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Abstract

This study compared second language (L2) and first language (L1) writing
organizational patterris- of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) Japanese
students. Previous research involving Japanese L1 writers’ L2 writing

~organizational choices revealed tendencies towards inductive as well as
deductive patterns. Early studies found students tended to employ inductive
patterns, whereas recent studies have found students tended to employ
deductive patterns. These differences can be derived from multiple factors
involved in L2 writing, such as the participants’ L2 proficiency levels, L1
and L2 writing abilities, L1 and L2 writing experiences, L1 and L2 writing
instructional backgrounds, and the writing tasks. As a follow-up to Hirose
(2003), the present study, using a within-subject design, examined L1
(Japanese) and L2 (English) organjzational patterns of Japanese EFL students

~ (N¥=70) who had not yet received L2 writing instruction. More specifically, the
study investigated students’ choices of organization patterns-in relation to the
organization and overall quality of L1 and L2 opinion texts, '

The results found that (a) regardless of their writing levels, most students
showed their preference for deductive patterns in both L1 and L2; (b) quite
a few of them did not organize their texts either deductively or inductively,
implying they apparently had problems in organizing their texts in both
languages; and (c) there was no signiﬁéant relation between students’
writing abilities and their choice of organizational patterns. Finally, possible
implications of the results are discussed as they pertain to L1 and L2 writing
research and pedagogy. Several directions for future research are also
suggested.
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Backgrouhd

The present study compared organizational patterns of Japanese English as
a Foreign Language (EFL) students’ second language (L2) writing with those
of their first language (L1) writing. Previous research involving Japanese
students’ I.1 and L2 writing revealed mixed results concerning organization.
The students’ tendencies toward inductive patterns were identified
particularly in early contrastive rhetoric studies such as Kobayashi (1984)
and Oi (1984), who examined Japanese students’ L1 and L2 compositions
with a between-group design. Inductive patterns were used nespecially by
Japanese students writing in 1. On the other hand, deductive patterns were
also reported to be employed by Some Japanese students writing in L2. For
example, Kobayashi (1984) found advanced Japanese students studying
in the U.S.A. tended to employ the general-to-specific (deductive) pattern,
whereas many Japanese students studying in Japan used the specific-to-
general (inductive) pattern in English. Similarly, O1 (1984) found that
just over half of the Japanese students writing in L2 had a preferenée for
the general-to-specific organization, whereas those writing in L1 showed
preference for the specific-to-general organization. Both Kobayashi (1984)
and Oi (1984) had L1 (English) American students as a control group, who
showed strong tendencies to choose the gen’erai—to-speciﬁc organization.
These previous studies dealing with Japanese students suggest that those
with L2 writing experience tend to use the deductive style as employed by
L1 English Writers, whereas in L1, they use the inductive style identiﬁed as
the preferred L1 Japanese pattern. Kubota (1998a), who reviewed previous
contrastive rhetoric research on English and Japanese, found that “one feature
commonly identified by researchers as a characteristic of Japanese writing is
‘induction’” (p. 478) either in Japanese or English. Generalizability of this
claim should be addressed in further empirical studies, and organizational
patterns of both L1 and L2 texts emplojed by Japanese students require
1nvest1gat10n : »

Far from being static, organizational patterns reﬂect diverse factors
involved in writing. The differences found in Japanese students’ L2 writing
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organizational analysis can be derived from multiple factors involved,
not only the participants’ L2 proficiency levels, writing abilities, writing
experiences, and writing instructional backgrounds, but also those of L1.
These multiple-faceted aspects of L2 writing call for studies that can explore
relations between L1 and L2 texts within each individual student. As Kubota
(1998b) pointed out, contrastive rhetoric research should investigate L1-L2
transfer in writing as a within-subject phenomenon.

Equally important factors inﬂuenciﬁg organizational patterns are the
writing task variables including text type, the topic, expected readers, or
writing time conditions. A review of past studies in light of text types showed
that Kobayashi | (1984) used narrative and expository tasks, whereas Oi
(1984) used an expository task. Although the text type was the same. (i.e.,
expositofy), the topics used in these two studies were somewhat different.
Kobayashi’s (1984) writing prompt was “one of the disadvantages of
owing a car (or a TV set)”, and Oi’s (1984) topic was “Do you think all TV
commercials should be banned?”. Not.'only were the topics different, but the
ways of topic presentation were also different. The former topic was stated in
a phrase form, whereas the latter was posed in a question form starting with

“Do you think.” Some studies did not even report the topics. For example,

Achiba and Kuromiya (1983), who analyzed expository compositions
written for English as a Second Language (ESL) writing courses in several
U.S. universities, revealed that linear (deductive) patterns (34%) were most
frequently employed, followed by circular and inductive patterns (27%).
In comparing the results of previous research, therefore, we should take
the task variables into consideration. As specifically drawn attention to by

- Connor (1996), Swales (1990) regarded the variables of genre important in

contrastive rhetoric studies. In conducting comparative studies it is essential
the task variables should be controlled the same. Nitsu.(2001), who compared
L1 and L2 Japanese opinion texts, used the same topic “smoking,” which
was phrased differently for L1 and L2 groups. Comparing the results in such
comparative research must be made with greater care.

The present study is concerned with argumentative writing, more
specifically, opinion texts, which have not been studied until recently in
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contrastive rhetoric (Connor, 1§96). Although argumentative writing is
sometimes regarded as a subcategory of expository writing (Oi, 1984), it is
different from expository writing in that “argument attempts to prove its point
reasonably by using logic or evidence” (Kane 1983, p. 468). Kamimura and
Oi (1998) compared L1 and L2 English opinion texts written by American
and Japanese students, respectively, and found not only differences but
also similarities in their organizational patterns. One of the similarities
reported in this between-group comparative study was that more than half
of the two groups wrote in the general-to-specific pattern with the thesis
and summary statements. Few studies to date, howevér, have compared L1
and L2 argumentative writing using a within-subject design. Although still
small in number, such studies as of today have found EFL Japanese students
employed deductive patterns not only in L2 but also in L1 (e.g., Hirose, 2003;
Kubota, 1998b). | |

Given an impetus from Connor (2005), this study examined the
relationship between L1 and L2 argumentative writing quantitatively. Connor
(2005) criticized a previous study about the relationship between L1 and L2
organizational patterns (Hirose, 2003) as being flawed because the number of
participants (15) was too small and they wrote on the same prompt in L1 and
L2, without counterbalancing the order (see Hirose, 2006, for the justification
for small-scale research). As a follow-up to Hirose (2003), the present
study made within-subject comparisons of L:1 (Japariése) and L2 (English) -
organizational patterns in relation to organization and total composition
scores. | |

