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ABSTRACT 

 

     This study investigates fluency and lexical and syntactic features of 90 writing 

placement samples from international graduate students. The purpose of this study is to 

find out whether nonnative graduate students have similar or distinctive fluency and 

lexical and syntactic features according to placement level, and to examine the 

relationship between students’ language proficiency and the degree of complexity in a set 

of selected areas of L2 writing: (a) fluency as measured by total number of words per 

essay (Jarvis et al., 2003); (b) lexical features catalogued by Laufer and Nation’s (1995) 

Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP), such as K1, K2, academic, and “off-list” words; and 

(c) syntactic features investigated by Hinkel (2003a, 2003b), such as be copula (i.e., be 

and predicate, be and past participle, be and clause, there is/are, it-cleft, and all be 

verbs), and adverbial markers (i.e., time, place, manner, amplifiers, emphatics, downtoners, 

cause clauses, concession clauses, conditional clauses, and purpose clauses). 

     The results showed a statistically significant difference between fluency and the 

three placement levels. Though little significant difference was found in lexical features, 

some interesting patterns were identified among syntactic features. Some features such as 

“be and past participle” structure and purpose clauses approached significance, and the 

mean comparison of these features indicated that the exempt placement group adopted 

passive sentence structures and purpose clauses more than the lower placement groups. In 

previous studies, the “there is/are” construction was known to be used more often among 
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lower proficiency groups, but this study revealed that the “there is/are” construction is 

not good discriminator for a narrow band of language proficiency. Also, in contrary to 

Hinkel’s (2003a) findings, the use of emphatics increased according to placement level, 

which might indicate that task played a role in choosing specific discourse markers. The 

implications of these findings were discussed in terms of developing detailed scoring 

rubrics for placement tests and in terms of improving text analysis studies for L2 writers 

in the future. 
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INTRODUCTION 

     In recent years, second language researchers have begun to closely consider the 

area of second language learners’ writing. The number of international students studying 

in English-speaking countries has increased significantly. For instance, Open Doors (2007) 

reported that international students in the United States exceeded half a million for the 

first time in the 1999-2000 academic year, and that there was a steady increase of the 

number of international students enrolled in American universities (see Table 1 and 

Figure 1). With increasing numbers of second language learners, a great amount of 

research on second language writing has appeared in journals, such as College ESL, 

English for Specific Purposes, Language Learning, and TESOL Quarterly, as well as 

journals dealing with composition studies, such as College Composition and 

Communication, and Written Communication (Matsuda, 2003). This consideration is also 

reflected in the establishment of the Journal of Second Language Writing, which has 

published research in second language writing since 1992. Second language writing 

research studies have discussed the distinctive characteristics of L1 and L2 writing 

development as well as textual features, writing instruction, and writing assessment. 

However, there is no well-established theory or model of second language writing. 

 

Table 1  
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New International Student Enrollment, 2004/05 and 2005/06 (Open Doors, 2007) 
 
 2004/05  2005/06  Change 
  N %  N %  N % 
Undergraduate 59,943 45.4  61,342 42.9  1,399 2.3 
Graduate 61,350 46.5  64,235 44.9  2,885 4.7 
Other 10,653 8.1  17,346 12.2  6,693 62.8 
Total 131,945 23.4  142,923 25.3  10,978 8.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Total International Student Enrollment Trends (Open Doors, 2007) 

 

Since no theory explains second language writers’ development of L2 writing, 

foreign students take placement tests and standardized tests, such as TOEFL and GRE 
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of admission decisions for international students are made based on these large scale 
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tests, whereas most foreign language departments use locally developed placement tests 

with a wide range of assessment tools (Brown et al., 2004). Accordingly, the recent 

interest in writing assessment is in no small part due to an increasing number of 

proficiency tests, and entrance and exit exams that require students to demonstrate their 

writing abilities. Although the information on placing L2 learners into proper levels is 

important, fewer studies have focused on the differences among L2 writers with different 

proficiency levels. Further studies on second language writing development and 

assessment are required for ESL teachers and university administration staffs to make 

informed decisions on placement tests and admission processes.  

Therefore, this study examines whether international graduate students’ texts appear 

to be distinctive according to their proficiency levels. Their writing placement samples 

will be analyzed in terms of fluency, lexical features, and syntactic complexity. The 

purpose of this study, then, is to investigate the relationship between different levels of 

proficiency of second language students and features of the texts they produce in their 

writing placement tests. 

 

Second Language Writing Research 

In the field of second language writing, Kaplan (1966) first discussed the different 

features in L1 and L2 written texts and categorized these differences in terms of thought 

patterns based on cultural differences. Since Kaplan introduced the model of contrastive 

rhetoric, many researchers have proved that distinctive features exist between L1 and L2 

writers (Polio, 2001, 2003; Silva, 2003; see Appendix A). Also, a lot of them focused a 

discourse based analysis to the study of second language writing. Connor (1996) 
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identified several definitions of contrastive rhetoric derived from different origins of 

theories (see Figure 2). Among his categories, this study is closely related to theory of 

text linguistics in which studies different texts in a systematic way. Additionally, Silva 

(1993) investigated 72 empirical studies comparing L1 and L2 texts, and then concluded 

that L2 writers’ texts had fewer words, made more errors, and received lower holistic 

scores. In terms of the writing process, he also found that L2 writers tended to write 

slowly and revised their drafts less frequently. Also, L2 writers seemed to attend more 

on grammar and less on mechanics when revising their drafts. Silva (1993) summarized 

textual 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Influences on Newly Defined Contrastive Rhetoric (from Connor, 1996, p. 9) 
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features according to fluency, accuracy, overall quality and structure; the summary of the 

studies on L2 written features is exhibited in Appendix A. In terms of fluency, sixteen 

studies supported the results that L2 writers produced shorter texts while four reported 

longer L2 texts. He reported from previous studies that L2 writers made more errors 

overall: morphosyntactic errors, lexicosemantic errors, and errors with verbs, prepositions, 

articles, and nouns. A number of studies observed that L2 writers received lower holistic 

scores, which indicated that they produced less effective texts. It might seem that L2 

writing is regarded as a deficient form of L1 writing based on measures of fluency, 

accuracy and overall quality; however, Silver (1993) noted that an L2 writing model 

should be developed to capture the unique features of L2 texts in terms of “cognitive, 

developmental, social, cultural, educational, linguistic” aspects (p. 669). 

In a similar vein, Polio (2003) classified studies on writers’ text into seven 

different categories: overall quality, linguistic accuracy, syntactic complexity, lexicon, 

content, mechanics and discourse features in Appendix B. Compared to earlier studies in 

Silva’s (1993) research, more varied studies on different proficiency levels of L2 writers 

(Schneider & Connor, 1990; Valdes et al, 1992) and writing abilities of different L2 

groups (Bardovi-Harlig & Bofman, 1989; Devine et al., 1993) appeared between 1986 

and 1998 in Polio’s (2003) research. Also, more researchers were interested in L2 

writing development (Ishikawa, 1995; Shaw & Liu, 1998). In addition to L2 writers’ 

different characteristics from L1 background and L2 proficiency levels, researchers 

studied how other factors such as feedback (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Kepner, 1991; 

Robb et al., 1986) and tasks (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992) might affect L2 writing. 

Many research studies showed that a number of factors, from L2 writers’ own language 
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backgrounds to writing tasks by themselves, would influence their writing quality. 

With respect to fluency, Tarone et al. (1993) used a holistic scale of fluency 

which measures “nativeness, standardness, length, ease of reading, idiomaticity” (p. 170). 

Thus, fluency is concerned with how close L2 writing is to that of native English 

writers, in terms of expression and length. Fluency is often measured either by using 

holistic scales or by counting the number of production units, such as clauses per T-unit, 

average length of a T-unit, or a type-and-token ratio (Polio, 2001, see Table 2 for 

relevant studies). Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) indicated that fluency is related to length 

rather than accuracy: “fluency is not a measure of how sophisticated or accurate the 

words and structures are, but a measure of the sheer number of words or structural units 

a writer is able to include in their writing within a particular period of time” (p. 14). 

Following Wolfe-Quintero et al.’s definition, this study will focus on total number of 

words  

Table 2.  

Research Methodology in Measuring L2 Writing (based on Polio, 2001) 
 
Focus  Measurement  Studies 

Holistic scales  Tarone et al. (1993) 
Words  Henry (1996); Robb et al. 

(1990) 
T-units Ishikawa (1995) 

Amount of production 

Clauses Robb et al. (1990) 
Type / token Frantzen (1995) 
Average length of T-units Frantzen (1995); Chastain 

(1991) 

Fluency 

Other measures generally 
not considered fluency 

Clause per T-unit Frantzen (1995) 
Holistic Jacobs scale Hedgcock & Lefkowitz 

(1992), Tsang (1996) 
Lexical 
Features 

Lexical individuality/ Ratio of tokens unique to a Laufer (1991) 
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originality writer/ number of tokens 
Advanced token/ total tokens Engber (1995) Lexical sophistication 
Lexical Frequency Profile Laufer & Nation (1995) 
Different types/ total tokens Frantzen (1995) Lexical variation/ 

diversity Type/ token with error Engber (1995) 
Lexical words/ total words Laufer (1991) Lexical density 
With error Engber (1995) 
Number of lexical errors Kobayashi & Rinnert 

(1992) 
Lexical errors 

Lexical errors/ total errors  Chastain (1991) 

 

Diversity of form class Five ratios of nouns, verbs, 
adjectives, adverbs, modifiers, 
each in relation to total number 
of lexical words 

McClure (1991) 

Average length of a 
structure 

Words per T-unit Cooper (1981) 

Passive  Kameen (1979) Frequency of a structure 
Dependent clause Homburg (1984) 
Clauses /T-unit Bardovi-Harlig & Bofman 

(1989) 
Complexity ratio 

Coordination index Bardovi-Harlig (1992) 

Syntactic 
Complexity 

Qualitative analysis Syntactic profile Coombs (1986) 

per individual essay to measure fluency. 

In terms of measuring lexical features, Polio (2001) observed that lexical features 

often mean lexical richness, and that they closely deal with the size and variation of 

lexicon. However, the lexical features may not be measured simply by counting the total 

number of words or by using a type-and-token ratio. For instance, the topic, as well as 

the task, will determine the range of vocabulary used in an essay (Polio, 2001). Also, 

Engber (1995) noted that the length of an essay will affect the lexical variation: “the 

longer the essay, the more likely that lexical items will be repeated” (p. 145). In 

addition to the fact that the length of the essay will influence the lexical variation, and 

thus the overall quality of L2 writing, the development of writing might create more 
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errors. Therefore, advanced learners may use sophisticated words incorrectly, which might 

eventually affect the quality of writing (Laufer & Nation, 1995). Since lexical variation 

has some limitation to measure the quality of writing, this study is more concerned with 

what Laufer and Nation (1995) called lexical frequency profiles (LFP) for different 

language proficiency levels, which they developed to include the percentage of words a 

writer uses from the first most frequent 1000 words (K1), the second most frequent 

1000 words (K2), an academic word list compiled by Coxhead (2000), and the 

percentage of all other words in the writer’s sample not found in the three lists would 

be classified as “off-list.” In this present study, the LFP was used to examine the lexical 

richness of the essays. 

With regard to syntactic complexity, Polio (2001) identified average length of a 

structure, frequency of a structure and complexity ratios as the most common ways of 

measuring complexity (see Table 2). A T-unit has one independent clause and its 

dependent clauses, and has been most frequently used in second language research 

(Bardovi-Harlig, 1992). The average length of a structure is measured by words per T-

unit, and complexity ratios such as coordination index are used to measure the ratio of 

independent clauses per clauses combined. Frequency of a structure is observed by 

counting specific structures, such as passive sentences or dependent clauses within a 

certain period of time. Although most researchers calculate words or clauses per T-unit 

to measure complexity, Polio (2001) indicated that complexity might demonstrate the 

development of L2 writing, and might not necessarily indicate quality of writing (p. 97).  

Similarly, Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) found that grammatical complexity is related to a 

wide variety of both basic and sophisticated structures, not the number of production 



 14 

units, such as clauses, T-units, or sentences. Therefore, this study will investigate the 

frequency of some selected structures such as be-copular and adverbial markers to 

measure syntactic complexity among different language proficiency groups, instead of 

counting merely words per T-unit or clauses per T-unit. 

 

Second Language Writing: L2 Textual Features 

There are a number of studies that deal with the analysis of linguistic features of 

L2 texts. Grant and Ginther (2000) studied textual features in a sample of 90 Test of 

Written English (TWE) essays using a computerized tagging program. The authors 

established three groups using texts with TWE ratings from 3 to 5, and examined essay 

length, and lexical and syntactic features. TWE has its own holistic scoring rubric from 

0 to 6, so the essays received the score between 3 and 5 were fairly well-written. 

