 

English as a second language (ESL) settings are important because it may influence 

general pragmatic knowledge of English as well as linguistic competence that is 

discussed below. 

Transfer of training 

'Transfer of training" is a term used for one of the characteristics of interlanguage by 

Selinker (Selinker, 1972). It refers to some elements in interlanguage which may be 

influenced by the way the L2 learner has been previously taught. It has been observed, for 

example, that the L2 learner tends to use a full sentence even when a shorter, elliptic form 
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is pragmatically more appropriate. This may be the influence of a classroom activity 

where the teacher makes the students repeat the whole sentence in answering questions 

when the emphasis is on the grammatical structure of the sentence or the use of a 

particular lexical item. 

Although '^ansfer of training" originally refers to a cognitive process in L2 learners' 

interlanguage, L1 English writers may also transfer what has been previously taught. The 

five-paragraph essay style typically taught at the high school level is a good example 

because it is especially prevalent among essays written by students enrolled in the first 

semester college composition courses. Thus, this factor may be closely related to the 

previous educational background of both LI and L2 English writers. 

Level of linguistic competence 

The results of Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986) indicate that verbosity may not occur 

until the L2 learner's linguistic competence reaches a certain level. This claim is 

understandable since the writing of the L2 learner with limited vocabulary and grammar 

knowledge is likely to be more reductive than excessive. If the L2 writer's linguistic 

competence is too limited, her L2 production may not be long enough to afford any 

wordiness. 

Koike (1989), for example, examined LI English learners of Spanish on both their 

comprehension and production of requesting and compared the L2 production data with 
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their LI production of requesting. The study found that the subjects mostly used direct 

request forms in L2 production and communicated only the basic proposition of the 

speech act while their comprehension data indicated that they were fiilly aware of the 

presence of highly complex pragmatic aspects of Spanish. Their LI production patterns 

were much different from their L2 production, involving more complex forms with 

frequent use of indirect request forms. The researcher concluded that pragmatic 

knowledge and linguistic knowledge were different components in L2 learners' 

interlanguage, and they did not necessarily develop at the same rate. As the result, the 

learners could not fmd appropriate linguistic forms to convey the sense of politeness. 

Compensatorv strategies 

Wordiness may sometimes be caused when the writer carmot fmd the exact word to 

describe an idea. Altematively, she might have to resort to a long-winded or circular way 

of explaining it. If the writer, for example, does not know the term "wordy," she might 

have to use a longer expression such as "which contains a lot of words." This factor, 

therefore, is closely related to the L2 learner's level of linguistic competence. 

Early studies on compensatory strategies, in fact, generally defined those strategies as 

a learner's problem-solving activity to make up for the shortcomings in their linguistic 

knowledge, and extensive research has been done in the analysis of L2 learners' lexical 

choice in referential communication (e.g. Nijmegen Project reported in Kellerman, 
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Bongaerts, & Poulisse, 1987). Edmondson & House's (1991) study mentioned in Chapter 

1 follows this tradition and interprets L2 leamers' overuse of external modification in 

speech realization as a compensatory strategy due to their lack of knowledge of 

appropriate routine formulas. 

Length of stay in the target community 

Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986) also found that the length of stay in the target 

community was a more interesting measure than the L2 leamers' level of linguistic 

fluency in terms of pragmatic knowledge. They report that the amount of extemal 

modification used by L2 leamers approximated native norms after five to seven years of 

stay in the target language environment. This result, however, is based on data which 

observed realization patterns of particular speech acts. L2 written discourse may show a 

different trend because literacy is a learned skill which requires a certain degree of formal 

instruction even for the native speakers of the language. Academic written discourse in 

particular involves knowledge of different genres and their rhetorical features. Simply 

staying in the community may not give L2 leamers as much exposure to the norms of 

various genres of written discourse in the target language as to spoken language. 

Moreover, even if they have equal exposure to the norms of written discourse as to 

spoken discourse, the learning of written discourse norms may be delayed because of the 

lack of immediate feedback for misuse which is available in face-to-face interaction. This 
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could again differ if learners are enrolled in a writing course in which they could receive 

some teacher feedback on their writing. 

Good versus poor writers 

As was discussed above, literacy is a learned skill. Occurrences of wordiness and the 

types of redundancy, therefore, may also be influenced by each student's level of writing 

skills, whether she is a native or a nonnative writer. In this sense, there must be 

observable intra-group, as well as inter-group, differences. 

Studies in English composition, in fact, indicate differences between the good writers 

and poor writers. Flower & Hayes (1980), for example, compared composing processes 

of expert and novice writers. They used thinking-aloud protocols to examine how each 

writer attended to the rhetorical problem, which was further divided into two sub

categories: the rhetorical situation and the writer's own purpose and goals. The stu-dy 

found that good writers responded to all aspects of the rhetorical problem whereas the 

poor writers mainly attended to the conventions of a written text, such as the format of 

the text. They concluded that the good writers had "a richer sense of what they were 

trying to do as they wrote" while the poor writers had an "underdeveloped image of their 

rhetorical problem" and "have narrowed a rhetorical act to a paper-writing problem" 

(p. 30). 

In the case of L2 writers, their writing skills in LI further complicate the interaction. 
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L2 writers' LI writing skills, however, are beyond the scope of the present study. 

Time constraint 

Students' writing performance may be affected by the presence/absence of a time 

constraint. Thus, a timed in-class essay and an out-of-class essay assigned as homework 

may present different patterns and degrees of elaboration. The presence of a time 

constraint could influence the writing in either direction of increasing or decreasing 

instances of redundancy. On the one hand, if the time constraint imposed on an in-class 

essay does not allow the writer enough time to revise, occurrences of redundancy may 

increase. If, on the other hand, the time constraint is too tight for the writer to produce 

redundancy, reductive writing may result. 

Kroll (1990) compared two sets of timed in-class essays with another two sets of 

homework essays written by 25 advanced ESL students at the freshman composition 

level. She examined both syntactic accuracy, which include morphology and word choice, 

and discourse organizational/rhetorical effectiveness. The findings of this particular study 

did not indicate any statistically significant differences between the two modes of writing. 

She concluded: 

...the students who wrote the essays analyzed here did not know enough about 
what constitutes good writing or about the writing process. Such students 
would attack every task with the same lack of skill regardless of the conditions 
they were writing under.... Without any mental formulation of what constimtes 
good writing or an awareness of the steps involved in producing it, students 
cannot know how to proceed in the task of writing and time could not buy 
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them anything (p. 152). 

This conclusion is similar to what Flower & Hayes (1980) found about good versus poor 

writers mentioned above, in that the quality of writing was greatly influenced by each 

individual writer's knowledge of the writing process. Student writers may not necessarily 

revise their essays even if they have time to do so. The influence of the time constraint on 

the occurrences of redundancy, however, is still a possibility. 

Topic tvpes: Rhetorical genre and a task content 

The discussion of topic types involves consideration of two important points. One is 

the rhetorical genre of writing which a particular topic elicits from the writer, and the 

other is, more specifically, the content of a task itself which an essay question asks the 

writer to do. 

Reid (1990) discusses the former in her comparative study of two topic types which 

belong to different rhetorical genres: description and comparison/contrast. She examined 

the syntactic and lexical features of L2 English student essays written on these topic 

types: (1) describe and interpret a graph and (2) compare/contrast and take a position. The 

data were taken from a large corpus of L2 writing collected for validation of Testing of 

Written English (TWE), a direct measurement instrument for testing the learner's writing 

ability in English developed by the Educational Testing Service. Description and 

comparison/contrast are the two particular topic types used for TWE. The quantitative 



text analysis found significant differences in lexical choices between the two topic types 

while there were hardly any differences in syntactic features. The researcher calls for 

more multi-dimensional analysis of texts to flirther explore the possible qualitative 

differences among various topic types. 

The comparability of two (or more) texts is also an important consideration for 

contrastive rhetorical analysis. As Connor (1996) points out, an increasing number of 

genre-specific studies have been conducted in the field. As was pointed out above in the 

section of the influence of the writer's LI background, different genres of writing may 

interact differently with the rhetorical traditions of various cultures. 

Scarcella's (1984) finding that the orientation written by the nonnative English 

subjects (NNSs) was longer than that of the native subjects (NSs), on the other hand, 

addresses the importance of the task content of an essay question. The researcher 

indicated that the NNSs "tended to over-specify the theme....to underestimate their 

readers' knowledge of the theme by introducing information which the readers considered 

obvious" (p. 683). She argued that the over-specification occurred because the subjects 

did not possess knowledge of what is expected of them in writing an expository essay in 

English, while native English students knew the norm in the context and the expectations 

of the instructor. 
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The researcher, however, did not discuss the possibility that different types of essay 

questions for written assignments also influenced the ways in which native and nonnative 

students presented their ideas. The topic of the assignment used in her study was 

"Changes That Have Taken Place in the Writer's Country During the Last Ten Years/' 

This topic may have induced the NNSs to believe that they had little shared contextual 

information with the instructor and, consequently, to elaborate more on background 

information before introducing the thesis. 

When Topic Two from the second pilot study is re-examined in the light of these two 

considerations of topic types, it becomes clear that the topic is not the most appropriate 

question to elicit essays that are comparable to those written on Topic One. Both essay 

questions are repeated below: 

Topic One - "Do you agree or disagree with the author? Contrast pros and cons 
of the use of the Intemet discussed in the text, and argue for or 
against its use." 

Topic Two - "Compare/contrast high school life to college life. Which do you 
prefer and why?" 

First, Topic Two is likely to induce the writer to use a narrative style, and in fact, it 

did, while Topic One is a comparison/contrast argumentative essay question. Second, 

Topic Two may be a culturally biased topic in that it is likely to induce L2 writers to 

elaborate on background information to a greater degree than LI writers. Although Topic 

One still assumes higher contextual information shared between the writer and the reader 
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than Topic Two because of the shared text, there is an internal difference present in Topic 

Two as to the degrees of contextual information that may be assumed by the LI and L2 

writers. 

Native versus nonnative target reader 

Whether the target reader is a native or nonnative speaker of English may also 

influence the degree of elaboration used by the writer. If the instructor (= the target 

reader) is a nonnative speaker of English, LI English students may assume less shared 

contextual information with her than with a native English speaking instructor and, 

consequently, elaborate more on background information. This factor interacts with topic 

types for the essay questions discussed above because the amount of contextual 

information the writer assumes to share with the reader on a specific topic could differ 

depending on the native/normative status of the reader. 

Teacher 

Even when everybody in a particular program or curriculum teaches under the same 

general guideline for the course contents and requirements, different teachers have 

different perspectives on teaching. Different teaching philosophies often influence how 

teachers emphasize one aspect of the class or its content over another. Some composition 

teachers, for example, may emphasize grammatical features of wTiting while others may 

emphasize ideas expressed in writing to a greater degree. 
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Research design and procedures of data collectioa 

Initial research hypotheses 

The initial research questions of the present study are repeated below: 

• Is there a difference in the quantity and types of redundancy indicators 

in L2 English learners' written discourse as compared to LI English 

students? 

• If there is a difference, can it be explained by L2 English learners' failure 

in maximally utilizing contextual information "mutually manifest" 

between the writer and the target reader? 

• If the difference is due to the L2 learners' failure in utilizing contextual 

information, can it be considered a universal developmental feature of 

L2 learners' ILP regardless of their LI background? 

To test the initial questions, the following four specific hypotheses were formed to 

examine the introduction section of essay assignments as a bounded unit of written 

discourse: 

(1) The introduction is longer in words in the L2 essays than in the LI essays. 

(2) The LI writers differ in the amount of elaboration when the degree of 
contextual information assumed to be shared with the target reader is 
high or low, to a greater extent than the L2 wTiters. 

(3) More instances of redundancy occur in the introduction of the L2 essays 
than in L1 essays. 
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(4) The L2 writers write a longer introduction than the LI writers regardless 
of their L1 background. 

The hypothesis (2) is twofold in that the degrees of shared contextual assumptions with 

the target reader are affected by the following two variables: (a) the topic of an essay and 

(b) whether the target reader is an L1 or L2 English speaker. 

Subjects 

The subjects of this study were fifty-three L2 and fifty-four LI English students 

enrolled in freshman composition courses at a large four-year university in the U.S. Of 

the fifty-three ESL students, twenty-seven were enrolled in three sections of second 

semester composition courses and twenty-six, in two sections of first semester 

composition courses. Of the fifty-four LI English students, twelve were enrolled in two 

sections of second semester composition courses and forty-two, in three sections of first 

semester composition courses. 

The subjects' ages ranged from seventeen to thirty-three for L2 students and from 

eighteen to twenty-nine for LI students. In the L2 group, twenty-seven were male and 

twenty-six were female students. In the LI group, thirty-one were male and tvventy-three 

were female students. 

Setting 

The university where the data were collected offers three types of first and second 

semester freshman composition courses: (1) LI English students only ("Regular"), (2) L2 
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English students only ("ESL"), and (3) L1 and L2 English students mixed ("Combined"). 

All three types of courses have the same course requirements, and the credits earned from 

any of these courses count towards the same ENGL 101 for the first semester and 

ENGL 102 for the second semester. 

The composite of each course where the data were collected is shown below: 

Table 1: The numbers of subjects and instructors in L1/L2 English status 

Course Instructor (L1/L2) # of LI students # of L2 students 

P' semester L1 only L2 English 18 

1" semester L1/L2 the same as above 12 

P'semester LI only LI English 13 2-

1^ semester L1/L2 the same as above 11 12 

2"^* semester LI 
only 

L2 English 9 

semester L1/L2 the same as above '•> J 10 

semester L2 
only 

LI English 17 

Total 4 54 53 

There were two subjects enrolled in one of the LI student-only first-semester 
courses. They were bilingual students whose immigrant status and/or prior 
education in the U.S. qualified them to be enrolled in the "Regular" course, but 
both of them identified English as their L2, and therefore, were included in the 
L2 group. 
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As Table 1 clearly shows, the setting allowed further examination of a possible 

interaction between native/normative status of the subjects and that of the instructors as a 

moderator variable. Also, the fact that LI and L1/L2 courses of two different levels were 

taught by the same instructor minimized the threat of the teacher variable to internal 

validity. 

Data collection instruments 

There were two data collection instruments used in this study. 

(1) Student demographic survey (Appendix A) - The survey was conducted to obtain 

some background information about the subjects which would allow further analyses to 

be made to examine possible influences of different LI, levels of linguistic competence, 

length of stay, and previous educational background as moderator variables on the writing 

of the L2 subjects. Although TOEFL test is not a direct measure for L2 learners' writing 

ability in English, it is a measure for their level of linguistic competence, and therefore, 

the subjects' TOEFL test scores, where appropriate, were included in the survey. 

(2) Essay assignments— The essay question for the first assignment was the same as Topic 

One of the second pilot study. It was a reader response essay to a text on the Internet. The 

essay question is repeated below: 

Do you agree or disagree with the author? Contrast the pros and cons of 
the use of the Internet discussed in the text, and argue for or against its use. 

For the second assignment, on the other hand, the following question was used to 
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replace Topic Two of the pilot study: 

What is your opinion of television? In what way is it beneficial for learning 
and in what way is it waste of time? Write an argumentative essay on the 
topic which includes a clear thesis statement that expresses your standpoint. 

This alternative topic was selected from sample essay questions in A Systematic Guide to 

English Composition and Writing for the TOEFL TEST (Philips & Aratake, 1992) though 

the actual essay question was slightly reworded. To discourage the writers from using 

narrative style, this topic specifically designated "argumentative" as the rhetorical genre 

to be used for this essay. For both of the assignments, the subjects in each course were 

explicitly instructed that their instructor was the target reader. 

Data collection implementation 

Great care was taken to integrate data collection implementation procedures into the 

course to ensure that the collected data reflected students' natural writing performance in 

the context. Early in the semester, a consent form was distributed in each course to obtain 

permission from the students for the use of their writing samples for research purposes. 

At the same time, those who gave consent were asked to fill out the demographic survey 

described above. The subjects were not, however, informed as to which of their 

assignments would actually be used. After a two-week interval, the two essay 

assignments described above were implemented as a part of the courses in the order that 

best fit the contents of each course. 
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The instructors used their own discretion for assigning the essays either as a part of in-

class writing or as homework. The chart below shows how the essays were assigned. 

Table 2: Essay assignments 

Course Essay 1 Essay 2 

P semester LI only (1) homework homework 

1" semester L1/L2 (1) homework homework 

1" semester LI only (2) homework in-class/homework' 

semester L1/L2 (2) homework in-class/homework 

2"^ semester LI only in-class in-class 

2"'' semester L1/L2 in-class in-class 

2"^* semester L2 only homework homework 

The different ways of assigning the essays allowed for a further analysis to examine the 

influence of time constraints as a moderator variable. 

Summary 

This chapter discussed the methodology of the main study. First, possible confounding 

variables which may affect the outcome were identified and described in some detail. 

Then, the research design was presented. The discussion of the possible confounding 

variables in the methodology section was essential because most of the confoimding 

In-class/homework assignment means some students wrote it as a part of 
classroom activities, and others wrote it as a homework assignment. 
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variables identified have been added to the research design of the main study as 

moderator variables in the process of its development. The only variable that has not been 

included to be examined at all in the present research design is the possible intra-group 

difference among L2 writers' LI writing skills. The difference between good versus poor 

writers in the LI English group, on the other hand, is quantified only by the holistic score 

assigned to each essay. 

The next chapter describes the data analysis procedures for the main study. 
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

This chapter describes in detail the procedures for the coding of the data and the 

quantitative (statistical) analysis. The procedures for the qualitative analysis, on the other 

hand, are only briefly described here. Although some part of the qualitative analysis for 

the present study was pre-planned, the subsequent sections of this chapter show that some 

of it was conducted to complement the quantitative analysis. For this reason, the results 

from the quantitative analysis need to be discussed before the full details of the 

qualitative analysis procedures are given. The complete description of the qualitative 

analysis, therefore, is found in Chapter 6 where its results are also discussed. 

The primary purpose of the quantitative analysis was to examine the introduction 

written by the NNS and NS subjects in terms of length in words and frequencies and 

types of redundancy present. In order to conduct the statistical analysis, essay quality and 

instances of redundancy had to be coded first. 

There were three steps taken for the coding of the data. First, each essay was rated 

holistically to determine its overall judged quality so that a possible correlation between 

the presence/absence of wordiness and the essay quality could be examined. Then, the 

introduction of each essay was identified, and the number of words was counted. Finally, 

the occurrences of redundancy within the introduction were coded. 
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The quantitative analysis also involved three steps. First, the initial analysis was 

conducted for the testing of the research hypotheses. Then, further analysis was 

conducted to examine possible relationships among the essay scores, the length of the 

introduction, and the moderator variables: (1) linguistic competence, (2) length of stay in 

the U.S., and (3) presence/absence of a time constraint. Finally, an exploratory analysis 

was conducted to examine the linguistic features of exemplary essays with high, 

intermediate, and low scores. 

In addition, the qualitative analysis was conducted to examine (1) differences and/or 

similarities in the types of redundancy found in the NNS and NS data, (2) the L2 writers' 

use of compensatory strategies and transfer of training as moderator variables, and (3) any 

qualitative differences in linguistic contents of the NNS and NS exemplary essays with 

high, intermediate, and low scores as a follow-up analysis on the results from the 

quantitative analysis. 

