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. ) SR This studyaexamlned aspects of the wrltlng perfor—': o
: mance '0of 144 native Engllsh speakers in Grades 6 through 11,
. ‘,' : and 181 French-speaking learners. of English as a second
. . language (ESL) in Grades 9 and 11. Composltlons descrlblng
the action in a fllm were analyzed for a number of features:
overall length, syntactlc complexity (as. determlned by Tvunlt

and error -free T-unit’ measures), frequency and types of . \
errors, and lexical chorce. Co . ’
The.analysis of overall length,and ‘of T-units reyealed
- . that, although the- older ESL group wrote the longest composi—
' tions, when mean T -unit length (and especially mean erxror-

free T- unit’ length) was calculated the syntactlc complex1ty
P ‘of the composltlbns of the ESL learners was far below that

of much younger native speakers. .

P

The 1nvest1gat10n of errors revealed that, while the

older ESL learners wroteé much more, the same types of errors :

appeared with almost the same relative frequency ih the compo-

sitions of the older and'younger'ESL grbups. Erxors of the -
B \ same type as those aopearing in ESL learners' compositions -

also occurred in the native 5peakers' wrltlng, but, the over-

( ’ all frequency was much lower. .
, o Y
’ The analysls of\lex1cal cholice showed that the ESL
writers used more general and imprecise lexical items more
3 frequently than the native speakers. There was evidence of
transfer from French inf the ESL - compos1tlons, but there were

also cases where acceptable cognates were not used.
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T NTRODUCT ION

¢

>

The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to
research on the ass‘essrt;ent of profici'ency in second
langu;age writing. ' This study was »undertaken to invelsti;
gate the writingperformancetfof learners of English ;s a
soecond language (ESL) by comparihg it to that of native

English speakerf, through the examination of a variety o

of-features in the writing of both groups.

i

Backgroun - ' ' L

‘ A ;ecent three-year longitudinal ;stud>y-l of ESL
-legrne‘rs in Quebec schools y.i?lded a great deal of data
on the students' second language development. Over thié
period ordl languatie samples from 176 subjects, both in
theif ESL class and performipg an oral communication task

. \
outside of class, were recorded, transcribed and analyzed.

lThis research was funded by grants to P.M. Lightbown and

B. Barkman, principal investigators, TESL Centre, Concordia
University, by the Language Programs Branch of the Depart-—
ment of the Secretary of State of Canada, and by the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. .,

-

o




In order to further investigate the se.con'd languag'e
de\'relopment of these formally-instructed learners, and

to compare it to their oral performance, written data

'were‘also collected. from some of Ehe subjects. - Both

ﬁ/
oral and written data from Engllsh native spea,}g.ers of .

i

a comparable age and' background were also- obtalned These
data were used to verlfy the instruments used :L‘n the
research and to 1nvest1gate possmle explanatlons for
differences in usage ’;between “the natlve and non-natlve
spf’ilé’ers. Des;cz:iptixie compositions written. by the E'SL‘/
learners and the native English speakers form the data
base for’ the present study. ‘

: ¥,

The writing of the various rq/roup\‘s in this'study

e

will be described first on measures of length - including -
those which are said to reflect syntactic complexity.
Then, an investi‘g‘ation of gramma’éical correctnéss - that

i's, the type and freq‘uency of the errors in the wr.1t1ng

of bgth. ESL learners and native speakers of _English - w111

be presented Last, there w:.ll be -a brief dlSCUSSlon of

dlfferences and similarities in lex:.cal cho;Lces.

? P ' .
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Plan of.the Thesis : _‘ > .
In the rest of this chapter egsummary of previous

research into the asseesment of syntactic development

~in writing wili.be presented. This will include a dis-

‘cussion of the literature on: (l)(syntacfic development

in the writing 'of native sﬁeakers of English, (2) the

."and (3) investigatlons and tomparisons of the writing

.
5 ¢ . . 1
. . . . J/

use of objective measures of length and syntactic _

complexity to gauge language proficiency in ‘ESL writing,

of native and hbn;native spdakers of English and other

. languages. This will be followed by a description of the

! v . -
tiond for” further research will be offered.

The Assessment of Syntactic Ability

scope Qf’the present study and the research questions it
e S ‘
addresses. . ' T

W

- > .

In Chepter 1I, the subjecteeand proceduree for the

”

“o
collection and afalysis of the data will be descrlbed.

@

The resulta of the analy51s will be given in C\ﬁpter III.
\ bl

These results Wlll be dlscussed in Chapter IV, and }n

Chapter V the investigation‘will be summarized and sugges-

3 W
P
‘.
LN

” .
¥ . ’ R

Vo
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-~ The measuremgnt of growing language proficiency has

* .

long been a concern of researchers. There has been con-

51derable 1nperest in tég development qﬁ a convenlent
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‘features common te the writing-of groups of learners lat

‘various levels of

have been develope

assess-the

>,

Al

Syntactic

- ‘9—

~
roficiency. °Retently, some measures

o examine syntactic growth. "These

£ Eﬁg}i h/and have sﬁbsequent y been used to

langua
L)

Y of ledfrners of ESL.

$f .‘7 Ty

T | 7

Development in the Writing, of Native Speakere

, of. English
//\\ Trad

ability wa

mature wri

longer,gpe

,l'

~

V4 K

itionally, one medsure of growing syntactic o
- ,

s sentence lengtl. ' It was‘thought that more
. L . )
ters would write more complex, and’ therefore

v K

ntences. However, th\s~measure proved an

“unreliable indicator of increased syﬁtactlc skill, since
N A
it 'did not take into account such features as the

e#cessive
writers.
his breakf
school but
tbentm we
'eophi;tica
oihqtion,

e
/

. -t
-

coordinatiop common in the;language of younger

A septence such as "John got up and he ate ‘

ast, then he bfushed his’ teeth and he went to
it was Saturday so the school was closed and

nt home"/;s lmp;e551ve£y long but.not very

ted syntactically../TPete is no use of subor-

!

embeddings or any of 'the other various transfor-

.
. Ce
\)A | n
p .
5
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mations that characterize thgﬁyritiﬁg of more mature
3 \( M \ e——

writers. / §

¢ -
~
.

The shortcomings '‘of* the sentence length measure

| .
. led to the development of another measure, .called the

-~

'} )
""T-unit" - (minimal terminable.unit) by Hunt (1965) or

/

"communication unit" by Loban (1976). A T-uniit is

1
y

' defined as a main clause plus its modifiers (including

)
subordinate clauses). Therefore, such a sentence as:

*

T"I met a man/- and hé was wéaring pink pyjamas" would

corlsist of two T-units, while "I met a man who was
£, : : 3 ’
wearing pink pyjamas" would be considered one T-unit.

L

There hévé been a number of extensivé studies of
the syntactic development —‘as measﬁfed by mean T-unit
length - of the language of native Engiish-speaking '
school children. Loban (1976),'in a L2—yeér longitu—
din?insﬁudi of the langﬁagé‘develQPMent of 6ver 200

' schoo%)children, found that gvékége communication unit

~ .
-

length increased, both in speébh and in writing, as the
students matyred. Hunt (1965) studied the. landadse of
échbol children at three gradé.levels (Grades 4, '8 and

. 12) ,ds well as the writing of adult profeQEional writers.

. )
'

0'bonnell, Griffin and Norris (1967) in a study of the

1
P

. syntax of kindergarten and elementary school children

’
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All these studies indi-

also used the T-unit measure,
cated that there was a 51gnf1cant increase in T-unit
length at hlgher grade levels (although not necessarlly

from one year to the next). They concluded that 1ncreased

. > . . . .
T-unit length reflects increased syntactic complexity.

fhis complexity is_a,result of increased subordination,”
embeddings and modification - the ability to include
mote,information in a T-unit through the use of more
sophisticated syntactic trahsformations. .

QQe of the coﬁcerns.of thefe researchers, aldng
with developing and validating an ef ficient and reliable
ihdicetor oflsyntactic growth, was to determine which
syntactic structures were common_to‘writers at ‘various

stages of‘development. One way the different transfor-

mations were examined was through the use of a rewrite
passage - particularly one developed and used by 0'Donnell-

(1965) and commonly known as the "Aluminum Passdge" - in

i

which students‘were asked to combine short sentences to’

make longer ones.

One outcome of this analysis of the language of

Ehglish-speakiné school -children has been the recoﬁmen&a—'.‘

~tion to include more sentence combining exercises in the

[

school curriculum to accelerate the development of

-
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L) S

syntactic skill. Experimentél evidence (as reporﬁed by

Hu: t (1977)) has shown greater syntactic growth in

!

* the writing of students&instructed in this way, as

a

compared to ¢hose not so instructed.

© ¢
]

T-Unit Analysis of the Language of ESI Learners

o

A recent direction of research with second lan- '
guage leéfne}s has been towards the validation of T~&ﬁit
measures as indicators of oGéfall proficiency ip the)- //’
secondflanguage. This area of investigation has been >
pursued’ by researchers who wanted to find a convenient
and'reliable measure that wqgld seive as an "index of
development" - one that would make it easy to assess and
. compare all ESL learners (Larsen-Freeman, 1979). If
students who had the highest siofes on, for example,
the TOEEL examination (test‘of Engl%sh as a foreign,

langiage) were also shoyn to’write'thg:iongeét T;units,
-then it might be possible to evaluate overall skill in
the second language by Eimply calculating T-unit length ‘
in writingfsamples.- But since second language learners
are unlike native speage{f of English in that they producé
\ m

more errors, re&searchers have developed measures of error-~

free T-units (EFTUs) as well as thelorﬁéinal T-unit

- ' .
?

measures used to investigate native speakers' writing.

N ~ »
}
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. Séopt and Tucker' (1974) studied the language of
. %

3

Arabic-speaking ESL learners and found an increase over
time in the percentage of EFTUs they produced; in both

oral and written daéa. They‘also found that the ovgrall

.

) T-unit length of these learners increased over the period
"4 M . 'y
« 7of time of' the investigation;«one term of intensive ~

English instruction) - from a level comparable to Grade ,5
"~ to a Grade 7 level in the studies atNwe speakers.
¢ . A % .
‘ ) In a croséiséctional study, Latsen-Freeman and ’
. “+ '

Strom (l9i7) looked at many factors that contribute to
» writing ability; including features that make compositions
‘more,"naﬁive—iike" (suchwaé writing-mechanics and ofgéniza_
~tion), errors and measures of.length.including T-units
,ahd EFTUs. Compositions were assigned Eo one of five
. proficiency levels based on holistic ratings.’ The re-

searchers concluded that the most promising measures on

which to base an index of development were mean T-unit

v




wand TCEFL scores. A similar conc}nsion was reacHed in’
: ]

Ta study by Perkins (19380). Numbéf of EFTUs, the'r‘mean

94
7
L
—_—
, .
. .
R 4
\l,\g\ A

¢

& 1

five‘proﬁiciency levels. In this case, students' levels

were determined by overall scores on a university en-
»

trance placement examination. ,

Vann (1979), studying both the ong} and written /
. ' . /

language of Arabic;speaking studénts; also found that

~

: . o
measures taking errors into account best correlated with

proficiency level as measured both by holié@ié ratings™
5 \
\

length, number of errors per EFTU and' total number of

¥

! . 3 ‘ » . L) !
errors per' composition all were good discriminators of

proficiency. level as determined by holistic ratings.

Two, studies by Sharma (1979, 1980) also concluded that,
measures including error, particularly mean length of

EFTU, appeared to be the most promising indicators of \

~ r

proficiency since they correlated{be§t with both holistic

ratings and university entrance test scores.

.

. AN

In other studies, the usefulness of regular T-units

\ R o
alone as indicators. of proficdiency has.been investigated.

/ ,
Kameen (19279, 1981) found gat simple ﬁ—unit length
correlated significantly with proficiency levels as

determined by holistic /atings. In a study of 300 compo-

) y T
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'sitiqns‘written by ESL students at six levels of pro-
. ficiency, Flahive and -Snow (1980) found that mean T—unlt
\

length alone appeared to correlate well with profLCLency

level (determined‘by holistic ratings). Neither of.these v

studies looked dfrectly at EFTUs.

] ! - ' . ) o

.\ ’ In otheg cases, even the usefulness of mean T-unit
length as an ﬁndicator of proficiency might be called
into question. Arthur (1979) found that the measure
that correlated bese with teacher'rankings of composi- '
\¢ions was overall length. In a study of the %inguisticm
&aturity of native—speaking eleven.;eEE:Bld sehool¥
chgldren, Rlchirdson, Calnan Essen and Lambert (1976)
foéhd that prodtctivity (i.e., overall length) was
strdhgly.relatéz to teachers ratlngs of their pupils
o ‘ on a var1ety1of measures ,of scholastlc aptitude,. whereas

' there yas a very weak relation between these rankings and

I ah Tgpnit length. i . .
- y - é,' .

Comparlsons of the Writing of Native and Non—Natlve
Speakers ofi English

14

. + There afe few stydies in which the writing profi- «

.ciciency of ségond language learners has been directly

compared to thét of monolingual native speakers. 1In.an

experiment\invoﬂying bilingual (Eleish—French and ‘
o v . ’
\ .