Lexical features included type-and-token ratios, average word length, conjuncts (e.g., for 

example, however) and hedges (e.g., sort of, kind of). Nouns, nominalizations, modals, 

subordination and passives accounted for the syntactic features. The authors found that as 

their proficiency level increased, the L2 writers produced more, longer and more varied 

words (p. 132). An increase in proficiency also corresponded with writers’ increasing use 

of emphatics (e.g., such, really, so) and amplifiers (e.g., completely, absolutely) to 

qualify their claims, as well as the utilization of more subordination and more passive 

constructions. Therefore, the authors determined that as L2 writers’ ratings increased, they 

tended to produce more complex lexical and syntactic features. 

Jarvis, Grant, Bikowski, and Ferris (2003) considered the relationship between 

certain linguistic features and high ratings on L2 written texts. Although previous 
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research was designed to find a linear relationship between these two variables, Jarvis et 

al. explored the possibility that there may be multiple profiles of highly-rated learner 

writing. Based on studies by Ferris (1994) and Grant and Ginther (2000), the authors 

compiled a list of 21 linguistic features including text length, lexis and syntax, and used 

cluster analysis to correlate common features among highly-rated texts and among texts 

with low, medium and high ratings. As data, they used 160 ESL placement samples and 

178 TWE essays from learners of English with varied language backgrounds: Arabic, 

Chinese, Japanese, and Spanish. The authors found that, while there is no one formula 

for predicting a high rating on any given writing sample, there were some notable 

patterns in the texts. For example, all of the texts with a high rating were of above-

average length when compared to texts with lower ratings. Additionally, the frequency of 

some of the linguistic features appeared to be complementary, based on an inverse 

relationship with another feature, or compensatory, based on writers’ writing strengths 

and weaknesses. For instance, the appropriate use of both nouns and pronouns is 

identified as a good quality of writing, but it is unlikely that a text would exhibit a 

high use of both features. Similarly, successful writers use the writing strategies of 

enhancing their texts with length or sophisticated choice of vocabulary, even if they lack 

the ability to use complex structures such as adverbial subordination; therefore, they still 

likely receive high scores for their writing. This indicates that there is no single formula 

for good writing.  

Also, while some features of writing in Jarvis et al.’ study (2003) shared similar 

patterns across profiles, other features showed a significantly different set of profiles. For 

example, text length, diversity of vocabulary and emphatics were above-average through 
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five clusters, meaning that text length and lexical diversity may be good indicators of 

highly rated texts. However, the researchers concluded that highly rated texts might vary 

in relation to mean word length, nouns and nominalization, prepositions and present tense 

verbs. Finally, they called for more research on whether or not topic, L1 background, 

task and several other factors would influence the patterns of linguistic features in 

highly-rated texts. 

In addition to research examining L2 texts, there is also a large body of research 

on comparisons between L1 writing and L2 writing. For example, Reid (1992) studied 

essays written by four language groups, and considered four essay prompts: two essay 

topics and two tasks for each topic. She performed a computer analysis of four specific 

cohesion devices (i.e., percentage of pronouns, coordinate conjunctions, subordinate 

conjunction openers, and prepositions) among texts solicited as part of a timed writing 

task for the TOEFL. The texts used were 768 representative samples from the corpus of 

essays written in English by native speakers of Arabic, Chinese, Spanish and English. 

She compared these texts to determine whether there were any differences and 

similarities in the discourse strategies used among these four groups. She conducted an 

ANOVA and a subsequent Scheffé test, and determined that the L1 English writers used 

significantly fewer pronouns and significantly more prepositions than the other three 

groups. Reid also found that Chinese speakers used more subordinate conjunction openers 

than any other group. Additionally, though L1 Arabic, Chinese and Spanish speakers 

used more coordinate conjunctions than L1 English speakers, L1 Arabic speakers had a 

significantly higher proportion of coordinate conjunctions than either L1 Chinese or L1 

Spanish speakers. Reid ascribes these differences to L1 English speakers’ exposure to 
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academic texts written in English, which tend to be more “formal, detached, 

informational, [and] high-density” (p. 97).  

Although Reid did speculate as to why these differences occurred among the four 

groups and four types of essays, more research is needed to determine exactly which 

cohesive devices are used in L2 English writing and how they are used. It is also 

necessary to investigate whether these differences among the texts played an important 

factor in the rating they received. In addition, it is essential to discover whether or not 

the use of cohesive devices plays a role in the perceived complexity of L2 writing.  

Finally, Hinkel (2003b) noted that overly simplistic L2 writing might seem to be 

of poor quality. In her literature review, Hinkel identified lexical and syntactic features 

that distinguish formal or sophisticated writing from spoken language. She then examined 

eight of these features in 1,083 essays written by students enrolled in North American 

universities, and compared L1 English writers’ texts with those from other language 

backgrounds (i.e., Arabic, Chinese, Indonesian, Japanese, Korean). Hinkel found that the 

L2 English writers tended to use more “basic-level” (p. 293) vocabulary. She also 

discovered that the L2 English writing contained a significantly greater number of simple 

syntactic structures, such as “be and a predicate adjective” (e.g., Students are responsible), 

and significantly fewer “it-cleft” constructions (e.g., It is not necessary for people), which 

are associated with a more formal register. Hinkel concluded that the variety of English 

that L2 speakers encounter in their daily lives may not reflect academic writing norms, 

and that it may be worthwhile for teachers to explicitly address differences in language 

variety and register in L2 writing classrooms. 

Another feature examined by Hinkel (2003a) was the percentage of adverbials used 
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in students’ writing at each level. Hinkel describes the function of adverbials as 

“marking existential relationships between objects, actions, and events in any given 

context” (p. 1050). As such, adverbs give written texts cohesion, an essential feature of 

academic prose. Certain adverbials, such as simple adverbs of time (e.g., at last, today, 

right now) and amplifiers, are rarely found in corpora of academic texts (Biber et al., 

1999), and, as such, are thought to be more associated with informal or conversational 

English. However, occurrences of many types of adverbials are common in academic 

texts. For example, Biber et al. found that syntactically complex adverbial phrases of 

place were common in the academic texts in their corpus. An example of this can be 

found in one of the texts from the data that this study collected: “Especially, in the 

rural area, people have no ideas what the use of Internet is, etc.” Hinkel (2003a) also 

found that adverbial phrases of manner (e.g., directly, dramatically, manually), and some 

downtoners (e.g., relatively, a few, almost), which in function are similar to hedges, were 

commonly used in academic texts. 

Additionally, certain adverbial clauses of cause (e.g., because of the oil), concession 

(e.g., Although it seems simple), condition (e.g., If you take this flight) and purpose 

(e.g., in order to sustain the rice terraces) were found to be frequent in academic texts. 

Some adverbial phrases, such as emphatics (e.g., a lot, definitely), which are used to 

enhance the certainty of a statement, varied according to discipline. This present study is 

interested in finding patterns of which adverbial phrases and how often they are used 

within and among placement levels. It may be that the more complex texts contain more 

“academic” adverbial phrases and fewer “informal” adverbial phrases. 
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Placement Tests: Holistic Scale 

Brown et al. (2004) conducted a nationwide survey of 169 modern language 

departments in the United States. This survey was designed to develop a manual of best 

practices in placement testing, so it gives the general idea of what placement testing is 

in terms of purposes, instruments and placement procedures. The researchers found that 

most foreign language departments used locally developed placement tests, and that 

reading, grammar, and vocabulary were often tested. Unlike foreign language placement 

tests, most placement tests for English language include writing in order to ensure that 

foreign students have sufficient writing ability for academic success as well as to place 

students into the appropriate level of writing courses in a language program.  

To measure writing abilities, students’ writing samples are often collected and rated. 

Carlson and Bridgeman (1986) explained that raters needed to consider a number of 

issues for ESL writers: task factors, administration factors, scoring method, and 

psychometric and interpretation factors. They also noted that university faculty members 

from many disciplines share similar values about defining writing competency “in terms 

of careful and logical organization of ideas, placing less emphasis on errors” (p. 131). 

However, the readers are affected by errors if the essays are poorly written, and they 

tend to ignore errors in well-organized essays. The differences between natives and 

nonnatives, according to Carlson and Bridgeman, are found in sentence-level 

characteristics (e.g., punctuation, spelling, sentence structure, vocabulary size) rather than 

those at the discourse level (e.g., organization, content). In other words, L2 writers’ 

scores will probably be affected by sentence-level characteristics if their essays lack clear 
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organization. Accordingly, to identify how sentence-level features interact with and have 

a significant influence on overall ratings, it is worthwhile to examine sentence-level 

characteristics among different placement groups. 

In the process of scoring, holistic and analytic scoring evaluations are used to 

achieve two different purposes. Weigle (2002) stated that holistic scoring gives a single 

score for overall writing; therefore it is adequate for placement decisions. On the other 

hand, analytic scoring is used to provide detailed information on several aspects of 

writing; thus it serves for diagnostic purposes. Also, Carlson and Bridgeman (1986) 

indicated that holistic scoring is more effective for placement decisions because providing 

analytic marking for several features is time-consuming. However, one of the 

disadvantages of using holistic scoring is that it is difficult to interpret writers’ strengths 

and weaknesses in their writing samples. Currently, holistic scoring is the most common 

practice in writing assessment (Weigle, 2002). 

In order to distinguish textual features among different levels of graduate student 

writing, writing placement tests in an academic English program housed at a large 

research university will be considered. Students who have English as a second language 

and are admitted to the university are required to take the institution’s placement test if 

they do not meet any of the university’s English exemption criteria (see Appendix C). 

The institutional placement tests consist of listening, reading and writing sections, and 

there are different types of assessment for each skill; for instance, students answer 

multiple-choice questions for listening comprehension and dictation in the listening section. 

After taking this placement test, the students receive intermediate or advanced placement 

in or are exempted from ESL courses. For the writing placement tests, a minimum of 
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three raters review the students’ essays in terms of content, organization, vocabulary, 

grammar and fluency (see Appendix D, Writing Hallmarks), and subsequently place 

students into one of two levels of writing courses (intermediate, advanced) or exempt 

students based on the criteria listed in the Writing Hallmarks. The readers consider 

several lexical and syntactic features in terms of content, organization and vocabulary to 

determine students’ writing proficiency levels, and then holistically assign their level 

instead of providing analytic scores for each category. If the three raters are not in 

agreement about the final placement, they discuss the discrepancies based on their notes 

and the Writing Hallmarks until they are able to agree. In cases where they are not able 

to agree, one of the program administrators serve as a fourth reader and make a final 

decision. 

Although the Writing Hallmarks give clear guidelines as to how to rate texts, it is 

essential to note that writing is a complex process; that is, though all students write 

under the same circumstances, there may be other factors that influence writing, such as 

different anxiety levels and writing strategies. Therefore, it might be useful to research in 

more detail the extent to which the students’ essays have similar, specific lexical and 

syntactic features that could be considered in order to determine students’ proficiency 

levels. As the textual features of the different groups are analyzed, similar or distinctive 

features might appear systematically; these patterns are important for pedagogical and 

assessment purposes and could help to create a profile based on actual writing placement 

tests as a guideline for rater training.  

Additionally, I would like to examine whether the higher-level students’ texts 

appear to be more complex than those at lower levels. Consequently, finding similar 
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textual features within each group would exhibit, to some extent, the characteristics of 

writing at different proficiency levels. Again, the purpose of this study is to identify the 

relationship between language proficiency levels of L2 students and the textual features 

that they produce. 

 

Purpose 

Much research has been focused on the differences between L1 and L2 texts, but 

only a few studies have examined the differences among different L2 proficiency groups. 