Coding of the data 

Each of the three steps involved two main raters. The holistic scoring and the 

identification of the introduction were done by two separate pairs of main raters and the 

coding of redundancy was done by the same two raters that identified the introduction. 

For the holistic scoring and the identification of the introduction, a third rater read the 

data whenever a disagreement occurred between the main raters. All of the raters were 
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faculty members of the English Department at a large community college and taught first 

year composition courses regularly to both native and nonnative English-speaking college 

students. They also frequently served as raters for the departmental placement testing and 

were experienced readers and raters for holistic scoring of student writing samples. In 

order to ensure the objectivity Ln the coding of the data, the investigator of this study was 

not involved as a rater in any of these three steps. 

Step one: Holistic scoring 

Measurement 

The holistic rating scale used for both NS and NNS essays in this study was the 

Testing of Written English (TWE). Although the TWE scale is not designed to measure 

LI English writing, it was judged to be an appropriate measure for this study for the 

following three reasons: 

It is an established rating scale for holistic scoring, and its reliability 

has been tested. 

• The TWE scoring guide evenly addresses lexical, grammatical, 

organizational, and conceptual elements of written discourse, which 

are important not only for nonnative writers but also for native 

English writers. 

• Most importandy, the main study examines writing performance of 
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native and nonnative student populations who are placed in the same 

context of freshman composition courses, and both the NS and the 

NNS sets of data needed to be measured by the same instrument to 

reflect the actual situation. 

Coding procediu-es 

A total of 182 essays (89 NS and 93 NNS) was submitted to be coded. Some of the 

subjects typed their essay assignments, and some hand-wrote them. Before the data were 

submitted for holistic scoring, all of the hand-written essays were typed to avoid a 

possible rater bias caused by different impressions of typed and hand-written essays, 

which may consequently influence the rating. All of the errors, such as spelling and 

grammatical errors, in the original texts were kept to reflect the actual performance of the 

writers. The raters, however, were instructed not to penalize too harshly on spelling 

errors, as far as what the writer meant was clear, since those subjects who typed their 

essays may have committed as many spelling errors which did not show in the finished 

texts simply because they were caught by the spell-checker. 

Prior to the scoring of the data, a norming session was held wdth the two main raters 

and the third rater. During the norming session, the raters first looked at a set of sample 

essays scored six through one. The sample essays, written on the television sample topic 

out of which the second essay topic for the main study was constructed, were taken from 
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Philips & Aratake (1992). The raters carefully examined each sample essay, using the 

TWE scoring guide as a reference. 

Then, the raters were asked to read the article on the Internet that was used as a shared 

text for Topic One of the essay assignments for data collection. After they read the article, 

they scored six sample essays on the reader response essay topic on the Internet article. 

The sample essays used for this portion of the norming session were selected from the 

data collected for the second pilot study. The scores for each sample essay were compared 

and any differences were discussed till the raters reached an agreement. 

Each of the two main raters took a set of data home on one weekend to do the scoring. 

The results were compared, and all the essays that had discrepant scores were submitted 

to the third rater. A re-norming session was held with the third rater before the scoring for 

reviewing the sample essays used in the initial norming session and the TWE scoring 

guide. 

Inter-rater reliability and score assignment 

The inter-rater reliability of a* = 0.91 was acliieved between the two main raters for the 

holistic scoring of the data. When the two raters disagreed, the third rater read the essay. 

If the third rater agreed with one of the two raters, the discrepant score was discarded and 

the score on which one of the main raters and the third rater agreed was assigned. If all 

three of them disagreed, the average of the closer two scores was assigned as the score for 



81 

the essay. If the three scores were at an equal distance, the average score of all three was 

assigned. 

Step two: Identification of the introduction 

Coding procedures 

Another norming session was held with the two main raters for this step. The raters 

first read the article on the Internet, and read the same six sample Internet essays used for 

the norming session for the holistic scoring to identify the introduction. Then the results 

were compared, and any discrepancies found were discussed until the raters reached an 

agreement. The latter half of this norming session involved the coding of redundancy, and 

is described below in the coding procedures for step three. 

The main raters took the data home, identified the introduction, and coded 

redundancy. The raters closely matched in their identification of the introduction of each 

essay. They agreed on 171 essays (94%) and disagreed on 11 essays. The results of the 11 

essays on which the main raters disagreed were submitted to a third rater. She compared 

each pair of the results and chose the rating with which she agreed. 

The investigator hand-counted the number of words in each introduction. After an 

interval, it was hand-counted again. If the number fi-om the second result did not match 

the first one, it was counted again. 
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Step three: Coding of redundancy 

Measurement 

The coding categories for redundancy, as revised after the first pilot study, are repeated 

below; 

(1) necessar>' redundancy for clarity and carefully planned repetition for emphasis 
(2) over-elaboration 
(3) unnecessary repetition 
(4) unnecessary redundancy 
(5) unnecessary/irrelevant information. 

The coding categories, however, are still a working model, and therefore, under constant 

revisions. They underwent another revising process as a part of the development of the 

research design for the main study. 

As was reported in Chapter 2, coding category (2)—over-elaboration-was the main 

source of low rater agreement in the first pilot study. The original definition of coding 

category (2) is repeated here: 

over-elaboration - stating something more explicitly than is required in the 
writing where a part of the meaning is easily accessible from 
the context and can be recovered through inference. 

This definition was problematic because the context or the "cognitive environment" of 

each individual, which is used for the inferencing processes, is different. 

Then, as was indicated in the discussion of topic selection above, two topics for the 

main study were selected to manipulate the amount of contextual information: one with a 
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shared text, which assumes high "mutually manifest" contextual information and the 

other without one, which assumes low "mutually manifest" contextual information 

relative to the first topic. 

The particular type of over-elaboration examined in the main study, therefore, was 

restricted to excessive references to the shared text in the Topic One essay. Consequently, 

the definition of coding category (2) for the main study was changed to the following one: 

over-elaboration - repeating or restating unnecessarily what is written in the 
shared text, 

and this category was only applied to the coding of redundancy in the Topic One essays. 

As was discussed in Chapter 2, coding categories (2), (3), and (4) above were created 

on the basis of one of the three situations where utterances are irrelevant in Relevance 

Theory: 

(ii) the assumption is already present in the context and its strength is unaffected 
by the newly presented information. 

Coding category (5) which emerged from the first pilot study, on the other hand, classifies 

colloquial expressions and ungrammatical use of language whose irrelevance derives 

from the following situation which has also been identified in Relevance Theory: 

(i) the assumption may contribute new information, but this information does 
not connect up with any information present in the context. 

Colloquial expressions and ungrammatical use of language distract the reader from 

following the main point of the writing on the surface level (i.e. the form of an utterance) 
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because the former is a stylistic mismatch and the latter falls short of making proper 

sense when it is processed. 

The definition of coding category (5), however, is very broad and can include more 

than just the surface level features. On the meaning level, information unrelated to the 

essay topic also obscures the main point. Furthermore, information contradictory to the 

preceding statement is also irrelevant because it confuses the reader. This kind of 

irrelevance is explained in the last one of the three situations where utterances are 

irrelevant in Relevance Theory: 

(iii) the assumption is inconsistent with the context and is too weak to upset it. 

In the same revising process, therefore, coding category (5) was further divided into 

two sub-categories, one concerning the form of language use and the other concerning the 

meaning: 

unnecessary/irrelevant information - (a) colloquial or ungrammatical use of 
words/phrases, 

(b) information unrelated to the essay 
topic or contradictory to the preceding 
statements. 

The revised coding categories for the main study are shown below with an example 

each, which was taken firom the acmal data, to illustrate the definition of each category: 

(1) necessary redundancy for clarity and carefully plarmed repetition for emphasis 

e.g. ...how the shows they're watching influence their behavior and 
personality? Or does it ever influence them? 
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(2) over-elaboration - repeating or restating unnecessarily what is written in 
the shared text 

e.g. He makes a few points to express his opinion about the subject. 

(3) urmecessary repetition - stating the same idea twice in the same linguistic form 

e.g. Television is a waste of time. Television does not encourage 
thinking and is a waste of time. 

(4) unnecessary redundancy - stating the same idea twice in different linguistic 
forms when once is enough for making the 
meaning clear 

e.g. Manv people has [sic] become a "'couch potato." People are glued 
to their seats entertaining themselves. 

(5) unnecessary/unrelated information: (a) colloquial phrases or ungrammatical 
use of words/phrases 

e.g. Well, it depends a lot on what you find interesting.... 

(b) information unrelated to the essay 
topic or contradictory to the 
preceding statements 

e.g. Some people believe it's good, others think it's bad. 
But what do people really think? 

Coding procedures 

Since the main raters for step two also did the coding of redundancy, a part of the 

norming session for step two was used for the explanation of step three. Dtiring tlie 

norming session, the raters were provided with the list of coding categories with 

definitions, along with one example each of the revised coding categories, to clarify the 
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differences among them. The examples of coding categories (3), (4), and sub-category 

(5)-(a) were taken from the coded instances of redundancy in the first pilot study. Since 

coding category (1) and sub-category (5)-(b) were newly added and coding category (2) 

was revised, no examples could be found among the coded instances of redundancy in the 

data from the pilot study. An example of coding category (1), therefore, was taken from 

some examples of effective repetition listed in Writing with a purpose (Triiruner, 1998), a 

composition textbook. No example of coding category (2) was provided, and the raters 

were simply instructed to mark any references to the content of the shared text which they 

thought were unnecessary. An example of coding sub-category (5)-(b), on the other hand, 

was found in the pilot data after a new search. The raters were instructed to mark 

instances of various types of redundancy only when they thought one of the five coding 

categories applied to them. 

Then the raters checked the introduction of each sample essay they identified in the 

norming session for the step two, and marked different types of redundancy. The results 

were compared, and any differences in the coding between tliem were discussed till the 

raters reached an agreement. 

Rater agreement 

As was indicated above in the section of coding procedures, the raters were instructed 

to mark instances of redundancy only when they thought one of tlie five categories 
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applied to them. In other words, they did not code all instances of redundancy found in 

the texts. A sample of the actual coding is shown in Appendix B. 

The raters agreed on 53 instances (88 %) and disagreed on 7 instances of redundancy. 

No third rater was used for this step, and only those 53 instances on which both raters 

agreed were submitted for quantitative analysis. The 7 instances on which they disagreed 

are discussed separately in Chapter 6. 

Rationale for combining quantitative and qualitative analyses for the investigation 

As was outlined above, the data analysis for the present study involved both 

quantitative and qualitative methods. Before the details of the procedures for each 

analysis is given, this section briefly discusses why both methods were employed. 

Johnson (1992) points out that quantitative and qualitative approaches to research 

methods have often been considered dichotomous. It is true that the main characteristics 

of these approaches—such as their formations of hypotheses (pre-plarmed vs. emergent) 

and preferences for descriptions of research findings (precise and numerical vs. narrative) 

—radically differ and are often contrastive. 

As Johnson (1992) also summarizes, a typical criticism of quantitative methods is that 

they are "reductive" in that they tend to examine relatively few variables which are 

quantifiable. Qualitative methods, on the other hand, are deemed "subjective" by their 

critics, relying heavily on the researcher's interpretation of the data. It is, therefore, more 
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desirable to combine both methods whenever it is feasible, in order to reinforce the 

weaknesses of each method by adding another perspective for analyzing the same data. 

The combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods in the present study, 

however, was not only desirable but necessary. First of all, the main goals of the 

investigation presented in Chapter 1 included: (1) an examination of a possible 

relationship between redundancy phenomena in L2 written discourse and the use (or lack 

of use) of shared contextual information/assumption, (2) an examination of a possible 

influence of L2 writers' LI on the presence/absence of redimdancy, and (3) the 

description of the characteristics of L2 English writing in comparison with those of LI 

English writing. Qualitative analysis was essential for a detailed description of those 

characteristics. 

Then, in Chapter 3, other variables which may influence L2 writing were identified. 

Some of them were quantifiable in some ways, and some of them were not. Use of 

compensatory strategies and transfer of training were the two variables that could not be 

quantified and required qualitative analysis. 

Lastly, it was judged that qualitative analysis would complement quantitative analysis 

by yielding additional information and insight for the interpretation of the subjects' 

performance data. Qualitative analysis could examine, on a case-by-case basis, a 

particular situation where qualitative differences may be found if quantitative analysis 
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fails to show statistically significant differences. Both the goals of the present study and 

the complex nature of L2 writing thus called for the combination of quantitative and 

qualitative analyses. 

Quantitative analvsis 

This section describes the types of statistical analysis conducted for the initial analysis, 

the further analyses, and the exploratory analysis. 

Initial analvsis: The testing of research hypotheses 

The initial analysis was conducted to test the research hypotheses which are repeated 

here: 

(1) The introduction is longer in words in the L2 essays than in the LI essays. 

(2) The L1 writers differ in the amount of elaboration when the degree of 
contextual information assumed to be shared with the target reader is 
high or low, to a greater extent than the L2 writers. 

(3) More instances of redundancy occur in the introduction of the L2 essays 
than in LI essays. 

(4) The L2 writers write a longer introduction than the L1 writers regardless 
of their LI backgroimd. 

Since research hypotheses (1) and (2) involved comparisons of two essays written by two 

groups, those subjects who turned in only one of the two essay assigrunents were 

excluded from this part of data analysis. This step was taken to ensure two equal sets of 

essays. In addition, there were two subjects, one NS and one NNS, whose essays did not 
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contain any identifiable introduction. These subjects were also excluded from the analysis 

even though they had turned in both essay assignments. As a result, a total of 78 NNS and 

68 NS essays were submitted for the testing of the first two hypotheses. For the testing of 

the research hypothesis (3), on the other hand, a total of 92 NNS and 88 NS essays were 

examined. The testing of research hypothesis (4) only involved different LI sub-groups 

within NNS data, and a total of 86 NNS essays were examined."* 

Testing of research hypothesis Cn 

Two-sample t-tests were conducted to compare the mean length of the introduction, 

measured in words, written by NSs and NNSs for the following two: (1) Topic One NS 

vs. NNS and (2) Topic Two NS vs. NNS. 

Testing of research hypothesis (T) 

As was indicated in Chapter 3, this research hypothesis is twofold because it addresses 

the native/nonnative status of (1) the writer (i.e. the subjects) and (2) the target reader (i.e. 

the instructor).To examine the influence of native/normative status of the writer, a set of 

two-sample t-tests was conducted to compare the mean length of the introduction, 

measured in words, written by NSs and NNSs for the following two: (1) NS Topic One 

vs. Topic Two and (2) NNS Topic One vs. Topic Two. 

^ There were three subjects, each of whom had a different LI background and 
did not belong to any of the LI sub-groups examined. The essays written by 
these subjects were not included in this part of the analysis. 
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Then, another set of t-tests was conducted to compare: (1) the mean length of the 

introduction written by NSs taught by one LI English and two L2 English instructors, and 

(2) the mean length of introduction written by NNSs (plus two bilingual L2 English 

subjects in the LI only section) taught by two LI English and two L2 English instructors. 

The numbers of the NNS and the NS essays examined in each category are listed below: 

Table 3: The numbers of essays written for LI English and L2 English instructors 

NNS essays NS essays 

L2 English Teachers (1) 22 25 
(2) 20 22 

LI English Teachers (1) 26 41 
(2) 24 -

Testing of research hypothesis (3^ 

The instances of redundancy in each of the five categories for both the NS and NNS 

data were tallied, and the percentage of the occurrences of each type of redundancy was 

compared. Initially, a chi-square test was also conducted to interpret the significance level 

of the differences in the numbers of observed instances of redundancy in the NS and NNS 

data for each coding category. The result, however, indicated that seven out of twelve 

cells had expected frequencies of less than five, which would make the overall results of 

the test invalid. This portion of the NS and NNS data, therefore, was submitted to 
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qualitative analysis to examine any differences (and/or similarities) observed between the 

two groups. 

Testing of research hypothesis ( 4 )  

First, two-sample t-tests were conducted to compare the mean length in words of the 

introduction between each sub-group of NNSs with different LI background. T-tests are 

not sensitive to the normality of distribution when the sample size is large (i.e. over 30), 

but this assumption did not hold for this portion of the analysis due to the small sample 

sizes of the different LI sub-groups. A set of Mann-Whitney U-tests, therefore, was also 

conducted to compare the median of each sub-group. The sub-groups and the numbers of 

essays examined are listed below. 

Table 4: Sub-groups by nationality and LI 

LI Japanese Chinese Vietnamese Indian Indonesian 

# of essays 20 6 6 9 4 

LI Arabic Greek Spanish Russian Norwegian 

# of essays 10 8 11 8 4 

Further analysis 

This portion of the quantitative analysis first examined possible relationships among: 

(1) length of the introduction in Topic One and Topic Two essays, (2) essay scores, (3) 
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linguistic competence (quantified in TOEFL test scores), and length of stay in the U.S. 

(quantified in the number of years) for the NNS data. In addition, possible relationships 

among: (1) length of the introduction in two essays and (2) essay scores for the NS data 

were examined. The NNS data were comprised of 60 essays written by 30 subjects, and 

the NS data were comprised of 68 essays written by 34 subjects.^ 

First, correlations between each of the following variables for the NNS data were 

computed:(l) length of introduction in Topic One essay, (2) length of introduction in 

Topic Two essay, (3) Topic One essay score, (4) Topic Two essay score, (5) TOEFL test 

score, and (6) length in years of stay in the U.S. Also, correlations between each of the 

following variables for the NS data were computed: (1) length of introduction in Topic 

One essay, (2) length of introduction in Topic Two essay, (3) Topic One essay score, and 

(4) Topic Two essay score. 

Then, for the NNS data, a set of linear regression analyses was conducted to examine 

the relationship between Topic One essay score as the dependent variable and each of the 

following three predictor variables: (1) length of introduction in Topic One essay, (2) 

TOEFL test score, and (3) length of stay in the U.S. For the NS data, on the other hand, 

another linear regression analysis was conducted with Topic One essay as the dependent 

TOEFL test score was missing from the demographic survey of II subjects, 
which reduced the number of the sample used in this part of the analysis. 
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variable and the length of introduction in Topic One essay as the predictor variable. The 

same procedures were repeated for Topic Two essay score as the dependent variable and 

each of the following three predictor variables: (1) length of introduction in Topic Two 

essay, (2) TOEFL test score, and (3) length of stay in the U.S. for the NNS data; and 

length of introduction in Topic Two essay as the predictor variable for the NS data. 

Finally, a set of multiple regression analyses was conducted to examine the overall 

strength of the predictions made by different regression models which include the 

combinations of two or three predictor variables for the NNS data only. First, the 

regression models which included different combinations of (1) length of introduction in 

Topic One essay, (2) TOEFL test score, and (3) length of stay in the U.S. were examined 

in relation to Topic One essay score as the dependent variable. Then, the regression 

models which included different combinations of (1) length of introduction in Topic Two 

essay, (2) TOEFL test score, and (3) length of stay in the U.S. was examined in relation to 

Topic Two essay score as the dependent variable. 