The results of the previous study revealed that (a) a majority of Japanese
EFL students employed deductive patterns in both L1 and L2, though to a
lesser degree in L1; (b) the inductive style was employed more in L1 by 20%
of the participants; (c) despite similarities between L1 and L2 organizational
patterns, L2 organization scores had no significantly positive correlations
with L1 o'rganization scores; and (d) L2 composition total scores were not
correlated with L1 total scores either. These findings are contfadictory
to those of previous research. First and foremost, the finding that most
participants resorted to deductive styles for both L1 and L2 did not concur
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with findings of earlier research reviewed above such as Kobayashi (1984).
On the other hand, it did concur with the findings of Kubota (1998b), who |
examined Japanese university students’ L1 and L2 expository and persuasive
writing. However, Kubota (1998b) found L1 and L2 organization scores
correlated positively in both types of texts, thus contradicting my non-
significant correlations in Hirose (2003). Thus, Kubota (1998b) and Hirose
(2003) presented similar findings concerning similarity in the organization
of Japanese EFL students’ L1 and L2 argumentative texts, but they also
provided conflicting findings about relations of L1 total and organization
scores with L2 scores, respectively. Like Hirose (2003), Kubota (1998b) was
also an empirical study with a small number of participants (22 for expository
writing and 24 for persuasive writing). These issues remain unresolved for
much larger scale research. While small-scale research is informative in its
own light, the results of such studies should be confirmed by much larger
scale quantitative research. It is also important to confirm them with different
topics or with different groups of students, especially those with little
background in L2 writing instruction/experiences in order to examine the
influence of L1 writing instruction/experiences, namely L1 to L2 transfer.
‘Additionally, a follow-up small-scale study using recall protocol analysis
as well as the same methods of text analysis (Hirose, 2005) controlled
participants’ L2 proficiency/writing levels. The study included within-
subject comparisons of organizational patterns of L1 and L2 texts written by
two groups of Japanese EFL students with differing 1.2 proﬁciency/writing
levels. Regarding the organizational patterns, this follow-up study confirmed
the ﬁndings of the previous study. Most participants employed deductive
organization in L2 regardless of their L2 proficiency/writing levels. On the
other hand, in L1, one-third of the “good” writers chose an inductive pattern,
whereas no “weak” writers employed that pattern. Protocol analysis added
that “good” writ_efs’ different organizational patterns in L1 and L2 did not
necessarily derive from different planning processes, whereas the “weak”
writers’ similar patterns in L1 and L2 resulted from similar planning strategies
in some cases; and in other cases from no attention to organization while
writing in either language. The similarities found in the “weak” writers’ L1/
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L2 organizations and writing processes hinted at L1 writing influence on their
organizational patterns in their L2 writing. These findings are comparable
to those of Sasaki and Hirose (1996), who found significant differences -

39

in the “good” and “weak” writer groups’ L1 and L2 writing processes -
based on a post-writing questionnaire .survey. Unlike the “weak” writers,
the “good” writers of the study were found not only to plan organization
before writing, but also to pay more attention to overall #organization while
writing. Nevertheless, organization scores gained by the two groups were not
compared in the study. Sasaki and Hirose (1996) neither 1nvest1gated L1 and
L2 texts from the perspective of organization nor examined organizational
patterns of L1 and L2 texts. Thus, the present study examined the data to -
see whether differences found in organizational planning and attention on

organization actually led to different organizational patterns in their writing.

The Present Study
The present study is a conﬁrmatory study, and it thus replicates the ‘
previous study to confirm its results with a larger sample population.! This
study addressed the following three research questions:
1. What are Japanese students’ preferred organizational patterns in L1 and
L2 argumentative writing?
2. Are there differences in organizational patterns between L.1 and L2
argumentative writing by the same EFL Japanese students?
3. Isthere any relation between students’ writing abilities and their choice
of organizational patterns in L1 and L2 writing, respectively? -

Method

Partncnpants

A total of 70 Japanese university freshmen (26 males and 44 females)
majoring in British.and American Studies participated in the present study.
Their ages ranged from 18 to 21 years, with an average age of 18.3 years.
 They had studied English for an average of 6.5 years, mainly through junior
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and senior high school education in Japan. Their English proﬁciency levels
varied from low- to high-intermediate with the majority belonging to the

‘intermediate level (TOEFL total mean=445.7; TOEFL total range=360-573).

At N=T70, the number of participants was much larger than that of the previous
study (Hirose, 2003). ,

Furthermore, the present participants were different from those of the
previous study in several significant ways. First, they were all first-year
university students, whereas those of the previous study were third- and
fourth-year students majoring in the same subjects. The present participants’
L2 proficiency was lower than that of the previous study (CELT total mean
for the former was 167.9 as opposed to 205.4 for the latter). Furthermore, the
present participants had received little L2 writing instruction when they wrote
L2 compositions, and were thus considered more appropriate to examine the

effects of their L1 writing instruction and experiences on their L2 writing.

In such cases, it can be assumed that L1 writing instruction and experiences

predominantly influence how they organize their L2 texts. In contrast, the =

participants in the previous study had taken at least one yearlong English
writing course at university, and their previous L2 writing instruction and
experiences could have influenced their choice of organizational patterns; in
other words, these factors could have contributed to the -employment of the
deductive style.

Data )
(1) L1 and L2 Opinion Texts

The L1 and L2 opinion texts collected for Sasaki and Hirose (1996) were
examined in light of organization. In both L1 and L2, the participants wrote
an argumentative text taking on¢ of two given positions and supporting
it.2 The task of taking one position and arguing for the position may be
considered “problematic for L2 writers from more interdependently oriented
cultural backgrounds” (Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999, p. 61) such as
Japanese. Although it was considered least likely that any of the participants
had engaged in writing opiniori letters to a newspaper editor, a letter writing
task was chosen because it provided them probable context for argumentative
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writing. :
The following prompt was given in L1 for the L2 task:.

There has been a heated discussion about the issue of “married women and their
careers” in the‘readérs’ column in a newspaper. Some people think that \Qvomen,
should continue to work even after they gét married, whereas others believe they
'should'stay at home and take care of their family after marriage. Now the editor
of the newspapef is calling for the readers’ opinions. Suppose you are writing for
the readers’ opinion column. Take one of the positions described above, and write

your opinion.

The same prompt was used for both L1-and L2 writing, except for
changing “a newspaper” to “an English newspaper” for L2 writing. The
same topic was chosen for L1 and L2 writing, because different topics might
have affected the choice of organizational pattern$ (Hirose, 2006) as well as
‘writing quality (see Hamp-Lyons, 1990, for the effects of topic variables). A
topic on women’s roles was selected because a similar topic had been used
‘in a number of other previous studies (e.g., Cumming, 1989; Jones & Tetroe,
1987), and also because a similar topic (“Should women stay home?”) was
the most popular among a similar group of Japanese university freshmen who

had discussed 10 different topics in English (Hirose & Kobayashi, 1991).