With L1 and L2 comparison, Hinkel (2003a, 2003b) studied the frequency counts of 

certain grammatical features, for example, be copular and adverbial markers. She found 

that L2 texts appeared to be more informal and that the style of these texts mimicked a 

spoken register. As for different placement groups, Grant and Ginther (2000) discovered 

that as students’ TWE scores increased, the lexical and syntactic features showed a 

higher degree of complexity; that is, the groups of students with higher proficiency 

produced more, longer and more varied texts as well as more subordination and passive 

voice. It might be true that L2 texts written by highly proficient learners represent more 

native-like qualities, such as lexical variety and varied use of grammatical structure, but 

it is not so clear to what extent texts of highly proficient writers are distinguishable 

from those of lower proficiency groups. In addition to finding differences among 

different proficiency levels, it may be interesting to investigate whether texts from the 

same placement groups share similar lexical and syntactic features. Therefore, in this 

study, textual features will be compared between and within groups to identify whether 

highly placed groups are significantly different from lower placement groups. 
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This study will compare fluency, lexical features and some selected syntactic 

features of the texts graduate students produce for their writing placement test. As for 

fluency, total words per essay will be calculated, following Jarvis et al. (2003). The 

lexical features will focus on Laufer and Nation’s (1995) LFP, which includes frequency 

counts of K1, K2, academic words and off-lists to see if the higher levels of L2 

students produce more varied and more academic words. Also, L2 writers’ syntactic 

features, be copular verbs and adverbial markers, which were drawn from two articles by 

Hinkel (2003a, 2003b), will be considered. The purpose of this study is to explore the 

relationship between different placement groups of L2 writers and linguistic features 

including fluency, lexical and syntactic features of the texts they produce. To this end, 

the following questions will be discussed: 

1. Do different placement levels of graduate students have similar fluency, lexical 

and syntactic features in their writing placement tests?  

2. What is the relationship between students’ language proficiency placements and 

the degree of complexity in a set of selected areas of L2 writing? 

 

METHOD 

Participants 

The academic English language program asks students to submit their official 

TOEFL scores when they enter any program at the university. If the students meet one 

of the Exemption Criteria in Appendix C, they are automatically exempt from taking 

placement tests. Thus, there are far fewer international students taking placement tests 

than those actually enrolling in regular programs at the university. The participants in 
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this study are the graduate students who took the writing placement tests in the Fall 

2004, Spring 2005, and Fall 2006 semesters (see Table 3). To select the number of 

participants from each group, the number of exempt students from each semester, which 

was the smallest number in total, determined the number of students for other groups as 

well. For instance, a total of 67 students in the Fall 2006 semester took the placement 

test, and 14 of them were exempted from taking ESL courses. A total of 19 of the test 

takers were placed in the intermediate writing course and 34 placed into the advanced 

writing course. Since the exempt group was the smallest, I analyzed all of the essays 

from that group and randomly selected 14 writing samples from the intermediate writing 

group and 14 from the advanced L2 writing group. Later in the process of analyzing the 

data, it was found that one student from the exempt group originally placed into the 

advanced writing course, but a final decision was made to exempt this student from the 

writing course. For this reason, this paper had to be dropped from the exempt group 

during the course of the data analysis. I analyzed 41 writing samples from Fall 2006, 

which accounted for 61% of the group of international graduate students who took the 

writing placement test. Likewise, I randomly selected 31 essays out of 74 from Fall 

2004, and 18 out of 38 from Spring 2005. 

 

Table 3  

Participants 
 
 Intermediate  Advanced  Exempt Subtotal1 % Total2 % 
Fall 2004 9 9 13 31 34.4 74 41.9 
Spring 
2005 7 7 4 18 20 38 47.4 

Fall 2006 14 14 13 41 45.6 67 61.2 
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Total 30 30 30 90    
* “Subtotal”1 refers to the total number of essays being investigated for this study, and 

“Total2”refers to the total number of graduate students who took the writing 
placement tests. 

 

The graduate students in or exempted from the academic English language program 

have already been accepted to the university, so their proficiency test scores (TOEFL) 

are higher than those of students enrolled in other ESL programs at the university. 

Officially, the minimum score for acceptance to the program is 550, and as such, the 

mean TOEFL scores of the graduate students in this study range from 551 (the mean of 

lower placement group) to 594 (the mean of higher placement group) (see Table 4). As 

mentioned, international students do not need to take the placement tests if they have a 

total TOEFL score of over 600. However, the mean score, as well as the highest 

TOEFL score among the exempt group, suggests that some students do, in fact, have a 

score of more than 600 on the TOEFL. One reason for having the students take 

placement tests is that they have submitted institutional TOEFL scores, which are not 

accepted as official TOEFL scores by the university (this policy follows recommendations 

made by Educational Testing Services, largely because there is no guarantee that every 

site administering an institutional TOEFL follows all of TOEFL’s procedures for test 

security and test administration). 

 

Table 4  

Average TOEFL Scores   
 
 N Reported N Mean SD Min-Max 
Intermediate 30 26 551.31 30.657 500-613 

Advanced  30 27 563.63 23.617 517-597 
Exempt 30 22 593.91 30.958 550-663 
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Another issue is that some students in the lower proficiency group frequently have 

higher TOEFL scores than those in the higher proficiency group. Although one student 

obtained 613 on the TOEFL, this student received a low writing score, and consequently 

placed into intermediate group. If this outlier is excluded in intermediate group, the 

average TOEFL score for lower placement group becomes 527.73. This may be in part 

due to the fact that students in the different placement groups in this setting do not 

have a significantly different range of TOEFL scores; rather, a narrow band between 550 

and 600 was observed. Thus, though the language proficiency of the students positively 

correlates with writing abilities to some extent, the overall proficiency scores do not 

directly correspond to writing ability. One reason for this is, since the  

TOEFL scores are good for two years, the scores students report do not always represent 

their current language proficiency level. In this study, placement levels are considered to 

find the extent to which language proficiency and textual features are related. 

 

Materials & Procedures 

The placement tests are administered twice a year, before each semester starts, but 

the academic language program has several test dates so that students with different 

arrival dates can take the tests. Each test date has different sets of placement tests to 

ensure test security. The entire placement test lasts for four hours, and includes one 

writing section, two listening sections (i.e., dictation, academic listening test) and two 

reading sections (i.e., gap-filling, reading comprehension test). In the writing section of 

the placement test, each student is given 45 minutes to write an argumentative essay 
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based on one of two general academic prompts. Students are allowed to take notes and 

make an outline, but they are not able to use dictionaries during the writing test. 

     As mentioned previously, after the writing tests are completed, three raters grade 

the writing samples using the hallmarks (see Appendix D). Although the students are 

eventually placed at one of three levels, intermediate, advanced, and exempt, the raters 

use six levels, with plus and minus for each level, on the writing sample to account for 

texts on the borderline of two levels. If the raters’ placement suggestions are markedly 

different, they discuss the writing exam based on the hallmarks to see if they can reach 

the consensus on final placement. If they cannot reach the consensus, then one or more 

administrative staff members read the essay and decide the final placement. During the 

training session, raters are provided with some sample essays from a different group of 

students, but it is not clear to what extent similar patterns within each group exist for 

raters to determine the placement of individual essays.  

For this study, the original copies of the graduate students’ essays, as well as their 

placement test results, were collected from the Fall 2004, Spring 2005, Fall 2006 

semesters. All of the essays were typed as they appeared, including misspellings and run-

on sentences. However, in order to calculate the number of K1, K2, and academic words, 

misspelled words needed to be corrected. Thus, misspelled words were corrected before 

analysis, and spell-checked documents were saved as separate copies.  

The students’ writing placement tests were then used to identify textual features 

according to different placement groups. As mentioned, 90 out of 179 essay samples 

were analyzed; these samples consisted of 30 essays each from the intermediate, the 

advanced and the exempt groups. In total, 31,552 words and 90 essays were analyzed in 
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terms of fluency, lexical features and syntactic features. In the analysis, I used different 

methods for counting the frequency of fluency and lexical features and the frequency of 

syntactic features. As for fluency and lexical features, an online word frequency text 

profiler was used that is made available at no cost by the Virtual Language Center 

(http://www.edict.com.hk/textanalyser/). A text profiler is basically a computer-based 

program that counts specified words in any text and yields values based on those 

specifications. This program was used to identify the total number of words for fluency, 

and the number of K1, K2, and academic words for lexical features found in each essay. 

In the literature, text length has been linked with high ratings on writing placement 

exams, so this feature is included in the analysis for fluency. K1, K2, and “off-list” 

indicate the amount of lexical variation found in a given text. K1 is found by finding 

the number of the most frequent 1000 words from the given text, and similarly, K2 is 

the following 1000 words after K1. Students in the lower placement group might use 

more from the K1 list. Students in the higher placement group might use more words 

from the K2 list, and, as such, indicate writing maturity.  

One final analysis for lexical features was a calculation of the number of academic 

words in each text. The Academic Word List (AWL), compiled by researchers at the 

Victoria University of Wellington, is the result of an analysis of a large (3,500,000-

word) corpus of academic writing (Coxhead, 2006). The AWL contains words that were 

found to be relatively frequent in academic texts, but that were not necessarily the most 

frequent words that appeared as measured through comparison with the General Service 

List, a compilation of the 2000 most common words found in the Brown Corpus. As 

such, the words found in the AWL are associated with more academic, or more 
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advanced texts. Using the text profiler, I counted the number of academic words in each 

of the writing placement essays used in this study. However, because of the nature of 

the program I used, some proper nouns and unrecognizable words were classified as 

being “off-list.” These “off-list” words were also considered to show lexical diversity in 

this study. To analyze the data, each essay was entered into the text profiling program, 

and the lexical features were automatically listed. In order to obtain descriptive data, the 

frequency counts of lexical features were saved in the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. I 

could then easily calculate the number of features found in texts at each placement level. 

As for syntactic features, a model was adopted from Hinkel’s research on be 

copula (2003b) and adverbial markers (2003a). Originally, Hinkel categorized be copula 

into be verbs, predicative adjectives, “there is/are” and “it-cleft.” In the process of my 

initial data analysis, I found that the students used different combinations of be verbs 

with the past participle, the present progressive tense and that clauses. Consequently, I 

added two more categories of be verbs: those preceding verbs in the past participle and 

present progressive tenses and those preceding a that clause. In terms of adverbials, 

Hinkel’s model indicates that adverbial markers include adverbs of time, place, manner, 

amplifiers, emphatics, downtoners, cause clauses, concession clauses, conditional clauses 

and purpose clauses (see Appendix E). The definition of adverbial markers was 

somewhat difficult to establish because the same words could function as two or more 

types of adverbs depending on the context. For instance, “in the world” was counted as 

a place adverbial, but “in 1945” was counted as a time adverbial. These syntactic 

features were identified and calculated by hand without using any computerized programs. 

It is also worth mentioning that I used percentages instead of word frequency 
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values in order to account for differences in text length. As a text gets longer, the 

frequency of each value is likely to appear more often. In order to avoid this problem, 

the ratio of each value was considered. Percentages were calculated separately for each 

syntactic and lexical feature in each essay (e.g., for be verbs, 8/168 = 4.76%). All 

percentages were then grouped according to level of placement.  

 

Data Analysis 

     First, all lexical and syntactic features were defined and highlighted in the students’ 

writing samples. I considered fluency and four categories (i.e., K1, K2, academic and 

“off-list” words) to account for lexical variety. For example, when the following text was 

copied and pasted into the text profiler, the total number of words was 80. As for 

lexical features, the percentage of K1 words was 85.0%, and the percentage of K2 

words was 6.25%. The percentage of academic words (i.e., “computer” “substitute” and 

“complement”) was 7.50%, and the percentage of “off-list” words (i.e., “it’s”) was 1.25%.  
 
Example 1. Because of all these advantage and effectiveness of computer right now, 

people is thinking whether the computer will substitute for human brain one day. In 
my opinion, it will never happen. I would like to say that the computer is great 
complement and improvement to human brain, but it will never substitute the thinking 
of human brains. Because it’s only a machine, made by human. If has no life, no 
thought, which is the most important characteristics of human brains. 

Be copula verbs were further categorized into six groups (i.e., be and predicate 

adjectives, be and past participle and present progressive verbs, be verbs preceding that 

clauses, “there is/are”, “it-cleft”, and the sum of all be verbs). In Example 2, there are 

two regular be verbs (i.e., are in the program, be our opinion), and two be verbs 

accompanying the past participle (i.e., are taught, is edited). Additionally, one be verb 
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and that clause combination (i.e., the reason is that), one “there is/are” structure (i.e., 

there is a very serious issue), and one “it-cleft” (e.g., it was honorable) appeared. 

 
Example 2. The reason is that education effects our/children’s way of thinking directly. 

Especially when we are still in the program of required education, we usually do not 
have own opinion about what we are taught so that what teachers tell us might be 
our opinion.  
At that time, Japanese nation had been taught that it was honorable to die for the 
emperor. Nowadays, there is a very serious issue regarding a history textbook, which 
is edited by some historians who believe the execution in Nanjing, China did not 
occur.  

     Finally, adverbial markers were classified into ten groups (i.e., time, place, manner, 

amplifiers, emphatics, downtoners, cause clauses, concession clauses, conditional clauses, 

purpose clauses; See Appendix E for the list of each adverbial marker). In Example 3, 

there are three time adverbs (i.e., in the early 1970s, thirty years ago, today), four 

adverbials of place (i.e., in northern Europe, away, in this ocean, in the Norwegian Sea), 

one manner (i.e., carefully), two downtoners (e.g., only), one conditional clause (i.e., if), 

and one amplifier (i.e., always). 
 