’ \ ' ’
N

Fd

’
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Braun and Klassen (1973) showed that T-uni

‘compared to Grade 4). Owverall, however, t
, i

English~-German) and narive_English-speakinE schoolchildren,
] length was
-

|

greater for all groups at higher grade levils (Grade 6
e monolingual
English students were/superior to the othef grouﬁé‘in all .

the measures used, including T—unit iengthL

|

-
- ' »

- N .

. . |
Compositions written on a similar topic by fifteen

A cbliege ESL learnérs and fifteen native speakers of

i

"Englfsh (also college sfudents) were compared by Perkins .

o~

and Leahy (1979) Although the native speakers wrote
con51derably more EFTUs and made fewer. errors per T—unlt

than the ESL learners, the researchers found that the

-

dlfference in mean EFTU length between the two groups

~

was not significant. P \

} 1
Syntactic Develggment in the Writing of Learners and
SEeakers of Languages other than English

4 Some research. has also been undertaken into the

development of writing proficiency, or groWihg syntactid

S o

skill, in languages other than English. Hunt (1977)

.reported~that studies using réwrite passages with
speakers of various Asian languages revealed similar
patterns of syntactic growth and emerging syntactic “

N

)_

ﬁ;;



- ¢ features to those found in the studies of native speakers

of English. *
. (‘ ]

) -

-

| . Mon;oe (1975) investigated the syntactic develop-
ment of college students learning French. A rewrite

»fpassage_was administered te students from freshman to

~

graduate status, as well as to a group of adult native

' speakers. A number of objective factors of syntactic
‘ . . \

development were measured. There was a trand for mean

o L
T-unit length to be ‘greater at higher levels, with

significant differences being, found at two-year inter-

vals, and between‘gra@uate students and native French

. ) speakers.

a

A’ similar investigation of the writing'of four
- ' N L . ' !
. -levels of college learners of German and German pro-

fessional Writers was conducted by Cooper (1976). There

£

was an increase in T-unit length across the five levels,

- L4

- with significant differences between any two-year

intervals and between graduate students and the ﬁatiye—

speaking journalists. _Compéring his results to those of

4,

Hunt, Cooper reported that his subjects.showed a more

rapid growth in synﬁagtic develoﬁment than the Engliéh-
] .
speaking schoolchildren of Hunt's study. Botﬁ Monroe

s
4
'

[N
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s

and Cooper found that increases in T-unit length in

" the writing of their second language learners were

. . ’ I
based on the use of syntactic devices simirég to those.

s

-which increased vthe T-unit length of firgt language

learners.

Critidisms. of T-Unit Analysis .

-

There has been some criticism of T-unit analysis

.

" by both first and second langﬁageAresearchers..\O'Donnell

" (1976), 'in pointing qQut the limitatiohs of the use of

T-unit measures. in first‘languagelstudies, mentioned

3 . . ) ' R \ 14 - "
their inconsistency in measuring the structural complex-
0 1 R N ‘ *

W
-~

ity of the writing of individuals in various modes. He
N b ' . )
discussed other models, such as a syntactic density

scale¢ proposed by En@icotf (1973). In this scale, diﬁ—"

.

ferent transformations and morphemes are given values.
The totals for these features are divided by the number
of ‘words ire the T-unit to give Q;SYntactic complexity

. B ‘ . , , : '
ratio. Although such a measure would pin201nt differences

4

in T—qniﬁs/that would otherwise be considered édgquivalent,

O'Donnell concluded”that, to reveal developmental dif-

v

ferences of groups insa large and diverse enough sample,

"an analysis of T-unit length alone, which is much less

complex and equally effective, was pieférabla.
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Gales (1980) disgussed the limitations of T-unit

1

analyéﬁs in second language research. Nevertheless, .

1

he concluded that the T-unit is a more useable measure

than other proposed indices of syntactic complexity,

since it is easy to apply and quantify. To those who !
i

criticized the validity of the T-unit as an overall

. \ T
index of language proficiency, he pointed out: "All

. - -
that is claimed by T-unit analysis-based research is

N

that learners considered to be‘ét an advanced level

{by tﬁe criteria of langﬁage‘proficiency test scores or
language course level) tend to produce longer EFTUs

ané’a higher ratio of EFTUs to total T-Units" (p.\57; but
see Larsen—Freemén, 1979). He mentioned Ehe necessity .
of collecting several agmplgs of dat$ from individual;

since variation in stylistic choice can cause varying

_‘T—unit length. Gaies also stated that T-unit analysis

¢

can be useful to reflect similér stages in syntactic

development in native ‘and nqn—nativewwfiting. .But he
noted that one difference in the quality of hative and
non-native wri£ing is that errors occur in second language
data that do’ not in first lanéuage data, and with mﬁch

0
greater frequency. For this reason, T-unit-analysis
N ' ‘ . [
ﬂay not be appropriate for use with subjects at low
levels of proficiency where the incidence of .error 1is

./‘ )
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8% '

so high as to interfere with anderstaqding and the

ability to tabulate T-units.

-

Scope of the Present Study

This study of the free writing of ESL learners and
. . : / N ;
native speakers of English is intended to investigate

a number of research questions which arise from previous
, . . ,

investigations of writing proficiency, particularly in

8
‘

the area .of syntactic development.

xS &
< Y

~

The ESL learners whose writing was analyzed in
the studies described in the review of previous research

were all at college or college entrance level, that is,
studying or about to begin studying in universities

where English was the principal or only medium of instruc-
- b ’ “
tion. As such, they were more mature learners of ESL

v -

than the high school learners whose writing was examined

in this study. Therefore, the first question to be
/ ,

« -

addressed is:

1. the applicability of measures sf length, ‘includ-

ing T-units and EFTUs, to the writing of learners in the

early stages of their ESL development.



-

There has been cbnsiderablé’interest in the vali-
dation of these measures as indicators of overall pro-=
ficiency in the second language. Thé-next question,
khen, concefns: ‘ .

2, the usefulness of such measures as indicatofs

of syntactic development and proficiency in .ESL for the

subjects of this study.

of the writing‘of native and non-native speakers and
learners of English, particularly when tﬁe subjects we{é
of elementary and ﬂigh school age. Another aspéct of
this study is:

3. the determination of similarities and differ-
ences in syntactic complexity in compositions written
by:first and second language learners and the extefit to
thch the writing of certain gfoups of non-native
speakers s comparablé to that of certain native

‘

speakers. _

.

Finally, as was reported above, since analyses of
length do not cover all the differences between native ,

; G . . . .
and non-native speakers, one part of this investigation
*® .

| 7
will describe: o .

-

o 4. differences in "guality" - as measured in the

There has been little resedrch on the comparability

16
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v CHAPTER II-
: . ' SUBJECTS AND PROCEDURES y L
N 4
H ‘ ‘ o -

¥ . r\’

The subjects can @e divided into two main groups: ‘ 'y
. ; . . . , .
native speakers of English (NS) and French-speaking g

learners of English as a second language (NNS).

$

Non-Native Speakers

As described in Chapter I, the NNS were part of a

\

group of formally'instfucted second 1angua§e learners

whose Engdish language debeiopment was followed in a

4

three—yqu longitudinal study. The results of .two *

language exposure questionnaires Administered to these

students indicated tha®\ their £&xposure to English outside

the classroom was, for most, very limited -(thereforé the

main source of input of the second language was in - the ' 3
\ . .

classroom). : . »
The NNS attended French~l§nguage‘sebondary schools

near Montreal and-were in Secondary III (Grade 9) and

Y



| -

Secondary V (Grade'll)1 at the time of . data collection.
-« . - , '

English instruction began in Grade 5 for most of them,
"and they received two hours of instruction a week in

Y

elementary and 3-4 hours a week in secondary"school.

The texts used b& most of the learners were Look, Listen

and Learn in elementary and the Lado English series

(Canadian edition) in secondary school. In general,
English classes were very strongly text-based and there

. o
was little opportunity for the students to participate

- x:\
in free and communicative language activities.

\
o«

There were 58 Grade 9 (NNS9) and/123 Grade 11
(NNS11) in the NNS group. Of these, 39 Grade-9 (NNSOL)
and 27 Grade ll’(NNSllL) form a sub-group of subjécts
whose lgnguage dgvelopgen? was followed for all three
years of the }ongitudinal'study: These groups are kept
separate in this sﬁﬁdy since some of the measures to be
reported were applied 6nly~to the writing of the longi-
tudingl subjecfs ﬁnd’not to that of the entire NNS9 éﬁé
NNS1ll groups. %g

|

v

-«
>

, l T i

lin Quebec, the designations Secondary .I-V - equivalent’
to Grades 7-11 elsewhere in Canada - are uséd for the
years of secondary schooling. For consistency, arabic
numerals will be used .to refer to grade levels through-
out this thesis. .



included in/ the analystik//

Native Speakers

A) ' N N

The native speakers of English were elementary

and'secondary.students from English .and French language

schools in the gontreal area and Engllsh language schools
in Traii, Brltlsh Columbia. The' data were collected
the fall of 1979 froﬁ‘a group of 13 Grade\B LNS8) and
11 Grade 10 (NS10) students at an English langnage high

school in Montreal; in early 1980 from 25 Grade 6 (NSGE)

o
students in an English school and 24 Grade 6 students in —

'a French school (NSGF), both near MOntreal; and.in.fall

20-

1980 from 35 Grade 9 (NS9) and 36 Gfadeill.(NSll) stndents "

in English high schools'in Trail, British Columbia. A
complete breakdown of the number of subjects in aly
s - : .

groups, both NS and NNS is presented in Table 1.

In order to détermine if English\was indeed the

. . ’ )
only language of the NS, a qu.estionnaire3 was adminis-
tered at the time the data were collected. Only ‘data

from those subjects who indicated that English was their

‘flrst lgnguage and that they did not currently speak

another lan7uage as well as they dld English were -

a

L : /
|- - -

]

The data from B.C. were collected by- Gabrlella Mcoro.

3See Appendlx 1 for the questlonnalre. ) o

*zThe data from the NS6F group were collected by Diane Savory;
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‘r‘ -
' ‘Table 1
‘ Numbi;/of Subjects in Each Group
' Native Speakers  'Non-Native Speakeérs:.
Grade (NS) 4/ (NNS) oo
i DA
0y . 2 , . - ~
6E 5 iy
6F 24 -
. (3 !
8 . 7 13 B ‘
+9(9L) 35 A 58 (39)
10 11 ‘ e
11(11Ln) 36 L 123(27)
o - TOoTAlY 144 181 -

NS = native Speakers.
NNS = non-native speakers.

N
i

"Data Collection
‘ r 7
Each group of students was

/

shown a 6-minute animated

film, a production-of the National Film Board of Canada,

entitled The Gﬁeat Toy Robbery.

set in the old west on Christmas
robbed by three outlaws, but his
recdédvered with the unwitting aid

film is amusing, colourful, full

~ practically nq aialogue. It was

In this film, which'is
Evg, S;nta Flaﬁs is
toys are eventually
of a cowboy ;hero". The

of action and contains

shown twice during a

' reqular class period of approximately 50 -minutes. Aftef

\

21
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. »
the first viewing, students were to;d "You will have
.5 mlnutes to make notes on what har pened" After the

\

second, they were asked to write compositions dest -

,4 x ) . s *

. . cribing the: story. The exact . instructions were: "Tell

. as much of the story as you can remember. Pretend you _

are telling the story to a person who did not see the

¢

fllm" - The students had approx1mately 30-35 minutes for

‘ the actual writing. No limit was ‘imposed on length.
B ' »

¢ ‘ ' N

s

‘The handwritten'compositions Vere typed into a
computer- and carefully checked apd/broofréad in order to
' : 7 - )

.assure tﬁat the;ﬁtinted'vefsioﬁ conformed in every detail

(spelling,‘punctgation, spacing and so on) to the origi-

nals. The analyses were carried out on the computer

print-out form.4

4 -
, -

It should be noted that the lnstructlons given to

'

the NSQ and NS11 students may have varled somewhat from
those given'to the other students. These students were
asked to summarize the action in the film, which may have

led them to write relativeiy shorter compositions. ' . |
Another effect of being told to summarize may have been

|
’

4Examples of the original handwritten composition and the

computer print-out form appear in Appendix 2. An example

. of a typical composition written by a subject at each
. grade level is given in Appendix 3. Anne G. Barkman
wrote the computer programs for the composition format-
ting and word counts. oo

22



tk\le tendency for some studénts in these groups to write
descriptions in.note—formx ieaming off function words
such as articles. As well, particularly for the NL11
studen‘ts,. writing a ;traightforward description of the
gction &ith_out analyzing the content sometimes plroved

difficult. ' In some cases they wrote a critique rather

- than a description, adding their own comments and evalua-

tions. Both compositions that were commentaries and

those that were obviously notes rather than complete and

coherent pieces of writing were excluded from the data

pool and were not Further analyzed. ) ‘.