- The type of opinion-stating tasks employed for the present study was
exactly the same as that used for the previous Study (Hifose, 2003) except for
the topics. The given topic “married women and their careers” was different
from that employed in the previous study, i.e., “school uniforms.” However,
both “married women and their careers” and “school uniforms” topics are
considered relaﬁve‘ly safe in that they are easier for stating one’s position than
currently controversial political topics such as the Japanese Prime Minister’s
visits to Yasukuni Shrine, for example (Hirose, 2006).

(2) Data Collection ,, |
In order to avoid a possible order effect, L1 and L2 tasks were
counterbalanced. Forty-eight participants from two classes first wrote in L2,
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and then in L1, after a one-week delay, and the remaining 22 from one class
wrote in the opposite order (L1-—L2). For both tasks, the participants were
not informed beforehand that they would be writing in class, nor were. they
informed beforehand about the topic. These arrangements were made in order
to prevent the participants from attempting to remember what they wrote in
the first time and to write similarly in the second time. They were given 30
minutes to complete each task and were not allowed to use a dictionary.3

Data Analysis
(1) Evaluation of L1/L2 Texts

Different rating scales were used to assess students’ L1 and L2 texts
because readers’ expectations may be different in evaluating L1 Japanese and
L2 English texts. The L2 texts were scored by two English writing specialists.
Following Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel and Hughéy’s (1981) ESL
- Composition Profile, ratings were aSsigncd for the five differently weighted
criteria: content, organization, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics
(see Table 1). According to Hamp-Lyons (1990), this Profile is “the best-
known scoring procedure for ESL writing at the present time” (p. 78). Each
participant’s score was the sum of the two raters’ scores, with a possible
range of 68 to 200 points, and it was the same in Sasaki and Hirose (v1996). '
On the other hand, the L1 texts were rated by three Japanese L1 education
specialiSts, although they were rated by two in the 1996 study. Using the L1
rating scale specifically developed for this type of L1 Japanese compositions
(Sasaki & Hirose, 1999), six criteria were employed, each receiving 30
points, clarity of the theme, appeal to the readers, expression, organization,
knowledge of Ianguage fdrms, and social awareness (see Table 2).4 Each
- participant’s L1 composition score was the sum of the three raters’ scores,
with a possible range of 18 to 180 points. Thus, the participants’ L1 scores
were different from those of the 1996 study, and the results involving L1
scores in the present 'study are different from those in the previous study.

Both L1 and L2 writing scales had the organization criterion, although the
full scores were different—30 points in L1 vs. 40 points in L2. The total full
scores were also different—180 points in L1 vs. 200 points in L2. The total
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scores were considered to reflect overall text quality, and the organization
scores reflected that of organization. The L1/L2 total and organization scores
were used for further analysis.

(2) Analysis of L1/L.2 Organizations

In order to examine English and Japanese organizational patterhs, the
present study applied the three types of analysis originally employed by
Kubota (1992): (a) the location of main idea(s), (b) the macro-level rhetorical

- pattern, and (c) presence or absence of a posmon/summary statement (see
- Kubota, 1992 for a complete list of categories). _
o In this study, a writer’s position statement either for or against “married
women and their careers” was considered as a main idea. First, the location
of the position-stating sentence was identified as one of the following four:
- (a) Initial (stated in the introduction), (b) Middle (in the middle section), (c)
Final (in the conclusion), or (d) Obscure (not clearly stated). When a writer
simply expressed his/her personal wish or plans for the future by writing,
“T want to have a job,” or “I would like my wife to stay home,” it was not
regarded as a position statement nor a main idea for the given topié._For this
case, Obscure was assigned. There were no cases of more than one position
taken in the same text. '

Furthermore the macro-level rhetorlcal pattern was 1dent1ﬁed for each text
as one of the following three major patterns: (a) Explanation (the writer’s
position statement precedes a supporting reason), (b) Specification (the
writer’s position statement and a preview statement of a supporting reason
are followed by the reason), or (c) Induction (a supporting reason precedes
the writer’s position statement) (see Appendix A for subsumed patterns under
the three major patterns). Explanation and Speciﬁcation_' were considered
instances of a deductive pattern, whereas Induction was regarded- as an
- inductive pattern. When none of the patterns was identified for text, Other
was assigned. ' '

- Third, the presence or absence of a posmon/summary statement at the
end of the composition was coded as one of the following three: (a) + (the

writer’s position on the topic is re-presented or what was discussed in the
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text is summarized), (b) — (neither position nor summary is presented),
or (c) 0 (the writer’s only statement of position is located at the end of the
composition). {

The L1 and L2 texts written by each participant were analyzed in terms of
the three points mentioned above. An experienced Japanese EFL instructor
who was engaged in this analysis 1 previous research (Hirose, 2003) and 1
did the coding. Besides evaluating L.2 compositions, both coders also have
experience eValuatingA Japanese university students’ L1 writings such as
reports and term papers. There was 89.2% agreement for the location of the
opinion-statement sentence, 71.4% for the macro-level rhetorical pattern, and
90.7% for the summary statement. In the case of discrepancies, we arrived at
an agreement on each of them after discussion.

.(3) Comparisons of “Good” and “Weak” Writers’ L1/L2 Organizations

In addition to comparing L1 and L2 organizational patterns of 70
participants’ texts, the “good” and “weak™ writers’ organizational patterns
in L1 and L2 were compared, respectively, between the two groups to
see whether there was any relation between their writing levels and
organizati()nal choices. As in the previous study (Sasaki & Hirose, _1996), the
selection of the two writer groups was made based on their L2 composition
scores. The “good” writers (»=20) had L2 cbmposition total scores more
than 0.5 standard deviations above the mean, wheteas the “weak” writers
(n=23) were 0.5 standard deviations or more below the means. Then, the
“good” and “weak” writers’ L1 and L2 organization and total scores were
compared, respectively. The sample size was large enough to use statistical
procédures (#-test and chi-square analysis) to test the differences between the
two groups. |
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Results and Discussion

L1/L2 Total and Organization Scores

" (1) Descriptive Statistics and Reliability

Tables 1 and 2 present descriptive statistics for the L2 and L1 composition
scores, respectively. The interrater reliability for the L1 and L2 subscores
and total scores was acceptable for all except L2 mechanics. This low
estimate is not considered because the L2 mechanics scores were not used in
further analysis. The interrater reliability for the L1 and L2 total scores was

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of L2 Composition Scores

Measure (total possible) M | SD Range g:::;l::gs}:
Content (60) 41.87 5.69 30-55 0.73
Organization (40) 26.53 4.28 18-36 0.75

~ Vocabulary (40) 25.71 4.07 17-35 0.75
Language use (50) 28.96 5.86 18-44 0.77

- Mechanics (10) 7.83 1.17 5-10 0.49
Total (200). . 130.94 19.10 91-179 0.88

* Reliability estimates for the L2 composition scores are interrater reliability estimates
based on Pearson correlation coefficients.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of L.1 Composition Scores

Measure (total pbssible) M SD‘ Range g:tl:;l::;g
Clarity of the theme (30) 19.26 5.06 627 0.79
Appeal to the readers (30) | 17.20 537 7-26 0.84
Expression (30) 1826 433 726 0.78
Organization (30) 16.41 5.28 728 0.79
Knowledge of language forms (30) 22.50 - 4.04 11-29 0.74
Social awareness (30) 18.70 4.82 826 0.77
Total (180) , 112.17 24.00 52-162 0.88

* Reliabilify estimates for L1 composition scores are interrater reliability estimates based on

Cronbach’s alpha.
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acceptably high, and so was the reliability for L1 and L2 organization scores.
Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for L1 and L2 total and organization
scores per group.