Example 3. Norway is a country in northern Europe. Our closer neighbors are Sweden 

and Denmark, but Great Britain is only 1 1/2 hours flight away. If you take this 
flight, you will only see water beneath you – the Norwegian Sea. The Norwegian Sea 
has always been important for the survival of the Norwegian people. The most 
important resource in this ocean is the fish that lives here, but in the early 1970s 
something else was discovered – oil and gas. The Norwegian oil adventure started 
carefully in the Norwegian Sea thirty years ago, but we all know the worlds need for 
oil today has never been bigger, and the price on it has never been higher.  

     After fluency, lexical and syntactic features were identified, the percentages of each 

lexical and syntactic feature were calculated separately in an Excel document. A one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to both gather descriptive data and 

measure whether any differences among placement groups were significant. Individual 

lexical and syntactic features were used as dependent variables, and the placement group 
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was considered to be the independent variable. The means in different placement groups, 

then, were compared using a Scheffé post hoc test to determine which differences among 

groups and within groups were significant.  

 

RESULTS 

 

I found strong correlations and differences that approached significance, as well as 

significant differences among placement groups. All writing samples were randomly 

selected to ensure equal distribution among groups and thus considered as equally rated 

from the same hallmarks system. The three placement groups were one independent 

variable, and there were 21 dependent variables of fluency, lexical and syntactic features. 

In order to reduce the number of dependent variables, I first rotated 20 variables with 

varimax; the variable for fluency was excluded because it was the raw number of total 

words rather than frequency values. The principle component analysis for 20 variables 

yielded nine components, but it did not produce any significant results that would reduce 

the number of variables. For instance, although the first factor had some meaningful 

connection with the be predicate, “it-cleft” and all be verbs, the other factors had either 

a combination of lexical and syntactic features or an insignificant value for one variable. 

It was impossible to reduce the number of variables due to the small number of writing 

samples. Consequently, this study is based on mostly comparing means of each group 

and suggesting a model for further investigation. 

 

Research Question 1: Do different levels of graduate students have similar fluency, 
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lexical and syntactic features in their writing placement tests?  

Fluency 

In the descriptive data, the average text length shows that the total number of 

words in the essays increases according to placement group (see Table 5). The average 

text length for the intermediate group was 292.57 while that of the exempt group was 

394.73. When the p value was set at p<0.05, Table 6 shows that the difference in 

length among groups was indeed significant (F=9.852, p=0.000). It is noticeable that the 

variability in fluency for the exempt group was much larger than in the other two 

groups. Also, the standard deviation for the exempt group was 101.33 while the other 

lower groups showed much less variability: 89.11 for the advanced group, 83.33 for the 

intermediate group. Scheffé follow-up tests indicated that comparing means among groups 

for the total number of words was significant in differentiating levels more between the 

intermediate group and the two higher placement groups than between the advanced 

group and the exempt group. This seems to indicate that fluency is significant to 

determine students’ placements in the intermediate and two upper placement groups, but 

becomes less defining in the advanced and exempt groups.  

 

Table 5  

Fluency: Average Text Length 
 

 N Mean SD Std. Error Min Max 
Intermediate 30 292.57 83.33 15.214 160 485 
Advanced 30 364.43 89.11 16.269 185 565 
Exempt 30 394.73 101.33 18.501 251 638 
Total 90      
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Table 6  

Fluency: One-way ANOVA 
 
   SS df MS F P 
Total words Between Groups 165209.356 2 82604.678  9.852  0.000*  
 Within Groups 729428.6 87 8384.237    
  Total 894637.956 89       

*indicates significance at p< .05 

Similar to the results of previous research, this study supports the idea that on timed 

tests, groups of students placed in higher placements produce more text than those 

placed in lower placements. 

 

Lexical Features 

Other than the number of total words, a comparison of the number of “off-list” 

words in each group indicated that there was a significant difference among groups 

(F=3.582, p=0.032) (see Table 1 in Appendix G). In order to determine the nature of 

the “off-list” words used by the students, I placed the first three essays from each group 

in the Vocabulary Profile program on the Internet, and collected “off-list” words for each 

group (see Appendix F). “Off-list” words were usually proper nouns such as “Japan, 

Korea, Hawaii, Microsoft, Excel” and also, they included some other parts of speech as 

follows: (a) brands (e.g., MSN, Yahoo, Amazon) ; (b) technology related words (e.g., 

keyboard, icon, television, online, Internet) ; (c) contractions (e.g., country’s, that’s don’t, 

wouldn’t) ; (d) some nouns (e.g., internationalization, era, prosperity, equity, refugee, 

disaster, workforce); (e) some verbs (e.g., disparage, rebuild, abuse) ; (f) some adjectives 

(e.g., rural, huge, innocent). Clearly, the “off-list” included some sophisticated words, and 

use of these words might contribute to lexical diversity. However, there was no real 
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direction for this difference in terms of placement because the advanced group had the 

lowest mean score compared to the other two groups. Without a more detailed analysis, 

it cannot be proved whether “off-list” words might have any connection to lexical variety. 

On the other hand, it seems that the essays in the exempt group had more “off-list” 

words than those in the other two groups. This could indicate that some of the 

vocabulary used by these students somehow added to the complexity of their texts. 

 

Table 7  

Lexical Features: Descriptive Data 
 
  Intermediate  Advanced  Exempt 
  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 
K1 80.91  4.33   83.21  5.36   80.91  5.37  
K2 4.97  1.75   4.64  1.67   4.36  1.64  
AWL 6.63  3.15   6.32  3.17   6.57  2.49  
Off-list 7.49  3.58   5.84  3.52   8.16  3.29  

 

Additionally, Table 7 shows that the intermediate and the exempt groups exhibited 

lower mean scores for K1 than the advanced group, which was the reverse pattern from 

“off-list” words. Since analysis of K1 did not yield any statistically significant 

differences among groups, it is hard to interpret any connection to the “off-list” data. In 

order to find any relationship between the K1 and “off-list” data, I used a Pearson 

correlation, and found a strong, negative correlation, which was -.756 at the 0.01 level 

(two-tailed), between these two lexical features. Since the lexical features were measured 

by the number of occurrences per total words, the advanced group, who produced one 

feature, such as K1 words, more than the other two groups, is likely to produce a fewer 
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use of other features. In spite of the fact that the advanced group exhibited lower means 

in K2, academic and “off-list” words than the intermediate group, the students managed 

to obtain a higher placement level. Similarly, the exempt group produced much fewer 

instances of K2 and academic words than the intermediate group. Therefore, the lexical 

features among the three placement groups are not distinctive enough to determine 

students’ placement, so it is somehow difficult to identify lexical variety among graduate 

students within a narrow band of language proficiency as well as with a limited choice 

of topics. Lexical variation among different placement groups might be found if the 

percentage of lexical errors or the level of lexical maturity is considered.  

 

Syntactic Features 

In terms of syntactic features, little difference was found in the use of be-copula 

constructions and adverbial markers among texts, though some features started to 

approach statistical significance. Use of the “be and past participle” structure (F=5.415, 

p=0.006) indicated that the higher placement group might use more passive forms than 

the lower group. In contrast, the lower placement group produced more “there is/are” 

structures (see Table 8). The mean of using “there is/are” construction for the 

intermediate group (Mean=0.408) was much higher than those for the higher placement 

groups (i.e., 0.291 for the advanced and 0.265 for the exempt). A higher use of the 

“there is/are” construction in the intermediate group suggests that the lower group tends 

to use more “there is/are.” It is quite common for students from L1 backgrounds with a 

topic-based information structure tend to overuse “there is/are” construction at lower 

proficiency levels, until they learn that English prefers to structure sentence information 
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on the basis of syntax, since English is a so-called subject-based language (Ortega, 2007 

personal communication). With more information about the L1 backgrounds of these 

essay writers, it would be possible to determine whether the overuse of “there is/are” by 

the lower group is related in part to negative transfer from their L1 of a preference for 

topic-based information structure. Thus, in order to find a relationship between “there 

is/are” construction and proficiency level, additional study is worthy to examine the texts 

of students with different L1 backgrounds. In sum, the “there is/are” construction has 

been found to correspond with less complex texts (Hinkel, 2003b), and “be and past 

participle” structure seems to appear more in the upper placement groups, which might 

suggest that “there is/are” construction is associated with simple texts whereas “be and 

past participle” structure is related to more complex texts. Further research is needed to 

determine whether the “be and past participle” construction adds to the complexity of 

texts and how it does so. 

 

Table 8  

Syntactic Features: Be copula 
 
  Intermediate  Advanced  Exempt 
  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 
BE 1.696  1.378   1.562  0.695   1.982  0.870  
BE+pp/ing 1.144  0.756   1.344  0.947   1.875  0.949  
Be+Clause 0.147  0.249   0.164  0.246   0.257  0.336  
There is/are 0.408  0.457   0.291  0.330   0.265  0.304  
It-cleft 0.333  0.595   0.369  0.311   0.282  0.280  
Be-copula 3.730  2.077   3.729  1.146   4.646  1.186  

 

Among adverbial markers, only differences in purpose clauses approached a 
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statistical significance among groups (F=2.822, p=0.065) (see Table 3 in Appendix G). 

Since the task given to these graduate students was to persuade their readers with their 

viewpoints, it is not surprising to find purpose clauses. The mean comparison among 

groups shows that the exempt group made use of purpose clauses more to support their 

opinions than lower placement groups, which might indicate that purpose clauses are 

likely to be found in more complex texts. However, cause clauses, which indicate causal 

relationships, were used a little less in the higher placement groups. Similarly, the use of 

place adverbials decreased with placement level. Both cause clauses and place adverbials 

might be easier for the intermediate group to incorporate into their texts; that is, these 

structures are likely to be found in less complex texts.  

There are two possible interpretations for these patterns of specific types of 

adverbial markers used in different placement groups. It might be that cause clauses and 

place adverbials were used by students in lower groups more than purpose clauses 

because the writing placement test was administered in a limited time and with limited 

resources, or it could be that these simple structures were appropriate for the topics the 

intermediate group chose. This probably suggests that the choice of adverbial markers is 

somehow related to the topic and the task of L2 writing. Another interesting pattern is 

that the intermediate group seemed to rely on cause and conditional clauses, whereas 

varied structures, such as cause, conditional and purpose clauses, were proportionally 

found in the exempt group’s texts. It might be interesting to examine whether 

implementing varied structures may differentiate different placement groups and how this 

will influence students’ texts in an overall rating. 

Additionally, previous research indicated that advanced students produced fewer 
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instances of emphatics in their writing (Hinkel, 2003a). However, the result of this study 

presented the opposite evidence: the increased use of emphatics was found in the higher 

placement group (see Table 9). According to Hinkel, emphatics are used to strengthen 

the veracity of a statement; as such, overuse of emphatics is not appropriate for 

academic formal writing. Although a higher use of emphatics is not related to lexical 

maturity in academic writing, it might be true that use of emphatics may vary according 

to individual differences, the nature of a task, and academic writing genres. 

Table 9  

Syntactic Features: Adverbial Markers 
 
  Intermediate  Advanced  Exempt 
  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 
Time 1.789  1.222   1.743  1.198   1.802  0.852  
Place 1.736  0.925   1.514  0.870   1.424  0.955  
Manner 0.540  0.621   0.571  0.532   0.551  0.544  
Amplifiers 0.870  0.638   0.787  0.560   0.849  0.743  
Emphatics 0.196  0.230   0.225  0.283   0.270  0.357  
Downtoners 0.735  0.604   0.496  0.414   0.676  0.517  
Cause 0.500  0.561   0.435  0.372   0.321  0.309  
Concession 0.148  0.263   0.153  0.231   0.046  0.115  
Conditional 0.424  0.541   0.230  0.276   0.307  0.271  
Purpose 0.090  0.263   0.120  0.207   0.264  0.403  

 

Finally, the advanced group displayed patterns of using some adverbial markers in 

a different way from the other two groups. For instance, the advanced group used fewer 

instances of amplifiers, downtoners, and conditional sentences, and produced more 

instances of manners and concession sentences than the intermediate and the exempt 

groups. Since the variability in most syntactic features used in the advanced group was 

smaller than in the other two groups, it is interesting to know whether the differences in 
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the selected areas of syntactic features can explain their L2 writing development in 

general. From the little evidence I found, it might be helpful to examine texts L2 writers 

produce qualitatively to determine how the texts interact with lexical and syntactic 

features according to topic, task, and language proficiency level. To sum up, little 

significant difference was found in the selected set of adverbial markers; however, the 

results identified some interesting patterns for further investigation.  