Next, the essay scores and the length of the introduction in Topic One and Topic Two 

essays written as in-class essays and homework assignments were submitted to a set of 

two-sample t-tests to examine whether the presence/absence of time constraints has 

influenced the performances of the NNS and NS writers. The following is tlie list of tlie 

numbers of in-class and homework essays compared. 
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Table 5: The numbers of in-class and homework essays compared 

Topic One Essay Topic Two Essay 

NNS In-class 10 10 

NNS Homework 9 12 

NS In-class 11 11 

NS Homework 11 14 

Since the sample sizes of this part of the analysis were below 30, a set of Mann-Whitney 

U-tests was also conducted to compare the median of each group. 

Exploratory analysis 

The last portion of the quantitative analysis expanded the scope of the investigation of 

the introduction to the entire text of each essay and examined linguistic features of the 

exemplary essays with high, intermediate, and low scores. The list of the linguistic 

features applied was taken from Biber (1987). As he indicates in the study, these 

linguistic features have not been tested for validity, but should rather be considered as 

"potentially important linguistic features and textual dimensions" (p. 342) which have 

been identified in previous research. 

The primary focus of previous research on which the list is based is a stylistic 

comparison of the characteristics of oral and written discourse (Tarmen, 1982a; Schiffrin, 

1981) that involves distinctions such as "personally-involved" versus "detached," 
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"contextualized" versus "decontextualized," and "implied" versus "explicitly stated." The 

categories of Biber's list (Biber, 1985; pp. 344-345) reflect these distinctions. 

The present study, however, was based on the assumption that the degree of 

elaboration would depend on the contextual information assumed to be shared between 

the writer and the reader. The application of Biber's list was not to examine the stylistic 

differences between oral and written modes, but to make an observation of how the 

varying degrees of elaboration used by the writer might be reflected in the 

presence/absence of particular linguistic features. The key descriptors for the selection of 

the types of linguistic features included in the analysis, therefore, were "elaboration," 

"explicitness," and "contextualization/decontextualization." As the result, six out of eight 

original categories, which contain 28 linguistic features, were selected as listed below. 

Contextualization: reference to external, descriptive situation 
• place adverbs 

time adverbs 

Contextualization; reference to participants and immediate situation 
• first and second person pronouns 
• questions 
• direct WH-questions 
• present tense 

Informational, decontextualized, nominal style 
nominalizations (derived by suffixing -tion, -ment, -ness, -ity) 

• agentless passive 
'by' passives 
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Elaborated, expanded style 
• 'that' clauses 
• WH-clauses 
• relative clauses 
• infinitives 
• 'if clauses 
• other subordinators; (al)though, because, if, since, unless, while, whilst, 

until, in that, so that, such that 
• total number of prepositional phrases 
• total adjectives 

total adverbs 

Precise style of expressions, explicit author's stance 
type/token ratio 

• word length 
• precise conjuncts 
• style disjuncts 

attitudinal disjuncts 
• hedges/downtoners 
• emphasizers/intensifiers 

Precise, explicit marking of informational relations 
'it' clefts 

• WH-clefts 
• demonstrative BE-WH. 

The following two categories, on the other hand, were excluded from the analysis: 

Reported, narrative style 
past tense 

• perfect aspect 
• third person personal pronouns 

Imprecise, informal, colloquial style of expression 
general conjuncts 

• informal hedges 
• informal emphasizers 
• pronoun 'it' 
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• proverb 'do' 
• contractions 
• subordinator 'tiiat' deletion 
• relative pronoun deletion 
• stranded prepositions 
• split infinitives 
• split auxiliaries. 

According to Biber (1985), the co-occurrences of the linguistic features in the first list 

suggest a detached narrative style while the linguistic features of the second list are 

typical oral strategies employed by the speaker or the writer. It was judged that neither of 

these two categories was directly related to the target of investigation in the present study. 

The WordSmith Tools (version 3.0, Mike Scott & Oxford University Press, 1998), a 

concordance package, was used for assisting the process of identification and 

categorization of the lexical items in the data. The program was selected for its 

compatibility with Windows (Microsoft, Windows 98) and the functions featured in 

Word List and Concord, two of the three tools in the package. 

Word List counts the number of words, the number of sentences, and the length of 

each word in the text. Then it computes the type/token ratio and the average word length. 

It automatically creates word lists in both frequency and alphabetical order. Concord 

searches and lists any single words separately or words in clusters by identifying 

collocates up to 25 words to the left and to the right of the search word. 

Those essays which were originally submitted in a typed form were scanned. Then 
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scanned essays and the originally hand-written essays, which had been typed up in the 

process of coding of the data as described above, were carefully examined, and any 

misspelled words were retyped. All of the essays were converted to a text format so that 

WordSmith could read them. 

The Topic One and Topic Two essays were divided into three groups of high (5-6), 

intermediate (3-4), and low (1-2) scores for the NNS and NS groups. The following is the 

listing of the number of essays and the total numbers of words in each group. 

Table 6: The number of essays and the total number of words in the text of each 
sub-group in three score ranges 

NNS essays (# of words) NS essays (# of words) 

Topic One Two One Two 

High Scores (5-6) 13 (6,086) 7 (3,407) 14(4,164) 12 (4,164) 

Intermediate Scores (3-4) 27 (8,265) 31 (7,939) 25 (5,614) 35 (8,053) 

Low Scores (1-2) 7 (2,075) 8 (1,689) 1(94) 2(183) 

Total 47 46 40 49 

As is shown in the above list, the numbers of essays and the total numbers of words in the 

entire text greatly differed from one sub-group to the other. In order to make each set of 

data comparable for a quantitative analysis, the following two steps were taken. 

First, 1 Topic One and 2 Topic Two essays in the NS sub-group of low score essays 

were excluded from this portion of analysis because the total numbers of words in the two 
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sets of texts were too small to yield any meaningful results from a quantitative analysis. 

These three essays were included in the qualitative analysis, the results of which are 

discussed in Chapter 6. 

The next step was to make the length of the text in each of the remaining sub-groups 

comparable for the analysis. The NNS sub-group of Topic Two essays with low scores 

contained the smallest number of words (i.e. 1,689 words). Sub-sets of essays from all the 

other sub-groups, therefore, were selected so that the total niunber of words in the text of 

each sub-group was approximately the same. For this purpose, lists of the number of 

words in each essay were created for the sub-groups in different score ranges, and each 

sub-set of essays were selected by combining short, average-length, and long essays in 

each sub-group. 

As is also shown in the above list, however, more than half of both the NNS and NS 

essays belong to the sub-groups with intermediate scores. For the NNS sub-group of 

Topic One essays with intermediate scores, a 1,689-word text is only 20% of the entire 

text. Two each of sub-sets of data, therefore, were created to be submitted to the analysis 

for the four sub-groups of essays with intermediate scores so that at least 40% of the 

entire text for all the sub-groups was analyzed. The numbers of essays and the total 

numbers of words in the texts are listed below: 
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Table 7: The numbers of essays and the total numbers of words in the sub-sets of 
the texts 

NNS essays (# of words) NS essays (# of words) 

High Scores Topic One 4(1,688) 
Topic Two 3 (1,690) 

Topic One 6 (1,688) 
Topic Two 5 (1,688) 

Intermediate Scores Topic One (1) 5 (1,695) 
(2) 5 (1,695) 

Topic Two (1) 5 (1,695) 
(2) 7(1,695) 

Topic One (1) 6 (1,695) 
(2) 7 (1,695) 

Topic Two (1) 7 (1,695) 
(2) 7 (1,695) 

Low Scores Topic One 5 (1,688) 
Topic Two 8 (1,689) 

-

Lists of the total numbers of each single word in the text was created for each sub

group of essays and the statistical information was computed by the Word List tool. Then, 

using the word lists as a reference, each word was classified under the appropriate 

category of the linguistic features. The listing of words in clusters with collocates featured 

in the Concord tool was used for examining the particular environment where the search 

word appeared. The word "when," for example, could be used as a part of direct WH-

questions, a subordinator, or a WH-clause, and therefore, the neighboring words had to be 

checked to determine how it was used. The words-in-cluster feature was also important 

for identifying prepositional phrases. A comprehensive grammar of the English language 

(Quirk. Greenbaum, Leech. & Svartvik. 1991) was used as a reference for the clarification 

of the definitions of the linguistic features examined. After the number of each linguistic 
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feature was tallied for each group, chi-square tests were conducted to compare the 

frequencies of all the linguistic features found in the texts, except type/token ratio and the 

average word length. 

Qualitative analysis 

Unlike the quantitative analysis described in the previous section, which focused on 

the testing of the significance level of each statistical analysis, the main purpose of the 

qualitative analysis was to closely examine any interesting phenomena found in the data. 

First, a follow-up analysis of the testing of research hypothesis (3) was conducted to 

compare the characteristics of redundancy found in the NNS and the NS sets of data. 

Then, as a part of the further analysis, all the NNS essays were examined for any use of 

compensatory strategies or traces of transfer of training. 

The final portion of the qualitative analysis examined the characteristics of essays 

classified in different categories in both the NNS and the NS data. The criteria for the 

classification of essays were as follows: 

(1) essays written by subjects whose two essays received the exact same scores, 

(2) essays written by subjects whose two essays received the scores in the same 
range (i.e. high, intermediate, or low), 

(3) essays written by subjects who received mixed scores (i.e. a high-low, 
high-intermediate, or low-intermediate combination), 

(4) essays with (an) instance(s) of redundancy in the introduction. 
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(5) essays without any instances of redundancy in the introduction. 

The first three criteria concerning the combinations of two scores were based on the 

assumption that essays with both scores assigned in the same range (i.e. high, 

intermediate, or low) should be a good indication of the writer's stable performance while 

essays with mixed scores may be an indication of variations in writing performance 

observed in one writer. The numbers of the NNS and the NS subjects classified by criteria 

(l)-(3) are listed below: 

Table 8: The numbers of subjects classified by different score ranges 

the same score the same range mixed scores 
(high-low) (high-intermed.) (intermed.-low) 

Score NNS NS Score NNS NS Score NNS NS Score N1>JS NS Score NNS NS 

6-6 0 0 6-5 1 0 6-1 0 0 6-4 0 0 4-2 2 0 
5-5 2 2 5-6 0 0 1-6 0 0 4-6 0 0 2-4 0 1 
4-4 12 9 4-3 2 5 5-1 0 1 6-3 0 0 4-1 0 0 

2 "y 

J 3-4 2 2 1-5 0 0 3-6 0 0 1-4 0 0 
2-2 J 0 2-1 1 0 6-2 0 0 5-4 5 7 3-2 1 0 
l-I 0 0 1-2 0 0 2-6 1 0 4-5 1 4 2-3 1 0 

5-2 1 0 5-3 2 1 3-1 0 0 
2-5 0 0 3-5 1 0 1-3 0 0 

Total 19 14 Total 6 7 Total 2 1 9 12 4 1 

Table 9 below, on the other hand, lists the numbers of subjects when criteria (4) and 

(5) are added. The numbers of subjects in both Tables 8 and 9 contain only those who 

turned in both essays. Also, some of the essays with redundancy contain multiple 

instances of occurrences of redundancy. 
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Table 9: The numbers of subjects who wrote essays with or without redundancy 
in the introduction, classified in different score ranges 

NNS NNS NS NS 

with redundancy without redundancy with redundancy without redundancy 

Score N Score N Score N Score N 
2-6 1 6-5 1 5-4 1 5-1 1 
5-2 1 5-5 2 4-5 3 5-4 4 
5-4 2 5-4 3 4-3 1 5-3 2 
4-5 1 5-3 2 3-4 1 5-5 2 
4-4 5 4-4 6 4-4 3 4-5 1 
4-3 2 3-4 1 3-3 1 4-4 6 
4-2 2 3-3 1 4-3 4 
3-5 1 2-3 1 3-4 1 
3-4 1 2-2 2 3-3 2 
3-3 1 2-1 1 2-4 1 
3-2 1 
2-2 1 

Total 19 20 10 24 

Further procedures of the qualitative analysis, including the selection of exemplary essays 

from the above list, and its results are discussed in Chapter 6. 

Summarv 

This chapter described the procedures of the data analysis. First, the three steps of 

coding procedures were explained. Then, the procedures of the quantitative analysis 

which consisted of the initial analysis, the further analysis, and the exploratory analysis 

were described. The main purpose of the initial analysis was the testing of the four 

research hypotheses. Further analysis examined a possible relationship among six 
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variables for the NNS data and four variables for the NS data. The exploratory analysis 

was conducted to complete the third goal of the investigation, that is, the observation and 

the description of some characteristics of linguistic features of L2 English writing in 

comparison with LI English writing. Finedly, the way in which the qualitative analysis 

was conducted to complement the quantitative analysis was outlined. The next chapter 

presents the results and the discussion of the quantitative analysis. 
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CHAPTER 5: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents and discusses the results of the quantitative analysis. First, all of 

the results from the initial, further, and exploratory analyses are presented. Then the 

discussion of the results follows. 

Results 

Initial analysis: results of the testing of research hvpotheses 

Research hypothesis (1): The introduction is longer in words in the L2 essays than 
in the L1 essays. 

In order to test the above hypothesis, the mean length of the introduction, measured in 

words, in both Topic One and Topic Two essays written by the NNS and NS subjects 

were compared. The descriptive statistics of each group of essays are listed below. 

Table 10: Descriptive statistics of lengtli in words of introduction in Topic One 
and Topic Two essays written by NNS and NS subjects 

Essays N Mean Median Stdev. Min. Max 

NNS Essay 1 39 52.90 46.00 33.53 6.00 164.00 
NNS Essay 2 39 57.82 57.00 37.76 7.00 175.00 
NS Essay 1 34 36.68 37.00 16.50 8.00 75.00 
NS Essay 2 34 52.12 45.00 29.52 6.00 136.00 

As is shovm in the above list, the mean length of introduction in the NNS group was 

greater than that in the NS group for both topics. 

Table 11 below shows the results of the two-sample t-tests which were conducted to 
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examine the statistical significance of the differences. 

Table 11: Results of two-sample t-tests which compared the mean length of introduction 
in Topic One and Topic Two essays between NNS and NS groups 

Topic NNS (n=39) NS (n=34) t P 
True Mean True Mean 

One 49.83 36.13 •2.56 0.0098 
Two 55.40 50.47 0.71 0.48 

*p<0.01 

The results indicate that the difference in the mean length of introduction between the 

NNS and the NS groups for Topic One essay reached a statistically significant level at 

p<0.01, whereas the difference between the two groups for Topic Two essay was not 

found statistically significant-

Research hypothesis (2): The LI writers differ in the amount of elaboration when 
the degree of contextual information assumed to be shared 
with the target reader is high or low, to a greater extent than 
the L2 writers. 

As was discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, this hypothesis was twofold in that it addressed the 

native/normative status of both the writer (i.e. the subjects) and the target reader (i.e. the 

instructor). The first portion of the hypothesis testing, therefore, examined whether the 

NNS andNS writers used different degrees of elaboration for Topic One and Topic Two 

essays. A set of two-sample t-tests was conducted to compare the mean length of the 

introduction in the two essay assignments within the NNS group and the NS group for 
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this purpose. Table 12 below shows the results. 

Table 12: Results of two-sample t-tests which compared the mean length of introduction 
in Topic One and Topic Two essays within NNS and NS groups 

Subjects Topic One Topic Two t P 
True Mean True Mean 

NNS 49.83 55.40 -0.61 0.5+ 
NS 36.13 50.47 -2.66* 0.0097 

*p<0.01 

The above results indicate that the difference between the mean length of introduction in 

Topic One and Topic Two essays written by the NS subjects reached a statistically 

significant level at p<0.01, but the difference in the NNS essays was not found 

statistically significant. 

The second portion of the testing of hypothesis (2), on the other hand, examined 

whether the L1/L2 English status of the target reader (i.e. instructor) influenced the 

degrees of elaboration employed by the NNS and NS student writers. For this purpose, 

another set of two-sample t-tests was conducted to compare the mean length of 

the introduction written by the subjects who were enrolled in the courses taught by L2 

English instructors with the mean length of introduction written by those who were in the 

courses taught by LI English instructors. The results are shown in Table 13. 
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Table 13: Results of two-sample t-tests which compared the length of introduction 
in the essays written for L1 English and L2 English Instructors 

NNS Data 

Instructor L2 English 
(n = 42) 
Mean Stdev. 

LI English 
(n = 50) 
Mean Stdev. t P 

51.0 30.0 62.0 36.2 -1.50 0.12 

NS Data 

Instructor L2 English 
(n = 47) 
Mean Stdev. 

LI English 
(n = 41) 
Mean Stdev. t P 

49.6 32.8 52.0 23.1 -0.38 0.70 

As the above results indicate, there were no observable differences found in the degrees 

of elaboration between the essays written for L1 English and L2 English instructors in the 

NNS nor the NS data. 

Research hypothesis (3): More instances of redundancy occur in the introduction of 
the L2 essays than that of the LI essays. 

The results of the coding of the instances of redundancy classified in the five categories 

are listed below in Table 14. 



Table 14: Number and percentage of occurrences of each type of redundancy 

NNS Data 

Coding Category Number of Instances Percentage 

Necessary Redundancy 2 5.6% 
Over-elaboration 2 5.6% 
Unnecessary Repetition 13 36.0% 
Unnecessary Redundancy 11 30.5% 
Unnecessary Information (a) 6 16.7% 

(b) 2 5.6% 

Total 36 100.0% 

NS Data 

Coding Category Number of Instances Percentage 

Necessary Redundancy 2 11.8% 
Over-elaboration 0 0.0% 
Unnecessary Repetition 11 64.7% 
Unnecessary Redundancy •-> J 17.6% 
Unnecessary Information (a) 1 5.9% 

(b) 0 0.0% 

Total 17 100.0% 

The above results indicate that there were twice as many instances of occurrences of 

redundancy found in the NNS essays than in the NS essays. In the NNS data, instances 

were found in all of the categories while, in the NS data, no instances were found in 

coding categories (2) and (5)-(b). Although coding categories (3) and (4) are the two 

most frequent types of redundancy in both data with coding category (3) as the most 
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dominant one, the instances of coding category (4) in the NNS data are almost four times 

as many as those found in the NS data.® 

Research hypothesis (4): The L2 writers write a longer introduction than the LI 
writers regardless of their L1 background. 

In order to test the above hypothesis, the mean length in words of the introduction written 

by each of the different LI sub-groups of the NNS subjects was compared. The 

descriptive statistics of each sub-group are listed below in Table 15. 

Table 15: Descriptive statistics of the mean length of introduction written by 
the NNS subjects in different LI sub-groups 

Li N Mean Median Stdev. Min. Max. 

Japanese 20 59.1 55.5 29.18 17 109 
Chinese 6 67.0 63.5 37.8 13 126 
Vietnamese 6 54.5 57.5 28.6 6 88 
Indonesian 4 45.0 51.5 17.11 20 57 
Indian 9 35.8 32.0 22.67 6 59 
Arabic 10 56.2 57.5 28.34 25 102 
Greek 8 64.0 71.5 26.0 17 90 
Russian 8 50.5 50.5 28.6 12 85 
Spanish 11 60.0 50.0 40.9 13 136 
Norwegian 4 53.5 39.5 31.8 34 101 

First, a set of two-sample t-tests was conducted. Only those results that were found 

statistically significant are reported below in Table 16. (Appendix C lists all of the 

Please see p. 91 for the discussion of constraints on the chi-square tests for 
statistical significance. 
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results.) 