Table 3: Means and SDs of “Good” and “Weak” Group Scores

. L1 L2
Measure
- Good2 Weakb Good Weak

Organization 19.95- 14.09 31.55 22.22

v . (5.46) (4.58) (2.70) (2.07)
Total - 10239 124.65 15425 - 110.78

(19.85) (25.02) (11.33) ~ (8.51)

ap=20. bp=23. : :

L1 total full score: 180. L1 organization full score: 30.

L2 total full score: 200. L2 organization full score: 40.
The t-tests were conducted to check for statistically significant differences
- between the two grOups in terms of L1/L.2 total and organization scores. The
results of the r-tests revealed that the “good” writers obtained significantly
better scores in both total and organization scores of L1 and L2 compositions
than did the “weak” writers (L1 total: #=-3.20; L1 organization: =-3.78; L2
total: =-14.34; L2 organization: t=-12.57; df=41, p<.01).> Thus, differences
found in the writing processes of the two groups were actually reflected in their
end products (organizations). In other words, the “good” writers’ planning
organization before writing and paying attention to overall organization while
writing was consistent with their significantly better organizations and texts.
The two groups also wrote L1/L.2 texts of significantly different lengths. The
“good” writers produced significantly lengthier texts than the “weak” writers.
The “good” writers’ mean total number of Japanese characters was 521.50,
whereas the “weak” writers’ mean was 393.04 (/=-3.18, p<.01). Similarly, the
former group’s mean total number of English words was 166.85, whereas the
latter group’s mean was 84.35 (=-7.55, p<.01).

(2) Correlations among L1/L2 Total and Organization Scores
Pearson correlations among total and subscores including organization
scores were measured. The results revealed that all the subscores of L2
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composition had significant positive correlations with the L2 total score. -
Similarly, all subscores of L1 composition had signiﬁCant correlations with
the L1 total score. Furthermore, L2 subscores were sign_iﬁcantly correlated
with each other, and so were L1 subscores. Table 4 shows that the L2 total
scores had a highly positive significant correlation with L1 total scores,
almost reaching =1.0. In addition, L2 organization scores were significantly,
although weakly, correlated with- L1 organization scores. These findings
run counter to no significant correlations between L1/L2 total and L1/L2
organization scores in the previous study (Hirose, 2003). On the other hand, |
the findings that there were significant correlations between L1 and L2 tjotal‘ -

and organization scores are consistent with those of previous studies such as

Kubota (1998b).

Table 4: Correlation Matrix for L1/L2 Composition Total and Organization Scores

L2 Total L2 Organization L1 Total L1 Organization
L2 Total : 1.00

L2 Organization 0.92* . 1.00
L1 Total , 0.997** 0.25%* 1.00

L1 Organization  0.86* 0.33% 0.86** ~1.00
df=68. 'p<.05."p<.01. ' '

Comparisons of L1 and L2 Organizations
(1) Location of Main Idea -

- Table 5 presents the results of the two coders’ analysis of the organizational
patterns of participants’ L1 and L2 texts. Regarding the location of the main
idea, the majority of the. participants stated their posiﬁons about the given
topic initially regardless: of language. Thus, Japanese students’ tendency
to put their position initially in opinion texts was confirmed. Furthermore,
the stronger tendency for final positioning in L1 than in L2 was, although
marginally, confirmed. It has been argued that in opinion-stating essays,
Japanese writers, whether student or profeésional, hesitate to take a position,
tending instead to postpone their main points until later in their writings (see
Oi, 1986, for student writings). Based on her analysis of 38 opinion columns

\

~
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written by reporters and writers from the national newspaper Asahi Shimbun,
Maynard (1996) suggests that Japanese is “bottom-heavy” in the sense of
séntence paragraph and the whole text. Such a tendency to poétpone one’s
main point was not found with the present participants. |

It is equally worthy of attention that the second largest rated locat1ons in
both L1 and L2 were Obscure. Obscure cases constituted more than 20%
both in L1 and L2, whereas the previous study (Hirose, 2003) reported no
Obscure cases. The finding that one in five participants did not state their
positions clearly deserves discussion. The Obscure locations consisted of
the following. First, writers did not express their positions for the given
topic: “Should married women stay home or not?”. Instead, they made
generalr statements such as “I think it’s important for women to work” (my
translation) and “This issue is a really interesting and at the same time a very
difficult one” (my translation). Related to the first, some expressed their
personal wish or dream regarding the topic. Such examples were “I réally
hope both opinions are right,” and “I would want my wife to stay home”
(my-translation). Some refused to take their positions with such statements
as “I don’t agree to both opinion” and “I can’t support either position” (my
translation). Lastly,/ the positions were not stated or expressed expliditly. Only
statements such as “I agree with the former opinion” (my translation) were
not comprehensible without reference to the prompt text. Reading the texts
alone did not help readers to understand the writers’ positions. These Obscure
cases showed such writers had problems expressing their_positions clearly.

Table 5: Location of Main Ideas in L1/L2 Compositions

L1 L2
Initial 45 (64.3%) 48 (68.6%)
Middle 3 (4.3%) 3 (4.3%)
Final 7 (10.0%) 4 (5.7%)

Obscure 15 (21.4%) 15 (21.4%).
N=10. |

Further within-subject analysis was made to see whether the same writer
placed the main idea similarly in L1 and L2 or not. The results showed that
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(2) 47.1% of the participahts (33/70) placed their main ideas initially in both
L1 and L2, (b) 18.6% (13/70) placed their positions differently in L1 and
L2, (c) 8.6% (6/70) did not clearly state their main ideas in both, and (d) the
remaining 25.7% (18/70) did not clearly state the main idea either in L1 or in
- L2. Thus, more than half of the participants (55.7%) either placed their main
ideas similarly or did not place them at all in both L1 and L2.