 

 

Research Question 2: What is the relationship between students’ language proficiency 

placements and the degree of complexity in a set of selected areas of L2 writing? 

Although I did not originally intend to use students’ TOEFL scores as a variable, 

it is clear that this test tends to show a positive correlation with students’ writing 

abilities. The exempt group had a higher mean TOEFL score (i.e., 593.91) whereas the 

lower placement group had a lower mean TOEFL score (i.e., 551.31). The minimum and 

maximum of the TOEFL scores in each group showed that the students at each level of 

placement had a wide range of TOEFL scores, and that some students’ scores overlapped 

with those of students in the other placement groups (see Table 4). It is also clear that, 

since students’ TOEFL scores appear to be quite close, it might be difficult to obtain 

any significant textual differences among different placement groups.  

Since some students in the different placement groups had similar TOEFL scores, I 

decided to first examine whether the students with the same TOEFL scores had similar 

lexical and syntactic profiles. Furthermore, the student with the highest TOEFL score in 

the intermediate placement was compared with the student with the lowest TOEFL score 
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in the advanced and the exempt placement groups to see if the lexical and syntactic 

features of these students’ texts reflected their placement regardless of their language 

proficiency test. 

 

Students with the Same TOEFL Scores 

     To start with, I examined a standard language proficiency test, TOEFL, and found 

at least three students in each of the different placement groups had the overall TOEFL 

score of 587. All of these nine students from different placement groups had the same 

TOEFL score, but their lexical and syntactic features tended to follow their own 

placement groups. For instance, the average text length of three students from each of 

the different placement groups increased according to placement level (see Table 10). 

The average length of text for the intermediate placement level was 320 while that of 

the exempt group was 403. Although these nine students had the same TOEFL score, 

587, the text length varied significantly between essays of students’ in the lower 

placement group and those in the two upper placement groups. It appears that the 

averages of students’ text lengths followed a similar pattern to their own placement 

groups; however, two advanced students actually received a higher TOEFL score than 

two exempt students. Thus, the text length did not clearly measure the difference 

between the advanced and the exempt placement groups. The fluency measure could not 

be the best measure to distinguish the level between the advanced and the exempt 

placement groups when their overall language proficiency test scores are about the same.  

 

Table 10  
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Fluency 
 
  Student #1 Student #2 Student #3 Average 
Intermediate 340 277 343 320 
Advanced 470 291 432 398  
Exempt 387 386 436 403 

 

The data shown from Table 11 through Table 13 contain only the average value of 

three students in each group, and the original data with all values can be found in Table 

1 through Table 3 in Appendix H. In terms of lexical features, the advanced group 

received a higher value for K1 words, but marked a lower value for “off-list” words 

(see Table 11). The lexical profiles of the three advanced students followed a similar 

pattern to those of all advanced students’ essays. There is no real direction among three 

groups except K2 values, which indicated that the use of K2 words increased according 

to placement level. However, the positive correlation between K2 and placement group 

observed in this selected number of students was reversed when all ninety students were 

compared. Therefore, lexical variety selected for this study did not produce any 

significant findings among a selected number of students with the same TOEFL score.  

 

Table 11  

Lexical Features 
 
 Intermediate (%) Advanced (%) Exempt (%) 
K1 77.84 83.25 81.31 
K2 3.88 4.157 5.093 
AWL 10.87 6.69 6.97 
Off-list 7.41 5.903 6.627 
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With respect to syntactic features, the students displayed tendencies similar to their 

own placement groups. The two higher placement groups made use of “be and past 

participle” more often than the lower placement group (see Table 12). In contrast, the 

“there is/are” construction  

 

Table 12  

Syntactic Features: Be copula 
 
 Intermediate Advanced Exempt 
Be 1.49  1.24  1.40  
Be + pp 1.07  1.86  1.98  
Be + clause 0.00  0.44  0.00  
there is/are 0.22  0.37  0.34  
It-cleft 0.29  0.64  0.42  
All be 3.06  4.56  4.14  

was most often used by the advanced placement group, which implies that the “there 

is/are” construction does not relate to the simplicity of texts within this selected number 

of students; rather, the use of the “there is/are” construction seems to reflect simply a 

matter of individual difference. Thus, the previous observation that “there is/are” was 

more frequent as a whole for the intermediate group and that it might be a choice 

related to negative transfer from their L1 needs to be taken as tentative only. 

Among adverbial markers, I could not identify any predictable pattern among the 

three different placement groups. They neither followed a pattern similar to their 

respective placement groups in general, nor was any significant difference found across 

different placement groups for students with the same TOEFL score. However, the 

exempt placement group managed to incorporate the most adverbial markers into their 

texts. They tended to use fewer instances of time, place, and cause clauses, and more 
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uses of conditional, concession and purpose clauses than the other groups (see Table 13). 

Further research is required to investigate if a wide range of use in adverbial markers 

would indicate syntactic maturity, and if less use of cause clauses and more use of other 

clauses might mean syntactic complexity. 

Table 13  

Syntactic Features: Adverbial Markers 
 
 Intermediate Advanced Exempt 
Time 1.22  1.79  0.97  
Place 2.46  1.34  1.31  
Manner 0.34  0.19  0.69  
Amplifier 0.73  1.74  0.69  
Emphatics 0.31  0.14  0.64  
Downtoners 0.49  0.49  0.42  
Cause 0.56  0.64  0.40  
Conditional 0.12  0.00  0.09  
Concession 0.20  0.37  0.49  
Purpose 0.00  0.00  0.33  

Thus, it seems that the students with the same TOEFL score but different 

placement levels exhibit similar syntactic features to their own placement groups. For 

instance, the exempt group implemented more use of “be and past participle” and 

purpose clauses as well as varied adverbial markers in their texts. This implies that the 

language proficiency test alone might not be useful to determine a student’s writing 

placement because students with the same TOEFL score exhibited distinctive writing 

abilities, to some extent, in terms of fluency and syntactic features. However, when a 

placement decision for graduate students who score within a narrow band of 550 to 600 

in TOEFL is made, text length and passive forms may be used to predict writing ability. 

 

Students with Abnormal TOEFL Scores in the Group 
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     As mentioned in the method section in this study, a few students’ TOEFL scores 

overlap across other placement groups. For example, one student in the lower placement 

group obtained a much higher TOEFL score than average students in all placement 

groups, and another student in the higher placement group received a much lower score 

than average students in all placement groups (see Table 14). Although the student in 

the intermediate group received a score of 613 on the TOEFL, the total number of 

words in his or her essay was 248, which was below the average of the lower 

placement group (M=292.57). Additionally, the two students in the upper placement 

groups produced much shorter texts than average students in their placement groups. It 

might be true that the student with the highest TOEFL score received a lower placement 

because he or she did not provide sufficient text to support his or her writing ability. 

However, it is difficult to define the placement for the two students in the upper 

placement groups simply by counting the total number of words in their essays. Since 

fluency has been proven to be the best measure to determine placement level in this 

study, it would be interesting to find why these two students’ placement decisions were 

made, if not due to the length of their essays. 

 

Table 14  

Fluency  
 

  
TOEFL 

Average TOEFL 
for the placement 

group Total words 
Average length for 

the placement group 
Intermediate 613 551.31 248 292.57 
Advanced 517 563.63 243 364.43 
Exempt 550 593.91 271 394.73 
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In addition to the fluency measures, these three students did not share similar 

lexical features with their own placement groups. For example, the student with the 

highest TOEFL score in the intermediate group showed below average use of K1 words, 

but above average use of K2 words (see Table 15). On the other hand, the student with 

the lowest TOEFL score in the exempt group used above the average percentage of K1 

words, but below the average percentage of all other lexical features. The student in the 

intermediate group achieved higher TOEFL score and produced more instances of K2, 

academic and “off-list” words than the student in the exempt group, which might 

indicate that overall language proficiency influences lexical diversity, in a sense. However, 

when I read these essays, I discovered that the intermediate student repeated phrases 

such as “access information” and “by Internet” (see Appendix I). Although the 

intermediate student produced fewer lexical errors, he or she used fewer numbers of 

idioms, collocations and varied vocabulary. In contrast, the exempt student implemented 

varied and more complex vocabulary, though he or she produced more misspellings. 

Further research of lexical errors and lexical complexity is needed to determine the 

writing quality of students with different proficiency levels. Therefore, upon examining 

students’ texts carefully, it seems that the selected lexical features did not fully explain 

what type of vocabulary would affect students’ writing placement. 

 

Table 15  

The Percentage of Lexical Features among the Three Students 
 

  Intermediate student  Advanced student Exempt student 
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(Mean for the placement) (Mean for the placement) (Mean for the placement) 
K1 73.79 (77.84) 79.84 (83.25) 84.5 (81.31) 
K2 7.66 (3.88) 7.41 (4.157) 4.06 (5.09) 
AWL 9.68 (10.87) 9.47 (6.69) 5.17 (6.97) 
Off-list 8.87 (7.41) 3.29 (5.90) 6.27 (6.63) 

 

Table 16  

Lexical Density for the Three Students: Type-and-Token Ratio 
 

  Intermediate 
student 

Advanced 
student 

Exempt 
student 

Words in text (tokens): 248 243 271 
Different words (types): 116 125 177 
Type-and-token ratio: 0.47 0.51 0.65 
Onlist Tokens: 226 234 253 
Onlist Types: 105 118 160 
Onlist Type-Token: 0.46 0.5 0.63 
Onlist Families: 94 101 143 
Onlist Family/token: 0.42 0.43 0.57 
Onlist Family/type: 0.9 0.86 0.89 

 

     Since the examination of lexical features did not provide a clear picture of the 

features that influence placement decisions, I examined the type-and-token ratios of the 

three students’ essays in the same online text profiler program. Table 16 shows that the 

type-and-token ratio of the students’ essays increased according to students’ placement 

levels. Consequently, when considering lexical features in students’ essays for placement 

decisions, it might be useful to examine lexical richness (e.g., lexical variation, 

percentage of lexical errors, and lexical density) which Engber (1995) implemented for 

his study. 

In respect to syntactic measures, the students in the different placement groups 

produced more instances of “be and past participle” and all be verbs according to 
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placement level (see Table 17). It seems that passive forms and be copula might predict 

placement decisions even for the students with distinguished language proficiency test 

results. However, the “there is/are” construction, in contrast to the previous findings, was 

more incorporated in the texts of the exempt group. This might be related to their 

language proficiency or first language background. It requires further investigation to 

explain whether the “there is/are” construction is actually linked to simpler texts. 

 

Table 17  

Syntactic Features: Be copula 
 

  Intermediate 
student 

Advanced 
student 

Exempt 
student 

Be 2.419  2.058  1.476  
Be+pp/ing 0  0.823  1.476  
Be+clause 0  0  0.738  
There is/are 0  0.823  1.107  
It-cleft 0.403  0  0  
All Be 2.823  3.704  4.797  

 

Additionally, the student in the exempt placement group made use of purpose 

clauses in their text while he or she produced fewer instances of place adverbials and 

cause clauses (see Table 18), which, based on observations made earlier in this study, 

could presumably measure syntactic complexity. From a close reading of their texts, I 

have found that the exempt student used different types of time expressions that reflect 

more colloquial English, such as “back in history” and “today,” or that provide more 

information by using adverb clauses (see Appendix I), such as “in this 21st century the 

time when we have enough supplies.” Also, this student used complex subordinating 



 49 

clauses such as “where every country has settled down” to modify the noun “earth.” 

Obviously, this student produced more words per sentence, so I examined the total 

number of T-units and Clauses as well as the number of words per T-unit and per 

clause (see Table 19). The number of words per T-unit in the exempt student’s essay 

(M=20.21) was much higher than that of the intermediate student’s essay (M=11.76). In 

addition to T-units, the ratio of clauses increased according to placement level. Since 

these features are often used to  

measure syntactic complexity (Polio, 2001), it might be useful to include them as 

complexity 

 

Table 18  

Syntactic Features: Adverbial Markers 
 

  Intermediate student Advanced student Exempt student 
Time 1.210  4.115  2.952  
Place 1.613  2.881  0.369  
Manner 0 0.823  0.369  
Amplifiers 0.806  1.235  0 
Emphatics 0 0 0 
Downtoners 0 0.412  0.738  
Cause 0 0.412  0 
Concession 0 0 0 
Conditional 0 0 0.738  
Purpose 0 0 1.845  

Table 19.  