The results for thé NS compositions to be reported

i

in Chapter IIL are for those compositions that described

only the action, in a complete way, and whose writers,

were, to the best of 'our knowledge, "true" native speakers.

. e

The numbers reported in Table 1 are for only these subje'cts‘. -

’

Procedures of Analysis

The compositions were first examined for overall

’

‘ V B
length. Computér-generated word counts gave the total
number of words for “each éompoéition. ‘Meah lengtﬁ and :
" standard deviation for each group .of compositions were

then calculated. It should,.,be' noted .that overall length
\'.v) ~

A



,T'—units and mazes were determined in Chapter IV, it is

-~

includes titles and Q:her extraneous words such as

s . .
"the end" that were eliminated from word totals in the

- 1

‘application of éubsequent measures.
A

~ to- 3

T—unit analysis. The number of T-units in éach
« {0

'compégition was then calculated. In counting T-units,)

Hunt's definition of a T-unit as "a main clause plus

whatever subordinate clauses (or other modifiers) are
attached to it" was adhered to. In some cases, in addi-

~

tion to titles and extra woras, the composition;sf,}contained

' groups of words that were completely unintelligible.

According to 'Vénn (19'29) , words or phrases that do not

constitute T-units are counted as mazes or gé’lrbles. In

-—

this study, the total number of mazes was not calculated,

v

.but all mazes were noted and eliminated from the T-unit

c'ount'. Although there wili be further discussion of how
impoftani: to point out here how the exclusion of mazes
affe‘cté counting, especially in calculating mean T-unit
len'gth.' For each composition, onc‘:e the total number of
T-units has been determined, that number i‘s di\;ided into
tﬁe toéal number c?f‘wqrdjs containéd in the éompositi’ons,
that is, minus exti‘anéoﬁs words and words.contained in
mazes.. .If,‘ for example, there werg 250 words in a compo-
sition according to the computer word coﬁnt, and there

v & . ~._ '
S~

24
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'\ weré€ 4 words in the title and 6 words contained in a .

maze, and the composition qontained{'{.‘:u/nits, then

/ the mean length of the T-units was determined in this
r %anner: (250 - 10) 512 = 20.0. The mean T-unit length,
>
therefore, was 20 words. An example of the calculation’

of T—unlts and T unit length is given in Figure 1.
,// e
./' e . N S

-

v
The Great Toys Robbery
e g ' The gangsters take the toys of Santa claus./ ’I‘hey go
. in the saloon and play./ The heroe go in the saloon./
He says: '"Can I play too?"/ *When the gansters say:
Get out. The heroe goes out./ The Santa lClaus and the
"sheriff go in the saloon/ and the gansters and them fight./ g
. When the gangsters go eut the saloon, the hero who want
to fight his horse with his guitar, assome ‘the gangsters
accidentally./ The Santa Claus give him t)he\ toy cax/
and the heroe goes./

6 . Total Number of Words: 91
other Words (Title, ‘etc.): 4
Total Number of T-Units: 10 -
_Mean Length of T-Units: 91 ~ 4 = 87 7 10 = 8.7 words

‘Figure 1. Calculation of Mean T-Unit Length.

This "procedure was, fol'lowed, for all the compositions
of each group, and a group ‘mean: was arrlved at- by dlvn.dlng
e the total number of words contained in T units by the

total number of words in. all compos:.tlons. In order to

L R ’ BN |
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give more weight to the performance of individuals the

group mean was also calculated by'adding individual' ) )

scores -together and dividing by fhe total numﬁer of scores.
AN

Error-free T-units. There are competing definitions

of ' what constitutes an error—freé T-unit (EFTU).' Some %
researchers (Larsen-Freeman & Strom,‘l97i; qusen—
. Ffeemén, 1979;fSharma, 1979, 1980) Have céunted only
"T-units which\are peffect in all respects, including puncT
tuatibn qﬁd spelling. Others (Scott & Tucﬁer, 1974; | ’ | 1
\Vann} 1979) have tolerated orthogfaphic and writing
mechanics‘eriors as long as they did not interfere Qith
graﬁmatical~correctness at the level of morphology anﬁ
syntax. I ’ : A . R 4
. » CoT
Although there is no question that counting only ’
"perfect" EFTUS makes the researchef's job much simpler,
such a method would have been inapproé;iate in the preéent
study of learners‘at low levels of proficiency. Restricting
the counting to "perfeit" EFTUs would have resulted in a
Qery small number of EFTUs. . As well, bne of tﬁe aimé of
this study was to compare the'wri£ing‘of NNS with that of
NS, and in éhe research on Englisﬁ—séeéking school~-*
childrens' language developﬁgnt there is no-refe;?nce to

error-free T-units. It seems unlikely that young native

speakers in the native-language research made no spelling




- -

~—

and punctuation errofs,\yet in these studies when mean

T-unit length was determined, only words contalned in

mazes were dlscarded and not those in T- umts containing

spellingrand punctuation errors. :

~

| Howg‘ver, one of tﬁe difficulties in detefmining the
"imMperfect" EFTU is that, while one can often be confident
that a native'speaker"s exrror is 'simplyl a spelling errof,
thié\ attribution cénnot always be made with such con-

fidence when analyzing non-native writing. When a NNS

miswrites sing as sign, shduld it be counted as _a lexical
error? This type of error is not unheard of in NS writing.

In fact, in this study,'this particular error occurred in

the writing of both NS AND NNS.

~

. The gquestion of what ,consi::itutes a spelling error:- " ‘
and what a more serious.,one is difficult to resolve. .’ For
the  purposes of this study, errors such as the .above were

tolerated as long as the change in form did not .bring

. about a change in grammatical correctness. - Therefore,

an errof such.as heros for hero was not considered siinply

a spelling error, since the addition of -s to the English )
bas€ morpheme results in a change in grammatical meaning.?>
L]

A i =

Sror examples of errors that were tolerated, in both NS and

NNS writing, refer to Appendix 4.

. . il

v

e
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All T—units containing no error were marked and the
~ 2
‘total number of EFTUs per composition was counted. To

-

arrive at the mean length of EFTUs, all words contained
in these units were counted and this number was divided

by the total number of EFTUs. An example of the calcu-

£ 1

lation is given in Figure 2.. Group means were arrived at

a "

28

The Great Toys Robbery

The gangsters take the toys of Santa Claus./ They
go in the saloon and play./ The heroe go in the saloon./

He says:; "Can I play too’)"/ Wh"en the gansters sax Get

out. The heroe goes out./ The Santa Claus and the sheriff

go‘ in the saloon/ and the gansters and them fight./ When
‘the gangsters go out the saloon, the hero who want to

“fight", his horse with his guitar, éssome the gangsters

acc:.dentally / The Santa Claus glve him the toy car/
and the heroe goes /“ ' -

Total Number of EFTUs (underlined): - 4
) Tota@umber of Words in EFTUs: 27

Mean"Length of EFTUs: 27 7 4 = 6.8 words

Figure 2. Calculation of Mean Error-Free T-Unit Length.

,
N S

I

' . N . WA - v

both by adding.all words contaiped in EFTUs and dividing
' ’ ﬁ, - .

by the total number of EFTUs for, the group, and by adding

individual scores and dividing by the total number of .

scores.

—
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Errors. Each individual error which occurred in ™

a composition was circled. The errors were assigned to

'catec;;ori-es and totalled. In this study, only errors at

o
the morpheme and word level were considered, although

there were a few instances of errors in word order which
s - L 4 s

were also noted. Mechanica'l errors - including spelling,

punctuétion, capitalization, etc. —’ were not counted,

nor were errors in the use of text feat%‘a’ beyond the

sentence (T-unit) level.® scott ar;d Tucker's method of d .
*-ounting agreement of tense errors only withdn T-units | ) ' '
;vas also followed. Different error types were assigned ‘
to categories as new error types were encountered. As: ' ‘ \
an error occurred that did not abpear to fit/‘into an . .
&stablished category,” a new category was created. In -
some cases, an erfor was c.;ounteé;\'under two ‘c‘ategories -q

éhat i5, for example, when the error was both le':}ical o SN
and morpho,lcsgical. The same critézria ofor. judging errors

were applied to both NS and NNS composjitions.

co - , , % -
. . Erxror categories and examples. In general, most of

"

the errors fell into a’ few categories while a larger
' ! . ! .

1

number of categories containing fewer errons accounted -for

the rest. The categories that proved to bel most freguent
e - .

are discussed below. '

’

However, in some obvious cases, faulty pronoun reference
was noted. " } :

. . .
l . - \
* N

1\ ‘ . , \
, /
e S . s s

6
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l. Uninflected erb

The uninflected verb category includes the use of
the base form of the verb in a context where séme inflec-
tion (past, simple present, progressive) is required. 0

Y _Exarnple: .(NNS11lL) When he go outs:.de the sherlff
‘ arrive with Santa Clause.

. e ) . (NSeE) The cowboy run out and get his horse.
ot These T-units could be corrected by adding -s/~-es
to the wverbs or by using ! past tense marker or some other

appropriate form of the vérb.

2. Lexical errors

. 1 This category includgs the use of ané,j.nappropriate .

lexical item' as well as the| use of a French word, or a

-

French word which has\ been anglicized.

Example: (NNS9L) ree sitealers are wa}i.ting for cambril
N the Santa Clause.

-

(NS8) “He\is wished by the mayor and goes on

3. Preposition errors, .

. -~

Preposition errors include wrong prepositions, missing
prepositions, or prepositions supplied where none are

N i ~ .
required. The incorrect use of verb particles is aléo =

J_ncluded J.n this category

_‘w'

Exa;nple: (NNSQL) They go down the hill in full speed
Santa Claus gives to them his bag of
gifts.

TR
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. «d,
A . . 1‘ .
- , (NS10) - - The gang arrive into a saloon where
- ‘everyone is havxng a goad time.
. . \
) . .. (NS9L) - The people cf the town look A the
‘ . \ beautiful trz2e of Chrlstmas. \
i N ‘\ & .' v “ . i ks
\ . 4
4. Artlcles. . ,
This cagegory 1ncludes the suppllance of -2 artlo{e
where it is not requL;ed the use of 'the wrong artlcle, 7
ahd -the fallure to supply an artlcle where required.
“ M
. Example: (NNS11lL) And flISt they méat the Santa .Claus
. and ask him four hig bag
‘ So the Santa Clause gave to hlm/«
] J
(; glft - . -
The scene ¢f the story is in the far . °

5‘ \ : (ng.)

West. {In, a>“tough dnd rugged West.

Then they went 1nt0/\ salloon and
started to .play with the toys.-

Pty a ’ '
. | . - « b
; - 5. Ihappnoprlate -S - . - - -
. ' ’ : : ¢ >
° Any case where an -s is added to a word (usually a°
y noun or verb) where it is not required is counted in this.

' catégory.

1 Example: (NNS11L)

(NS11)

(NNS9L.)

a

. o ORI \j .

(The singers goes in "the plano/and ‘the
players goes with her.

In the while, the three bandits arrlves
in the town and shoot in the a1r.

]

So the cowbdy finally gets the message
and decideds to leave quickly.

Many people wait yé&rs toy.

o

Wt
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- -

Lol 6. =s Plural missing |, : . S

r

All cases when the plural ws;%orpheme is. not supplieg

[

..
where required appear in(this category.
Exahﬁfz: (NNS11L) And ‘the Santa Claus comes in the
‘ - desert with hlS bag,of gift. SR

In this time the three ganster arrlved
in the city.

) (NS9) And three robber come and rob him of
- all his toys.
v .
, ot 7. Wrong verb® form —
§ . . s
//} Under this heading, the use of non-finite verb forms

EEN ) .
where some finite form is needed, ahd the wrong non-finite

¥

form, such as an infinitive instead of a gerund, are noted.

v - "Example: (NNS9L) But one day Santa'comm{;é witQ his
‘ ' . . slay and his presents for the §
r city.

(NNS11L) And they gone.

But, not far from him three men on
; . - their horses were Slooking at him with
. . . some binoculares and with the idea to -.
' steal hlS package.

(NS8) Thexstory start of in the desert were
\ Santa Clause was come to town when he
N get robbery by three bad men.

'~\m , \,
\( - |

, ¥ * A
! oo After v |
' ' .This. category was created when it was noted that there

t
" were frequent occurrences in the NNS data of after used as

-

e

- an adverblal rather than a conjunction. It nearly,always




' 4

occurred as a sentence introducer.

Example: (NNS9L) ‘After we saw the "great“ bowboy who .
B ) was singing in the city.

After they play with the toys.

v

Tbis particuiar use of after was noted separately

a@d not included in the lexical cafegory since it raised

the questioh of whether or not NS used the term in éhe o
same way, in which ease there wbuld have been some doﬁbt

about considerihg it an errort7

-

-

- . 0

9. Sequence of tenses

As mentioned above, only changes of tense, from ¥
past to present for example[ within the T-unit were -con-
sidered seguence of tenig errors.

Example: (NNS11L) He runs out the saloon, took place
: on his horse and commanded it to move
fast. N ‘ =

) ’ . !

After, they opened the bad and begin
> to play with the toys, just like
babies! ‘

.