Table 16: Results of two-sample t-tests which compared the mean length of 
introduction in essays written by different L1 sub-groups 

Japanese Indian t P 
True Mean True Mean 

58.67 35.78 *2.12 0.043 

Greek Indian t P 
True Mean True Mean 

64.0 35.78 *2.39 0.031 

*p<0.05 

The above results indicate that the differences of the mean length of introduction between 

(1) the Japanese and the Indian sub-groups and (2) the Greek and the Indian sub-groups 

reached a statistically significant level at p<0.05. 

As was discussed in Chapter 4, a set of Mann-Whitney U-tests was also conducted 

to examine the differences of median among the LI sub-groups. The results are listed in 

Table 17 below. 
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Table 17: Results of Mann-Whitney U-tests which compared the median of different 
LI sub-groups 

IND ARAB GRK RUS SPAN VIET CHI INDO NOR 
JPN 0.0897 0.8776 0.5587 0.5587 0.8851 0.5587 0.6050 0.5103 0.4386 
IND 0.1208 0.0161* 0.1629 0.1965 0.2159 0.0677 0.8774 0.3961 
AEIAB 0.5052 0.7558 0.9719 1.00 0.5508 0.3961 1.00 
GRK 0.4309 0.5089 0.4777 0.8465 0.1488 0.7989 
RUS 0.7726 0.8465 0.4777 0.7341 0.6711 
SPAN 1.00 0.6511 0.6953 0.8447 
VIET 0.6889 0.5940 0.5940 
CHI 0.2410 0.4555 
INDO 0.8852 

*p<0.05 

Of the results listed in Table 17, the only result that reached a statistically significant level 

was the difference between the Indian and the Greek sub-groups (p<0.05) though the 

differences between the Chinese and the Indian sub-groups were also approaching the 

significance level at 0.0677. The difference between the Indian and the Japanese sub

groups fell short of the statistically significant level, probably partly due to the large 

differences in the sample sizes between the two groups. Thus the results firom Mann-

Whitney U-tests confirmed only the difference between the Greek and Indian sub-groups 

found in the two-sample t-tests reported above in Table 16. 

Further analysis 

This section first reports the results of the correlation study, the linear regression 

analysis, and the multiple regression analysis for the NNS data and the results of the 
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correlation study and the linear regression analysis for the NS data, which examined the 

relationships of the total of six variables for the NNS data and four variables for the NS 

data. Then the results of the statistical analysis, which compared in-class essays with 

homework essays, are presented. For the correlation study and the regression analyses, the 

results from the NNS data are presented first, followed by the results from the NS data. 

Correlation studv results: NNS data 

Table 18 shows, the correlations among (1) length of introduction in Topic One essay, 

(2) length of introduction in Topic Two essay, (3) Topic One essay score, (4) Topic Two 

essay score, (5) TOEFL test score, and (6) length in years of stay in the U.S. for the NNS 

data. 

Table 18: Correlations among the variables examined for NNS data 

Essay I Length Essay 2 Length Score I Score 2 TOEFL 

Essay 2 Length 0.127 
Score 1 0.154 0.189 
Score 2 -0.026 0.233 0.221 
TOEFL -0.376 -0.283 0.390 0.357 
Stay -0.209 0.058 0.263 -0.118 

As is shown in Table 18 above, TOEFL test score had moderate positive correlations 

with both Topic One and Topic two essay scores. Also, it had moderate negative 

correlations with the length of introduction in both Topic One and Topic Two essays. 

Length of stay, on the other hand, had a moderate positive correlation with Topic One 
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essay score while it had a slightly negative correlation with Topic Two essay score. 

Length of stay also had a moderate negative correlation with length of introduction in 

Topic One essay, but did not seem to have any observable correlation, either positive or 

negative, with length of introduction in Topic Two essay. 

Linear regression analvsis results: NNS data 

The main purpose of the linear regression analysis was to determine to what extent 

each of the independent variables explained the variance in the dependent variable. The 

proportion of the variance explained by each predictor variable is indicated by the square 

of the correlation coefficient, r^, and is reported below in Tables 19 and 20 for the two 

dependent variables. Topic One essay score and Topic Two essay score, respectively, ir is 

sensitive to sample size, and therefore, was adjusted accordingly. The percentage of the 

variance explained by each predictor variable is obtained by multiplying rr by 100. 

Table 19: Results of linear regression analysis conducted for Topic One essay score 
as the dependent variable 

Predictor Variables r adjusted r^ P 

Essay 1 Length 0.024 0.00 0.415 
TOEFL 0.152 0.122* 0.033 
Length of Stay 0.069 0.036 0.160 

*p<0.05 



116 

Table 20: Results of linear regression analysis conducted for Topic Two essay score 
as the dependent variable 

Predictor variables -) 

r" adjusted r^ P 

Essay 2 Length 0.054 0.020 0.216 
TOEFL 0.127 0.096 0.053 
Length of Stay 0.014 0.00 0.535 

Both results above indicate that TOEFL test score may be the only strong predictor 

variable for Topic One and Topic Two essay scores. The next step was to examine 

whether combinations of two or more predictor variables improved the prediction of 

variance in the dependent variable to a statistically significant level. The results are 

presented in the next section. 

Multiple regression analysis results: NNS data 

The main purpose of the multiple regression analysis was to determine the best 

combinations of the predictor variables that explain the variance in the dependent 

variable, by examining the regression models which included two or more predictor 

variables. From the results of linear regression analysis reported above, TOEFL test score 

was assumed to be the single strongest predictor variable. Multiple regression analysis, 

therefore, was conducted by adding the other predictor variables, one by one, to the linear 

regression model in which TOEFL test score was the predictor variable. 

Two methods of statistical testing, F-statistic and t-ratio, were used in this analysis. 
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F-statistic in multiple regression analysis shows the statistical significance of the 

proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by the linear composite of 

predictor variables in a particular regression model, relative to the variance not explained 

by the model. T-ratio, on the other hand, indicates the extent to which each predictor 

variable explains variance in the dependent variable when all the other predictor variables 

are held constant. The former was used for determining whether the overall prediction 

made by a particular regression model was statistically significant. The latter was used for 

examining how much each predictor variable contributed individually within the model. 

F-statistic was also used for determining the level of statistical significance of R" increase 

when another predictor variable was added to a regression model. 

In multiple regression analysis, the square of the multiple correlation coefficient, R", is 

sensitive to both sample size and the number of the predictor variables. Adjusted R", 

therefore, is reported in the results of two sets of analysis conducted for Topic One essay 

score and Topic Two essay score respectively in Tables 21 and 22 below. R- increase 

listed for Step 1 in both tables indicates the difference in R" between the linear regression 

model in which TOEFL test score was the only predictor variable and the two regression 

models which consist of two predictor variables. R~ increase listed for Step 2, on the other 

hand, indicates the difference in R- between Step 1 and Step 2 regression models. 
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Table 21: Results of multiple regression analysis conducted for Topic One essay score 
as the dependent variable 

t-ratio adjusted R" F P R~ increase 

steo 1 rn 
TOEFL 9 
Essay 1 Length 1.96 

0.203* 4.68 0.018 0.081 
Steo 1 (2 )  
TOEFL 2.38* 
Length of Stay 1.66 

0.173* 4.04 0.029 0.051 
Step 2 
TOEFL 2 90** 
Essay 1 Length 
Length of Stay 

1.66 
1.20 

0.224* 3.79 0.022 0.021 

*p<0.05 
**p<0.01 
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Table 22: Results of multiple regression analysis conducted for Topic Two essay score 
as the dependent variable 

t-ratio adjusted R- F p R- increase 

Step 1 ( I )  
TOEFL 2.64* 
Essay 2 Length 2.08* 

0.192* 4.46 0.021 0.096 
Steo 1 (2 )  
TOEFL 1.97 
Length of Stay -0.58 

0.074 2.161 0.135 
Step 2 
TOEFL 2.60* 
Essay 2 Length 2.10* 
Length of Stay -0.72 

0.178* 3.09 0.04 -

*p<0.05 

The results in Table 21 show that the variance in Topic One essay score explained by 

both models in Step 1 and the Step 2 model was found statistically significant. The results 

in Table 22, on the other hand, show that adding length of stay to the regression equation 

did not improve the strength of prediction, but reduced it. The results in Tables 21 and 22 

also indicate that none of the R- increase was found statistically significant although 

adding length in words of introduction in Topic One and Topic Two essays to the 

regression equation yielded increases of 8.1% and 9.1% of the variance explained 

respectively. The t-ratio in Table 21 indicates that neither length in words of introduction 

in Topic One essay nor length of stay individually reached a statistically significant level 
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in the regression model. The t-ratio in Table 22, on the other hand, indicates that length in 

words of introduction in Topic Two essay did contribute individually to improve an 

overall prediction of the variance in Topic Two essay score to a statistically significant 

level. 

Correlation study results: NS data 

For the NS data, there were only two each of the independent and dependent variables 

examined, length of introduction in Topic One and Two essays and Topic One and Two 

essay scores. First, the correlations among all four variables were examined. The result is 

listed in Table 23. 

Table 23: Correlations among the four variables examined for NS data 

Essay 1 Length Essay 2 Length Topic One Score 

Essay 2 Length -0.138 
Score 1 0.279 -0.134 
Score 2 0.009 0.349 0.074 

Table 23 indicates that Topic Two essay score had a moderate positive correlation 

with length of introduction in Topic Two essay. Topic One essay score also had a 

moderate correlation with length of introduction in Topic One essay, but to a lesser 

extent. 
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Linear regression analysis results: NS data 

The next step was to examine the strength of prediction made by each independent 

variable for the dependent variable. The results of linear regression analyses for each pair 

of the variables are listed below in Table 24. 

Table 24: Results of linear regression analysis for NS data 

Predictor Variable Dependent Variable r Adjusted r P 

Essay 1 Length Score I 0.078 0.049 0.110 

Essay 2 Length Score 2 0.122 0.094* 0.043 

*p<0.05 

The results above indicate that the variance in Topic Two essay score predicted by length 

of introduction in Topic Two essay was found statistically significant while length of 

introduction in Topic One essay was not a strong predictor variable for Topic One essay 

score. 

Comparison of in-class versus homework essavs: Results 

This section reports the results from the comparison of in-class and homework essays 

written by the NNS and the NS sub-groups for a possible influence of presence/absence 

of a time constraint on their performance, in terms of length of introduction and essay 

scores. 

Furst, a set of two-sample t-tests was conducted to compare length of introduction 
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between in-class essays and homework essays. The results are shown in Table 25 below. 

Table 25: Results of two-sample t-tests which compared the mean length in words of 
in-class essays and homework essays 

NNS data 

N In-class N Homework t P 
Topic Mean Stdev. Mean Stdev. 

One 10 34.3 21.9 9 51.0 17.1 1.84 0.083 
Two 10 20.7 10.4 12 82.4 22.7 -7 9?** 0.0001 

NS Data 

N In-class N Homework t P 
Topic Mean Stdev. Mean Stdev. 

One 11 42.3 21.2 11 50.3 32.6 -0.68 0.50 
Two 11 32.5 21.5 14 68.4 40.2 -2.67* 0.014 

*p<0.05 
**p<0.01 

The results above indicate that the differences between the in-class and homework Topic 

Two essays in both the NNS and the NS data were found statistically significant. The 

mean length of introduction in in-class essays on both topics written by the two sub

groups indicate that both the NNS and the NS subjects showed the tendency of writing a 

shorter introduction for Topic Two essay than Topic One essay under a constraint of time. 

The results of Whitney Mann U-tests confirmed the above results by finding the 
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difiference between the in-class and homework essays on Topic Two for both the NNS 

and the NS sub-groups statistically significant at 0.0001 and 0.0117 respectively. 

Then, another set of two-sample t-tests was conducted to compare the difference 

between the essay scores for the same sub-groups on both topics. The results are listed in 

Table 26 below. 

Table 26: Results of two-sample t-tests which compared Ln-class vs. homework 
essay scores 

NNS Data 

N In-class N Homework t P 
Topic Mean Stdev. Mean Stdev. 

One 10 3.70 0.675 9 4.56 0.726 -2.66 0.016* 
Two 10 3.20 1.14 12 4.00 0.603 -2.12 0.047* 

NS Data 

N In-class N Homework t P 
Topic Mean Stdev. Mean Stdev. 

One 11 4.182 0.751 11 4.273 0.647 -0.30 0.76 
Two 11 3.364 0.924 14 4.357 0.633 -3.19 0.004** 

*p<0.05 
**p<0.01 

The above results indicate that the difference of the scores between in-class and 

homework essays were found statistically significant on both topics for the NNS sub

groups while the difference of the Topic Two essay score only Wcis found statistically 
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significant for the NS sub-groups. The difference of Topic Two essay score found in the 

NS sub-group, however, was much greater than that found in the NNS sub-group. 

The results of Mann-Whitney U-tests, on the other hand, only confirmed the 

differences between (1) the Topic One essay score in the NNS sub-group (p=0.0118) and 

(2) the Topic Two essay score in the NS sub-group (p=0.0045), and failed to reject the 

null hypothesis for the difference between the Topic Two essay score in the NNS sub

group (p=0.0845). 

Exploratory analysis results 

This section presents the results of exploratory analysis which used 28 linguistic 

features taken from Biber's (1985) list. For the examination of present tense, the tense 

usage of the top one hundred verbs from the frequency word lists were examined for each 

text. For the sub-category of "infinitives," to-infinitives only were counted. For the sub

category of "prepositional phrases," the total number of prepositional phrases which 

contained high frequency prepositions, to, of, in, on, for, with, and at for each text was 

counted. As was explained in the previous chapter, type/token ratio and the average word 

length were computed by the Word List tool. For the rest of the categories, the total 

number of words that belonged to each category found in each text was counted. The 

results of both the NNS and NS data are listed in Table 27. 



Table 27: The total number of linguistic features found in NNS andNS exemplary texts 

Table 27a: NNS Data 

Score High Intermediate Low 
Topic One Two One Two One Two 
Sub-set (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Category 1 
place adverbs 0 1 0 -> 1 2 4 1 
time adverbs 5 6 4 4 J 0 6 4 

Cateeorv 2 
lst/2nd person pronoun 63 57 65 66 85 53 96 96 
questions 1 0 1 0 J 1 I 1 
WH-questions 8 0 2 2 6 0 0 0 
present tense 93 78 91 94 87 94 91 95 

Cateeorv 3 
nominalizations 28 41 11 15 42 18 15 28 
agentless passive 8 6 9 5 9 5 12 7 
'by' passive 5 1 2 2 1 2 2 o 

J 

Cateaorv 4 
'that' clauses 10 15 22 26 9 6 31 14 
WH-clauses 4 1 0 0 1 J 0 2 
relative clauses 12 28 25 16 29 15 17 23 
infinitives 24 33 27 31 23 31 n n 

J J 
-> ̂  
J J 

'if clauses 10 2 4 5 7 9 5 13 
other subordinators 10 19 20 26 20 17 17 24 
prep, phrases 131 150 126 125 122 117 129 135 
total adjectives 99 93 84 76 107 107 78 88 
total adverbs 27 21 16 5 20 12 10 14 

Catesorv 5 
type/token ratio 34.54 37.10 32.63 31.92 31.33 27.79 32.64 30.25 
word length 4.66 4.80 4.55 4.50 4.51 4.74 4.54 4.55 
precise conjuncts 2 4 1 1 n 

J 1 6 0 
style disjuncts 7 0 4 1 5 1 1 1 
attitudinal disjuncts 11 2 1 4 12 4 o 

J 4 
hedges/downtoners 1 0 4 jy -> 

J 0 6 
emphasizers/intensifier 19 8 17 13 17 11 4 9 
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Score High Intermediate Low 
Topic One Two One Two One Two 
Subset (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Category 6 
'it' clefts 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 
WH-clefts 4 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 
BE-WH 0 0 1 0 0 I 1 0 

Table 27b: NS Data* 

Score 
Topic 
Sub-set 

High 
One Two 

Intermediate 
One 

(1) (2) 
Two 

(1) (2) 

Category 1 
place adverbs 0 0 
time adyerbs 3 5 

Category 2 
lst/2nd person pronoun 63 49 
questions 2 2 
WH-questions 1 3 
present tense 92 91 

Category 3 
nominalizations 26 23 
agentless passive 5 8 
'by' passive 1 2 

Category 4 
'that'clauses 18 11 
WH-clauses 0 I 
relative clauses 16 23 
infinitives 19 31 
'if clauses 5 5 
other subordinators 18 17 
prep, phrases 135 124 
total adjectives 71 83 

0 
6 

64 
1 
8 

96 

23 
5 
1 

18 
0 

15 
29 
12 
17 

116 
86 

J 
2 

83 
0 
2 

92 

7 
9 
0 

8 
2 
15 
34 
13 
12 

122 
91 

1 

66 
0 
0 

96 

19 
15 
0 

14 
0 

29 
24 
21 

8 

116 
83 

69 
1 
5 

93 

25 
8 
1 

11 
1 
29 
15 
5 
23 

129 
93 
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Score High Intermediate 
Topic One Two One Two 
Sub-set (1) (2) (3) (4) 

total adverbs 17 5 16 8 4 12 
Category 5 

type/token ratio 34.77 32.94 31.80 31.98 28.73 31.03 
word length 4.63 4.57 4.41 4.31 4.26 4.34 
precise conjuncts 0 0 1 0 1 1 
style disjuncts 1 1 1 1 0 1 
attitudinal disjuncts 5 4 11 1 2 -> J 
hedges/do wntoners 1 4 o J 1 1 2 
emphasizer/intensifier 7 4 9 15 13 7 

Category 6 
'it' clefts 0 0 0 0 1 1 
WH-clefts 0 0 2 0 0 0 
BE-WH 0 1 0 1 0 0 

*Low scores excluded because of the small sample size 

Then, the total number of each category for each sub-group was added so that it could 

be submitted to chi-square tests to compare the frequencies of the linguistic features by 

category. Table 28 below lists the numbers. As was explained in Chapter 4, type/token 

ratio and word length in category 5 were excluded since those numbers do not represent 

frequencies. 
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Table 28: The total number of linguistic features by categories 

Table 28a: NNS Data 

Score High Intermediate Low 
Topic One Two One One Two Two One Two 
Sub-set (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Category 1 5 7 4 7 4 2 10 5 

Category 2 165 135 178 162 181 148 188 191 

Category 3 41 48 22 22 52 25 29 38 

Category 4 327 362 324 310 338 317 320 346 

Category 5 40 14 27 22 40 20 14 20 

Category 6 5 J 4 0 1 1 2 0 

Table 28b: NS Data 

Score High Intermediate 
Topic One Two One Two 
Sub-set (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Category 1 o 
J 5 6 5 2 5 

Category 2 158 145 169 177 162 168 

Category 3 32 33 29 16 34 34 

Category 4 299 300 309 305 299 318 

Category 5 14 13 25 18 17 14 

Category 6 0 1 2 1 1 1 

As is clear from the Table 28, hov/ever, the total numbers of category 6 for all of the 

sub-groups in the NS data and some of the sub-groups in the NNS data was very low. 
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which would make all of the NS portion and some of the NNS portion of this analysis 

invalid. When some of the cells show low frequencies, collapsing levels of a variable is 

an option used in a two-way chi-square test (Shavelson, 1996). This, however, obviously 

requires carefiil consideration concerning the theoretical adequacy of using such an 

option. To determine which part of the data may be collapsible, the six categories in the 

list were re-examined. 