(2) Macro-Level Organlza’uonal Pattern

As Table 6 shows, the participants favored Explanation most regardless
of language, that is, they stated a supporting reason after presenting their
positions (see Appendix B for sample compositions).6 On the other hand, the
previous study (Hirose, 2003) found Explanation (Collection), in which more
than one supporting reason is enumerated after the position statement (see
Appendix C for sample compositions), was most frequently used: 60% and
80% of them used Explanation (Collection) inL1 and L2, respectively. The
much greater reliance on Explanation in the present study suggests that many
paI‘tIClpantS did not enumerate and explain reasons clearly.

Next to Explanation, Other was the second most frequently used in Ll
- and most frequently used in L2. In fact, one third and about half of them did
not organize their L1 and L2 texts in any given pattern, respectively (see the
percentages of Other in Table 6). The previous study (Hirose, 2003) reported
no Other cases. The high percentages of Other in both L1 and L2 in the
present study manifest that participants of the present study had difficulty
organlzmg texts. Texts rated as Other patterns lacked both clear position
statements and supporting reasons, or either of them. The latter involved such
cases as Obscure main ideas and positions, which, if stated at all, were not
‘clearly supported by reasons. Although the dominant location of main ideas
was Initial, the frequent employment of Other gives evidence that those who
stated their positions did not necessarily provide a reason fully sufficient for
readers to conceive to support the pbsition. '

It is also notable that Jnduction was employed by only a few participants
in the present study, although its highér ratio in L1 (than in L2) accords with
~that in the previous study. Much fewer participants used Specification in L1
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Table 6: Macro-Leve] Patterns in L1/L.2 Compositions

L1 ' L2

Explanation 29 (41.4%) | 25 (35.7%)
Explanation (Collection) - 6 (8.6%) 40 (57.1%) 5 (7.1%) 34 (48.6%)
Explanation (Comparison) 5% A GT)
Specification 1 (1.4%) 2 (2.9%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
§R‘?E!ﬁ_‘%€i_t_{‘_’_f_‘__(_99!‘_1_1?_%‘_‘,@99? _________ 1 A4%) 0 @)
Induction ' 5 (7.1%) 2 (2.9%)

‘ o 6 (8.6%) 2 (2.9%)
Comparison—Induction " 1 (LA%) i 0 Q%)
Other . 22 (31.4%) 34 (48.6%)

N=70.

and none chose it in L2. Similarly, no participants employed Specification in
the previous study. o |

With the larger categories Explanation and Specg’ﬁcation being regarded as
deductive patterns, 60% of the participants organized their texts deductively
in L1, whereas 48.6% did so in L2. The pattern was reversed in the previous
study; that is, 80% organized their texts deductively in L1, and 100% did so in
L2. As shown in Table 6, 48.6% of the present participants resorted to Other -
patterns in L2. The high percenfages of Other patterns were characteristic of
the present study’s participants.

Within-subject comparisons were made to see whether each participant
employed the same macro-level patternin L1 and L2 or not. By incorporating
the minor categories into the larger ones, the major categories, Explanation,
Specification, Induction, and Other, were used for this analysis. The results
showed that (a) 35.7% of the part1c1pants (25/70) used Explanation in L1 and
L2;(b)22.8% (16/70) used Other in L1 and L2; and (c) the remaining 41.4%
(29/70) employed a different pattern in L1 and L2. Because the previous
study reported that 53.3% used Explanation (Collection) for both L1 and
L2, the present participants produced more varied L1 and L2 texts due to the
employment of Other.

(3) Presence or Absence of Position/ Sumniary Statement ,
Table 7 shows the results. of presence/absence of position or summary
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Table 7: Position/Summary Statements in L1/L2 Compositions

L1 L2

writer’s position ré-presented or

“ discussion summarized 35 (50.0%) /2,2 (31.4%)

— neither position nor summary is presented 28 (40.0%) 45 (64.3%) .

0 writer’s only position statement is presented 7 (10.0%) 3 (4.3%)
N=70. | |

statements in the final section. It reveals there were no noticeable differences
between L1 and L2 except one. More participants wrote position or summary
statements in the final section in L1 than in L2. Thus,‘ the “bottom-heavy”
tendency. in L1 was confirmed. These results concur with those of the
previous small-scale study (Hirose, 2003). _

Further within-subject comparisons showed that about half of the
pafticipants either placed or did not place the position/summary statements
exactly the same in both L1 and L2. More specifically, 20% (14/70) placed
them in both L1 and L2, and 31.4% (22/70) did not place them in both. The
remaining 48.6% (34/70) did so differently in L1 and L2. |

(4) Overall Organizational Pattern

Adopting the three-part method helped to make possible in-depth analysis |

of organizational patterns a single method would have missed. In summary,

the combined results of the three-part analysis showed that 27.1% of them

(19/70) composed their L1/L2 texts in exactly the same ways in terms of the
location of main idea, rhetorical pattern, and position/summary statement.
Because the previous study reported 40%-did the same, the percentage of
those who organized LI[L2 texts in exactly the same decreased in the present
study. Nevertheless, the above within-subject analysis revealed that more
than 50% organized their L1 and L2 texts similarly in terms of the location of
main idea, rhetorical pattern, and position/summary statement, respectively.
There was not much difference found in overall organizational patterns
between L1 and L2 texts. The participants showed their preference for the
initial positioning of their main idea, deductive patterns, and, to a much lesser

— b8 —
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extent, the presence of a position/summary statement (see Appendlx B for
~ such compositions). '

The similarity of organizational patterns between L1 and L2 in the present
study can be explained by the transfer from L1 to L2 because the participants
had received little L2 instruction, although we cannot dismiss their L2 reading
experience or instruction. In cases of the participants of the previous study
‘(Hirose, 2003), who had received some L2 writing instruction, their tendency
to position the main points initially in L2 could have been partly attributed to
their previous L2 writing instruction/experiences rather than L1 transfer. The
differénces between the present and previous studies such as occurrences of
an Obscure main idea and Other patterns could be due to the two participant
groups’ different L1/L2 writing levels. For example, the present study’s
 participants’ L1 composition total scores ranged from 52 to 162 (M=112.17,
SD=24.00: recall Table 2), whereas those of the previous study ranged from
107 to 157 (M=126.27, SD=13.54). The range of L1 total scores was much

wider in the present study, and the study’s participants included writers of
lower levels than those of the previous study. | \
The similarities between L1 and L2 orgamzatmnal patterns may be
derived from the opinion letter task itself. The prompt used for the present
study included “Take one of the positions described above, and write
your opinion.” The explicit task of taking a position may have pushed the
participants to state their positions at the outset of their writing, which most
likely additionally influenced their choice of organizational patterns. Oi
(1984), who reported somewhat different results about opinion texts, used the
question prompt “Do you think TV commercials should be banned totally?”.
Differences in the writing prompts might have partly explained differences in
the results of the two studies. A more open-ended prompt such as “What do
~you think about married women having careers?” might have elicited more
varied organizational patterns. |