(NS9) | Santa Cléuse thanks him and told him
he could have a toy.

10. Word missing -

The miésing word (or words) in this category are
normaily'content words - usually‘nqunsqor lexical ;erbsi
Missing fqnctor% sﬁch(qs articles a;d pfepositions are
7 - ‘ o Do = . — -
’Th%s question will be returned ts{}ﬁ/subsequent chapters.




4 ' [o]
included rn'fhose categories. Since it is difficult to

know what the error is when semething is not there, it
wasjoften hard to pinpoint exactly what tge inteption éﬁi
the . wr'iter was. o
Example: (NNS9L) ‘,TLe gangsters refuse and tell A (the -
+ cowboy?) to get out of here.

N »

They . (were?) up onAthe hill.

(NNS11L) 'And the black‘/\(ﬁen°) are watch
, Santa Claus.
{ \ ) .
(NS9) The three men came out and on a
mistake /\(the cowboy?) hit him off
the heads with his gutalr.

AN

(NS11} As a reward Santa-.gave him a little
’ ) rai/\ (car?) and he drove all around.

Il. Wrong pronoun

Lack of agreement in number and person as well as
wrong case make up the errors in this category. .Wrong

g
relative pronouns also are'included.
7

. A

"Example: (NNS11L) «So the three men took the bottles and
dxank fit and pitch it on the floor. -

‘with ‘the present who was in the bag

: (NSQ) ‘ The hero hits hlm (the .robbers):in the
! ' head w1th,hls gltar.

The abovE are’ the major categorles lnto which errors

fell, w1th most of “them occurrlng in the flrst six categorles.

,l

‘Other categories whlch.contalned fewer errors are listed

8 ~ J . KU
below.
S . . J W . 1

1

NS

Tor examples and further dlscu551on of these errors see
Appendlx 5 ' . .

’ s

After they drink they begln to play .

- &




12. Waé/wefe
'13. SuBject-verb agreement

14. ‘Word order

S

15, \Don“t = doesn't

16. Over-fegularized past

| - 17. Co;ula -s missing
18. Wrong possessivé adjective - .
.i9. have = there is/are
20. Inflected infinitive

. g .
2l. Missing possessive

22. Man men

-

23. Men = man C )

241 Extra ward

25. Over-regularized. plural

26. Uninflected past pérticiple \ ) o
27. Genitive

28. Double'zubject . ,
29. . Miscellaneous '

,

All errors in each category were calculated for egch
composition and added to make"a total for the varidus

groups (all NS and NNS9L, NNS11L).

e
‘ ’
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_Meashres of content. This study of contént was

~

limited to wvocabulary diversity and lexical choice.

4

-
\

A type/token vocabulary ratio was determined for

each NS and the NNSI9L an%\NNSlIL groups. The number of
. P .

different words in each cqmposition was divided by the
total number of words. Co puter"word coﬁn@s which gave
both total number of words |land number of different words

were' used for this purposé

>
-~

A small investigation of different lexical choices

;

was also undertaken. The terms used to refer to five topic

36

areas were examined: (1) £he cowboy ("hero" of the story),*

(2)" santa Claus' toys, (3) "knqéking—out" terms, (4) the

robbers, and (5) the act of robbing. These particular

5

items were selected ‘since they all'fefer to key cﬁaracters,

objects, or actions in the story, and ‘it was felt that

»

most writers who completed the composition would not be

able to avoid using some word. or expression to refer to

1

them.

My interest in this aépect of the study was to ‘see

A .

. the diversity of terms employed and to examine any\diﬁr//

~

ferences in leglcal use between NS and NNS. For-each

omppéitio;, the number of different terms used by each

b
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‘o of different terms used by the NS and NNS groups and the :
AN - . P .‘ v . : .
' frequency with which they appeared was then compared. To
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CHAPTER IIT

RESULTS- " 1

\
«

'In this chapter the -findings on all the measures
desqribed in Chapter II will be presented. }First, mea-
sures of length - including T—ﬁnits and error—free\?—units -

e'frequency and ranks Of-errors will ‘

" will be examined.
.t ED

be reported., ally, the results of measures of content,

that is vocabulary diversity and lexical choice, f1ll be

r- e

given.

Overall Lengﬁﬁ r

Two mgroups, one of which is a sub-group of the other,

had tﬁe greatest mean composition length. The' NNS1l and
"pérticulayly tﬁe NNSllLigroup wrote considerably longer /) .
compositidns on average -than any other group, either NS

or NNS, as shown in. Table 2. The only otger group whose
'avérgge was over 200 words was the NS6&F gnohp. NS10 had.

1

the next highest average composition length, followed by-

NS11, NS6E, NNS9L, NS8, NS9 and NNS9. The writing of .
the two groups with the longest 'compositions, NNS11L and -

NNSll,-aléD howed the greatest variation in length.

- R |

H

"



R

B )

rd

Table 2 .

Mean ﬁength of Compositions and Standard
Deviation: All Groups~

NS NNS

Mean . Mean .

Grade n Length 'S.D.: n Length S.D.

6E 25 180.2 45.1. - - -

6F 24 214.9  79.2 - - - )
8" 13  141.8 46.2 Co- - -

9 35 137.4  60.7 55' 126.9  54.5

9L, - - - 39 150.9  46.5
10, 11 19220 53.7 . - . = . -

11 36 188.1 71.9 123 241.6 88.5

11L - - - 27 295.2 87.4

NS = native speakers.

NNS = qon-native speakers. -
C . / , )

s

Number. and Mean .Lefigth of T-Units
S .\ ’ ! -

i

The/ variation in the number of T-units, shown in

Table 3, for the various groups, generally. reflects’

variation in overall length. For example; NNS1l students,

who wrote the longest compositions, also wrote the .most

T-units. ?Howevér, NS6 students, whether in an'English S
kS , . . . .

l

\

39




Table 3

Average Number and Mean Length of
T-Units per Composition

! Mean*
. Grade Number Range Length Range
' NS
"6E , 21.0  '10-35 8.3 5-12
6F 21.1 ‘4-23 9.9 7-13
0 15.7 . 5-%6 8.9 7-11
9 12.0 4-23- 11.4 7-20 ¢
o1, - - - - -
, 10 17.3 11-31  _11.0 8-16.
1 15.6 8-49  12.0 ©g-15
11L - - - -
- . NNS -
6 -
67, - - - -
8/ - , - - -
9/ °  15.3 2-33 7.9 3-13 °
9 17.7 8-30 8 ‘5-13
. 10 .7 - = -
1 25.8 2-52 . 9.2 5-18 .

A}

11L° 30.2 13~-52 9.6 8~-13

3

o

*Mean length here represents the 'score for the
group, not an average of individual scores.
Differences in mean length accqrding to the
method of calculation are presented in Table 4.

NS = native speakers.

'NNS = non-native Speakars..
- 4
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Ky

orya French séhool wrote virtually the same number of
Trﬁnifs, even though the NS6F students qute'longer_
compositions. 3Similarly, for NSS,’NSl;‘and‘NNS9, there

was ‘a considerable difference in everall length, but the

- ~ \

average number of T-units glves a. more accurate plcture

of the dlf/erences that ex;st (see Table 3) -

¢
~d

-

. b

N \ ¢ &~

The native speakérs tended to write cpmpositions with
o , . &
longer '.I'—-units’i The longest T-units were. written by NS1l,
‘}followed by NS9, NS10 and NS6F. NNS9 students wrote . the

tshdrtesf T-units. As shown'fﬁ Table 4, there is not much

_ difference in group means on this .measure, whether indi-

vidual scores are summed and averaged, br\the average .is
arrived at by totalling all words in T-units and dividing

by the total number of T-units.

.

B

. ] .
Erroﬁc}ree T-Units , ‘ B C e

‘It is in the caléuletionfEf the number and’ length
of e;ror—f&ee T-units that the differegdes<between native

. and’ non-native writing become most apparent. As Table 5 .
'shows! althoﬁgh the averege number of EFTUs in native-
speaker writing for any grodp is not much lower than the
average number of regular'T—uhits, the number of EFTUs .

is considerably lower tor the NNS groups. This discrep-"
, ' ' :
. ]

N .
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Table 4 . £
Comparison of Group Means (T-Unit Length)
Using Two Scoring Methods: Group Score
‘and Individuyal Scores ’

'

NS - NNS
Grade' . Group Individual Group Individual '
6E 8.3 8.5 - , - _
3 9.9 . 9.9 I
g ‘8.9 9.3 - -
9 . 11.4 11,7 7.9 g8
N - 8.1 8.
10 - - 110000 11.3 ~ -
11 '12.0 - 12.0 9.2 . 9.4
- 9.6 9.7

11L - -

. [

. NS = -native speakers.
' 'NNS- = non-native speakers.

0

A

ancy can best be seen hy expressing EFTUs as a percentage of

\

total T-units (see Table 6).

There is a gap of over 40 perdent between the igést
,errofffree'naéivewspeaker writing.and the most eiror—frge
NNS writing,“ Interestingly, of thé native speaker groups;,

NS wrote fewer EFTUs than- the vounger, NS6 students.

Fe
s

- -




Table 5

.

Average Number of Error-Free T-Units and
Mean Length per Composition

%

. R
) . MeaJ* .
Grade Number " -Range Length Rang

: T

v 7 - !
6E . 18.9 9-35 8.3 \ 5-11
6F  19.0 ,3-30 9.8 w4 7-12
12.9 5-24 8.6 7-11
© 9 ~-10.8  2-22° . 10.6| . 7-27
9L _ - e - -
10 ' . 15.6 9-30  10.7 6-16
S 11 15.1 | 4-46 11.6 '8-15
) 11L ,. - - - -
\ \

NNS ) \\ :
6E ' - R - \ -
6F . - ) I*_ ! ’ -~ \ . -

3.6 0-18 6.6 \ - 2-11
oL, 5.5 0-18 6.8 4-11
10 S P I
11 7.1 0-31 . 7.9 13-13

1iL ~° 11.3 1-28" 7.9 4-10

v

! ~
*Mean length here represents the score fo# the group,
not an average of individual scores. Differences in.
mean length according to the method of calculation

are presented in Table 7.
NS)= native speakers.

NNS = non-native speakers.
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- Table 6 , :
n - Percentage of Error-Frek T-Units
i to Total T-Unit X .
NS ' . ) -I;I,NS
Grade Group Individual ,Grphp(\ Individual --
6E - 90 90 PO - -
- 6F 90 89 - -
8 82 ~ .79 e - - -
k] 90 88 23 20 o
9L - - - , 31 30
10 90 90 C - -
. \ '
11 ; 97 ‘ 94 27 30
. : i &
11L - - 37 35
NS = native speakers. : e
NNS = non-native speakers.
Note. Group and Individual refer to the two different |
scoring methods.’ cor ‘
The groups are ranked in a similar, order on the
mean length of EFTU measure, from a high of 11.6 "for the
N§11 group to a low of 6.6 for the NNS9 groudp (as shown
in Table 5). In this case, as Table 7 shows, differ-
ences on group means according to the method of calcu-~
lation are considerable for the NNS. groups. The lower
. o :
number arrived at by averaging individual scores can
largely be accounted £or by the large number of‘scores‘éf'
zero (that is,‘comﬁositions coﬁ;aining no EFTUs)l However,

[

although the actual“numbers drop if individual scores are

taken into accounf, the relative difference between the,

3
‘a

f . '.( | (;'Q

<

»




P e e o

4
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I ¢
Qo v
‘ ) Table 7 s
‘Comparison of Group Means (EFTU Length) -
. © . Using Two Scoring Methods? Group Score ‘

and Individual Scorez

S 3 3

1 x

v ., -+ Ns R NNS
Grade G:édp " Individual v q;oub Individual "~
e , E f = -
6E 8.3 - . 8.3 . -
6F -8.8 . 9.8 - -
g 8.6 9.0 .- -
9 10.6 11.4, ' 5.0t
. 9L o= t - 02
o w0 10.7 ‘0.9, = 7 -
11 o 11:6 11.9 ) 23
1L - - , 7.9 . 7.5

- C— N 3
- lIncludes 10 scores 6f zZexro.
2Includes 2 scoreg.of zero.
3Includes"l4 scores of zero.
NS‘&-natfve speﬁkers. a

NNS = non-native speakers.
‘ ' ~

o -
:

groups (NNS9' and NNS11l)' changes very lkittle. In order

to determine .the significance of these differences between |

. the“fwo'NNS éroubs, t'values were calculated fof three
} L

measures — mean T-unit i?ngfh, mean‘EFTU‘length, and

percent“of EFTUs. These findings are given in Table 8.