As was discussed in Chapter 4, the six categories were selected according to the 

following descriptors: contextualization/decontextualization, elaboration, explicitness. 

Categories 1 and 2 list linguistic items used for contextualization while categories 5 and 6 

list those used for precise, explicit style of writing. It was, therefore, judged most 

appropriate to collapse categories 1 and 2 into one category, and categories 5 and 6 into 

another. Thus the six categories were reduced to four. Table 29 lists the total number of 

words in each category. 
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Table 29: The total number of linguistic features by four categories 

Table 29a: NNS Data 

Score High Intermediate Low 
Topic One Two One Two One Two 
Sub-set (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Categories 1+2 170 142 182 169 185 150 198 196 

Category 3 41 48 22 22 52 25 29 38 

Category 4 327 362 324 310 338 317 320 346 

Categories 5+6 45 17 31 22 41 21 16 20 

Table 29b: NS Data 

Score High Intermediate 
Topic One Two One Two 
Sub-set (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Categories 1+2 161 150 175 182 164 173 

Category 3 32 jj 29 16 34 34 

Category 4 299 300 309 305 299 318 

Categories 5+6 14 14 27 19 18 15 

The first set of chi-square tests compared the frequencies of linguistic features in four 

categories between each pair among Topic One texts with scores in high, intermediate, 

and low score ranges within the NNS data and scores in high and intermediate score 

ranges within the NS sub-groups. The second set of chi-square tests repeated the same 

procedure for Topic Two texts. The third set of chi-square tests compared the firequencies 
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of linguistic features of texts with scores in high and intermediate score ranges across the 

NNS and NS data. The results are listed below in Table 30. These chi-square tests were 

done, in order to determine whether there are any statistically significant within-group 

and/or between-group differences found in the essays in different score ranges. 

Table 30: The results of chi-square tests which compared the frequencies of 
linguistic features in texts in different score ranges within NNS, 
within NS and between NNS and NS data 

Table 30a: NNS Data 

Topic One Intermediate (1) Intermediate (2) Low 

High 8.231* 10.859* 17.707* 

Intermediate (1) 1.122 6.432 

Intermediate (2) 2.889 

Topic Two Intermediate (1) Intermediate (2) Low 

High 14.727* 7.992* 9.579* 

Intermediate (1) 10.943* 9.610* 

Intermediate (2) 3.311 
df^3 

*Significance level is set at 0.05. 
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Table 30b: NS Data 

Topic One Intermediate (1) Intermediate (2) 

High 13.518* 7.189 

Intermediate (1) 5.007 

Topic Two Intermediate (1) Intermediate (2) 

High 0.821 0.429 

Intermediate (1) 0.506 
df^3 
*Significance level is set at 0.05. 

Table 30c: NNS texts vs. NS texts in high and intermediate score ranges 

Topic One NNS High NNS Intermed. (1) NNS Intermed. (2) 

NS High 13.518* 7.945* 3.742 

NS Intermed. (1) 5.501 1.401 1.306 

NS Intermed. (2) 19.394* 3.139 1.688 

Topic Two NNS High NNS Intermed. (1) NNS Intermed. (2) 

NS High 0.325 10.822* 2.719 

NS Intermed. (1) 7.333 7.425 2.750 

NS Intermed. (2) 7.660 11.906* 3.322 
df^3 
*Significance level is set at 0.05. 

The results of the chi-square tests which compared different score sub-groups within 

the NNS and NS data found the difference between the NNS text in high score range and 

those in intermediate and low score ranges for both topics to be statistically significant 
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while the only difference found in the NS text Wcis that between Topic One text in high 

score range and one of the two Topic One texts in intermediate score range. The NS 

Topic Two texts in high and intermediate sub-groups were not found different in their 

linguistic features. 

The chi-square tests conducted across the NNS and NS sub-groups found that the NNS 

Topic One text in high score range differed from the NS equivalent while it was not the 

case for Topic Two text. The differences were also found between the NNS Topic One 

text in high score range and one of the two NS Topic One texts in intermediate score 

range, between the NS Topic One text in high score range and one of the two NNS Topic 

One texts in intermediate score range, between one of the two NNS and NS Topic Two 

texts in intermediate score range, and between the NS Topic Two text and one of the 

NNS Topic Two texts in intermediate score range. 

Finally, another set of chi-square tests was conducted to compare the frequencies of 

linguistic features in four categories between Topic One high, intermediate and low score 

texts and Topic Two high, intermediate and low score texts within the NNS data, and 

between Topic One high and intermediate-score texts and Topic Two high and 

intermediate-score texts within the NS data. The results are listed in Table 31 below. 
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Table 31: The results of chi-square tests which compared the frequencies of 
linguistic features between Topic One and Topic Two texts in different 
score ranges within NNS and within NS data 

Table 31a: NNS Data 

One 
High Intermed. (1) Intermed. (2) Low 

High 17.319* 1.396 9.580* 11.871* 

Intermed. (1) 20.697* 11.133* 3.308 6.438 

Intermed. (2) 14.754* 12.314* 1.328 3.070 

Low 1 16.497* 16.079* 5.295 1.503 

*Significance level is set at 0.05. 

Table 3 lb: NS Data 

wo 
One 

High Intermediate (1) Intermediate (2) 

High 0.325 0.509 0.006 

Intermediate (1) 4.661 2.127 3.966 

Intermediate (2) 9.173* 7.456 7.147 
df=3 
*Significance level is set at 0.05. 

The results in Table 31 indicate the differences in terms of frequencies of linguistic 

features between Topic One high-score text and Topic Two high-score text, one of the 

intermediate-score texts, and low-score text, between Topic One intermediate-score texts 

and Topic Two high-score text and one of the intermediate-score texts, and between 



135 

Topic One low-score text and Topic Two high-score text and one of the intermediate-

score texts within the NNS data. The only difference found within the NS data was 

between one of the Topic One intermediate-score texts and Topic Two high-score text. 

Discussion 

In this section, the results from the quantitative analysis are discussed. After the results 

from the qualitative analysis are presented in Chapter 6, both results are discussed 

together. 

First of all, the results of the testing of research hypotheses (1) and (2) show that the 

main factor of the results was the difference between length of introduction in the NS 

Topic One essay and that in the NNS Topic One, Topic Two, and the NS Topic Two 

essays. In other words, length of introduction in the NS Topic One essay was much 

shorter than the other three. On die basis of an assumption that the differences in length 

of introduction directly reflects different degrees of elaboration, the results support 

research hypothesis (2): The NS writers used less elaboration when the amount of 

contextual information assumed to be shared between themselves and the target reader 

was high, relative to the Topic Two essay whereas the NNS writers did not change the 

degrees of elaboration. Research hypothesis (1), on the other hand, was only partly 

supported because the difference in length of introduction in Topic Two essay between 

the NNS and NS data was not large enough to reject the null hypothesis. 
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The results from the second portion of the testing of hypothesis (2), the target reader's 

(i.e. the instructor's) L1/L2 English status, found no statistically significant differences in 

length of introduction in the essays written for LI English and L2 English instructors. 

Again, on the basis of an assumption that length of introduction reflects the degrees of 

elaboration, neither the NNS nor the NS writers used different degrees of elaboration 

when they wrote to LI English and L2 English target readers. These results may be 

interpreted in the following two ways: (1) the NS student writers regarded their instructor 

as an "authority," and did not take their LI/L2 status into consideration when they 

adjusted the degrees of elaboration, or (2) neither the NNS nor the NS student writers 

considered a possible difference in the amount of contextual information they shared with 

LI English and L2 English readers. 

The results of the testing of research hypothesis (3) found more instances of 

redundancy in the NNS essays. As was reported in Chapter 4, however, the chi-square 

tests failed to yield valid results from the comparison between the frequencies of 

redundancy in the NNS and NS data, and therefore, the statistical significance of the 

differences in number is not clear. One interesting observation from this part of the 

results, not reported in the results section, is that only 2 out of 17 instances (or 15 

"unnecessary" types) of redundancy in the NS data were found in Topic One essay while 

13 out of 36 (or 34 "unnecessary" types) of redundancy in the NNS data occurred in the 
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Topic One essay. The much fewer occurrences of unnecessary redundancy in the 

introduction of the NS Topic One essay, combined with the results of the testing of 

research hypothesis (2) reported above, indicates that frequencies of occurrences of 

urmecessary redundancy have a direct relationship to varying degrees of elaboration. 

The results of the testing of research hypothesis (4) indicate the remarkable terseness 

of the Indian LI sub-group. The demographic survey, however, shows that all of the 

subjects in the Indian LI sub-group are actually Hindi/Urdu-dominant bilingual speakers 

of English. A follow-up study, therefore, is necessary to examine whether their terseness 

is influenced by their LI or L2. The hypothesis is supported by the other portions of the 

results, but the overall small sample sizes of this part of the analysis makes it difficult to 

make any strong claims about the results. 

The results from the correlation study and the regression analysis in the NNS data 

indicate that, among the independent variables examined, the TOEFL test score was the 

single strong predictor variable for both Topic One and Two essays in the NNS sub

group. Length of introduction contributed to improve the overall prediction of the essay 

score for Topic Two essay only. This means that length of introduction is positively 

correlated with the essay score only for Topic Two essay. Length of stay v/as not a strong 

predictor variable for Topic One nor Topic Two essay scores. 

The results from the NS portion of the analysis found that length of introduction is a 
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strong predictor variable for Topic Two essay but not for Topic One essay. In other 

words, longer introductions predict higher score for Topic Two essay but not for Topic 

One essay. 

The interpretation of the results from the comparison of in-class versus homework 

essay is complex because the comparison was not made within the same subjects imder 

two different conditions but between different subjects. Assuming that the two NNS sub

groups and the two NS sub-groups belong to the same NNS and NS populations, the 

findings indicate that both the NNS and NS subjects showed the tendency of writing short 

introductions for Topic Two essays when they wrote under a time constraint. The mean 

length of introductions in the results also shows that the NNS subjects had an overall 

tendency of writing short introductions under a time constraint though their Topic Two 

essays seemed to be more greatly affected by the time constraint than their Topic One 

essays. 

The comparison of the essay scores of the same sub-groups indicates that the NNS 

writers were more negatively affected by a time constraint than their NS counterparts, in 

the sense that they received remarkably lower scores on both essays. If the comparison is 

limited to Topic Two essay score, however, the NS writers were much more negatively 

influenced by the presence of a tirne constraint. 

The exploratory analysis also yielded many important findings. The numbers of the 
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linguistic features listed in Tables 27 show higher frequency of lst/2nd person pronoun 

use in the NNS essays with low scores. Also, within the NNS and NS sub-texts, 

type/token ratio consistently goes down from high score to low score range with one 

exception found between the NNS intermediate score sub-group (2) and the NNS low 

score sub-group. 

The results of chi-square tests indicate overall greater textual variations within the 

NNS texts than within the NS texts. The variations were found not only among the NNS 

sub-groups in different score ranges but also between two sub-sets of Topic Two text in 

the same intermediate-score sub-group and between many of the Topic One and Topic 

Two texts in different score ranges. The NS texts, on the other hand, did not show too 

many variations in texts among different score ranges nor between two topics. It is 

particularly important to note that little difference was found between two topics in the 

NS texts because it indicates that the linguistic features examined in the exploratory 

analysis did not reflect the large quantitative difference found between the introductions 

in the NS Topic One and Topic Two essays in terms of amount of elaboration measured 

by the number of words. This point is discussed finrther in Chapter 7 where the limitations 

of the present study are stated. 

Summary 

This chapter presented the results of the initial, further, and exploratory quantitative 
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analyses. The initial analysis tested four specific research hypotheses formed for the main 

study. The further analysis examined possible confounding factors which were included 

in the research as moderator variables. The exploratory analysis examined linguistic 

features which had been identified by previous research as being used for 

contextualization/decontextualization and elaboration in written texts. The quantitative 

differences and/or similarities found in the results from the analysis of the NNS and NS 

data were compared, whenever it was appropriate, and interpretations were given. The 

qualitative differences and/or similarities in the introduction written by the NNS and NS 

subjects are the main focus of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6: QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter describes the procedures of the qualitative analysis, presents results, and 

discusses the findings. The main purpose of the discussion is the integration of the 

qualitative analysis results with those from the quantitative analysis reported in Chapter 5, 

and therefore, the results from both quantitative and qualitative analyses are discussed 

together whenever it is appropriate. 

Procedures and results of a follow-up analysis of the testing of research hvpotheses 

Comparison of characteristics of redundancy found in NNS and NS data 

As was reported in Chapter 5, the testing of initial research hypothesis (1) found that 

the NNS writers wrote longer introductions than the NS writers on both topics though the 

difference was much greater in the introduction in Topic One essay. Then, the testing of 

research hypothesis (3) found more than twice as many occurrences of uimecessary types 

of redundancy, that is, coding categories (2) through (5), in the NNS data. Those 

categories are: (2) over-elaboration of the shared text, (3) uimecessary repetition of the 

same linguistic item, (4) unnecessary redundancy using two linguistic items, (5)-(a) 

colloquial or ungrammatical use of words/phrases, and (5)-(b) unrelated or contradictory 

statements. The first section of the qualitative analysis, therefore, examined each instance 

of redundancy coded in the quantitative analysis, in order to compare the types of 

redundancy found in the NNS and NS data. In this analysis, instances of redundancy 
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coded as categories (3) and (4), unnecessary repetition and unnecessary redundancy, were 

examined first because these were the two main types of redundancy found in both the 

ISTNS and NS data. 

A close examination of the instances of redimdancy coded as category (3), unnecessary 

repetition, found four possible contexts where this type of redundancy may occur. First of 

all, uimecessary repetition may occur as the result of lack of assignments of appropriate 

referring expressions such as pronouns. An example of this type of repetition is shown 

below: 

Example 1^ 

Television is one of the most important inventions of the 20''' century. 
Television has been able to relay news and entertainment to the public 
faster than any other method in history. Television lets people know what 
the expanding world has to offer for them. 

This type seems to be the simplest of all types of repetition since it occurs as the result of 

inappropriate lexical choice. Some other instances of this type of repetition, however, are 

more complex because they involve a problem of lexical and syntactic choice. The 

following example illustrates an instance of this type of repetition: 

In all of the examples used in this section, any misspelled words in the original 
text have been corrected, but grammatical errors are shovm as they are in the 
original text. 
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Example 2 

I agree with Clifford Stoll that the internet is not a substitute for many tools 
normally performed bv people. Her goal is to show that the internet is not a 
miracle substitute for many activities normally performed bv people .... 

Both Examples 1 and 2 show repetitive use of the same syntactical pattern as well as the 

same lexical items, but the problem in Example 2 is greater in that a simple assignment of 

appropriate pronouns or other lexical items is not a sufficient solution for revising 

repetition found in the case. To eliminate the entire problem, a different syntactic pattern 

has to be chosen for the sentence which contains repetitive expressions. 

Second, repetition may also occur when the writers attempt to make a strong claim. 

As they try to emphasize the point they make, they may repeat the same word. The 

following is an example of this type of repetition: 

Example 3 

The opinion of the internet posed by Clifford Stoll is very interesting. It 
seems like in the time we live in everybody is pro-internet, except him. 
His points are very interesting and he defends them well. 

The third context where repetition may occur, which could somewhat overlap with 

the second situation, is at the end of introduction, often in the thesis statement. This is 

where the wiiters summarize the ideas introduced up to that point, and they often repeat 

the expression used in the preceding statement. For example: 
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Example 4 

I feel that television is good, because it informs society what is happening in 
the world. Television is good because it has good educational programs for 
kids, news for adults, and evening soap operas for teenagers. 

Finally, repetition may occur as a trace of the writer's thought processes. There were 

many verbs which expressed the writers thoughts and feelings in the introduction, such as 

"agree," "believe," and "feel." In some of the essays, these verbs were used repeatedly. 

The repetitive use may be for emphasis, but in some instances, it seems to reflect the 

writers' thought processes. The example below illustrates this point: 

Example 5 

What is my opinion of TV? 1 believe that I am divided on this issue. On one 
hand, I believe that TV is beneficial as an educational tool while it can also 
be damaging. 

Although the raters coded the two "I believe that..." in the above example as an instance 

of unnecessary repetition, the verb is not used in exactly the same way. The first one 

seems to indicate that the writer is still trying to decide on what to write while the second 

one is used for stating what she thinks of TV. The following is a more typical example of 

the repetition of the same verb: 

Example 6 

I agree with Clifford Stoll after reading his article entitled, "The Internet? 
Bah!" He made many valid points in his article. I agree with all of the 
ideas and situations Stoll presented. 
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Since it is impossible to directly observe what kind of thought processes is taking place in 

the writcers' mind in a particular situation, no claim about the definite cause of this type of 

repetition can be made. The repetition of the verb in Example 6 could be for emphasis, 

and the first "I believe ..." in Example 5 could be interpreted as a hedge. It is, however, 

still a pcossibility that the writers may become repetitive when they start writing before 

they hawe a clear idea about what to write. 

The miajority of the instances of uimecessary repetition in the NNS data (10 out of 13 

instancess) occurred as a result of lack of use of proper referring expressions, as 

compared to 4 out of 11 instances in the NS data. This may be because of their limited 

lexical aand/or syntactic knowledge, but it may also indicate their limited pragmatic 

knovv^ledge which involves explication and implication. This point is discussed further in 

the discBussion of pedagogical implications in Chapter 7. 

Ail erxamination of the instances of redundancy coded as category (4), unnecessary 

redundauicy, found two sub-types. One of the sub-types occurred as a combination of two 

lexical irtems, one of which implicates the other. The sentence in Example 7 contains this 

sub-type of unnecessary redundancy: 
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Example 7^ 

I feel that television is a source of information as well as entertainment to me. 

The other sub-type occurred as two statements, one of which was a paraphrase of the 

the other. The majority of the instances of redundancy in category (4) found in the NNS 

data (7 out of 11 instances) was the second sub-type, which greatly contributed to making 

the introduction in the NNS essays longer and wordy. Example 8 shows an occurrence of 

this sub-type: 

Example 8 

...no matter how old vour are, all generations from young to old watch 
TV now. 

Although all three instances of this type of redundancy found in the NS data also 

involved a paraphrase, the underlying purpose of its use seemed to be different between 

the NNS and the NS writers. In all of the instances in the NS data, a paraphrase appeared 

toward the end of the introduction or in the thesis statement. This may indicate that the 

paraphrase was used in the same way as the repetition in coding category (3) was used in 

the third type of the situation discussed above, namely, for summarizing the main idea 

introduced up to that point in order to set up the thesis. 

® While this could be construed as a personal statement for emphasis, the subject 
wrote this in a context of many general comments about generic effects of 
television. Hence the underlined phrase "to me" was rated as unnecessary 
redundancy. 



147 

All but one of the paraphrases in the NNS data, on the other hand, immediately 

followed the statement which was paraphrased. This type of redundancy phenomena may 

indicate the NNS writers' lack of confidence in communicating the point they try to 

make. In other words, they might use a paraphrase to ensure that the original idea 

expressed in the first statement is successfully communicated. A possible relationship 

between L2 learners' lack of confidence in communication and wordiness is also 

discussed in Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986) reviewed in Chapter 1. They argue that L2 

learners use more words when they are less confident about "getting the meaning across" 

(p. 176). 