It is also likely that the topic of the oplmon letter used in the present
‘study may have affected the students’ choice of the organization. The topic
“married women and their careers” was not considered risky to state one’s
view. The deductive presentation of the writer’s position may not work when
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the topic is controversial or the audience is not expected to agree (Campbell
& Huxman, 2003). According to this view, the writer is unlikely to employ
a deductive pattern especially when the reader has greater power/status than
the writer and the writer anticipates the reader’s discontentment with his/her
position (see Kirkpatrick, 1995). Furthermore, timed conditions could have
facilitated their use of the deductive style because “inductive presentation
takes more time or space for development” (Campbell & Huxman 2003, p.
146). In other words, much less use of the inductive pattern in the present
study might have been related to the timed conditions. Kubota (1998b),
whose participants wrote texts without any time constraints, found more
~ inductive patterns. |

The results suggest that it is natural that Japanese students organize their
- opinion texts deductively in such contexts as given in the present study in
both L1 and L2. In the next section, comparisons of L1 and L2 texts are
made between the “good” and “weak” writers to examine whether there were
differences in L1 and L2 organizational patterns according to their writing
abilities.

Comparisons of L1/L2 Orgamzatlonal Patterns between the “Good” and

“Weak” Writers
(1) Location of Main Idea

In order to test for the significance between the two groups, chi-square
analysis was conducted for the location of the main idea, the macro-level
organizational pattern and presence of a summary statement. The results
showed no statistical difference between the “good” and “weak” writers in
the location of the main idea. Thus, the two groups did not differ significantly
in their location of the main ideain L1 and L2.

As Table 8 shows, the majority of each group placed their main ideas
initially in both L1 and L2. On the other hand, there was one, although not
significant, difference between the two groups. In L2, 30.4% of the “weak”
writers did not explicitly state the position statement for the given topic,
whereas 10% of the “good” writers did not do so. Thus, the “weak” writers
were less likely to state their positions clearly in L2 than were the “good”
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writers. This might have been partly derived from their limited L2 proficiency
levels, which hindered them from expressing their positions understandable
to the readers.. . o

Table 8: Location of Main Ideas in 1.1/L2 Compositions per Group

L1 L2

- Good® Weakb Good Weak
Initial 13 (65%) 16 (69.6%) 15 (75%) 15 (65.2%)
Middle 1 (5%) 1 (43%) 2(10%) 0 (0%)
Final 3(15%) 2 (87%) 1 (5%) 1 (43%)

Obscure 3(15%) 4 (17.3%) -2 (10%) 7 (30.4%)
an=20. bn=23. ' '

* (2) Macro-Level Organizational Patteérn

Table 9 shows macro-level patterns in L1/L.2 texts of “good” and “weak”
groups, respectively. The two groups differed significantly with regard to
macro-level pattern in L2: ¥?=10.3, p<.05. The “good” writers (55% of them
in L1 and 40% of them in L2) chose the Explanation pattern. About half of
~ the “weak” writers also chose the Explanation pattern in L1. However, in L2,
the majority of the “weak” writers (69.6%) did not organize their texts either -
inductively or deductively, thus rated as Other. Some of them wrote too little
to have any distinguishable pattern (see Appendix D for such examples).
The higher percentage of Other patterns in L2 gave evidence to the “weak”
writers’ greater difficulty in organizing L2 texts. | '

There was another, although not statistically significant, difference

Table 9: Macro-Level Patterns in L1/L.2 Compositions per Group

L1 | L2

Gooda Weakb ‘Good Weak
Explanation 11 (55%) 12 (52.2%) 8 (40%) 5 (21.7%)
Explanation (Collection) 3 (15%) 0 (0%) 3 (15%) 0 (0%)
Explanation (Comparison) 0 (0%) 2 8.7%) 3 (15%) 1 (4.3%)
Induction 3 (15%) 2 (8.7%) 1 (5%) 1 (4.3%)
Other ' | 3 (15%) 7 (30.4%) 5 (25%) 16 (69.6%)

ap=2(. bp=23.
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between the two groups. As displayed in Table 9, Explanation (Collection)
was only used by some “good” writers (see Appen’dix C for such exanlples).
The use of Expldnation (Collection), despite its small number of occurrence,
was associated with the “good” writers in this study. In the previous study,
however, “more than half of the participants (8) used Explanatzon (Collection)
for both L1 and L2” (leose 2003, p. 197)

(3) Presence or Absence of Posmon/Summary Statement

Table 10 reports the results regardmg presence or absence of pos1t10n/
summary statements in the final section per group. Both groups exhibited
similar tendencies of restating positions or summarizing discussionin L1, and
of less doing so in L2. Chi-square analysis did not find significant difference
between the two groups regarding preseénce of position/summary statement in
both L1 and L2. However, there was a non-significant difference depending
on the group: i.e., the ¢ good” writers’ tendency to write posmon/summary
statement in L2 was stronger than the “weak” writers. In L2, the majority
of the “weak” writers (82.6%) did not write position/summary statements,
whereas about half of the “good” writers (45%) wrote them.

Table 10: Posi’tion/Summary Statements in L1/L.2 Compositions
per Group

L1 _ L2

Good? Weakb Good Weak
+ 10 (50%) 12 (522%) 8 (40%) 3 (13%)
— 7 (35%) 9 (39.1%) 11 (55%) 19 (82.6%)
0 3 (15%) 2 (87%) 1 (5%) 1 (43%)
ap=20. bn=23.
=+ : A position/summary statement is present.

. —: A position/summary statement is absent.
0 : The main idea is placed at the final position.