'

5
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Table 8
Difference on Group Means for Three Measures
(NNS9 and NNS11).: T~Unit Length, EFTU Length,
: and Percent of EPTUs
L4 |
I - ; &
Group 1 Mean . S.D. t-Value P
T-Unit Length
NNS11K =~ 123 9.4 1.8 ' &Q L.001 -
NNS9 58 7.8 . 1.6
s ’ J :
‘ EFTU Length )
NNS11 123 ‘ 6.2 2.9 9.7 . <.005 k
NNS9 58 . 5.0 S
. % of EFTUs |
u“ P i ) e ~
NNS11 123 30.4 : 24.3 o 3.2 €.001 )
NNS9 - 58 ©20.5 17.0 -
ad, N i - . , 'r\ .
NNS = nén-pative speakers. . ~3 /

f .
i . ' [

T &
There were significant differences on all three measures \
between the means of the NNS9 and §g§ll groups. As the y
ranges shown in Tables 3 and 5 make clear, there was a
. good deal of individual variation within groups on both

‘mean, T-unit and mean EFTU length.

a
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N Errors = - B J\ )

. a detalled calculatlon of types of errors and thelr
: freduency was undertaken for all comp051tlons wrltten y*
NS and’ for‘the compositions wrltten by the longltudlnal
NNS subjects. The longltudlnal sub;ects we;e s;mtlar' -
to the whole group on those measures of iength that
xincluded error, and it can be assumed tﬁat the.tybes of .
' errors they made were also'similar, since the‘studentae“
wefe of the same background, had the same instruction
"and were in fact in the same classes. |
. A ~§Abreakdown of the frequency of NNS errors in each |
category islpresented in Table’9. NﬁSlLL‘students made
' more errors overall, an average of nearly lé more per

l" ‘ _,»1 B
' compositioh. Of course, in light of, the fact that thei

) comp031tlons were over twice as long as the NNS9L compo- °
31tlons this is not suprising. If the ratio of errors

to total number -0f words 1s con51dered Grade 11 ‘students .-

» r

actually performed sllghtly better (see Table 10) .,$he"

.+ _ same errors (excludlng word missing. and wrong pronoun) ’

accounted for 86% of the total errors for NNSOL and 83% o
of .the total errors for NNSllL.“,The most frequent error" "
by far'for_both ofoups,was the use of an uninflected .:

verb. . 5 ) : o ; e

- . o s



~ Table 9
Errors - Rank and Frequency (NNS)

. . o i S . ¥ of Total .
RAnk_ . Type L ,Numbe; +  Error:
. ¢ . . . NNS9L
1 ﬁninflected verb- 169 - 23
2 lexical ' .- 103 ., 14
‘3_ articles Y .- 13
4 prepositions : | ) 80 - 11
5.  plural -s uninflected 62 8
6 inappropriate -sl ' : 42 6
7 wsong verb form o 37 5
8 agter o 26 . 4
9 rd missing . o S 17 2
10 sequence of tenses . 15 i 2
others B ’ JL§§ ‘ 4 ';;g K
TOTAL - 730 . 99
) NNS1LL T, - )
\ T :
1 uninflected verb - 191 - 23
2 prepositions - 132, 16
3 lexical L © 104 . 13
4 articles . _ .88 11
5 plural -s uninflected V.‘ 64 8
6 _inappropriate -s . - : _\ To40 0 5
7 , wrong verb form‘_; i 29 3
8  sequences of tenses 21 . 2
9 . after 3 .20 2
10 wrong pronoun o .‘16 . .2
others . R 118 | 14
> ,roraL 823 -~ 100

- . .

*
NS -= native speakers. .
NNS = hon-native speakers.

Note.” Percent may not total 100 due to rounding.

¢



Table 10 : - .
- Total Number of Errors and Ratio of Errors
' .to Total Number .f Words (NNS)

~

Total Number

Exrors =~  Words Ratio -
- | - NNSOL .. 73q, . 5562 - .13
¥ f

NNS1lL 823 - . 7472 11 .

NNS = non-native speakers.

i

’ 5

It is difficult .to conceive of native séeakers
. ) making errors of the same serioushess and gamé type as
those of non~-native speakers.' However, the anOmalieg

. that occurred in their.writiné were noted and tabulated
'-Ci . for purposes ofrcomparison. Table 11 p;esenfs a break-
.down of the number of "errors" appearing in all compdsi—

+tions. The greatest average nuymber of errors occurred
in thefwriting of the N88'group while NS1l1l students made

\

L » the fewestlerrbrs. The type ahd frequency of*erfgrs made
l , .

by all NS combined is shown in Table 12.. It is interest- | ~

ing that all but one error type (over-reqularized past -

e.g., holded, standed) also occurred in the top ten of

3
a

~
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{ | " Table 1I%

Total Number of Errors and Average Number: : !
of Erxrors per Composition :

NS . NNS
, No. of Average No. No. of Average NO.
Grade Errors. Composition ~ Errors Composition
6E 50 2.0, .- -
6F 53 St 2,2 - -
8 41 3¢l - - 1
67 1.9 - . -
9L - ‘ - 730 . 18.7
10 21 ~ 1.9 - - - ’
11 32 0.9 - -
11L - - g 823 30.5

NS = native speakers.

" NNS =z non-native speakers.

N .
«

¢ 20 !
one or the”other NNS group. The ranks were somewhat dif-

ferent however, with the word missing category occupying.

the first.rank in the NS data. Error ranks fpr NS and
. ,NNS-+are compared in Tablé 13. There was a surprising% -
2 number of errors involving uninflécted‘verbs and the
failure to inflect -s pluréi, and also a considerable

number of preposition errors.- It should be noted,

. - -
, ' ¢ ‘

/.‘ . ~




© **all but two of these are errors of omission.

Table 12

Errors in NS Compositions - Frequency and
Rank: All Groups Combined

.'% of Total

Rank Type . Number . Error
1 word missing 36 14
'plural -s uninflected 35 13
3.5 lexical Y 34 13
3.5 uninflected verb , ‘ 34 ‘13
5 .-~ _sequence of tenses | - 23 "9
6 "\. prepositions s 21*. 8
7 A inappropriate -s : ’ 17 6
é B article 14%* 5
9 ~over-reqularized past _ 10 4
10 wrong pronoun 9 3
others : ' 32 212
TOTAL 265 100

g‘Six of these are errors of omigsion.

NS = native speakers.

' [

howéver, that 6 of thg‘ 21 pregpsition errors and all but
. two of the article error; we)’re‘.errors of omission. That
'is, the writer;' left the wo;:d out where it was required,
'which is_':aw‘diffé‘rént kind of error from using the wrong

word,' or supplyincj a word where none is required. .

~ f L . )
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Table 13 .+ °

! ) Comparison of Ranks for Top Ten Error

: ', Categories: NNS and NS ' .
v \ ‘ ‘ _ Ranks

Category NNS* NS
uninflected verb 3.5

" prepositions 6

lexical 3.5 .
ar,ticles‘ 8

plural -s .uninflected
inappropriate -s

wrong verb form.

(Vo) [e] ~J N w o W ™o =
<
.
\I/N/

after . ‘ -

’ sequence of, tenses 5

~ word missing 10 1
' *NNS9L and NNS11lL o

NS = native .speakers.

NNS = non-native speakers.

\ Lexical errors, include the misuse of rob for steal
. {

di&tances) and the lexical item robbery for ‘robber

(8 ifistances). Such errors also occurred in the NNS

i cqmp%;sitions where they accounted for a much smaller
% %l
; prop‘%\rtion‘ of lexical errors. '
1 -
b S L

-~

'
v

‘\ . .
fg}(\Overall, of course, the total number of NS, errors,
n i ,
|was #uich lower than the total number of NNS errors. When
{ Co N .

t
[
P
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- the overall incidence- of error is so low there appears
to be little justification for trea‘L’.‘Lng these writing

s,lip-s as true\ errors.’ Howe.‘ver‘, it is interesting‘that a
éimi,iarl error types appeared in both NS énd NNS writing,‘
although the motivation lfor them ‘may have been different.
This will be further discussed. in Chapter IV..

- . t . . N '

Measures of Content oo

1
)

The measure of vocabulary diversity - type-token

-7 ' ratio - did not reveal, much difference among NS and NNS

gro‘ups’ (see Table 14). This measure ig also tied to

Table 14 R :

S o . ' Type-Token Ratio

' Grade’ - - . NS NNS
e . .a1 -
S Y
g . - © .53 -
9 ;.50 -
9L S = .47 '
f _ 10 : .53 -+ e
, : RN .4 ‘ - .
* ' unL L= 40
' e _
h NS = native speakers. ’

NNS = non-native speakers.



’

' overall length. , ‘The extreme breV1ty of some compos:.-—

tlons creates a hlgh&type ~token ratio, since there is
less probablllty _that certain lekical items will be re-

peated and a high incidence of  the necessary closed class
: . : ‘ a -

t
1

Aitems. A true measure of this ratip would'only ‘be "—m,olre
apparent: if,icomp'ositions of similar lenqtu_were compared.
Thus, the writing-‘of the NNS11lL ’group,“‘whose compositions*
were the longest overall had the lowest type token ratlo.
NSS NS9 and NS10 groups had sllghtly hlgher type-token
ratios than the other groups. Othe_rw1se, the ratlo'was-
4identical‘~, both for the remainirlg NS groups and NNS9L.

It is worth n'oting, however,‘that thesé fiqures’ wer'e’ baaed

on computer counts in which'every‘ piece of language with b -
a space before it and after it is counted as a se’plarate"“
word.- It is posslble that(mg,r.e variant ‘s'pel_li'ngs and
other anomalies -occurred in the NNS data, which, if

omitted ‘from the count, might have sllghtly reduced the

W

‘total number of dlfferent words. , . .

'

. Lexical Choice o : T

’

The results of the analyses of lexlcal chowes for

< :

five topics: the cowboy, the robbers, Santa's toys, ‘the-
act of robbing, and "khocking out" are presented in

‘Tables 15 to 19. Lo o L
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_ Table 15 '
p) .5 )
‘ ‘Terms Used to Refer to Cowboy -\
Number of’ $ of Total
Term + ° ,Occurrences Use
NS NNS9L NNS11L' NS NNS9L NNS1lL
cowboy . 75 29, . 23 44 62 . 52 ’
hero . 34 6 6 20 13 14, ‘
- man 23 g 0,13 17 23
good guy 15 2 - . 9 4 L=
' gquy 9 - 1 5 - 2
fellow 3 ~ = 2 = -
gunslinger 2, - - 1 - -
boy - S 1 ' 0.5 2 2
others: . g% 1P c 5 2 7
 TOTAL 170 47. 44 .~ 99.5 99 ' 100

. . . .
- <—"person , ranger, Mr. Good, youngster, ranger, horse-rider,
. stranger. -

Pone. . "

csinger, Mexican, .stranger.: L : .
Note. PRercent may not total 100 due toroupdihg. -
NS = native speakers. ‘ -

NNS = non-native speakers:
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222 .

©97.4

9 101

. W
: Table ‘16
g . Te?&ns\ps'ed_to Refer to ‘Robbers '
\ Number--Of % of Total
Term Occurrences Use
NS  NNS9L = NNSLIL NS  NNS9L NNSI1L
robbers 70 3 7 31 5 19 x
" men - 50 14 "9 22 25 24
bandits. 21 - 6 9 - 1s
bad guys 19 - 4 8 - 11
yangsters 12 25 4 5 . 45 "11
villains 10 - - 4 C - 3 -
quys . 8 3 1 4 5 37
_'thieves’ 6 4 ‘1 3 7 3.
outlaws TI .5 - - 2 - -
. crooks ' 4 - - 2 - =
: éox;quys 3 - 1 ‘1 . - -3
criminals 2 - - 1. - -
characters 2 - - 1 - -
. boy s - 2. 2 - 4 5
‘ person - r 1 - 2 3
gang - | 1.1 1 0.4 . 2’ 3
others ___9a __g_b o= 4 _ 4 -
TOTAL 5 37 '

\

T

a . . o . :
- “gun men, Jjerks, banditoes, pilgrims, hoodlums, doods,
binders, meanies,

hijackers.

bsteal’ers , bacis ones.

~-Note.- Percent may not total 100 due to rounding.

NS = native speakers.

NNS = non-native speakers.




b . .
package ; monai.
o

c . N
surprises, treasure. , ’
Note.. Percent may not total 100 due to rounding.
' NS = native speakers. '

NNS = non-native speakers..