Instances of redundancy coded as categories (2) and (5) were examined next. Almost 

all of the instances of redundancy in these categories were found in the NNS data. 

Absence of coding category (2) type of redundancy in the NS data is consistent with 

notably few instances of redundancy found in the introduction of the NS Topic One 

essays (2 out of 15 instances). 

The definition of coding sub-category (5)-(a), colloquial or ungrammatical use of 

words/phrases may have put the NNS subjects at a disadvantage because of its inclusion 

of "ungrammatical" expressions. Two out of 6 instances coded as the sub-category were 

colloquial phrases, "Don't get me wrong,..." and "Well,...." The other 4 instances 

contained a misplaced word. One of them was possibly a misspelling of another word. 
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and another one of them was "Myself I" for emphasis, which is a misplacement of "I 

myself." The other two were misplaced prepositions. All of them resulted in an 

unconventional use of the language. 

There were only two instances of coding sub-category (5)-(b), contradictory or 

unrelated statements. One of them involved a statement contradictory to the preceding 

statement, and the other involved a statement whose relationship with the essay topic was 

unclear. Four out of seven disagreed upon instances, however, were in this sub-category, 

which raises an important discussion point for the characteristic of this type of 

redundancy. These four instances, along with other disagreed upon instances are 

discussed below in the next section. 

Discussion of disagreed upon instances of redundancy 

Six out of 7 of the disagreed upon instances of redundancy were in the NNS essays. As 

was mentioned above, the majority (4 out of 7) of the instances of redundancy involved 

coding sub-category (5)-(b). These four instances were coded as statements ururelated to 

the topic by only one of the two raters. A careful examination of these instances found 

that the statements were only remotely related to the preceding statement, and therefore, 

one of the raters showed a higher tolerance of ambiguity or willingness to find the 

relevance of the statement whereas the otlaer judged it as incoherent. The following is one 

of the instances: 
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Example 9 

Clifford Stoll shows and argues his thoughts on the negative side of the 
Internet. Now the Internet spreads world widely and growing rapidly. 
For instance, the number of the Internet users from 1994 to 1995 in Japan 
has become doubled or tripled. 

The underlined statements in Example 9 seem to be added in connection with "the 

Internet" in the preceding statement. The writer then returns to a discussion of what 

Clifford Stoll, the author of the shared text, said about the Internet, which makes the 

underlined statement unrelated to the main point of the essay. One of the raters detected 

the remote link between the first statement and the other two statements, and found some 

relevance, but the other rater judged it differently. When the writer keeps using these 

weak connections to organize discourse, the reader cannot see a logical sequence. In some 

cases, the writing may digress further and further away from the main topic. In other 

cases, the writers might start writing from an idea only remotely related to the main topic 

when they try to set up the thesis. The following is an example of this type of writing, 

which was also one of the disagreed upon instances: 

Example 10 

From an early stage, television, acquired incredible popularity. At first it was 
an expensive device, but soon it became accessible to everybody. In America, 
and in most countries, television is a free service. Television companies profit 
from advertising. 

One of the raters judged all the sentences except the last one in Example 10 as 
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irrelevant because the writer goes on to discuss how advertising influences the material 

put on television. These instances show how^ the subjects' language use in preceding 

sections of their writing impose varying degrees of constraints on different readers in the 

interpretation of what follows. 

Two of the remainder of the disagreed upon instances were found in coding category 

(4). One interesting observation of the instances was that both of them were paraphrase of 

a word, not a whole statement. They are shown below as Examples 11 and 12. 

Example 11 

....And one of them is education. People can learn a lot of things fi-om it-

Example 12 

..., television programs are gaining more diversity. More channels are being 
added, what gives people manv choices. 

As was discussed above in the previous section, two sub-types of coding category (4) 

identified were (1) use of two lexical items one of which implicates the other and (2) a 

paraphrased statement of the preceding sentence. Both of the disagreed upon instances in 

this category shown above, on the other hand, contain a paraphrase of the preceding word, 

"education" in Example 11 and "diversity" in Example 12. The different judgements 

made by the two raters may have stemmed firom this characteristic of the instances. 

Although the meaning overlap of the preceding word and the paraphrase in both cases is 

large, the former does not totally implicate the latter. Also, a combination of a single 
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word and a statement does not look as repetitive as paraphrasing an entire sentence. One 

of the raters judged it as an adequate amount of elaboration. 

The last one of the seven disagreed upon instances concerned the use of emphasizers 

for making a strong statement. One of the raters judged the expression, "Personally, I 

strongly think...'" as too colloquial. In this instance, a combination of a style disjunct, 

"Personally," and an intensifier, "strongly," conveys a highly subjective tone, which some 

readers may judge as an inappropriate style for academic written discourse. 

Other findings 

In addition to the examination of the characteristics of each instance of redundancy 

discussed above, the distribution of unnecessary types of redundancy, categories (2) 

through (5), in different score ranges for botli NNS and NS data and in different LI sub

groups for NNS data only were examined. The findings are shown below. 

Table 32; Comparison between the distribution of instances of redundancy 
and the distribution of essay scores 

Table 32a: NNS essavs 

Score 
Range 

#of 
Redundancy 

%of 
Redundancy 

# of Essays % of Essays Difference 
in% 

High 6-5 5 14.7% 20 22% -8.7% 

Mid 4-3 24 70.6% 58 62% +8.6% 

Low 2-1 5 14.7% 15 16% -1.3% 

Total 34 100.0% 92 100.0% 
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Table 32b: NS essavs 

Score 
Range 

#of 
Redundancy 

%of 
Redundancy 

# of Essays % of Essays Difference 
in% 

High 6-5 4 26.7% 25 28.4% -1.7% 

Mid 4-3 11 73.3% 60 68.2% +5.1% 

Low 2-1 0 0.0% •-> J 3.4% -3.4% 

Total 14 100.0% 88 100.0% 

The results above indicate that the essays in the intermediate score range showed a 

tendency of containing more instances of redundancy. Since the results of the further 

analysis reported in Chapter 5 indicated a positive correlation between essay scores and 

TOEFL test scores, a measurement of linguistic knowledge for the NNS subjects, the 

essay scores are a good indication of their linguistic knowledge. If the NNS essays in 

intermediate score ranges represent the writing of intermediate English learners, then 

higher frequencies of occurrences of redundancy in those essays support the results of 

Blum-Kulka& Olshtain's (1986) study which found relative wordiness of intermediate 

L2 English/Arabic learners. The NS data, however, also shows the same tendency to a 

lesser extent, which allows two alternative interpretations: (1) the writers in the 

intermediate score range write in a similar way, in terms of redundancy, whether they are 

NS or NNS writers, or (2) essays with more instances of redundancy tend to be assigned 

intermediate scores. 
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Table 33 shows the results of the comparison between the distribution of unnecessary 

tj^ies of redundancy and the distribution of different LI sub-groups in the NNS data. 

Table 33: Comparison of the distribution of the instances of redundancy and 
different LI sub-groups 

LI Sub-group # Redundancy 
(# of Subject) 

% Redundancy 
(Difference) 

# of Essays % of Essays 

Japanese 8(7) 23.5% (+1.8) 20 21.7% 

Arabic 7(3) 20.6% (+9.7) 10 10.9% 

Spanish 5(3) 14.7% (+2.7) 11 12.0% 

Chinese 3(3) 8.8% (+2.3) 6 6.5% 

Indian 2(2) 5.9% (-3.9) 9 9.8% 

Greek 2(1) 5.9% (-2.8) 8 8.7% 

Vietnamese 2(1) 5.9% (-0.6) 6 6.5% 

Norwegian 2(1) 5.9% (+1.55) 4 4.35% 

Isolates 3(2) 8.8% (+2.3) 6 6.5% 

Total 34 (23) 100.0% 80 86.95%^ 

As Table 33 indicates, the proportion of instances of redundancy and the proportion of the 

number of the essays in the Arabic L1 sub-group showed the highest difference, which 

means the Arabic essays contained the highest percentage of instances of redundancy per 

essay. This interpretation, however, is misleading because it disregards a possible 

' There was no instance of redundancy found in Russian nor Indonesian LI 
sub-groups which comprised 4.35% and 8.7% of the NNS essays respectively. 
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individual difference among the subjects. As the number of subjects in the parentheses for 

each sub-group show, multiple instances of redundancy were found in essays written by 

the same subjects (9 out of 23 subjects). Out of those 7 instances of redundancy listed in 

the Arabic LI sub-group section of Table 33, 6 of them were found in essays written by 

two subjects. It is, therefore, premature to conclude that essays written by Arabic LI 

writers contain more redundancy. Different writing styles of individual writers may have 

played a crucial role in deriving this result. The essays with multiple instances of 

redundancy are re-examined in the section of exploratory analysis below. 

Table 33 also indicates that the instances of redundancy found in the Indian LI sub

group is 3.9% lower than the percentage of the number of essays written by the same sub

group. This result is consistent with the relative terseness of this sub-group, reported as a 

part of the results from the testing of research hypothesis (4) in Chapter 5. 

Procedures and results of further analvsis 

The main purpose of this portion of the qualitative analysis was to examine three 

moderator variables that were not quantifiable within the framework of the present study: 

use of a compensatory strategy, transfer of training, and previous educational backgrouad. 

First, it examined the NNS writers' possible use of a compensatory strategy which may 

have contributed to making their writing relatively wordy. A specific type of 

compensatory strategy sought in the examination was the use of "long-winded" words to 
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compensate for a lack of vocabulary knowledge of precise terms needed in the context, a 

problem which was described in the discussion of confounding factors in Chapter 4. Both 

Topic One and Topic Two introductions written by the NNS subjects were carefully 

examined. The result of the examination was that no instance of such use was evident. 

Another common type of strategy, which may be a compensatory strategy, that is, the 

use of restatements, was noted during the process. Many writers in both the NNS and NS 

groups restated the opinion of the author of the shared text they read for Topic One essay. 

The types of restatement found in the introduction written by the two groups, however, 

were noticeably different. In the NS group, 11 writers restated the author's opinion, using 

a total of 175 words. In the NNS group, 8 writers used restatements which totaled 128 

words. Of the 8 NNS writers, 6 of them utilized exact wording used by the author while 

all of the NS writers used their own words. Five subjects in the NNS group also used 

direct quotations of the shared text, which totaled 76 words, while no direct quotation 

was found in the NS data. It is possible that the shared text for Topic One essay may have 

provided many "free" words for the NNS writers to use as a compensation for their 

limited vocabulary knowledge. 

There are at least two possible altemative interpretations that can be given to the same 

result. First, the NNS writers' use of direct quotation can be interpreted as their having 

greater respect for the authority of the original text. Another possible interpretation is that 
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summarizing or paraphrasing what is stated in the original text in different words may 

require higher general cognitive skills and discourse knowledge as well as vocabulary 

knowledge. It may have been too difficult for the NNS writers to mzike use of these 

different types of knowledge in the context of L2 writing. 

The second part of further analysis examined any traces of transfer of training in the 

introduction of both Topic One and Two essays written by the NNS and NS subjects. 

Since this variable is closely related to previous educational background, the information 

about previous writing courses taken, which was obtained from the demographic survey 

(Appendix A), was examined together. 

The examination of the NNS essays found prevalent use of a phrase "in my opinion," 

which was not found in the NS essays. Another formulaic expression found in the NNS 

essays, which is used inappropriately, was a combination of "however" and "on the other 

hand" as one phrase as in: 

Example 13 

...televisions are very useful for educational purposes. However, on the other 
hand, they can be addictive and waste of our time....'° 

Two subjects used this combination, and both instances were rated as 
category (4) type of redundancy. It was judged that "however" is a 
contrastive marker and implicates the idea of contrast conveyed by 
"on the other hand." 
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Ferris (1994) reports a similar finding. The study found a higher frequency of sentences 

with explicit discourse markers including "however" and "on the other hand" in NNS 

written discourse. Scarcella (1984) suggested to "avoid stilted, formulaic pattems"(p.685) 

in the discussion of pedagogical implications though she did not give any examples of 

such use found in the NNS writing. 

As was reviewed in Chapters 1 and 3, Edmondson & House (1991) argued that the 

lack of knowledge of routine formula prompted L2 leamers to overuse extemal 

modifications which resulted in an unconventional use of the language. In L2 written 

discourse examined in the present study, however, the NNS writers used many formulaic 

expressions such as two examples mentioned above whether the use is congruent to how 

NS writers use them or not. This use of formulaic expressions, which is not prevalent in 

the NS writing, suggests a possibility that it may be a result of transfer of what the 

subjects learned in previous writing instruction. Ferris (1994), cited above, also maintains 

that NNS writers' greater use of explicit discourse markers may be an influence of the 

types of sentence patterns frequently taught in ESL composition instruction. 

Another instance which may be transfer of training is the repetitive use of the same 

expression in its full sentence form found in Example 14. 

Example 14 

I thought tliat the article "The Internet? Bah!" was somewhat truthful and 
right. I thought that it was somewhat right because the internet cannot replace 
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good, old-fashioned, traditional methods of teaching.... 

The writer faithfully repeated the "I thought that...." formula in the second sentence as she 

expanded the discussion of the shared text. This can be interpreted as yet another example 

of the use of formulaic patterns, but it is also possible to interpret it as repetitive use of a 

fiill sentence form in a context where a shorter form is more appropriate. 

The examination of the NS essays found many explicit references to the subject, in 

place of pronouns. English writing instruction discourages use of ambiguous "it" and 

"they," which may have influenced the NS writers to use more nouns than pronouns." 

Responses to the last section of the demographic survey (Appendix A) indicated that 

36 out of 53 NNS subjects and 18 out of 54 NS subjects have taken previous college 

courses which involved writing instruction, including basic writing or ESL writing 

courses. All of the NNS subjects who mentioned the English courses previously taken in 

their home countries stated that those courses mainly taught grammar. There were no 

clear indications of positive or negative influences of previous writing instruction on 

essay scores and occurrences of redundancy found in the NNS nor the NS data. 

This explicit reference often led the NS writers to repetitive use of the 
same nouns, some of which were rated as category (3) type of redundancy. 
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Procedures and results of exploratory analysis 

The final part of the qualitative analysis compared the characteristics of essays in the 

same and different score ranges. The primary focus of the comparison was an 

examination of the similarities and/or differences in the introduction of essays with or 

without coded instances of unnecessary types of redundancy-coding categories (2) 

through (5)—in the same and different score ranges. The entire text, however, was also 

examined when similarities were found in the overall textual characteristics among some 

essays. 

As was explained in Chapter 4, the combination of the two essay scores was used as 

one of the criteria for the comparison based on the assumption that the two essay scores 

in the same range was an indication of the writer's stable performance while the scores in 

different ranges was an indication of variation found within the same writer. The 

classification by combinations of two scores required the presence of both essays. The 

classification by the presence/absence of coded instances of redundancy required the 

presence of the introduction section. This part of analysis, therefore, only examined 78 

NNS and 68 NS essays, all of which contained an identifiable introduction, and were 

written by the subjects who submitted both essays. Two of the three NS low-score essays, 

which were excluded from the quantitative exploratory analysis, were examined in this 

section. 
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First, the comparison was made within each of the NNS and the NS groups. Based on 

Table 9 shown in Chapter 4, essays in different score ranges with or without redundancy 

were classified for a comparison within each group. Table 34 lists the numbers of 

subjects classified by score range and by the presence/absence of redundancy in their 

essays. 
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Table 34: Numbers of subjects whose essays were compared 

Table 34a: Within NNS group* 

Score Range High Low Intermediate Mixed 
Score # Score # Score # Score # 
(5-5) 2 (2-2) 3 (4-4) 11 (2-6) 1 
(6-5) 1 (2-1) 1 (3-3) 2 (5-2) 1 

(4-3) 2 (5-4) 5 
(3-4) 2 (5-3) 2 

(4-5) 1 
(3-5) 1 
(4-2) 2 
(3-2) 1 
(2-3) 1 

Total 4 17 15 

Redundancy (2) - (5) With Without 

Score Range 
(5-4) 
(4-4) 
(3-4) 
(3-3) 
(2-2/2-1) 

# of subjects 
2 
4 
1 
1 
1 

# of subjects 
J 
6 
1 
1 

Total 9 14 
*The numbers in the parentheses indicate score combinations for Topic One and Two 
essays. 
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Table 34b: Within NS group 

Score Range High Intermediate Mixed 
Score # Score # Score # 
(5-5) 2 (4-4) 9 (5-1) 1 

(3-3) 3 (5-4) 6 
(4-3) 5 (5-3) 1 
(3-4) 2 (4-5) 4 

(2-4) 1 

Total 2 19 13 

Redundancy (2) - (5) With Without 

Score Range 
(5-4) 
(4-5) 
(4-4) 
(4-3) 
(3-4) 
(3-3) 

# of subjects 
2 
J 
-y J 
1 
1 
1 

# of subjects 
4 
1 
6 
4 
1 
2 

Total 11 18 

Then, the essays with or without redundancy in the same score ranges were compared 

between the NNS and NS sub-groups. Table 35 lists the numbers of essays compared. 
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Table 35: Numbers of essays compared between NNS and NS groups 

# of NNS subjects # of NS subjects 

Redundancy(2)-(5) With Without With Without 

Score Range 
(5-5/6-5) 
(5-4) 
(5-3) 
(4-4) 
(3-4) 
(3-3) 
(5-2/5-1) 
(2-3/2-4/2-6) 

-> J 
2 3 

2 
5 6 
1 1 
1 1 
1 
1 I 

2 
2 4 

I 
3 6 
1 1 
1 2 

1 
I • 

Total 10 16 8 17 

The qualitative exploratory analysis, the procedures of which were described above, 

found varieties of styles of writing in both the NNS and NS data. It is, therefore, not 

possible to discuss any single generalizable "good" or "poor" style of writing in a 

prescriptive manner nor was it the aim of the analysis. The main purpose of the 

explorator>' analysis was a description of observed characteristics of L2 and L1 writing, 

and any overall tendencies detected in each sub-group are reported below. 

One of the most remarkable findings of the comparison was the absence of any coded 

instances of unnecessary types of redundancy in the NNS and NS high-score (6-5/5-5) 

essays. This finding indicates that the absence of urmecessary redundancy seems to be a 

factor in a holistically judged quality of student essays. A further comparison between the 
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NNS andNS high-score essays found the following differences. The introduction in the 

NS Topic One essays clearly indicated the writers' standpoints, that is, whether they 

agreed or disagreed with the author of the shared text. The NNS writers did not state their 

views as directly. The example below shows the difference. 

Example 15 

[NS Essay] 
After reading Clifford Stoll's article on the Internet, my position is one of 
agreement. He makes valid points, and his opinions mirror mine. My stance 
towards the Internet, and computers in general, is based on necessity only. 

[NNS Essay] 
In the article, the author Clifford Stoll presents some disadvantages of the 
internet to his audience. In many ways Stoll's article can be considered right, 
in terms of the ill-effects of the internet. Though it is virtually impossible to 
imagine being in today's world without this wonderful invention, one should 
consider the points made in the article as valuable. 

Another difference between the NNS and NS high-score essays was the way in which the 

thesis was set up in the introduction in Topic Two essay. The NS essays presented a 

narrowly focused discussion point right from the beginning, while the NNS writers made 

use of more general background information before they stated the main point. The 

example below illustrates the difference. 