In summary, there were no significant differences between the two
groups except for macro-level pattern in L2 texts. The previous small-scale
comparative study (Hirose, 2005) found differences in L1 and similarities in
‘L2 organizations between the two groups. However, one “weak” writer in
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the 2005 study in fact résorted to an Obscure main idea, Other pattern, and
no summary 1 L2. In terms of L1 and L2 writing abilities, the “good” and
“weak” writers in the present study roughly corresponded to those groups of
HirQSe (2005), respectively. |

Deductive patterns were used by both “weak” and “good” writers in L1 and
L2. Thus, there seemed to be no relation between any specific organizational
patterns and writers’ writing abilities. This finding is worthy of attention in
light of thé'signiﬁcant differences in L.1/L2 organization and total scores -
between the two groups. | -

However, the between-group comparisons showed that there were
differences in L2 texts. In L2, the “weak” writers were more likely to write
an Obscure main idea, to e‘mplo& an Other pattern, and to have no position/
summary statement in the end (see Appendix E for such compositions

written by a “weak” writer). These three characteristics seemed to be related

more to the “weak” writers’ L2 organizational patterns. The texts written
by those.“weak” writers did not have a clear position statement nor have an
organizational pattern. Further analysis to examine the combination of an
Obscure main idea, an Other pattern, and no summary in the end showed that
30.4% of the “weak” writers combined these three in L2, and 8.7% of them

" did so in L1. The L1 and L2 texts in Appendix E written by a “weak” writer

exemplify this combination. On the other hand, 10% of the “good” writers
used this in L2 and 15% did so in L1. The texts with these charact_eristics
implied the writers had problems writing the positions clearly and organizing
the texts. | |

Conclusion

As a follow-up to the comparative study on Japanese EFL students’ L1
and L2 writing (Hirose, 2003), the present study attempted to investigate
the complexity of the relationship between L1 and L2 writing from the
perspective of organization. The results of the present study confirmed some
of the findings of the previous study but disconfirmed others. The present
study found students who had had little experience in argumentative writing
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showed their preference for deductive patterns in both L1 and L2 regardless
of their writing levels, whereas they scarcely employed the inductive patterns.
Thus, J apanesé students’ tendency to use deductive patterns was confirmed.
Although only “good” writers chose the Explanation (Collection) ‘} pattern
* and the “weak” writers tended to write an Obscure main idea, choose an
Other pattern, and not to write a summary statément, there was no significant
relation between students’ writing levels and their choice of organizational
patterns. Thus, the texts with the same organizational patterns, such as Initial
position of main idea + Explanation pattern + presence of summary statement,
received different evaluations in organization and overall quality. The present
study did not include analysis of argumentation, which may shed new light on
factors that differentiated “good” writers’ texts from those of “weak” writers.
Stapleton (2001), for example, attempted to assess critical thinking ability
‘reflected in Japanese EFL univers‘ity students’ L2 argumentative writing in
terms of “(a) number of arguments, (b) extent of evidence, (c) recognition
of opposing arguments and (d) corresponding refutations, and (e) number of
fallacies” (p. 515). Future research would proﬁt from such argument analysis
in addition to organization analysis.
- The present study also disconfirmed the other ﬁndmgs of the previous
study (Hirose, 2003). L2 total composition scores were highly correlated with
L1 total scores; similarly, L2 organization scores had significantly positive
correlations with L1 organization scores. Such discrepancies between the
two studies can be explained by differences in the participants’ levels and
ranges of L2 proficiency and L1 and L2 writing abilities. The previous study
had a more homogeneous, higher participant group in terms of these points.
The discrepancies remain unsolved for further studies. More research must
be conducted to attest to the generality of these findings. Future research
should address the relationship between L1 and L2 writing abilities, more
specifically between L1 and L2 organizational abilities. |
Finally, it was noticeable that quite a few of the participants had problems
in organizing argumentative texts not Only in L2 but also in L1. This derived
partly from their lack of experience in such writing and also from lack of
argumentative writing instruction even in L 1. From pedagogical perspectives,
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further research is necessary to examine the effects of L1 afgumentative ’

writing instruction on student L2 argumentative writing, and vice versa.

Providing L2 argumentative writing instruction, for example, may help

students to improve their L1 organizational abilities too. Such studies will

be helpful to determine whether L1 and L2 argumentative writing instruction

have bi-directional effects or not.

*

Notes

This is a revised version of a paper presented at the 4th Asia TEFL International
Conference on August 18, 2006. I am indebted to Tanja T. Yoder, who gave editorial
suggestions on earlier versions of this paper. I would also like to express my gratitude
to Emiko Sugiura, who coded the data. The research reported in this paper was
supported by a Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (©) (2) (No. 15500169) from the
Japan Society for the Promotion of Science.

Unlike the present study, the previous study (Hirose, 2003) examined student
perceptions of L1 and L2 organization by incorporating their own analysis and -
follow-up interviews.

Although the term expository writing was used for the task (Sasaki & Hirose, 1996),

~argumentative writing was used in the present paper. The tasks required the students

to take a position and support it. Kubota (1998b) called a similar task persuasive
writing. A letter-writing task to the newspaper especially to state and support one’s
opinion was considered argumentative writing. -

It was expected that not all students had their English-Japanese or J apanese-Enghsh
dictionaries with them. Anticipating probable effects of dictionary usage on some
participants’ English writing, it was deemed necessary to provide all particip'ants with
the same writing conditions (i.e., no dictionary use). |

The L1 Japanese evaluation scale used for the present study (Sasaki & Hirose,

'1999) had six equally weighted criteria, whereas the scale used for the previous study

(Sasaki & Hirose, 1996) had the same six criteria that were diﬁérentially weighted.
The 1999 version of the wrltmg scale was not available when the 1996 study was
conducted.

The “good” writers obtained significantly better TOEFL total scores (M=479.20)
than the “weak” writers (M=420.44) . Thus, the former group had significantly higher
English proficiency than the latter group. On the other hand, the two groups were
similar in age and L1/L2 instructional background (see Sasaki & Hirose, 1996, for
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more details).

6 In this study, reasons were not simply counted. Unless reasons were clearly
enumerated and explained, the text was rated as Explanation, rather than as
Explanation (Collection). |
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Appendix A: Macro-Level Organizational Patterns*

1. Explanation: The writer’s opinion on the topic is presented and then a supportmg
reason is stated.
Explanation (Collection): The writer’s opinion on the topic is presehted and then
supporting reasons are enumerated.
Explanation (Comparison): The writer’s opinion on the topic is presented and then a
- supporting reason is presented by comparing or contrasting two elements.

- 2. Specification: The writer’s opinion'and a preview statement of a supporting reason or
a point of view for the subsequent argument are presented, and then it is explained in
more detail. ‘ ,
Specification (Comparison): The wtiter’s opinion and a preview statement of
supporting reasons or a point of view for the subsequent arguments are presented, and
then the reasons or arguments are explained in more detail by comparing/eontrasting
two elements. .

3. Induction: The main idea is placed at the end and precedlng arguments constltute
supporting reason(s) for it.
Comparison—Induction: After two elements are stated in a relationship of compare/
contrast, adversative or alternative, the writer’s opinion is stéted at the end.