Complexity: Frequency and Ratio Values for T-units and Clauses 
 
  Intermediate student Advanced student Exempt student 
T-unit 21 20 13 
clause 26 23 23 
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words per T-unit 11.76  12.10  20.21  
words per clause 9.54  10.52  11.74  

 

measures. 

In a nutshell, students with higher language proficiency scores tend to produce 

longer texts, and more instances of the “be and past participle” structure and purpose 

clauses, whereas lexical features were not significantly different among the three 

placement groups. Although students’ language proficiency has a positive correlation with 

fluency, the language proficiency test alone cannot predict placement level. Moreover, it 

is suggested that examining other lexical richness measures (e.g., lexical variation, lexical 

density, lexical errors), and syntactic maturity and complexity (e.g., passive forms, the 

“there is/are” construction, total words per T-unit) might be helpful to explore L2 

students’ writing ability in timed essays. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Overall, the text length, measured as total words per essay, was the only 

statistically significant variable among the three placement groups. By contrast, lexical 

diversity, measured by frequency of K1, K2, academic, and “off-list” words, did not 

indicate any differences among these graduate students’ essays. As mentioned above, 

these graduate students were already accepted into a graduate program, so their 

proficiency levels were similar. In other words, the textual features of the essays 

produced by these students might be indistinguishable because they have, more or less, 



 51 

similar language proficiency. Among syntactic features, “be and past participle” and 

purpose clauses approached statistical significance; nonetheless, it was difficult to predict 

the patterns of other syntactic features, largely because the three placement groups were 

homogenous in terms of language proficiency, education level, and task performed, which 

included similar topic and genre.  

In spite of the lack of significant results in this study, I did identify some 

interesting patterns in the mean comparisons; that is, some features appear more in lower 

placement groups whereas other features can be found more frequently in the texts of 

the exempt placement group. The selected features in relation to placement group were 

classified as being characteristics of simple texts, if the lower placement group produced 

these features more often than the upper groups, and complex texts, if the upper 

placement group incorporated these features more often in their writing (see Table 20). 

This study supports previous findings that lower placement groups overuse the “there 

is/are” construction; thus, the “there is/are” construction is linked to simpler texts. In 

contrast, the use of passive forms (i.e., “be and past participle”) was reported to be 

found in the upper placement groups’ writing, which might suggest that passive forms 

are related to more complex texts. Even though certain structures are preferred by one 

placement group or another, it is not easy to discover whether the use of certain forms 

indicates learners’ acquisition of the structures, and whether the acquisition of these 

structures has some hierarchy in developing second language writing ability.  

 

 

Table 20  
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Syntactic Features 
 

 Simple texts Complex texts 
Be-copula There is/are 

 
Be and past 
participle 
Be and clauses 
All be verbs 

Adverbial markers Place 
Cause clauses 

Emphatics  
Purpose clauses 

 

Contrary to previous studies (Hinkel, 2003a), use of emphatics in this study was 

higher among upper placement groups. This might imply that use of emphatics is not so 

much related to language proficiency, but somehow connected to the nature of the task 

at hand, such as writing an argumentative essay. Accordingly, Grant and Ginther (2000) 

reported that use of emphatics increased with proficiency level, which marked “the stance 

of the writer” (p. 133). In the literature, Li’s (2000) study supports the idea that the 

nature of a task is linked to linguistic features. Li examined the linguistic characteristics 

of 132 samples of email writing by ESL students in tasks that varied in terms of 

rhetorical purpose, the presence of an audience, and task structure. The linguistic features 

of the students’ emails were analyzed with respect to syntactic complexity, lexical 

complexity and grammatical accuracy. The results indicated that syntactic, lexical and 

grammatical differences existed in tasks between narrative writing and persuasive writing. 

Also, tasks with audience interaction led students to produce linguistically more complex 

texts. Additionally, the students produced a higher level of syntactic and lexical 

complexity in the non-structured tasks than in the structured ones. Li (2000) stated that 

when students wrote linguistically more complex texts, they paid less attention to 

grammatical accuracy, showing the trade-off effects in the process of second language 
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writing. Thus, further research is needed to support whether and how the use of 

emphatics is related to simpler texts. 

In addition, some new patterns appear from this study. The use of “be and past 

participle” structures and purpose clauses appear more in the exempt placement group, 

whereas cause clauses and place adverbials were preferred by the intermediate group. It 

is not clear whether use of specific types of adverbial markers can be linked to 

proficiency level because certain forms appear more complex and, thus, less frequent to 

the lower placement groups. Instead of finding specific structures linked to the 

complexity of writing, it might be intriguing to ask whether the higher placement group 

might be more apt to implement varied structures within a limited amount of time and 

how we can measure the number of varied structures used in a single essay. 

     As far as the design of the study is concerned, the choice of examining lexical 

and syntactic features was made in order to test whether certain features would mark the 

degree of complexity; therefore, identifying these features would simply tell which 

placement level a second language learner belongs to. In fact, the lexical features 

selected for this study were not significantly different among the three placement groups, 

which implies that the types of vocabulary, such as K1, K2 and academic words, did 

not vary so much among these graduate students. Thus, lexical density, the number or 

the types of lexical errors, and lexical variation should also be taken into account for 

further study. While examining the students’ essays, I noticed that modifiers, especially 

adjective clauses, could measure syntactic complexity to some extent. For instance, the 

student in the exempt group tended to modify noun phrases with adjective clauses, which 

increased the number of words per T-unit (see Appendix I). Consequently, the number of 
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adjective clauses per essay could be used to measure syntactic complexity, and 

examining types of modifiers (e.g., adjectives before nouns vs. adjective clauses after 

nouns) might suggest syntactic maturity as well.  

     Also, based on the Grant and Ginther (2000) study, other syntactic features (e.g., 

nouns, nominalizations, varied verb tenses, modals, passive constructions) and lexical 

features (e.g., hedges, conjunctions) might be considered to reveal detailed differences 

among placement groups. Even though I found distinctive linguistic features that might 

mark placement levels, it might be necessary to consider paragraph-level or overall essay 

writing (e.g., organization, cohesion, style). Merely focusing on the sentence-level features 

of second language writers’ texts might not be enough to understand their writing ability 

because it could be that the exempt students’ essays were well-organized, easier to 

follow and used more varied structures than those of the intermediate students. Although 

L2 writing has become more essential for academic success in the target academic 

community, little is known about the characteristics of second language writing; this 

knowledge might help design ESL writing curriculum as well as facilitate students’ 

placement testing. Further research is needed to explore the relationship between second 

language writers’ texts and their L2 writing development. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Although the analysis of syntactic and lexical features did not yield the statistically 

significant results necessary to make generalizations about the L2 English writing 

placement essays I examined at each level, some significant differences among the levels 
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were found. For example, students placed at higher levels tended to produce longer texts. 

Moreover, students exempted from the academic language program used significantly 

more “be and past participle” structures than students placed at either level. These 

findings are both consistent with existing studies of L2 English essays. In addition to 

these patterns, differences in the use of purpose clauses among groups also approached 

significance. Also, the use of “there is/are” constructions and emphatics suggested, from 

the mean comparisons, the direction of L2 writing development. This indicates that with 

a larger sample size, these texts might also show significant differences among features 

used by students at varying levels of placement.  

Identifying syntactic and lexical features of essays written by L2 learners at 

varying levels of proficiency is useful for at least two reasons. First, knowledge of how 

these features are represented in L2 texts written by learners at different levels of 

proficiency will allow an ESL program to create a detailed scoring rubric for writing 

placement tests. That is, understanding how the frequency of certain textual features in 

L2 texts contributes to the complexity of such texts will allow raters to consistently 

place students according to level. Also, recognizing which syntactic and lexical features 

actually contribute to the academic nature of a text can facilitate the development of 

materials and methods for teaching L2 writing. Teaching students to understand how the 

use of certain features, such as lexical variety, adverbials and be clauses, increases the 

complexity of an essay could aid in the development of academic writing skills. 

Despite the significance or near significance of the findings, this study is not 

without its limitations. As mentioned, the small sample size (90) of texts may have 

affected the results. Also, with an increase in sample size, other methods of coding data, 
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such as corpus analysis could be employed. More significantly, because the students 

placed by the language program represent a narrow band of fairly advanced proficiency, 

I was not able to find features that discriminate well among levels. However, in the 

context of this language program, it is important to find well-defined discriminators 

among different levels with similar language proficiency. In future research, more essays 

written by students with similar writing abilities should be included to investigate the 

variety of texts necessary to truly categorize features of simple and complex texts. 

Furthermore, I was not able to exclude outliers simply because I did not know whether 

I should base the decision on TOEFL scores or fluency, which is consistent across levels. 

From the comparison among students with abnormal TOEFL scores, it might be better to 

eliminate outliers based on TOEFL scores because students with higher or lower than 

average TOEFL scores revealed different linguistic characteristics. In other words, textual 

features should be compared among students with similar proficiency. 

One final way in which I could improve this study is through the modification of 

the features I examined. As mentioned in the discussion, additional features such as 

hedges, modal verbs, passive voice and subordination (e.g., adjective clauses) could be 

considered to measure syntactic complexity. I could also divide the existing categories in 

order to reflect specific differences among texts. For instance, simple time and place 

adverbials (e.g., yesterday, here) could be separated from more complex expressions (e.g., 

for the past two hundred years, in third-world countries). With these changes, it might 

be possible to determine exactly which lexical and syntactic features contribute to the 

complexity of L2 English texts. 
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APPENDIX A 
Studies on the structure of L1 and L2 writing (based on Silva, 1993) 
 
General Specific focus Study  Findings  

Kaplan, 1966 “Thought patterns” of the written English texts of L1 and L2 
writers were contrasted 

Norment, 1982, 
1984 

Distinct organizational patterns in the written English texts of 
different groups were found. 

Burtoff, 1983 Distinct patterns of logical relations were reported, which was 
described as culturally preferred. 

Rhetorical 
patterns  

Kobayashi, 1984a, 
1984b; 
Oi, 1984 

NES writers tend to write toward a general to specific 
(deductive) rhetorical pattern while native Japanese writers tend 
to write toward a specific to general (inductive) pattern. 

No rhetorical 
pattern 

Xu, 1990 No significant differences were found in the structure of 
expository paragraphs of NES and ESL writers. 

Transfer of 
rhetorical 
patterns 

Norment, 1984, 
1986; Santiago, 
1970 

L1 and L2 writings of ESL writers showed strong similarities in 
the patterns of logical relations such as explanation, addition and 
illustration across languages 

General Textual 
Patterns 

L2 proficiency 
effect on L2 
rhetorical pattern 

Cook, 1988 Native Spanish writers wrote significantly more disunified 
paragraphs in English than in Spanish. 

Native Arabic 
speakers 

Mahmoud, 1983 L2 writers’ arguments showed less paragraphing, less rhetorical 
connectedness, a looser segmental structure, less variety and 
more errors in the use of conjunctive elements, and less explicit 
formal closure. 

 Connor, 1984 L2 writers produced less adequate justifying support for their 
claims and less linking of preceding sentences  

Native Japanese 
speakers 

Oi, 1984 L2 writers used more mixed arguments, more argument 
alterations, and more often ended their argument in a different 
direction. 

Argument 
structure  

Native Arabic Ouaouicha, 1986 L2 writers provided more data but fewer claims, warrants, 
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speakers backings and rebuttals, etc. 
Native Korean 
speakers 

Choi, 1988a, 1988b Some elements such as claim, justification and conclusion were 
missing, and L2 writers used indirect strategies. They preferred a 
situation + problem + solution + conclusion pattern. 

 Kamel, 1989 Fewer audience adaptation units, a lower percentage of claims, a 
higher percentage of data units and warrants were found in L2 
texts. 

 

 Yu & Atkinson, 
1988 

Less effective linking of arguments were used in L2 texts. 

 Harris, 1983 L2 writers less often mentioned on most of the narrative points, 
and more often omitted essential scenes than NES writers. 

Native Thai 
speakers 

Indrasuta, 1987, 
1988 

L2 writing showed more use of first person singular, more 
backdrop setting (setting, time and place, is not important) as 
opposed to the integral setting (characters, action, and theme are 
closely interwoven and thus setting is essential), less action, and 
more focus on mental states. Narrative patterns in English were 
closer to those in their L1 than those used by NES writers. 

Narrative 
structure 

Native Chinese 
speakers 

Lin, 1989 L2 texts contained fewer complete episodes and fewer mentions 
of entities in episodes than their L1 versions. 

Features of 
essay exam 
responses 

 Hirokawa, 1986 L2 writers were less able to answer essay question in an 
appropriate way due to lack of rhetorical means 

 Campbell, 1987a, 
1987b, 1990 

L2 writers were less efficient in incorporating information from 
the reading. 