Example 16 

[NS Essay] 
We have all heard about the negative effects television has on our society. 
Children playing with guns, shooting one another like they saw on television 
the night before, high speed car chases, rape, murder, stealing and vandalism 
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are now a part of America's everyday life. Television has the ability to shape 
and guide our country. For many years now we have all experienced the 
drama and dysfunction television provides. T.V. is harmful, and causes us 
to live in a negative environment. Television has shaped/molded our society 
to become its puppets. 

[NNS Essay] 
Television is here to stay! It is hard to imagine a life without television in 
today's world. In 1989, more than 99% of American families owned at least 
one television set. Many families owned two or three, and 68.8% of homes 
owned a videotape recorder. It has evolved from being a source of 
entertainment to the forefront of education. 

Within the NNS group, length of introduction among the three high-score essays varied 

widely while both high-score essays in the NS group showed the same tendency of a short 

Topic One introduction and a much longer Topic Two introduction: 20 words and 90 

words, and 37 words and 81 words, respectively. 

Another remarkable finding was that the majority of the multiple instances of 

redundancy was found in the intermediate score essays. Of nine subjects whose essays 

contained multiple instances of redundancy, five were in the intermediate score ranges 

(three 4-4 and two 4-3). The other four were in the mixed-score essay sub-group and had 

one intermediate score (one 4-2, two 5-4, and one 3-5). In the NS group, there were two 

subjects whose essays contained multiple instances of redundancy, both of which were in 

the intermediate score range (one 4-4 and one 3-4). These findings confirm the tendency 

of more occurrences of unnecessary redundancy in the essays in the intermediate score 

ranges, which is reported in the "other findings" section of the follow-up qualitative 
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analysis for the testing of the initial research hypotheses above. 

The comparison of intermediate-score essays with or without redundancy within the 

NNS group, within the NS group, and between the NNS and NS groups, found the 

following overall tendencies for each sub-group. 

• Most of the NNS intermediate-score (i.e. 4-4/3-4/3-3) essays with coded instances 

of redundancy contained a long introduction in which the writer stated both 

positions, for/against the Internet and the positive/negative aspects of television. 

Example 17 

[NNS subject #106] 
The reading that we had was really interesting. Everybody in the world knows 
about Internet and thinks that it is a good way to do a lot of things. People 
have different views about everything. Evervone has his own ODinion( about 
the Internet and as we see daily people try to make others believe in what 
they are thinking. Mvself I^c-, (.) agree with the writer. I think that he was right in 
some areas, but not all of them. 

• Most of the NNS intermediate-score essays without coded instances of 

redundancy were short and contained a short introduction in which the writer 

stated her standpoint clearly. 

Example 18 

[NNS subject #25] 
I believe that Stoll makes a very good point about the internet. I agree with 
him totally. 

[NNS subject #32] 
I believe television is good in general. 



167 

Most of the NS intermediate-score (i.e. 4-4/4-3/3-4/3-3) essays with coded 

instances of redundancy contained one of the following: (I) the writer's 

standpoint not clearly stated, (2) a mixed opinion stated, or (3) both positions 

stated. Examples 19-21 show each of these three types. 

Example 19 

[NS subject #146] 
The internet is growing day by day. After reading the article "The Internet? 
Bah!" by Clifford Stoll it made me realize much more about the internet. 
The intemet(^) offers so much now and in a couple of years it will offer even 
more. 

Example 20 

[NS subject #146] 
Is watching television educational or not? That is the question many people 
ask themselves. Yes, watching the news and the history/learning is educational, 
but are cartoons or soap operas beneficial to your learning? I think in some 
ways watching TV is educational^^) and in ways it is not. 

Example 21 

[NS subject #178] 
Television is one of the most common electronic appliances inside any house. 
This "Television" has become part of the culture of our society. Every one 
sees television. Some people watch more than other. And this is the problem 
that is becoming very common. People that only watch television all day and 
night. Television is not wrong or bad. It is the people that do not know what 
to do with their lives and then blame on the television is breaking our culture. 
Television^^ is great. 

Most of the NS intermediate-score essays without coded instances of redimdancy 

had one of the following tendencies: (1) a very short text with a short introduction 
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in wliich the writer's standpoint was clearly stated or (2) a short text with a 

relatively long introduction in which the writer did not clearly state her position or 

expressed a mixed opinion. Examples 22 and 23 show one of each type. Example 

22 shows the entire text in which the introduction is indicated by a parenthesis. 

Example 22 

[NS subject #25] 
(Television in general is a distraction, entertainment, and a source of 
information.) Many of the shows on are simply for entertainment. The 
quality of the shows, education wise, is very minimal. Shows like this are 
used as babysitting tools for people to get a break from their children. 
Television used as an information source is useful. Granted the stories may 
not be full or completely true but the ideas are present and give out general 
information about what is going on in the world. Television can also be 
therapeutic or an escape from reality, that is until the news comes on. Some 
shows can cause happiness, while shows like quantum leap inform about 
the key points of history. 

Example 23 

[NS subject #171] 
When I read this article about the Internet and how far it has really come it 
makes me feel really old. I remember back to when the computer was bigger 
than the desk that it sat on. Now there is so much to work with. 

A comparison of low-score essays (i.e. 2-2/2-1) within the NNS group found one of 

the following tendencies in the essays in this sub-group: (1) a short or relatively long 

introduction in which the writer's standpoint was clearly stated with a short undeveloped 

body or (2) a long introduction in which the writer's standpoint was not explicitly stated 

with a short or relatively long unfocused body of text. The following two examples show 
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these two types of essays. Both examples show the entire text in which the introduction is 

indicated by a parenthesis. 

Example 24 

[NNS subject #4] 
(This can be looked at from many points of views. It really depends on which 
channels you find appealing. From my point of view, I would say it is more 
beneficial than instrument.) It serves as a form of entertainment, and as a 
source of information. 
Television also links the world together in that the world and through this we 
are able to have some data on how people live in these parts of the worlds. 
Through television, communication is made easier because, you can get to 
more people through television than you would with any other form of 
communication. 

Example 25 

[NNS subject #51] 
(In this essay author is trying to say that internet is a bad thing for humanity. 
Even though he gives some ideas about the convenience of the internet he is 
trying to say that it is not right. He says "we will buy books and newspaper 
over the net." Is that a bad thing? It is not bad at all. Everybody knows that 
to print that big amount of paper killing hundreds of acres of forests daily. 
Wouldn't be much better to protect the nature?) 
Even now you can read and watch news over the net, and it is always there. 
Yo do not need to look for your paper nor you hate to wait for it to be 
delivered. And after you receive your paper the first thing you notice in it is 
the advertisement. And you have to look at the content where the headlines 
are to read it so it is interesting, and on the internet one can just type what 
are they interested in and they get it instantly. But we have to face that it 
works good when one is looking for news and if one is looking for something 
else it will be kind of difficult to get what they want. 



170 

The comparison of mixed-score essays within the NNS group (i.e. 5-4), within the NS 

group (i.e. 5-4/4-5), and between the NNS and NS groups (i.e. 5-4/5-3/5-2/5-1/2-3/2-4/2-

6) found the following tendencies. 

• Most of the high-score essays in the NNS high-intermediate mixed score sub

group (5-4) with or without coded instances of redundancy contained an 

introduction in which the writer's standpoint was clearly stated while the 

intermediate score essays written by the same subjects in this sub-group contained 

an introduction in which the writer's standpoint was not clearly stated. 

• Most of the NS high-intermediate and high-low mixed score essays (5-4/5-3/5-1) 

contained an introduction in which the writer's standpoint was clearly stated. 

Within this sub-group, the essays assigned intermediate or low scores were very 

short. 

• Both of the high-score essays in the NNS high-low mixed score sub-group (5-2/ 

2-6) contained an introduction in which the writer's standpoint was clearly stated 

while the low score essays written by the same subjects in this sub-group 

contained an introduction in which a mixed opinion was presented. 

Finally, the last one of the NS low-score essays, which was excluded from the 

quantitative exploratory analysis, was compared with the other two NS low-score essays. 

All three essays presented two common characteristics; that is, they contained (1) an 
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introduction in which the writer's standpoint was clearly stated and (2) a very short 

undeveloped body of text. 

The above findings indicate that stating both positions of the argument or stating a 

mixed opinion about the topic was one of the factors which made the introduction longer. 

The findings also indicate that the short NS essays showed a tendency of being assigned 

lower scores than long ones. This tendency was not as clear in the NNS essays. The 

correlation study reported in the quantitative further analysis section in Chapter 5 also 

indicated slightly higher positive correlations between length of introduction and essay 

score for both Topic One and Topic Two essays La the NS data. These two findings may 

be interpreted that a greater length of introduction or body of text does not improve a 

holistically judged quality of NNS essays as much as NS essays. One possible 

explanation for this interpretation is that a long introduction or a body of text may not 

necessarily convey meanings effectively. An unfocused introduction and a body of text 

shown in Example 25 above illustrate this point. 

Another possible explanation as to why a greater length does not necessarily improve 

an overall impression of NNS essay quality can be drawn from the findings of the 

qualitative exploratory analysis. That is, stating both positions or mixed opinions, which 

often results in a longer introduction, without an in-depth discussion, may reduce the 

effectiveness of the introduction by obscuring the main focus of the essay. 
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Summary 

This chapter presented further details of the procedures of the qualitative analysis and 

discussed its results, showing examples from the actual data examined. The qualitative 

analysis was comprised of three sections. First, a follow-up analysis was conducted to 

compare any qualitative differences in the types of redundancy found between the 

introductions written by the NNS and NS subjects. Then, use of compensatory strategies 

and traces of transfer of training as moderator variables were examined in the further 

analysis. Finally, the exploratory qualitative analysis compared the introduction of the 

essays which were assigned scores in high, intermediate, and low score ranges within the 

NNS, within the NS, and between the NNS and NS data to examine differences and/or 

similarities among them. The findings indicated some important different tendencies in 

high, intermediate, and low-score essays, which included the presence/absence of 

unnecessary types of redundancy. The final chapter will discuss the implications of these 

findings further. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

This study has examined the relationship between redundancy phenomena in L2 

English written discourse and a specific type of pragmatic knowledge, namely, the use of 

contextual information/assumptions shared with the reader. It also examined (I) a 

possible influence of L2 English writers' LI background on redundancy, (2) other factors 

which may influence student writing, and (3) characteristics of L2 English writing in 

comparison with L1 English writing. The ultimate goals of the investigation were a better 

understanding of the characteristics of L2 writing and a derivation of pedagogical 

implications through an examination of redundancy phenomena based on an 

interlanguage pragmatics perspective. 

This chapter first presents the summary of the findings from the quantitative and 

qualitative analyses, and discusses their specific implications. Then, the limitations of this 

study and suggestions for futiire research are stated, and the pedagogical implications of 

the study of L2 writing in an ILP perspective are presented to conclude the discussion. 

Summarv of the findings 

As was described in Chapter 4, this study used a combination of quantitative and 

qualitative methods for analyzing the data. Both types of analysis consisted of the initial, 

further, and explorator>' levels. Chapters 5 and 6 reported the results of each level of both 

analyses. This section presents a summary of the major findings from the comparison of 
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the NNS and the NS data in terms of (1) length of introduction, (2) nature of redundancy, 

(3) essay quality, and (4) linguistic features of the text, and discusses some specific 

implications drawn from these findings. The results of the examination of other variables 

done exclusively for the NNS writers are also included in the discussion because some of 

these variables may interact with the independent variable, the amoimt of contextual 

assumptions mutually manifest between the writer and the reader. 

Length of introduction 

The NS writers used much less elaboration, reflected in the shorter length of the 

introduction, in the context where they could assume higher contextual information 

mutually manifest between themselves and the reader because of the presence of a shared 

text. The NNS writers, on the other hand, did not differ the degrees of elaboration in 

essays with or without a shared text. 

The results of the initial analysis indicated that one factor which influenced the 

differences in the length of the introduction was the firequencies of occurrences of 

unnecessary types of redundancy. The NNS introduction contained more than twice as 

many coded instances of unnecessary types of redundancy (34 versus 15). The results also 

showed that the introduction of the NS Topic One essay contained very few instances (2 

out of 15). The introduction of the NNS Topic One essays also contained a smaller 

number of coded instances of unnecessary types of redundancy (13 out of 34), but the 
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difference in the numbers of the instances between two essay assignments was not as 

large as that in the NS data. 

The most important implication derived from these results is not that NNS writers 

write a longer and more redundant introduction than NS writers but that NNS writers do 

not seem to adjust the degrees of elaboration when they write on different topics. It allows 

an interpretation that at least a part of the lack of change in the degrees of elaboration 

observed in NNS writing can be explained by a lack of use of shared contextual 

information. 

As has been repeatedly emphasized throughout this study, however, L2 writing 

involves a number of factors which could affect L2 writers' performance. One of those 

other factors which may have influenced the length of the introduction was use of direct 

quotations and restatements. College English composition textbooks teach how to use 

quotations and restatements, which include summaries and paraphrases, typically in a 

section on writing for special assignments such as research papers. The norms of English 

academic discourse for references to sources are that direct quotations should be clearly 

indicated by double quotation marks, and that restatements should be done in the writer's 

"own words" to avoid plagiarism. Different cultures, however, may have different 

conventions and attitudes for citing sources. If the cultural norm of a particular LI of the 

L2 English writer values the authority of the original text, she might consider citing exact 
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words from the sources as a more appropriate thing to do. This point is discussed fiirther 

in the section below where pedagogical implications are presented. 

As was discussed in the qualitative exploratory analysis section in Chapter 6, another 

possible reason for use of direct quotations and exact wording for restatements by NNS 

writers is that summaries and paraphrases using the writer's own words involve not only 

vocabulary knowledge but also discourse knowledge and other cognitive skills such as 

reading and summarizing skills, which may be difficult for NNS writers to handle 

simultaneously in the context of L2 writing. 

As was also pointed out in the qualitative further analysis, the use of direct quotations 

and restatements with exact wording from the original text employed by the NNS writers 

may have been a compensatory strategy to address a lack of adequate vocabulary 

knowledge which deprived them of creativity and originality in expressing their ideas. 

There is one more important point that needs to be discussed regarding the use of 

direct quotations and restatements done by the NNS writers. As the results of the types of 

redundancy found in the introduction of the NNS and NS data show, there were hardly 

any coded instances of category (2), over-elaboration, in the entire data: There were only 

2 instances coded in the NNS essays and no instance was coded in the NS essays. Over-

elaboration in this study was defined as an unnecessary reference to the shared text, which 

means unnecessary quotations from the text or restatements of what is written in the text. 
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In this sense, some or all of the direct quotations and the restatements found in the NNS 

and NS essays are possible candidates for this category if they are not used effectively to 

illustrate the points made by the author of the shared text. 

There are at least three possible explanations of why the raters did not code more 

instances of category (2) in spite of many direct quotations and restatements found in both 

the NNS and NS data in this study. One explanation is that the quotations and the 

restatements were used effectively, and the raters did not think they were redundant. The 

second explanation is that these strategies are commonly used by student writers, and the 

raters did not think the use was particularly deviant from the norm. The third explanation 

is that coding category (2) was revised in the process of developing the coding category 

for the main study, and its definition might not have been as clearly presented to the raters 

as those of other categories. As was reported in the description of the coding procedures 

in Chapter 4, no examples of category (2) were presented in the norming session. This 

point is discussed fiirther in the sections below where the limitations of this study and the 

pedagogical implications are stated. 

The NNS writers' LI background was another possibly important factor included in 

the research design of this study, but the only difference confirmed by the two types of 

statistical analyses in this particular set of data was between the Indian and the Greek L1 

sub-groups. As was reported in Chapter 5, all of the subjects in the Indian LI sub-group 
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were Hindi/Urdu dominant bilingual speakers of English, which makes it difficult to 

interpret the differences found between this sub-group and the others. If the relative 

terseness found in the Indian L1 sub-group is an influence of L1, not of L2 (i.e. English), 

then an influence of LI may override the general tendency of NNS writers' wordiness in 

L2 writing. Thus, no strong claim can be made for any universality in the redundancy 

phenomena found in the NNS students' written discourse as a developmental stage in 

their interlanguage pragmatics from the results of this study. The only modest claim made 

here is that the results showed a general tendency of more redundancy and lack of change 

in the degrees of elaboration in the NNS essays. 

Nature of redundancy 

The types of redundancy found in the NNS data, in comparison with the NS data, also 

indicated complex interaction of a number of factors. Both the NNS and NS data showed 

that the two most frequent types of redundancy found in the introduction were coding 

categories (3) and (4), unnecessary repetition and unnecessary redundancy, though the 

numbers of instances coded as category (4) in the NNS data were much larger than those 

in the NS data (11 versus 3). 

A qualitative comparison identified four possible contexts where unnecessary 

repetition may occur. It may occur: 

• as the result of a lack of assignments of appropriate referring expressions 
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• when the writers attempt to make a strong claim 

• as a reinforcement of the thesis 

• as a trace of the writers' thought processes. 

The majority of coded instances of category (3) in the NNS data occurred as the result of 

lack of assignments of appropriate referring expressions whereas the instances in the NS 

data occurred in all four contexts. Repetition in the second and the third contexts, which 

were prevalent in the NS data, may be strategic use for added emphasis. The lack of use 

of proper referring expressions, the most common sub-type of repetition found in the 

NNS data, provides another important pedagogical implication, which is discussed further 

below in the final section. 

An examination of the coded instances of category (4), unnecessary redundancy, 

identified two sub-types of its use: 

• a combination of two lexical items one of which implicates the other 

• two statements one of which was a paraphrase of the other 

Although use of the second sub-type was found in both the NNS and NS essays, the 

context where it occurred was different. The NS writers used a paraphrase toward the end 

of the introduction while the NNS writers used two statements together. As was discussed 

in Chapter 6, these findings may indicate that an underlying reason for the NS writers' 

use of redundancy coded as category (4) was the same as their use of redundancy coded 
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as category (3) in the third context listed above whereas the NNS writers' use of the same 

sub-type is motivated by a lack of confidence in the conveyance of meaning by a single 

statement. 

Between the two sub-categories of coding category (5), unnecessary/unrelated 

information, sub-category (5)-(b), information unrelated to the essay topic or 

contradictory to the preceding statement, provides another important implication in that 

this sub-category was the main coding category on which the two raters disagreed. This 

point, along with the other two types of redundancy mentioned above, is discussed further 

in the final section. 

Essay Oualitv 

One important similarity found in the NNS and NS data was that pairs of essays both 

of which received a high score did not contain any coded instances of unnecessary types 

of redundancy. This indicates that the presence/absence of unnecessary types of 

redundancy was indeed one of the factors which influenced a holistically judged essay 

quality. The NNS intermediate-score essays, on the other hand, contained the majority of 

the coded instances, and essays in this score range often contained multiple instances. It is 

not conclusive whether this relative wordiness of the NNS intermediate-score essays 

supports the relative verbosity found in Blum-Kulka & Olshtain's (1986) study because 

the NS intermediate-score essays also showed a similar tendency, although to a lesser 
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extent. In Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986), the verbosity found in the NNS data clearly 

deviated from the native English norm. In the present study, the deviation was rather 

found in the greater amount of elaboration by the NNS writers in the context where 

shared contextual Lnfbrmation/assumption was high (i.e. Topic One), relative to the other 

context (i.e. Topic Two). 