4. Other: None of the above. | '

*This is not a complete list from Kubota (1992, pp. 70-71). Only those patterns rated in
this study are listed here

Appendix B: Sample L1 and L2 Compositions Rated as Initial Main Idea,
' Explanation Pattern, and Present Summary Statement

L1: -
BB AE2B T EREZTFERETIIRWES3H, BEB LI, 3k
B.Z5C. TBE A IERH 5,

LU, — 5T, BBt btEE2b-T, *j:/—\bg_;u_ﬁbtﬁ')#imklﬂo/\/\?#m
B ESIX B HIT /L5t E T hbbREL RBETHHLTTRAEIVwEEZT
WBEIRE LD ZTILFE T MESERS, KIEICIHEZLTFETEVIR
B ENHL, EENELSTHICLELNTVEAETH S, JNIERBTHHE
TEBMLEE TRV, KEOHSERZIBZ 2 AL BEcoioREicxd a5t
TBICERT 555, Lo L., Z0BROFE CORMEN B2 BEFREHATE LT
B0, ZNTRTHSDPDVESITERRVESI B,

ZAEQOHSEHPZFIEN T3 SHTRS B8 AL TR, TR FEBE 4F
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2O T RERTFINETIERWIEAIDEEZB,

Location of the main idea: Initial
Macro-level pattern: Explanation
Summary statement: +

L2: ‘
I think that women should stay home. Women have many works, for example, bearing
babies, bringing up children, cooking, washing and so on. Women should do these works

after marriage. If women continue to work, they can not do all these works, I think. Some

people say that women should continue to work after marriage, and husbands and wives
cooperate to do many homemaking works. I can understand this idea. But bearing babies
and bringing up babies are able to be done by only women. And these works are the
biggest works, and these works are given to women when we women were born. I think

that we women have these big works that so women don’t need to work outside.

Location of the main idea: Initial
Macro-level pattern: Explanation
Summary statement: +

Appendix C: Sample L1 and L2 Compositions by a “Good” Writer

L1: ‘
ZHIIAEEZR STV DLW ZNEDTKIERZFHNELEDOD, ZEDH:
SEHP BN SHAROHERT, ZOMEIMEZRIZS 220w IEA5  RERKE, &
EEE EAOENZE AL > TRAEORIICE > TEH I EDLS> T EDT—H
WELLDEZREBRELLTLEIDIZ. R W ERLEZILDIICHRERULENZD, &

AT HHOBREEL DL AT BB L 2 > T IEd Bh v LB L

%, |

FHBEHIZ 055, — o HIZ RN TEHETH S, AL EDT)
ABHICEZELTH AMABICEL T HEICREEB VLD S LIZB bz, Bk
Tebid FEP. T LE MEE T AL EH T BEEATweZzh M LoERE L
TOBLEDFEEEH > T35, 2D L BHED LS BRIz T THEB L
DI 6 LSBT T, Bl s AEEND EFCLESOREL IS
WE>TRERIBE LS, ,

ZOoHOHBE LT KR OMENH S, KOPOILIEFEZLTWREESLTY
RIS 2B IR o CUE S HELICHITHTH R R AT T LR B LT
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LEBEETRLLERE2MDI LB TEILBLALL, L L, Zhit, BEOESR
Y ERELUCSI IR EEN R ERTE ttb%ﬁ%%#}o'c?iAk‘E%hEéb%«_k
T RCEE 25 Z LA TEB DT,

M EoHERD L, FATBB R EE LR > TEOWRIEIDBRWEEZS, %mi
LT BOEELEL /2 KHHBICL > THRVIEBEDTH S,

Total score: 162/180 (90%)
Organization score: 28/30 (93.3%)

Location of the main idea: Initial
Macro-level pattern: Explanation (Collection)
Summary statement: +

L2:

I think women had better work even after their marriage. I have two reason about this.

Before in Japan, it was a common sense that wives should stay home. If someone
wanted to work, she was regarded as a stranger person. Why? Why should women stay
home without working though their husbands work? Aren’t women equal to men? This is
my doubt and this is why I think women had better work. To be sure, women may not be
equal to men physically. But, there is little difference between them about intelligence, I
think. And it is the age which computer is so popular. ‘Some of women must have ability
better than men. If women are prevented from working, it can ’t have good effect on our
- society. Women should work and help our society even after marriage.

Second reason is that women may become very narrow-minded. If women quit their
job after marriage, their surroundings will be very limited. I think we should improve all
our lives and have broad-view. Working society will make us notice or know more things
than oniy staying home. But I don’t mean that home can’t do good us. Home, or family is
very important for us, and we need them. What I want to say is that working society gives
us many

Total score: 179/200 (89.5%)
Organization score: 36/40 (90%)

Location of the main idea: Initial

Macro-level pattern: Explanation (Collection)
Summary statement: —
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Appendix D: Sample L1 and L2 Compositions by a “Weak” Writer

L1: ' ‘ ,

FDEZREBLOBRICDEBR T, KU RREERFIRERL BLREFLES,
ZLTERDREEZTINELUEINELLES T REGPHEHOL b o0 2 D2 E
RIBATTERDFDR, 2303 ZLid KR THBRL T, ZOKEICH - T RIE
THEREFLES, t@@ci(zgcam@i%wﬁéf%w/u

Total score: 65/180 (36.1%)
-Organization score 8/30 (26.7%)

Location of the main idea: Obscure
Macro-level pattern: Other
Summary statement; +

L2:
I think Mrs should have a job. Mrs want to work. And she wants to buy something she
wants. I don’t understand the person who don’t agree with me.

- Total score: 96/200 (48.0%)
- Organization score: 18/40 (45%)

Location of the main idea: Initial
Macro-level pattern: Other
Summary statement: —

Appendix E: Sample L1 and L2 Compositions Rated as Obscure Main Idea,
Other Pattern, and No Summary Statement Written by a ‘:Weak” Writer

L1 ‘
MR TRERTFENER LS COEERIE»SIHEETH, COSHE
ciiﬁﬁ@ami/-\uswc&imiwﬁ ELL TS THRVEBICE TV ED TR
12525 :

AR DXS e BESEEN P EZEZI AL TN TR HFVHROBES 6K T
WBDTH D, BB TLIIRE | L5 ZO— @IS VBT THD Hlx &
B LTCH L TEETEIROESEZIOIFIITELRr o7 ZNICZD
BEESVELSEELEELOND LIANSEAEREIELIDIELAEDDE
CEBOTEHELEBEL AEERICOIRICEZLTEEL TR RIS XAV B, Fh
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IFRZ AT RO D o L BT B L R bR L TH B TOET, 2L
TEEZER BLELS KEPRHICEERZF OIS FBA L& BEe
BEBEATRERFNT R WS BT E B

Location of the main idea: Obscure
Macro-level pattern: Other
Summary statement: —

L2: ‘
It seems good if women preserved and helped her family with no work, but that can be
consisted because her husbnd is healthy and her family is wealthy. So, if the family is poor,
there would be no hope to keep comfort in family.

And another reason women should have works "if they were married, they can lead
their life actively with some hopes. Because if one could feel he/she lives by himself/
herself, he/she would have more reason to live and might be ambitioils for his/her future.

But if women were made not to work, they
Location of the main idea: Obscure

Macro-level pattern: Other
Summary statement: —