Textual 
manifestations of 
the use of a 
background 
reading texts 

 Frodesen, 1991 L2 writers had more difficulty in interpreting the background 
reading text and less reference to the background text. 

Reader 
orientation 

 Scarcella, 1984b L2 writers used fewer and a smaller range of attention getting 
devices. They also used fewer transition sentences, more 
clarifying devices, and more often overspecified their themes. 
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 Native Arabic 
speakers 

Atari, 1983 L2 writers more often started their topic sentences with a broad 
statement about a general state of affairs. 

General terms Campbell, 1987a, 
1987b, 1990 
Park, 1988; 
Yu, 1988; 

L2 texts were less complex, less mature and stylistically 
appropriate, and less consistent and academic with regard to 
language, style, and tone. 

Hu et al., 1982 L2 texts were more direct, explicit, and authoritative in tone, 
less personal comparison, and more use of strong modals. 

Oi, 1984 L2 writers used more hedges and superlatives 

Specific terms 

Dunkelblau, 1990 L2 writing showed less variety in stylistic device use. 

Morphosyntactic 
/ stylistic 
features 

Linguistic 
differences 

Cummings, 1990; 
Carlson, 1988; 
Dennett, 1985, 1990; 
Gates, 1978; Hu et 
al, 1982; Kamel, 
1989; Lux, 1991; 
Mann, 1988; Oi, 
1984; Park, 1988; 
Reid, 1988, 1992; 
Silva, 1990 

L2 writers produced more but shorter T units in sentences. The 
sentences contained fewer but longer clauses. In terms of 
connections, they used more coordination, simple coordinate 
conjunctions, less subordination, fewer subordinate conjunction 
openers.  
With regard to modification, L2 writers used fewer modifiers 
overall, more unmodified nouns and pronouns, fewer nonclausal 
modifiers per T unit, fewer adjectives, fewer possessives, fewer 
verb forms used as noun modifiers, fewer prepositions and 
prepositional phrases, fewer definite articles and fewer free 
modifiers. Additionally, L2 writers used more pronouns, more 
conjunctions, less passive voice, and more initial and fewer 
medial transitional devices. 

Cohesive devices Almeida, 1984; 
Connor,1984; 
Hafernik, 1990; Hu 
et al., 1982; 
Indrasuta, 1987, 
1988; Mahmoud, 
1983; Oi,1984; 

L2 writers used more conjunctive ties though Almeida found 
they used fewer and fewer lexical ties. They also used fewer 
synonyms and collocations and showed less variety in their use 
of lexical cohesion, and less control over L2 cohesion resources 
overall. 

Lexicosemantic 
features 

Lexical repertorie Carlson, 1988; Hu 
et al., 1982; 

L2 writers used shorter and vaguer words and that their showed 
less lexical variety and sophistication. Increased awareness of 
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 Linnarud,1986; Reid, 
1988; Webb, 1988 

metaphorical qualities of language was found, but no L2 effect 
of metaphors used for catechresis.  

 

 
 
APPENDIX B 
 
Studies Focusing on Writers’ Texts (from Polio, 2003, p. 40-41) 
 
Main 
focus 

Specific focus Study Research question Technique Approach 

Engber, 1995 How does overall writing quality correlate 
with other characteristics of a text? 

Holistic scale Correlational Overall 
quality 

 

Tsang, 1996 How does a particular program of writing 
instruction affect overall writing quality? 

Analytic scale Experimental 

Hamp-Lyons & 
Henning, 1991 

How can various writing traits be reliably 
and validly measured? 

Holistic scale Correlational  Linguistic 
accuracy 

 

Robb et al., 
1986 

What is the effect of various types of 
feedback on linguistic accuracy? 

Error-free T-units Experimental 

Ishikawa, 1995 How do L2 writers’ texts change over 
time? 

 Causal-
comparative 

Bardovi-Harlig 
& Bofman, 
1989 

How do different groups of writers’ text 
differ? 

Clauses/T-unit Causal-
comparative 

Syntactic 
complexity 

 

Coombs, 1986 What does a group of writers’ writings 
look like with regard to syntactic 
complexity?  

Document 
analysis 

Qualitative 

Lexical 
sophistication 

Laufer & 
Nation, 1995 

What is a valid and reliable method of 
lexical quality?  

Lexical frequency 
profile 

Causal-
comparative 

Lexicon 

Lexical Engber, 1995 What measures of lexical quality correlate Type/token Correlational 
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variation with overall quality?  
Lexical errors Kobayashi & 

Rinnert, 1992 
How do writers’ texts differ on different 
tasks? 

Errors/words Experimental 

Content Quality  Hedgcock & 
Lefkowitz, 1992 

How do different type of feedback affect 
the content of an essay? 

Holistic scale Experimental 

 High-level 
propositions 

Kepner, 1991 How do different types of feedback affect 
the content of an essay? 

Number of 
propositions 
showing a 
variety of 
cognitive process 

Experimental 

 Topics Valdes et al., 
1992 

How do students’ writing differ at different 
levels of proficiency? 

Document 
analysis 

Qualitative 

Mechanics  Tsang, 1996 How does a particular program of writing 
instruction affect overall writing quality? 

Holistic scale  Experimental 

Discourse 
features 

Quality Devine et al., 
1993 

How do different groups of writers 
organize a text? 

Holistic scale Causal-
comparative 

 Organization Schneider & 
Connor, 1990 

How do high- and low-rated essays differ? Topic-structure 
analysis 

Causal- 
comparative 

 Metadiscourse Allison, 1995 What are some characteristics of NNSs’ 
essays regarding assertions? 

Document 
analysis 

Qualitative 

 Cohesion Reynolds, 1995 How do NS and NNS essays differ? Analysis of 
lexical Repetition 

Causal-
comparative 

 Register Shaw & Liu, 
1998 

How does L2 writing change over time? Range of 
features 

Causal- 
comparative 
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APPENDIX C 

Exemption Criteria 
Any student who has English as a second language and has been admitted to the university is exempt from evaluation by the ELI if any of the 

following can be documented: 
 
a. The student is a native speaker of English. 

b. The student has received a score of 100 or better on the internet-based TOEFL, a score of 250 or better on the computer-based TOEFL, or a 

score of 600 or better on the paper-based TOEFL. 

c. The student has received a score of 460 or better on the verbal section of the GRE. 

d. The student has received a score of 540 or better on the verbal section of the SAT if taken before March 2005, or a score of 540 or better on 

the critical reading section if taken in March 2005 or thereafter. 

e. The student has received a combined score of 48 on the reading and English sections of the ACT and neither subscore (reading or English 

sections) is lower than 21. 

f. The student has an Associate of Arts degree from a community college within the University of Hawai'i system.  

g. The student has obtained the equivalent of 60 transferable semester credits with a GPA of 2.0 or better, all earned in classroom settings at 
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regionally accredited colleges or universities in the United States, or from colleges or universities whose academic standing is recognized by the 

University of Hawai'i and where English is the primary language of instruction. 

h. The student has completed 6 years of full-time schooling with English as the medium of instruction at a middle school, high school, college, 

or university in Australia, Canada (except Quebec ), Ireland, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, or the United States.  Documentation of all six 

years is required. 

  
Used with permission from the English Language Institute    

APPENDIX D 

ELI Writing Hallmarks        Version 1.6           21 November 2002 

Graduate students 

 Content Organization Vocabulary Grammar Fluency 

Exempt 
Shows high 
proficiency 
In L2, knowledge and 
control of academic 
writing genres/ 
conventions common 
in US universities 

Paper shows evidence 
of: 
• Clear point/argument 
• Complexity of 

thought/ analysis 
• Insight on the topic, 

rather than mere 
description 

• Ample supporting 
evidence, detail and 
examples 

• Command of 
rhetoric, evidence of 
writing style 

Paper is: 
• Cohesive 
• Well-developed 
• Unique (not 

formulaic) 
• Marked by clear 

transitions, 
appropriate use of 
transitional phrases 

 

Paper has: 
• Wide variety of 

vocabulary 
• Appropriate use of 

idioms 
• Few problems with 

collocations 
• Few problems with 

word choice 
 

Paper has: 
• Some errors, but 

none that interfere 
with comprehension 

• Complex sentence 
structure (e.g., 
complex 
coordination, 
subordination, 
embedded questions, 
etc.) 

 

Amount of writing is: 
• Suitable for level of 

analysis and/or 
amount of time 
provided to write the 
paper 

ELI 83 Paper shows evidence Paper is: Paper has: Paper has: Amount of writing is: 
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Shows some 
knowledge and 
control of academic 
writing; needs to 
develop L2 
proficiency, writing 
abilities, and/or 
awareness of genres/ 
conventions common 
in US universities 

of: 
• Clear, developed 

argument, but may 
be simplistic 

• Some insight on the 
topic, but may lack 
depth 

• Effective support, but 
evidence and 
examples may be 
general or vague 

• Cohesive 
• Somewhat formulaic 

(e.g., 5 para essay 
format) 

• Marked by 
appropriate 
transitions, with 
some misuse/overuse 
of transitional 
phrases 

 

• Varied vocabulary 
• Some problems with 

collocations 
• Some problems with 

word choice 
 

• Several errors (e.g., 
tense/aspect, pre-
positions), but 
typically do not 
interfere with 
comprehension 

• Some correct 
complex sentence 
structure; evidence of 
other (incorrect) 
attempts 

• Suitable for level of 
analysis and/or 
amount of time 
provided to write the 
paper 

ELI 73 
Needs to develop L2 
proficiency; notable 
unfamiliarity with and 
general lack of 
control of academic 
writing; would benefit 
from at least two 
semesters of ELI 
writing instruction. 

Paper shows evidence 
of: 
• Undeveloped or 

unclear argument 
• Simple topic 

description/ 
restatement, but with 
little insight 

• A general lack of 
supporting evidence, 
detail, examples 

• Redundancy of ideas, 
argumentation 

Paper is: 
• Not cohesive 
• Formulaic (e.g., 5 

para essay format), 
or lacking 
organization 

• Marked by absence 
of clear transitions 
between ideas, or 
simple sentence-level 
transitions used at 
paragraph level (e.g., 
first, next, then) 

Paper has: 
• Notably limited 

vocabulary 
• Repetition/overuse of 

certain lexical items 
• Numerous problems 

with word choice 
• Incorrect collocations 

 

Paper has: 
• Numerous errors that 

typically interfere 
with comprehension 

• General lack of 
sentence complexity 

 

Amount of writing is: 
• Unsuitable for level 

of analysis and/or 
amount of time 
provided to write 
paper 

Used with the permission of the English language Institute,  
University of Hawaii at Manoa 
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APPENDIX E  
 
Adverbial markers used in this study 
 

TIME PLACE MANNER AMPLIFIERS EMPHATICS DOWNTONERS CAUSE  CONCESSION  CONDITIONAL  PURPOSE  
after across abruptly a lot + com adj awful(ly) (a) few as (even) though if In order 

that 
already at actively absolutely certain(ly) (a) little because although unless in order to 
at last away actually altogether clear(ly) a bit due to whereas whether so as to 
at last away from appropriately always complete(ly) a good/great deal for while  so that 
during from _ to _ bravely amazingly definte(ly) all but since    
finally here briefly awfully exact(ly) almost     
for in brightly badly extreme(ly) as good/well as     
from now into broadly by all means for sure at all     
immediately out carefully completely great(ly) at least     
in out of constantly deeply indeed barely     
just there continuously defintely no way basically     
last/next/past 
month 

 eagerly downright outright dead + adj     

last/next/past  enthusiastically enormously pure(ly) enough     
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time 
last/next/past 
year 

 especially entirely real(ly) fairly     

now  evidently even + adj/N something 
awful 

hardly     

nowadays  fast ever strong(ly) in the 
least/slightest 

    

on  fortunately extremely sure(ly) just     
since xxx  frankly far + com adj total(ly) maybe     
soon  freely far from it tremendous(ly) merely     
then  generally forever V+ a lot mildly     
til  globally fully  nearly     
today  gradually greatly  not a 

bit/thing/person 
    

until  honestly highly  not too     
up to now  in general hugely  only     
xxx day  locally in all aspects  partially     
yesterday  manually in all/every 

respect/way 
 partly     

  morally much + adj  perhaps     
  normally negative verb+ a 

thing 
 practically     

  obviously never  pretty     
  openly not half bad  probably     
  particularly perfectly  quite     
  peacefully positively  rather     
  permanently severely  really     
  precisely sharply  relatively     
  privately so + adj/v/adv  scarcely     
  quickly strongly  simply     
  quietly terribly  slightly     
  radically too + adj  somewhat     
  remotely totally  sufficiently     
  rightly unbelievaly  to certain extent     
  roughly very  to some extent     
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  seriously very much  truly     
  silently well  virtually     
  sincerely        
  specifically        
  strictly        
  suddenly        
  truly        
  truthfully        
  widely        
  wisely        