Length of the introduction and the body of text were also found to be related to essay 

quality to some extent. Essay scores assigned to the NS essays showed a clearer tendency 

of being assigned a lower score when they contained a short body of text. The NS portion 

of the results of the quantitative further analysis also indicated that length of the 

introduction in Topic Two essays was positively correlated with the essay score and was a 

statistically significant predictor variable. The results of multiple regression conducted on 

the NNS data also indicated that length of the introduction in Topic Two essays 

contributed to improving the prediction of variance in the Topic Two essay score though 

the correlation between them was not as high as that found in the NS data. The qualitative 

exploratory analysis also found that the NNS essays with greater length of the 

introduction and the body of text were not necessarily assigned a higher essay score. 

As Reid (1990) argues, the number of words in an essay is a corrunon quantitative 

variable for measuring "fluent" writing used in previous research in L2 writing (p. 195). 

The rationale for its use is that the production of large quantity is an indication of 
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language proficiency and, to some extent, writing proficiency. The NS portion of the 

results of the present study supported the idea that length reflects quality, but the NNS 

portion did not support it as clearly. Some of the NNS essays analyzed, in this study 

showed that a long essay could be unfocused. Likewise, writing a long introduction in the 

context where the shared contextual information is high may make it unnecessarily 

redundant and less effective in conveying the main idea. 

One common finding between the NNS and NS essays about essay quality was that 

(1) stating both positions, (2) stating mixed opinions, or (3) not stating a clear standpoint 

in the introduction negatively affected judged essay quality. Stating both positions or 

mixed opinions may confuse the reader by sending contradictory messages unless the 

ideas presented in the introduction are supported by a well-developed argument in the 

body of the text. A possible confusion induced by stating both positions or mixed 

opinions has a negative effect similar to a misunderstanding caused by the "double 

message" pointed out in Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1986) reviewed in Chapter 1. Thus, the 

introduction which contains one of (l)-(3) mentioned above with an undeveloped body of 

text may result in an unfocused essay. 

The results of a comparison between in-class and homework essays indicated the 

negative influence of a time constraint on judged essay qualit}' for both the NNS and NS 

wnriters, although this component compared a very small sample. The results also showed 



183 

a difference between the NNS and NS subjects in that the NNS writers were more 

negatively affected in writing Topic One essay while the NS writers were more negatively 

affected in writing Topic Two essay. 

One possible interpretation of the difference in Topic One essays is that the NNS 

writers might not have had enough time to integrate the information presented in the 

shared text to their advantage in organizing their ideas while the NS writers managed to 

make use of the information in the shared text. 

As Anderson (1994) points out, a timed essay assignment is often an institutional need 

though it is a rather unnatural context for writing (p. 25). In such cases, the selection of 

topics and tasks is very important. Use of a reader response type essay for a timed in-class 

essay may give NNS writers little time to organize their thought since they have to 

process information presented in the text first. If this type of topic is used for an in-class 

essay assigrmient, it would be better that the shared text is given in advance so that the 

students have time to digest the information presented in the text. 

The very strong negative influence of the presence of a time constraint observed in the 

NS data, on the other hand, can be interpreted in the following way. As the summary of 

the findings concerning the length of introduction above indicated, the NS writers showed 

a clear tendency of writing a longer introduction in the context where a greater degree of 
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elaboration was necessary, but they could not deliver it under the tin*.e constraint imposed 

by the context of in-class essay writing. 

The TOEFL test score, used as a measurement of linguistic knowledge for the NNS 

subjects, was found to be a statistically significant predictor variable for both essay 

scores. This result indicates that linguistic knowledge is one determiming factor of NNS 

essay quality. 

Length of stay, on the other hand, did not seem to be related to essay quality at all. 

This result suggests that L2 learners' writing skills may not improve simply by staying in 

the target language community. As was reviewed in Chapter 4, literacy is a learned skill 

which normally involves some kind of formal instruction for L1 stud^ents, and L2 learners 

may also benefit greatly from formal writing instruction. 

Linguistic features of the text 

Quantitative exploratory analysis compared within-group and between-group 

differences in linguistic features of text, which are supposed to be related to textual 

variation. It found much variation in the styles of writing among the writers in the 

comparisons both by different essay score ranges and by different topics, but little 

variation was found among the NS writers. The finding that the NS S"urface linguistic 

features showed little variation among essays in different score rangess strongly points to 

the fact that there are more than just linguistic features to the quality of an essay. In other 
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words, NS essay quality may be determined more by non-linguistic features such as 

implications which also contribute to the coherence of discourse and the recovery of 

meaning. 

The lack of variation between the NS Topic One and Topic Two essays indicates that 

an examination of surface linguistic features may not be the best way of capturing the 

quantitative difference found in the degrees of elaboration in the NS introduction of those 

two essay assignments. These points are discussed further in the sections of limitations 

and the pedagogical implications. 

In contrast with the NS portion of the results, great variation found among the NNS 

essays in different score ranges and in different topics can be interpreted that essay quality-

of NNS writers is influenced by linguistic contents to a greater degree than that of NS 

writers. Positive correlations found between the TOEFL test score and both essay scores 

also support this interpretation. 

The qualitative analysis of the NNS high-score essays found variation in terms of 

length of the introduction in the two essay assignments. This finding indicates that good 

essay writing can be accomplished in many different styles. All of the NS high-score 

essays, on the other hand, showed a similar trend in length. These findings are consistent 

with the quantitative analysis summarized above that found greater textual variation 

within the NNS essays. 
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Limitations and suggestions for future research 

Any studies that focus on a specific set of variables involved in second language 

acquisition (SLA) have limitations, which should be critically evaluated to point to the 

next step. This section, therefore, discusses the limitations of the present study first and 

makes suggestions for future research possibilities. 

One obvious limitation of this study is that it mainly examined the introduction of 

essays, and did not analyze characteristics of the entire text. It also primarily examined a 

very specific construct, namely, the use of shared contextual information/assumptions in 

L2 writing, which involves a number of factors. The relatively low proportion of 

variances in essay quality, measured by a holistic score, predicted by the regression 

models in the further analysis illustrates the complex nature of L2 writing because it 

indicates the presence of many more unexplained factors beyond the research framework 

of this study, in spite of the inclusion of many other moderating factors in the research 

design. 

Another limitation is that some components of the analysis examined a very small 

sample. Larger-scale studies need to be conducted to generalize the fmdings for any 

possible influences of LI background on redundancy and on the presence/absence of a 

time constraint. 

One more limitation that is concerned with the data analysis involves the set of coding 
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categories used for this study. Although two pilot studies were conducted prior to the 

main study in the process of developing the coding categories, their reliability has not 

been established yet. As was pointed out above in the first section, the newness of the 

coding categories may have been a factor in the very small number of instances of 

category (2), over-elaboration, coded by the raters. 

The time factor of the implementation of data collection did not allow follow-up 

studies such as interviewing subjects for obtaining further information. If the same type of 

research is replicated in the future, an inclusion of a case study of some subjects as a part 

of the study would enhance a further understanding of the redundancy phenomena. Then, 

a follow-up interview of the subjects to find out more details about their previous 

educational background, their attitudes toward the "authority" of the original text, and 

their levels of reader awareness could be incorporated to provide additional information 

for the interpretations of data, and consequently, for a better understanding of the 

redundancy phenomena. Furthermore, if a case study of a few subjects for a longer time 

period can be implemented, it might make it possible to observe the same writer's 

possibly variational performance in relation to different topic types and developmental 

pattems in her interlanguage. 

An additional limitation that has to be mentioned is the use of Biber's (1985) linguistic 

features as a part of the analysis. The results of the quantitative analysis supported the 
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findings of previous research which compared the linguistic features of NNS learners in 

different proficiency levels (e.g. Ferris, 1994), in the sense that they indicated variation in 

the writing style found in the NNS essays in different score ranges. However, it failed to 

capture the variations caused by different degrees of elaboration within the NS data 

because there was little variation found in the writing style of the NS subjects. As 

Blakemore (1988) reviewed in Chapter 1 argued, the use of shared contextual 

assumptions, that is, the main construct examined in this study, is "only partially 

determined by the linguistic properties" (p. 234). Therefore, an examination of surface 

level linguistic features did not seem to adequately reveal its characteristics. Furthermore, 

a chi-square test, a non-parametric statistical analysis, only indicates an overall 

differences between two samples, and carmot be used for the examination of how much 

each level of the variables contributed to the differences or interaction among them. 

Lastly, this study used only a holistic evaluation (i.e. TWE) for the measurement of 

essay quality. Although the difference between NNS and NS mean score ratings of the 

two essay assignments did not quite reach a statistically significant level, it was 

approaching it at p=0.065. It is not clear which components of writing influenced the 

raters' judgement of overall essay quality the most. Additional use of an analytical scale 
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may derive further insights into the differences.'" 

Pedagogical implications 

This study has analyzed the characteristics of written discourse of NNS students 

enrolled in a specific context of freshman college composition courses, in comparison 

with that of NS students. As was described in Chapters 3 and 4, the research design 

included various other moderating factors to keep the research context as close to the 

"natural" context of the college setting as possible so that the findings from the specific 

classroom research would gain some generalizability for the derivation of broader 

pedagogical implications. 

The first section of this chapter discussed specific implications derived from the 

findings of this study. In this section, the discussion is expanded to point out more 

general pedagogical implications concerning L2 writing in order to draw a final 

conclusion. 

As was stated in Chapter 1, this study was conducted to add a pragmatic perspective to 

the discussion of redundancy in student writing which has been dominantly discussed in 

lexico-grammatical and/or rhetorical perspectives in the existing literature. As the results 

of the initial analysis indicated, occurrences of redundancy in NNS writing, at least in 

I would like to tliank Dr. Suflimi So, an assistant professor of Japanese and second 
language acquisition at Carnegie Mellon University, for the valuable advice. 
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part, could be explained as a failure of adjusting the degrees of elaboration, depending on 

the amount of contextual information/assumptions shared with the reader. As was 

indicated in the low rater agreement in the first pilot study reported in Chapter 2 and the 

disagreed upon instances of redundancy examined in Chapter 6, use of adequate degrees 

of elaboration may involve higher subjectivity than other components of writing 

instruction, such as use of correct grammatical forms. Yet clear cases of too much 

redundancy are often observed in student writing, as was found in the data for this study. 

The characteristics of different types of redundancy observed in the qualitative 

analysis can be discussed in relation to use or non-use of pragmatic knowledge of 

selection of a right context. L2 writers' lack of use of appropriate referring expressions 

found in the qualitative analysis, for example, may be interpreted as their lack of 

knowledge of how to select a right context for a reference assignment in utterance 

comprehension. As Blakemore (1992) discusses, a reference assignment in Relevance 

Theory is included as a part of explicating meaning for the recovery of propositional 

meaning of an utterance. Processes of explicating and implicating meaning involve both 

pragmatic knowledge and linguistic knowledge because the speaker/writer has to 

determine how much of the meaning should be explicitly stated and how much should be 

kept implicit, and has to select appropriate linguistic forms, depending on the particular 

context of communication. This means that she could fail to communicate effectively at 
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two levels, at the semantic level by not assigning an appropriate linguistic form and/or at 

the pragmatic level by not selecting the right context which determines appropriate 

degrees of explicitness. 

One of the two sub-types of coding category (4), that is, the combination of two lexical 

items one of which implicates the other, also requires an understanding of the processes 

of explicating and implicating meaning, as well as linguistic knowledge, because the 

speaker/writer needs to judge how much one implicates the other. 

The results of the qualitative analysis of disagreed instances also allow a pragmatic 

interpretation of redundancy phenomena. Both Example 10, an example of the disagreed 

instances of redundancy, and Example 16, an example of a high-score essay, show that 

the writers used the statements at the beginning of the introduction for setting up the main 

topic of the essay (the entire text of both examples are shown in Appendix D). Most of 

the readers would agree, however, that Example 16 is more focused, and therefore, more 

coherent than Example 10. These examples illustrate how discourse becomes more or less 

coherent by use of statements closely or remotely related to the main topic, or in other 

words, more or less relevant to the particular context of the writing. 

As the results of the initial analysis indicated, unnecessary types of redundancy did 

contribute to a certain degree to wordiness in the introduction written by the NNS 

subjects. Kasper (1998) argues that nonnative linguistic action, including verbosity. 
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should not be judged by the same norm used for native speakers because nonnative 

speakers "cannot take for granted shared experiences and assumptions," and therefore, 

"have to establish common ground with the speakers of the target language or with other 

nonnative speakers" (p. 190). When nonnative users of the target language, however, 

could make use of shared assumptions, and especially when their native peers seem to be 

at ease with the use, they should be taught or, at least, be informed of the possibility. L2 

writers, for example, may benefit from being explicitly taught a psychologically based 

notion of "context" which involves cognition of both the writer and the reader, through 

studying different types of redundancy and different ways of reference to the source text 

in a pragmatic perspective. They could be taught how essay writing is not only concerned 

with linguistic choice or rhetorical choice, but also pragmatic choice of the right context 

to achieve the maximum amount of relevance, that is, relevance to the linguistic context 

of writing, to the purpose of writing, and to the reader. 

An important point, which has to be problematized here, is that the notion of 

"relevance" may be culturally constrained. Use of direct quotations and restatements with 

exact wording from the source text discussed above is a case in point. If the use is derived 

from the writer's attitude toward the "authority" of the original text which is rooted in a 

culturzil belief, then she may be resistant to conform to the English norm. This is a 

difference at what Thomas (1983) called a "sociopragmatic" level. In the study, she 
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identified two levels in which pragmatic failure could occur, and termed them 

"pragmalinguistic" and "sociopragmatic" failure. She pointed out that the correction of 

"sociopragmatic" misjudgement would require greater discretion than "pragmalinguistic" 

one, because L2 learners "are justifiably sensitive about having their social (or even 

political, religious, or moral) judgement called into question" (p. 104). The notion of 

"relevance" may not be monolithic even among the communicators who use the same 

language because each individual's cognitive enviroiiment cannot be entirely the same. It 

should definitely not be taken for granted in the context of L2 instruction where multiple 

notions of "relevance" are likely to exist. 

To conclude, this study hypothesized that redundancy in L2 learners' written discourse 

might be explained by a lack of use of contextual information/assumptions shared with 

the reader. The results indicated that the L2 writers did not adjust the amount of 

elaboration according to essay topics and that lack of the particular pragmatic knowledge, 

use of contextual information, was one factor for the greater number of unnecessary 

redundancy found in the NNS essays. It is hoped that an addition of a psychologically 

based pragmatic perspective to redundancy phenomena observed in student writing, as 

has been discussed throughout this study, will enhance an understanding of why L2 

learners write "how" they write, as well as "what" they write. 
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APPENDIX A 
Demographic Data Survey 
Subject Number: 
Age: 
Sex: (Please circle one) Male Female 
First/Native Language: 
If your first/native language is not English: 

How long have you been in the U.S.? 
Have you lived in any countries where English is spoken as the first/official 
language before coming to the U.S.? 

Yes No 
If yes, where and how long? 

How long have you formally studied English 
in the U.S.? ; overall? 

TOEFL Score TWE Score 
If you speak/write any languages other than English (and/or your first/native language), 
please list them all and indicate the proficiency level(s) in comparison with English, 
using the rating scale below (5 is most proficient): 

Proficiency Level - Speaking English 1 2 3 4 5 
Other Languages: 
1. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. 1 2 3 4 5 
If you speak more than two other languages, 
please list them all with the ratings below. 

Proficiency Level - Writing English 1 2 3 4 5 
Other Languages: 
1. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. 1 2 3 4 5 
If you write in more than two other 
languages, please list them all with the 
ratings below. 

Please briefly describe the courses that involve extensive writing instmction you have 
taken both in the U.S. and elsewhere. (If you need more space, please use the reverse side 
of this paper.) 
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APPENDIX B 

Sample of Coding 

In every modem family, tJiere is one extra family member that seldom gets credit. He 
is the ^'•person" that is with you when you wake up, is waiting for you when you get home, 
usually by you at dinner, and is there when you are ending your day. This "person"^,) is 
the great television. It is great asset in this day and age. Who else can make you laugh, 
cry, entertain, and inform as well as a television. It is great^^^ and without it life would be 
a lot worse. 



APPENDIX C 

Results of two-sample t-test which compared the mean length of introduction 
written by different L1 sub-groups. 

IND ARAB GRK RUS SPAN VIET cm INDO NOR 
JPN 0.043 0.80 0.68 0.49 0.94 0.74 0.59 0.37 0.73 
IND O.IO 0.031 0.26 0.13 0.18 0.066 0.49 0.27 
ARAB 0.56 0.68 0.81 0.91 0.52 0.48 0.88 
GRK 0.34 0.81 0.53 0.86 0.22 0.55 
RUS 0.58 0.80 0.37 0.73 0.87 
SPAN 0.78 0.73 0.50 0.78 
VIET 0.53 0.57 0.96 
CHI 0.31 0.57 
INDO 0.65 
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APPENDIX D 

Full texts of NNS essay and NS essay cited as Examples 10 and 15 respectively 

[NNS Subject #197 cited as Example 10] 
From an early stage, television acquired incredible popularity. At first it was an expensive 
device, but soon it became accessible to everybody. In. America and in most countries 
television is a free service. Television companies profit from advertizing. 
In order for advertising to have a good impact, TV shows need to have a large audience. 
Every day TV producers come up with new and irmovative ideas to attract the audience in 
a more efficient way. As a result the TV material is being degraded day by day, year by 
year. TV is probably the number one source of information for the general public, and it 
is not being used in the best way. Violence, greed, sex, and many more horrible aspects 
are constantly being taught to out children. 
Television content is directly affecting our society. Having a strong impact on all ages but 
particularly influencing children and young audiences. Something need to be done in 
order to stop this crime. 

[NS Subject #160 cited as Example 151 
We have all heard about the negative effects television has on our society. Children 

playing v^dth guns, shooting one another like they saw on television the night before, high 
speed car chases, rape, murder, stealing and vandalism are now a part of America's 
everyday life. Television has the ability to shape and guide our country. For many years 
now we have all experienced the drama and dysfunction television provides. T.V. is 
harmful, and causes us to live in a negative environment. Televison has shaped/molded 
our society to become its puppets. 

There have been many accounts of students shooting other students to get their "point" 
across. In such situations television has been linked to this violence. Violence rages 
across our nation's campus due to the violence that is fed into our children's lives. 

When a child is put in a violent atmosphere there are many negative effects that result 
because of it. The child has nightmares, or wets the bed, or act out in a bad marmer. Even 
though the child is in a safe comfortable home, the violence beheld on the television sinks 
into a kid's psyche. 

Sex is another thing that is provided to previewed by children. Sex appeal is in almost 
every commercial. One commercial for Country Crock Butter has a dialogue that is 
inappropriate for young viewers. Hopefully the kid's don't understand the innuendos. The 
boobtube is corrupting our society. Scenes from soap operas are enough to plant ideas in 
everyone's minds. 
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Language is also a concern and a negative effect on society. Words such as "Hell" and 
"Damn" are now in younger viewer programs shaping our children's minds to believe 
such words are acceptable. We teach our children to "watch their mouths" and then do 
not reinforce it in what we show them. South Park, Simpsons, and other programs do not 
beep out such words. 

Television shows violence, sex appeal, and strong language, all having negative 
effects on our children. 
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