&

. E-EANRAN
Pl s ‘e ¢
) Fable 17 <
' Terms Used to RefST to Toys
. ’ Number: of , § of Total - T
‘Term Occurrences ' Use
NS NNS9L NNS11L NS NNSOL NNS1lL
\ - L \
toys . 85 17 9 50 46 24
bag (of toys) 43 13 ‘14 25 . 35 38
‘sack (of toys) 34 - 20 - -
" load (of toys) 2 F - I R -~
presents- 6 2 3 s 5 8
gifts ' - 1 5 - 3 13 i
packet/pocket - 2 2 - '5 5 -
pouch/poach - - . 2 - - 5. .
{
. other 1% 2P 2° 0.5 _ 5. °~ _5, B
TOTAL 171 37 - 37 99.5 99 98, ¥
; \ .o ; ; :
. —— ‘
a - . /
 “goodies . . S . -
‘ |
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| ' Table 18 7
. - : ~ rd
| Terms Used to Refer to Robbing
v : g Lo
X ’ : ) - ki v
¥ T s ”
. Number of % of‘Total
Terms Occurrences . Usé )
NS NNS9L NNS1lL NS NNS9L NNS11T
5 S : . ‘

’ : \‘:’(‘ '¢ /’ - 4 "
rob - 43 2 4 26 1 5 14 '
take 37 15 7 22 39 24
hold up 33 -1 1 20 3 3 . ‘
stedl- 31 4 6 18, , 10 21 {
Santa gives 7 4 7 "4 10 - 24

v @
force to/make X "
hand over 3 - - 2 - -
. run. off with 2 - - R - R

Santa throws 2 = - ' 1 - - |
pick - 6 2 - 16 7
Keeg c- 2 1 - 5° 4 3
get | - 2 - - 5 -
other | a. ob 1° 5 - 3 ,

TOTAL 167 38 29 . 99 ° 98  a '99 -

qTheft gf Santa's pag, rip off, stood up, had him, 6ld, o
snatch, strip, hijack, Santa gave up.
bstqne (=stoden?), kidnap:’
Ccambril. l) ’
7, NS = native speakers.

NNS - non-native speakers.

,

i

-Note. Percent may not total to 100 due to rounding.

"

hel
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Table 19, . ‘
Terms Used to Refer to XKnocking Out -
-
’ Number of % of Total
Terms " Occurrences © Use 7
< NS  NNSIL . NNS1IL §S  NNSSL NNSIIL
hit 88 . 5 11 g2 18 41
knock (out) - 41 +8 4 29 28 15
punch - 2 4 - - 15
‘touch e - L2 1 - 4
assomme - 3 .- - 11 -
" clobber 2. - . .1 2 -
'whack g 2 - - . 1 - -
@ < [ . ) y’,
frappe - 2 - - 7 -
bang on head ‘ZL co= -, 1 - - . ‘
stop ¢ . W = 3 ) ‘ 4 - - 11 - . »
hurt - 27 1 7 - t , 4
other e 3P 6° 4 11 2
TOTAL 141 28 27 98 100 101

L.

\aBrought guitar down, down, club, catch, klunk; konkl
Phut » fell, fite. . | '
“bite, jump, -mgtch, be€at; receive on‘heaai push.’ -~
Note.  'Percent may not total 100 due to rounding.

NS = native speakers. -

. NNS = non-native speakers. \W?'
/ . : ’
[ 3 . « . ) ,
’ 1 \."Z
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As shownvip Table 15, cowboy was .the term most
'usediﬁy boﬁh‘NS'and'NNSL while Eggg was used slightly *®
more often. by NS. Godd guz and ggz werelalso usea more -
frequently by N&= 'a |

. To refer to the robbeys (see Table 16), the most

-

frequent term was robbers for NS and gangsters for NNS.
Men (with or without an adjécéive) was the next most

freéﬁent term for both. Gangsters was also used by Né,
afthough-much less freguently. Interestingly, banditg,
which is an appropriate cognété, occurred slightly more

often in NS writing than NNS. Thieves, however, appeared
) BN

slightly more-frequently in NNS writing. The lexical

items, ‘villains, crooks and outlaws did not appear at

all in the NNS compositions although bad guys did.
) ) “ '
l In refé;ring to Santa's cargo (se@'Tale 17), it
was not only £he lexipal item to refer to his toys or gifts
nthat wés bf\iptereétw'but how stude?ts woula'refer to the
\COntainerfo the toys. 1In mpst cases, both NS andeNS
referred only to the toys,without‘méntioning what they

were in. WHen they did, however, NS used .the terms bag L

and sack almost equally often. NNS uséd,bag but never

. . Lg ' ’ S
g sack. They also used- the . (wrong) lexical item pocket

and the ﬁaggigally correct bouch.

>




' choice of the NNS, was never used by ‘the NS. -

‘and bandits; rob and steal) the older studenﬁs used the.

The NS most frequently used some forim of rob
(including incorrect use of rob to mean‘steal)'as”shown\in"

Table 18. <{The NNS used take most frgquently‘and rob quiﬁe

' infrequently} Steal occurred fairly,often in the composi-

tions of both NS and NNS. The biggest difference was in-

the much more frequent use of hold up by NS and the use

of Santa Claus gives by’ NNS. Pick, a frequent (incorrect)
oy - . =_=

5\§§‘

Finally, when referring to the knocking out of the.

A

robbers (see Table 19), both groups used hit most often.
Knock (out) aﬁbeared next mostmfrequently for both groups

(with NNS often leavlng off the particle out). A variety

of other terms, 1nclud1ng French words, ‘were used by the

NNS.(such as punch, frappe, assomme) while NS rarely used‘~‘
other terms. ‘
.Theie were some differences in the relative fre-.

: J . : s :
quency of“the lexical choices between the older and younger. -

NNS éroupé. 'Iﬁfcertain'cases {suchuas the use of robbers,

correct -lexital items more frequently. There was more
"ﬁ_ .

use of inapp;opriate and general terms iﬁ the writing of the',

grade 9 NNS. For example, these st dents'ﬁsed take more

‘ i - 5 , w2
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. . CHAPTER "IV
DISCUSSION

N

3

In this chapter the results for all the NS and NNS
groups on the measures of lengtﬁ and error pfesented in

Chapter III will be discussed. As well, some of the

problems and limitations of T-unit analysis as used in-..

this E%de will be described. Differences in content,
relating to the choice of certain, lexical items will -also

be briefly discussed.

Il

.. Overall Léength - |

‘

As has been réportéd, the NNsll~grpup wrote compo-
sitions that were, on the ayérége,kmuch 1ongerktﬁéﬁ those
written by any other (NNS or NS) group. It is not sur-
prising'that they should have written much more thanlthe

NNSQ students. First, they had had two more years of

exposure to and practice'in Englishiin the classroom.

"Second, because English is not a‘compuisory’subject‘iﬂ

i. .
, Grade 11, they were, to some extent, a self-selected

I PO

group of/"good" language learners. . But, it is éurprising

-~

A

w
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. Ex:‘gles: _' o

that the overall mean lenéth of their eompositione also
exceeded tﬁat(ofieéy ﬁslgrbup, including NSli. The -
conditions\under whieh all groups wrote were very eimilar.
However, the instruetions‘given to NS9 and NS1l were
elightly different from thosengiven‘to all other groups

(NS and'NNé) and may have caused them to view the composi-

tion task as a summary rather than a step~by~-step retel-

ling of the story. ThlS would naturally lead them to

write less. As well, some of these students may have

viewed the task as too easy for thelr grade level and

therefore written only the essentials without elabo-

rating With their superior command of the lexicon and
syntax, NS may-have been able to pack as much.lnformatlon
into less space. On the other hand, the NNS1ll students,’ -
ﬁithout all the l%nguistie resources of the NS at their‘

command, may have used a lot of circumlocutions when

'they lacked preciee terms. There are some examples of

circumlécutions from the NNS11 data:

.

’

The cowboy shows with his flngers (p01nts to) the :

saloon. You have three robbers in ‘the mountaln who

see% Santa Clause with a klng of glaces that it- S

permltted us to see. at a 1ong dlstance. (blnodulars)

1

64
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Never{heless the overall ihpression one has from reading
the NNS11 compositions is that they are loﬂaér simply
details of the story .than

. L~ ' )
any bther“gfoup. Only a more complete analysis of content

" because the yriters give more

{ . .
would determine whether or not the NS groups were more
successful at condensing the. same information into longer
T-units than the NNS11 students, or whether the NNS11

students simply added more detail.
.

i

It -seems curious as well that the NS6F students
i wroté compositions whose mean lengtﬁ exceeded that of
their &SGE counterparts and that of NS iﬁ higher grades.
There afe,numerous possible ex?lanations for this, such
as perception of the task, overall verbal profitviency

and emphasis on writing in the school program.

u
1

As was mentionéd in Chapter I, some studies
(Arthur, 1979; RichafdsOn et al., 1976) found that there
seemed to be a relationship between teacher ratiﬁés of -
studeﬁﬁs' p;ofiéiency\ahd overall composition léngth~7l
that is; those wholwrote longer compositions also
received higher grades or were judged mniore pfofiéient in
other areas of scholastic ap£itude., In this stﬁdy, it\

appears that overall length serves ds some kind of T

65
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discrimiﬁator between the NNS9Y and NNS11 groups. However,
its usef]

ulness may well~bé considered doubtful since

.length alone does not appear to distinguish between grade

levels of NS in this study. ©Nor are the NS groupsYthus

differentiated from the :-NNS groups.
1 .
¥

t ’

T-Unit Analy51s

The use of the T unlt ~as a ‘means.of measurlng
syntactlc growth in NS wrltlng is well documented. A
comparxson of the mean T—unlt length of the. NS groups in

this study with the means of the groups in Loban s (1976)

. study is shown in Table 20.

..

Both NS6E and NS6F fit into the range represented by
ﬁoban's subjects when they were in Grade 6; NS6F are.closer
to the mean of Loban's Jhigh" group while the méan for NS6E
is between Loban's "random" and "léw” groups., The NS8 énd
NSlO groups both have means lower than the “1ow" groups
at the equivalent grade levels in Loban's study, while the
mean for NS9 and NS11 is slightly above,tﬁat'for Loban's
"high" grbup in the correspondipg‘grades. If L&baq's
results can be éonsidéréd~"n6rm ", it would appear'that'
NS10, and Nsé in particular, azéﬁffiting as a droup at a

: <

)
¢

§

]
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Table 20

Mean- T~ Unit Leng:th: NS Groups Compared
: - - .to LobBan's Groups*

. -Mean T-Unit Lengtha
Loban®
Grade ‘ , HigH‘ Random Low .
6E 8.4 . 10.23 9.04 ° 6:91 ——— -
6F '” " 9.9 - - - -
8 8.9 11.24  10.37 9.49
9 ' C11.4 11.09 10.05 8.78 oot
10 11.0 | 12,59 11.79 © 11.03

11 | 12.0 ' 11.82 . 10.69. 11.21

*Loban s study is a longitudinal one, so the results for:
the different grade levels are for the same students in
grade 6, 8, etc. (n = 35). In the present study, each
grade level_is represented by a different group.

b d ' . @

éGroup score method.
Ppdapted from Loban, 1976, p: 33.

I

N

level of proficiency below their grade level while NS9 and

"NS11l students are slightly more advanced writers than most

in their grade levels.
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A
If the mean T-unit length of the NNS groups is
compared with Loban's findings, both NNS9 and NNS11 appear

to be writing at a level within the range for Grade 6 NS

in his study. . On this measure they are also comparable

to the NS6E and, NS8 students of the present study.

+As was reported in Chapter I, a number of studies

have tried to relate the mean ‘T-unit length of ESL writers

to overall proficiency in the second language. The results
of this study show a significant difference in mean T-unit

length between‘thé Grade 9 and Grade 11 NNS groups. In

-other words, what is intuitively suspected - that the ‘

writing of the older students is superior to that of- the
younger students - is empirically confirmed for this

measure.

.

- Problems in Counting T-Units

\In ?Fher studies, words or phrases th§£ do not con-
stitute'T-uﬁits are couﬁﬁed as mazes or garbles  (Vann,
1979). It was sometimes difficult in examining the NNS
writing in fhis study to decide what to count as a‘maze
and what as a deviant T—unit.‘ The féllowing examples |

illustrate the problem:




Examples: =~ S - . -
NNS9 o S SRR

l. The cowboy alone, on h;s horse.

~

‘2. After, the Santa Claues with slaight and
Chrlsmas toy S , \ ,

3. The tapluss the bar man cutch the bad boy take
_beer and monaie.

4, They have a cowboy whit his horse goes on the
desert.

~

——— ‘NNS11 .

5. But bandits withs hand the sherif 'and Santa
. Clause and stand out side.

6. The horse to.eat a flower.

These exambles‘really fall into two categories._\In'some

\,
N

cases, such as Examples 1, 2, 4 and- 6 it appears that the

addition of a word (or words) would make the meaning
. ) | S i .
clear and the T-unit complete (although perhaps containing ,

an error). In other cases, such as examples 3 and 5 it

is virtually impossible to make any seﬁse'of'the unit. *

. The practite followed here was to consxder examples of the

second type "mazes"; therefore words contalned in them

8

were omitted from the T—uqit count.

.
.
\\.‘ } .
AN

Examples of the first type also appeared in the

writing of the NS -fas did mazes).

-



Ekémgles ‘ /
NS6E -

1. 'The cowboy asks if could play.

2. Well hes tring ta get his hours to go the bad
- come out.

3. When he finally did get in he asked the robbers
if he play with them.

Since it appeared likely that a moment of inattention had
- caused a word to be left out, T-units where a correction

could be made by the addition of a word were counted

70

" " (See discussion of the word missing cateogry in Chapter IT).

Another problem arose in the division of T-units.

© .
vl ’
o

In some casés, division of the T-unit’ after the main

clause created a T-unit that was incomplete.

NNS11

At ‘this time Santa Closs and the shetrif arrive, go
in saloon, and the battle begin.