APPENDIX F  

Off-list words  

 
Intermediate  Advanced  Exempt 
Electronic 
Amazon 
Microsoft 
MSN 
Update 
Excel 
Keyboard  
Icon  
Bachelor’s, PhD 
Japanese/Japan 
Suicide 
Abuse 
Pyramid 
Triangle  
Pension 
Burden 
Country’s, that’s, don’t 
China 
Modernist 
Criminals 
Disparage 
Barrier 
Seashore 
Rural 
Rebuild 
Huge  

Chinese 
Tibetan 
Compulsory 
Nationality 
Kindergarten 
Era 
Hawaii 
Thailand/ Thai 
Manpower 
Online 
Prosperity 
Lifestyle 
Television 
Internet 
Equity 
 

Internationalization 
Exportation 
Americans 
India 
Satellites 
Telephonic systems 
Workforce 
Buffet 
Nepalese 
Optimistic viewpoint 
Bonus 
Household 
Korean 
Patrol 
Refugees 
Innocent 
Disasters  
wouldn’t 
destiny  
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APPENDIX G 

Table 1  

Lexical Features: ANOVA Table 
 
   SS df MS F P 
K1 Between Groups 105.662  2  52.831  2.074  0.132  
 Within Groups 2215.915  87  25.470    
 Total 2321.577  89     
K2 Between Groups 5.592  2  2.796  0.984  0.378  
 Within Groups 247.249  87  2.842    
 Total 252.841  89     
AWL Between Groups 1.649  2  0.825  0.095  0.910  
 Within Groups 757.682  87  8.709    
 Total 759.332  89     
Off-list Between Groups 85.982  2  42.991  3.582  0.032  
 Within Groups 1044.214  87  12.002    
  Total 1130.196  89        

 

 

Table 2  

Syntactic Features: Be copula ANOVA 
 

   SS df MS F P 
BE Between Groups 2.759  2  1.380  1.319  0.273  
 Within Groups 91.002  87  1.046    
 Total 93.761  89     
BE+pp/ing Between Groups 8.556  2  4.278  5.415  0.006  
 Within Groups 68.729  87  0.790    
 Total 77.285  89     
Be+Clause Between Groups 0.208  2  0.104  1.328  0.270  
 Within Groups 6.829  87  0.078    
 Total 7.037  89     
There is/are Between Groups 0.352  2  0.176  1.286  0.282  
 Within Groups 11.897  87  0.137    
 Total 12.249  89     
It-cleft Between Groups 0.116  2  0.058  0.328  0.721  
 Within Groups 15.329  87  0.176    
 Total 15.444  89     
Be copula Between Groups 16.801  2  8.401  3.582  0.032  
 Within Groups 204.034  87  2.345    
  Total 220.835  89        
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Table 3  

Syntactic Features: Adverbial Markers ANOVA 
 
   SS df MS F P 
Time Between Groups 0.056  2  0.028  0.023  0.977  
 Within Groups 106.020  87  1.219    
 Total 106.076  89     
Place Between Groups 1.542  2  0.771  0.916  0.404  
 Within Groups 73.212  87  0.842    
 Total 74.754  89     
Manner Between Groups 0.015  2  0.007  0.023  0.978  
 Within Groups 27.955  87  0.321    
 Total 27.970  89     
Amplifiers Between Groups 0.112  2  0.056  0.132  0.876  
 Within Groups 36.885  87  0.424    
 Total 36.997  89     
Empatics Between Groups 0.084  2  0.042  0.481  0.620  
 Within Groups 7.564  87  0.087    
 Total 7.647  89     
Downtoners Between Groups 0.927  2  0.464  1.731  0.183  
 Within Groups 23.307  87  0.268    
 Total 24.235  89     
Cause Between Groups 0.489  2  0.245  1.338  0.268  
 Within Groups 15.909  87  0.183    
 Total 16.398  89     
Concession Between Groups 0.219  2  0.109  2.420  0.095  
 Within Groups 3.933  87  0.045    
 Total 4.152  89     
Conditional Between Groups 0.576  2  0.288  1.952  0.148  
 Within Groups 12.830  87  0.147    
 Total 13.406  89     
Purpose Between Groups 0.517  2  0.259  2.822  0.065  
 Within Groups 7.971  87  0.092    
  Total 8.488  89        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX H 

Table 1  

Lexical Features for Three Students from Different Placement Groups 
 
  Intermediate  Advanced  Exempt 
 #1 #2 #3 M  #1 #2 #3 M  #1 #2 #3 M 
K1 254 217 276 249  370 235 390 331.7  303 318 363 328 
% 74.71 78.34 80.47 77.84  78.72 80.76 90.28 83.25  78.29 82.38 83.26 81.31 
K2 7 12 18 12.33  23 16 9 16  17 27 17 20.33 
% 2.06 4.33 5.25 3.88  4.89 5.5 2.08 4.157  4.39 6.99 3.9 5.093 
AWL 50 27 28 35  57 13 15 28.33  32 16 37 28.33 
% 14.71 9.75 8.16 10.87  12.13 4.47 3.47 6.69  8.27 4.15 8.49 6.97 
Off-list 29 21 21 23.67  20 27 18 21.67  35 25 19 26.33 
% 8.53 7.58 6.12 7.41  4.26 9.28 4.17 5.903  9.04 6.48 4.36 6.627 
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Table 2  

Syntactic Features for Three Students: Be copula 
 
  Intermediate Advanced Exempt 
 #1 #2 #3 M #1 #2 #3 M #1 #2 #3 M 
Be 8 1 6 5.00  4 3 8 5.00  6 4 7 5.67  
% 2.35  0.36  1.75  1.49  0.85  1.03  1.85  1.24  1.55  1.04  1.61  1.40  
Be + pp 3 4 3 3.33  3 9 8 6.67  8 7 9 8.00  
% 0.88  1.44  0.87  1.07  0.64  3.09  1.85  1.86  2.07  1.81  2.06  1.98  
Be+ clause 0 0 0 0.00  3 0 3 2.00  0 0 0 0.00  
% 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.64  0.00  0.69  0.44  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  
there is 0 1 1 0.67  2 0 3 1.67  2 1 1 1.33  
% 0.00  0.36  0.29  0.22  0.43  0.00  0.69  0.37  0.52  0.26  0.23  0.34  
It-cleft 0 0 3 1.00  3 1 4 2.67  1 3 1 1.67  
% 0.00  0.00  0.87  0.29  0.64  0.34  0.93  0.64  0.26  0.78  0.23  0.42  
all be  11 6 13 10.00  15 13 26 18.00  17 15 18 16.67  
% 3.24  2.17  3.79  3.06  3.19  4.47  6.02  4.56  4.39  3.89  4.13  4.14  
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Table 3  

Syntactic Features for Three Students: Adverbial Markers 
 
  Intermediate  Advanced  Exempt 
 #1 #2 #3 M  #1 #2 #3 M  #1 #2 #3 M 
Time 5 2 5 4.00   2 9 8 6.33   2 3 7 4.00  
% 1.47  0.72  1.46  1.22   0.43  3.09  1.85  1.79   0.52  0.78  1.61  0.97  
Place 10 5 9 8.00   8 0 10 6.00   5 4 7 5.33  
% 2.94  1.81  2.62  2.46   1.70  0.00  2.31  1.34   1.29  1.04  1.61  1.31  
Manner 1 2 0 1.00   1 1 0 0.67   0 8 0 2.67  
% 0.29  0.72  0.00  0.34   0.21  0.34  0.00  0.19   0.00  2.07  0.00  0.69  
Amplifier 2 2 3 2.33   11 3 8 7.33   6 2 0 2.67  
% 0.59  0.72  0.87  0.73   2.34  1.03  1.85  1.74   1.55  0.52  0.00  0.69  
Emphatics 0 1 2 1.00   2 0 0 0.67   0 3 5 2.67  
% 0.00  0.36  0.58  0.31   0.43  0.00  0.00  0.14   0.00  0.78  1.15  0.64  
Downtoners 0 0 5 1.67   2 1 3 2.00   0 4 1 1.67  
% 0.00  0.00  1.46  0.49   0.43  0.34  0.69  0.49   0.00  1.04  0.23  0.42  
Cause 1 3 1 1.67   2 1 5 2.67   1 1 3 1.67  
% 0.29  1.08  0.29  0.56   0.43  0.34  1.16  0.64   0.26  0.26  0.69  0.40  
Conditional 0 1 0 0.33   0 0 0 0.00   0 1 0 0.33  
% 0.00  0.36  0.00  0.12   0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00   0.00  0.26  0.00  0.09  
Concession 1 0 1 0.67   2 0 3 1.67   3 0 3 2.00  
% 0.29  0.00  0.29  0.20   0.43  0.00  0.69  0.37   0.78  0.00  0.69  0.49  
Purpose 0 0 0 0.00   0 0 0 0.00   0 2 2 1.33  
% 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00   0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00   0.00  0.52  0.46  0.33  

 

 



APPENDIX I 
 

Intermediate student 

I believe Internet technology has been the biggest technological change in Japan 

and other countries, and will be for the future too. It provides us the freedom to 

access information, the equal opportunity to access information and the choice to 

access information. 

     By Internet, we can access information anytime from anywhere. For example, 

we can buy an e-book 2:00 AM in the morning, and start studying immediately. We 

can download the music, even middle of the class to enjoy listening on the way back 

to home. The Internet technology gives us freedom to access information regardless 

time and place. 

     By Internet, we can access information which either has not been available or 

has not been easy to access. For example, we can access most of financial reports of 

the companies. We can access criminal records of the convicted felon. Most of 

information on the Internet is available to everyone who accesses Internet. The 

Internet technology gives us equal opportunity to access information.  

     By Internet we can access wide variety of information from headline news to 

porn videos. We can spend all day long on Internet researching the project or just 

surfing for our interest. We have a risk drawing in information. It’s our responsibility 

to choose information to access. 

     Internet technology has changed our society dramatically. I believe Internet is 

the most powerful tool for the freedom. However, we have to consider our 

responsibility to how we use information on Internet. It should not harm our life. 

 

Advanced student 

In the era of globalization, technology has changed especially in terms of 

transportation and communication, farming technology and educational technology. 

Nowadays, transportation and communication has totally changed. In the past, the 

fammous models of transportation are walking and carts which are pulled by cows or 

buffaloes. It took time to go to one place to another. But now transportation and 

communication is very convenient. There are a lot of kinds of communication. For 

instance, now that I am in Hawaii, I can easily talk to my family in Thailand 
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through taking telephone or through e-mail.  

     In the past, we use animals like buffaloes or cows, and manpower to help work 

in the farm. Nowadays, we use machines instead of animals and manpower. Machines 

make working in the farm easier, and get more products. 

     The most important change is educational technology. In the past, teachers only 

used talk and chalk. Contrary to nowadays, computer plays important role in 

educational system. We can learn online, even we are in any part of the word. In 

addition, there are enomous information sources for both teachers and students. The 

most important, students can learn anywhere and any time. So to speak, computer 

help educational system more effective than in the past.  

     On the whole, modern technology helps people have more convenience than in 

the past. Importantly, people can communicate, have plenty of food and get good 

education. Live on earth are happy because of modern technology. 

 

Exempt student 

A Korean soldier was captured and died cruelly during the war between Iraq 

and the Untied States of America. The scene of his death was spread out online and 

people were in sorrow without being able to state a word when they watched it by 

any accident. 

     Back in history, there were endless wars among countries or within a country 

with diverse reasons. They were to conquer the better places for people, to appeal 

hostilities of religious or racious differencials, or to show its power off. It did 

happened almost every year in history when there were no development of tequenics, 

science, and mordernized educations in order to obtain better lives. 

     Today, however, we live on earth where every country has settled down, has 

florished with unique cultures, and own lives. We speak out about globalization, 

trades, agreements and treaties to achieve mutual development that each of us can 

grow up at the same time in this 21st century the time when we have enough 

supplies, hi-tequologies, international institutes and good education. Under any 

umbrella of political or economical reason, war or any action accompanied suffering 

should not be abused. There is further wise way if we keep the best consideration of 

peace that guarantee smiles, no death and no poverty in one’s family. We are to be 

wise enough to find alternatives. 

     Various United Institutes and International organizations are working as well as 
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hoping toward the peaceful world. They believe, so do I, that one day the dreams 

will be come true if all people look and move toward the same direction where 

countries can be brothers and sisters.



 