If we attempt to divide this into T-units, the logical
place to do so is after saloon since "the battle begin" is

an lndependent clause. In thls case the first T-unit would

be missing a word (and before go) and should therefore be

]

-
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A

considered as containing an error. One begins tio wonder
if such a division is justifiable. In 'such cases, the

whole sentence, including the second main clause, was

)

counted as one T-unit.

&

Error-Free T-Units .. .

3

To maintain strict comparability between the NS and
E . ' ’

NNS writing, the same standards were applied to the compo-

- sitions of both groups in determining and counting error-

free T-units (EFTUs). " Thus any T-units containing errors

{or "anomalies") except spelling etc., were not coqnted in

the calculation of the number and mean length of EFTUs.
\> .
As Table 21 indicates, there is little difference in

» hY

mean T-unit length in NS writing whether or not T~units

were counted as error-free: For NNS writing however, the

difference between T-unit and EFTU mean length is somewhat

greater. If only T-unit length is considered, as was
discussed above, the NN§ groups are similar‘to some NS
groups. _But when EFTU length is compared, evep'the most
advanced NNS are writing shorter units than the least
advanced NS students.. Thus the error-free distinction

appears to discriﬁinatg NS from NNS better than regular'

T-units at least for the groups in this study.

‘
4
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“

Comparison of Mean T-Unit Length and Mean
Error-Free T-Unit Length: All Groups

Mean T-Unit Mean EFTU
\ Length Length
Class Group Individual Group  Individual
}
‘ NS
. i : )
6F - 8.4 8.5 | 8.3 8.3 "
6F *  , 9.9 9.9 k 9.8 ) 9.8
8 8.9 9.3 \ 8.6 © 9.0
9 A1.4 11.7 ‘ 10.6 11.4
10 11.0 1.3 | 10.7 10.9
11 12.0 12.0~ 11.6 11.9
w N‘NS, a9
9 7. 6.6 ' 5.0
9L . : . ' 6.0
11 . 6.2
11L 9.6 7.9 ' 7.5
| .
ﬁ te.” Group and Individual refer to two different scoring
methods. -

g

FTU

w»

9
native speakers.,
non-native speakers:

= Error-frge T-unit. .
b
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4 . ' . '
s " \"' .o 2
. Although NNS11 students may write, longer %—unlts,

o - o b

as compared 59 some NS6 and NS8 students, they are unable

to con51stently produce syntactlcally more complex (or at
Py Ay
least longer) T-dnits w1thout error. NNS9\stndents appear

,not te have reached//he stage of syntactic development
of most NSG stgdents, whether or not errors are takén

' into accodnt. Of gourse, this study was concernedWwith
their syntactic’development in their secondglanguage.
N ¢ ¥ B P v —— o 0 :’ [
One might hypothesize -that their T-unit length.was low
EAN

in their-@ig:t language,  as well. «This does not appean,

‘., . . \ e o5
° to‘besthe ca&se however. -An analysis.of compositions

¢ .

'wtitten in French by the NNS9L subjects on the same topic
reQealed’én average T-unit length of 10. 5 words. ™ ‘T-unit

norms may be dlffgrent for French and Engllshu of course. /

@

!

Unlortunately, there are nbd large scale studles of French—
speaklng adolescents writing in teérms of T-un{ts. The
[ ] * -
v . : , . 4
only. study using T-unit measures of French writing is

- that Qf Monroe (1975). His‘supjeCts were English-speakimg

college learners of Pfench. Monroe reported that the'mean

length of the T-units written by the most advanced NNS
) 3
‘subjects in his study (graduate students of French) was

] B
10.98. LS

73

lThlS analysis was done by Bob Wallace. The students were,
in Grade 10 at the time the data were. collected.
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.one-third of ewverything written, as‘ﬁgs the case here,

' : RN . C- .
.
’ \
w '
- -
‘

/
I

é)ne Qroblef in using an analysis of EFTUs in NNS

‘writing is that, particularly when the level of profi- } ‘ %

- . v ‘ .
Liency is low, as it was for the NNS._ ir this study, the

¢

total number of EFTUs is virtually useless for discrim-

s

inating among individuals. Some students produced no or

very few EPTUS, although”they wrote“ﬁuite long composi- -
» ! ‘

tions. Thus, asyhé group average is based on only about

-

its Vélidity may be.questioned. ' ' . ‘ e

. v

>,
. &
Comparisons of group means’ between NNS9 and NNS11 ' ‘ Z .

revealed significant differences on both mean length of
+ q

EFTUs and percent .of EFTUs . These measuree,'as well as
3 ’ o '

A . 14
mean T-unit length, appeared to discriminate well between .,

Ce > - . X P '
the writiyg of the th\?rade levels. . S . :
. 1o
B - T v R &\\\\\
' ¢ w a ' ‘ ‘ -
.- It was much Sasler to apply T-unit measures than to ° ~

¢ I , 4 N
determine and count EFTUs. ~Yét an analyéis based only L xﬁ\ﬁ

A ]

on'T-units cannot take into accOunt the hlgh f%equency
,of error which is an 1mportané fafure of the produqtlon
\of the_ESL learner. An analysis based only on EFEUS‘IS ‘
restricted,'since 't is limited FD such,a smail propor=<

tion of the langu ge produced Neither meaéure alone can

give a complete picture of overall proflclency in second

. ,
‘ M - 0 .
) 1] v o .
v . . »
i - > 1 .
. o
L, N ) o N , . - v o
. . > B :
.
.
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The fes&lts on these three meaqures.confifm\that'é
group of ESLllearners6 who appear to be supgrior to:another
group in many respects, incluaing resulté on test52 and ‘
volubility (composition l;hgth),kwriEe.signié;cantiy‘ - f v
‘longer T-units, whe%her or not errors.are,taken iﬁto ‘ ’ ‘,
account. They also write more error-free Tfunfts~thén

" the othér group. As these results serve_tP cohfirm_our
intuipive assessment .of their writing as superior, one may X

A ’ ) S
wonder if the time apd effort involved in an exhaustive

®

T-unit analysis is worth the"trouble. ' . ‘ -

‘('. . \

L N ! Ry
These results do not give evidence for developmental

growth in-writing; since the study was cross-sectional.
As has already Qéen noted, the Grade 11 NNS are in some

i

sense a selected group and may be a group of good language

. learners. One cannot conclude, therefore,tthat the perfor-
- { | . L]
mance of the "middle of the road" Grade 9 NNS would equal , SRR

"cheiﬁéj even if they continued to étudg Englishjin Grade 11l.

A .
= . B . - " .
\ M . . et e

. ' a ) .
Although\Ghe group results may tend to support the
. N d R

o impre%sion that tge NNS11lL*-students as a éroup are more , R

2Results on the structure section of the CELT (Comprehensivés
English Language Test), showed that NNSIAL students scored’
significantly above chance with a mean scores of 37.6,

‘while NNS9L students scored significantly below chance; with’
a mean score of 17.09. These group$ were largely composed

" of the same 'subjects as the NNS9L and 11L groups of the

" present study, although the numbers may havevvaried

slightly. - oo ) \ L s

t [

or

’ [
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. : :
~. : S prbficient.second langhage ﬁritérs, it would be a mistaké
to ‘assume that- compositions by individual students couid
bg ébgpafed afd ‘evaluated using the gquantitative measures

c ' used‘in this study. One ,of the dangefs oﬁrémpioying
T-unit and EFTU measures .t6 characterize préficiency ié

P / \ that ‘this may‘welhﬁﬂead teachers to attempt to‘applY‘

o . * , . B .

i o . them to. thei? students' writing with a view to evaluating
\ o

., their overall second language ability. This seems to be
:a‘logical‘direction for the developqent of an‘"index.of
devélopment” (see lLarsen-Freeman, 1979). ﬁowéyer;Aneither‘
the resylts of éﬁis study nor those of éhy other reported’

iﬁvestigation in yhich ;hese.measures are uséd;cap give’

support to such_a practice., There.is a good deal of ' . . " R

1 LY -

variation, in tﬁﬁﬁperformance of individuals on all of ¢
. RN

’ 8 R .
. these measures in this study, ‘and there would llkely‘be

. even more variation on different writing samples written

"

~" | on various tdpics and under/ﬂifferent conditions by the ~

!

*  same student. —_—

-

3 2? " NS Comparison Data v O K g

* ! v

%, Data from NS of the same age and background as the:
NNS subjects were -found to be of'éreat use, both in pro-
viding a Point of reference to which to compare findings

and in yielding |first hand evidence to suppert or .refute
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~— - - ’ ' ! ] {
\\ ' ) t{‘. the "native speaker intuition; of the researcher. There
) ‘were a number of qases where it was diffivult to decide
whether ‘or not a. particular usage could "be - considered

%
correct.

«
K

In the NNS compositions there were frequent occur-
. ) | .
i ' ’ .

rences of the definite’article "the" before a noun, where

it seemed no article was required: . ;

NNSS |

~

. The Santa Claus and the sherlff
. arrive in the saloon.

v ‘ It's the Christmas time.

¢ aa N ‘ )

e

Although we can be fairly sure that the second example is
unacceptable, it is conceivable that, in some circumstances,

the Santa Claus may_ be correct. It seemed obvious that

. - thls particular use of the, whlch was very frequent in

! ‘ the'NNS data (97 lnstances out of a: total of approx1mately

260 occurrences of Santa Claus) was prompted by the .
students' native language —’{he definite article le is

reduired before Pére Noél. However, to be certain that

/( . ¥ thiis was indeed a non-native use, the NS compositions were

surveyed to determine what’'word, if any, preceded Santa

Claus ip their writing. Out of nearly 500 %g%gancés where

~
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N

Santa or Santa C&aus was used, only twice was it preceded
A}

by the - once whern' it was put in inverted commas (the "Santa

Claus") and once when the writer had:prev1ously stated:

-+

Ma man who is supposedly Santa Claus". This seemed to
& . )

\justify\couqting this particulaf.use of the article as an

error in the NNb writing.

'
.

¥

1.

-,

Another example was the use of after as an adverbial
ratherfehan as a subordinate coﬁjunction: There were 46-
ihstances in the NNS compositions. while"there were only

two similar iqstances‘in the NS'writinéﬂ both in the‘compo-

sitions of a NS6F subject (that is, one whose school .
B o ‘ /- ’ ’
language was French) : T f ‘ o .

Examgle 3 . : s
After they barged into the saloon “and scarded
~— everybody in there too.

After the sheriff took‘them to jail. '

. L

L ’

SlnCe they were virtually absent from NS writing, instances

'

of after used as an adverbial in the NNS wrltlng were treated

-as errors in this study. ' A

.
N s v . : : t

Another gquestionable afea was the use of ig.rathef

i - * .
than into after certain verbs:
Examples: c '

«
I\‘

NNS9 wm

The tree thiefs come in the city riding on
: their horses. : -
| L

B




St N

‘ . . »+  fThe white man comes in town signing and pléying
cT © ,the guitar.

The sheriff and Santa Claus went in the saloon.
N , : . '

ot i ’ . i . ! )
In the NS compositions, similar examéles were found:

Examples: ' ' Lo,

; 5 S NS6
) . - ‘ , ¢ . v N
e o ' The cowboy comes in "the sajloon.

2 " Then Santa Claus and his friend went in the
’ . saloon. - -

> | Such uses of in occurred fairly frequently -(about 25 times)
! _ in the NS compositions. Thus, this use of in where the

. researcher's native speaker intuition required into was

considered correct,

C e /
Errors L : ~ \
There was a wide gap in the number of errors between

Lthe NS and NNS. . As notedlin Chapter I, Gaies‘ (1980) has

o stated that one. of the drawbacks to T—unit analysis 'is that

Ay

i Y ‘ it does not reveal the greater frequency and differemt

variety of errors in second language data. Certainly in

—— v v

! this study, T-unit results alone do not reveal all the

/

differences between NS and NNS, or between NNS at different
grade levels. One cannot be too éurprised at the much

greater frequency of errors in the NN$S compositions. What

4 vy

¢ o
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was surprising in these results, however, was the similarity

both in the types of error and relative frequency of the

. t N
error types of the two NNS groups.

Although the NNS1lL

students wrote much longer compositions, and slightly

longer T-units and EFTUs than the NNSI9L students, they

continued to make the same kinds of errors almost as

frequen’tly’ as did the younger students. The differences

'

between the two groups did not appear to be revealed in

‘the area of grammatical correcthess. Of course, the

"to the morphological and lexical. An analysis of a dif-"

errors investigated in this study were limited primarily

i

-~

Vel
¥~ 4

‘ferent sort, invoiving clauses and text features, might

" have revealed other differences.

‘Since the NNS11L students wrote so 'muéh more, it

must be noted that they also used correct forms more

frequently even though the percentage of error was noﬁ

much different. While they had more occasi.ogio%_rpak\e

errors, they had created more opportunities to be co:?éct )

as well.

. As reported in an earlier study (Lightbown’&

Malcolm, 198Q0), NNS11lL students were nearly 1l0% more

on the surface that the Grade 11

accurate (81%)in their use of the plural in writing than

the NNSYL students (72%).

1

Therefore, although it appeared

~gtudents were less correct,

“because the frequency of errors in their compositions was

K



grea{ter, 'if the frequency of occurrence of the structures
. is taken into account, it may be seen that there were more

torrect uses as well as more errors. L

The facdt that the same types of errors. agp.eared in

'v1rtually the same ranks for both groups led to sqmpe

questlonl‘ng of expectations of proflc:Lenc_:y as gauged by
grammatical ’corréctness The classroom emphasis was on
the practlce and drllllng of pre01se1y those grammatlcal
structures that appeared at the. top of the error ranks for

both groups. For example, the ‘plural was one of the-first

structures introduced when the students began thei¥ ESL

instruction ins Grade 5. It is discouraging to see that

this error occurred with freguency in the writing of

even the most advanced learners. Although the rule for
s 4

the plural is an easy one to demonstrate and pgresumagbly

to learn, since the Gradeé 11 students were still making

errors -in the plural about 20% of the time, it appeared

L

they had.not yet "mastered" it.

3

After 6 years of practice, drilling and correction

it is difficult to believe the sfudents did not know the

3Further evidence of this apparent lack of progress was
found in other studies which came out of the Barkman and
Lightbown research project. See Lightbown and Maleolm
(1980) for a discussion of performance on certain gram-’
matical morphemes, and Moro (198l1) for a discussion of
accuracy in t use of prepositions.




N .
rule, ‘As ashen (197.7) has proposed in his “monitor L
model", there Is_a distinction 'b‘etween knowing a rule and
applying it. W-hile\t-h\e\second language learner may be '
perfectly capable of pro\dhcing the structure correctly
when his attention is focused\bn form, when the fgcus is
on the message - on communicating his needs or ideas -
there may not bé an opportunity for the conscious, ,“leafned‘;

»

knowledge to come into play.\

In this study, students were working ander time
constraints to write down as much of the story as they
could. It is therefore unlikelyﬂ that they had muéh
opportunity to apply the "monitor" - their learned know-
ledg‘e,of grammatical rules.

. A :

An initial impression that the.résults indicate no
progresslin t’e<rms of grammatical correctness may be mis-
‘leaéing. First, an impression of correctness based only
on what is x.vrong and not what is right is naturally a
distorted one. Second, inability to achieve perfection
in the use of grammatical structures may not mean that

. ‘a -
the second language learner does not know the rule, only

"P that he has not applied it.

T

PRI
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NS.Errors ‘

The analysis of NS composition

uninflécted plurals and uninflected verbs. Most of the

errors in the NS compositions, however,|were errors of

omission rather than commission. The missing word category

(a verb or noun usually) was ranked first. A number of

preposition and article errors. were also|omissions.

The overall low frequehc.:y of thése_ rrors suggests
that they' are "mistakes" ;Dr "per‘for\mance rrors", rathe:f
than evidence of incomplete knowledge of certain grammat- .
ical features of their native language. ' The fact \t:hat SO
many of these errors are omitted words lends further support -
to the belief that they are "slips of the p n".- It seéms
likély that, given the time to revise and check ' over ﬁheir
wﬁrk, the NS writers would haDvg corrected many of these
slips. It seems only fair to assume vi:hat the NNS§ writgrs
would,‘ in many .instances, have béen able }‘to o t}%e same.
That is, at least some of the errors in the NNS students'
writ-in'g ¢ould also have been “slipé of the pen" and not .

5 -

proof of incomplete knowledgé of grammatical rules. Only .
rp— : o .

3

. ,
e A AN
- . .

FI g
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another investigation would determine if the oldexr NNS
students would be more éuccessful than the youngexr ones .

in correctlng their €rrors.

c o

Com arlson of “the ertlng of Individual NS and NNS °

In all the measures reported - thbse concerned with

1

T-un ts and with.errors - the dgap betwegn NS and NNS x;Jas
w1de Stlll, there was some overlap iin mean Tj-unit length
and type of erroré. It deemed that there might be some
composi tions written by individua’\ls that were similar
enough to allow a one—to-o;ue comparison. That is, if
compositions were matched on measures of T—unit length

‘and the oyéral} rate of error, the question was, w01;ld it
.still be p'ossible‘ to distinguish NS fromvl;YNS compositior{s

on some qualitative differences.

All the individual compositions wére reviewed to seé
if tlllere were any which wo;_tld be comparable. on £hree
measllres: number of T-units, number, of EFTUs, and mean’
length. of EFTUs. Of all the NS cbm};;o‘sitions, only one,
written by a Grade 6 student, was near enzaugh to NNS per-
form\ancz]a on these measures to allow for comparigon with

NNS compositions. The choice was so limited because there

D .y s .y s e .
were few NNS compositions which were similar to NS ones

t
’

- e fa S ek a4 Wt HTLAR
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I

in EFTUs. As wells NNS11L students, some of whose compo-
sitions contained a high percentage of EFTUs, wrote more
T-units than virtually anyoné else, thus making it impos-

sible to match their compositions with those of NS.

The ﬁS6E composition and two NNS9L compositions
were shown to twenty-one undergraduate students ‘ enrolled
in 4 TESL courge at Cc.mcordia Uni‘versity. Scores for the
three compositions on the three measures of length and

error are presented in Table 22.

-~

r" Table 22 -

Scores foxr Three Compos'iticms on Three
Measures of Length and Error

+

Py

Number of Number of Mean length
Composit ion T-Units EFTUs | of EFTUs .
01 (MNS6E) - 20 12 7.9
02 (NNS91) 19 - 13 2
03 (NNS9L) o 24 14 8.4

E

These students were asked to indicate which compositions they:
judged to be written by a native speaker and which by a
French-spe aking ESL learner. They were told that the NS

subject was in /Grade 6 'and the NNS were in Grade 9, All




ef the stqdents in the class were

{ future teachers of ESL.

-

~

‘+

& .

either practicing or

Some of t_hem were not themselvks

native speakers of English. The judgements of the two

groups of TESL studehts - NS and NNS - were tabulated

separately.

Table 23.

0

The results of#their judgements are given in

Table 23

I

'

Judgement of Composit’ions Written
by, Individual NS and NNS Students

Ig

incorrect j udggm‘ent.

3
Comp0l (NS6E) Comp02(NNS9L) Comp03(NNS9L) Total
. . Judges. o) 1J ok SRR ) cg- 1 ¢ 17
NS 6 6 - 10 2 4 8 20 16
NNS 4- 5 3 6 1 8 8 .19
— — — - _ - — =
in ] 1
“"Motal |/ 10 11 13 8 5 16 28 35
/ . '
1 o ~
CJ = correct judgement. ‘

The guesses overall were more often incorrect tlian

~ correct. But the NS were more accurate at guessing c&rrecﬁ-

4

ly (55%) than the NNS (30%). The undergraduate students were

also asked to give their reasons for suspecting a composition °

i

Y
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- \. ' ‘ . -
was written by a NNS. Those who correctly guessed the
NNS composition most frequently drew_attention to errors v

- in prepositions, uninflected véfbs,}spe}ling, articles;

+ . Sequence of tenses, lexical, inappropriate -s, and genitive

% . (in that order). However, those who guessed (inc&rrectly), -

: !
that the NS6E composition was wr%ften by a NNS cited these

. "errors: spelling, punctuation, lexical’ (this particulaE S e
] boe v

student wsed "robbery" to mean "robber") and over-regu- -

larized past tensg errors. ; _ ' - C . -
s ..s ~4r e o . ) N . . ‘
“ I U o ' ' . %,

- N
e AY

'

S ' \

 Interesting though these results were, it'wgpid be
foolhardy to attempt to draw any conclusions -from them

. about the nature of the differences in gquality between NS
. . ‘ o . ) i
N and NNS writing. An investigation ihvolving only three

*

: . L / :
compositions do€s not yield results in which much confidence

can be placea. Howéver, it may shggeif an ‘area for fur%her
. . -~

research. . Since the judges hgge were all invelved in ESL
.o ” ‘ N
teaching, they may havé had a tgndency to be more sensitive

A

. ko .grammatical-and morphological efrors than the "man in the

~

€

~.

- Btreet". It would be interesting to continue this study,

~

\wiﬁh.judgps'of differenﬁ\bdckgrounds.' For the purposes of

~ ™ ' the present study, however, this inyestigation only servkd
to underline the difficulty in finding ‘comparable data from
- ’ N «
» N . . Y ° A
the NNS and the NS subjects..

.
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Analysis of -Content N , ' ) -

to reveal‘much of lnterest;'slnce var;abzl;ty in overall

T'prising.:

_and poach/pouch (poche) fob“

' Sinces it appear&d that the NS and’ NNS groups ;gié/sd

far.apartnoﬁ measures of‘length and erxor as_to ailow

llttle opportunlty for dlrect comparlson,‘lt was felt that.

¢

A\
an lnvestlgatlon of ‘content mlght yield dlfferent 1nforma-

tlon .about the ablltty of\the ESL 1earners to get the meaning

) /
across, that 1s, to investigate the "lex1cal rlchness" of

[} LA

their writing.- L “ .

- - . - ~e

o

As was mentloned Ain the prev1ous chépter, measurlng

5'r

'vocabulary dlver51ty through type—-token ratlg dld not seem ’

/,

length-affected the refults so greatly.

. e R o

e - ‘ - 4 ' o

Some results of the lexical choice analysis were sur- -
.\ e ¢

First, the NNS overall ‘seldom resorted to-using a

L 8

“ Prench word or an "anglicized" French word.

A

i N . ) ‘ .
2 R
Although the NNS sometiﬁes used terms that éppear to
-
be transfifred from Frenbh such as. E' (piquer) for rob

(of toys), “they also falled .

. ) , ‘o
~ . [
= s

S 4 3

~

4Accordlng to D. Mendelsohn (1981, p. 1)‘“lex1cal rlchness
is an index_ ‘of how large a vocabulary the learfier is
shown to be u51ng, and how nonrepst;tlous it 1s"

~

\ . LI S ! “' I
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) the use of French. terms in the, wrltlng of the younger group. .

"often than the olaer.students.“ Pick (piquer) appeared more

L//greaterﬁérequency in their ‘writing. All uses of gangsteg«

appeared more often in these compositions,

' ,ﬁy

to use some guite acceptable oognétes. While NS used sack

(of toys) neérly as frequently as- they did:bag (of toys), 4

- . . . ) " ' '/ L .
the French-speaking NNS never used sack or sac. L RN
. N . 3 ' a

In general,-the NNS tended to use general .or super-

'ordinate terms - such as man - to a greater ‘extent than the

) ’ . ! .
NS. * They also may have avoided unkKnown lexical items - by - r

using, for example, Santa Claus gives them the bag ins%ead <3 - q

of the robbers steal the' bag.
i ' \ ) \J" - -

-+ - There.were some dlfferences in the appearance and ’ .
frequency of $ome lex1cal choices in the comp051tlons of ' ,

the NNSI9L and NNSI1lL students.v There was more evidence of SN

o -

’ : N

For example, in referring to 'knocking out, the NNSIOL '

students used assomme, frappe and hurt (heurter-?) more

frequently in NNSQL[coﬁpositions.~ Certain "French" terms
(i.e., those borrowed from'English) also appeared.with‘
to refer to the robbers occurred in the NNS9L comp051tlons, .

and‘knock out (in thls\case an appropriate choice) also o g
—_— - S . ‘ . .
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Whlle the NNSQL students never used the.apprcprlate
'cognate%bandlts, the NNSI1L® students dld andnthey used

other appropriate terms, such aS'robbers and bad guzs more

. A R '
&ften as well. - o ? f - o .
! . . . - ¢ * T . 1N

.This'examination of Iexical choices, although limited
4 + ’

in scope, reveals another area in whlch the NNS wrltlng

differs from that of their NS peers. Wlthout the wide

Y

range of vocabular§ choice of a-.NS avallable to them, the

.

NNS had to rely on their limited 1ex1cal resources to convey

meanlng, Wthh often led them to use te¥ns that were im-«

N

2

precise or lnapproprlate. As well although théy did appear

to sometlmes attempt to trinsfer items from thelr mother .

tongue, -in’ other cases they falled to take advantage of -

\

‘, available cognates. Nevertheless, there appears to be some

- NI
eVLdence that the older students used a wider and more

appropriate range of lexical choices than the NNS%P students.
It is not certain, however,‘because'of.the intrifisic differ—lﬁ
'ence'hetween the two groups@previously discussed,'that the T
writing of the younger students.would show the same charac—f«

- teristics in the area of lexical choice after two further

years of instruction. .
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o - .+ ' CONCLUSION -
. , .8 v, ' ‘

A

This study was undertaken to describe and compare

s [ 4 P ©
aepects of the wrltlng of natlve and non-native speakers

-
»

of English. .,Compositions wi‘it‘;en in English by English-
. ' . 1 - .

speaking elementary and high school students and by"Fr¥ench-

. speaking high school learners of ESL ,were‘a‘nalyze'd fyr

_length, as well as errors and lexical-choices. .This inves-

. -

. . . ' - LI
tigation was- guided by several research questions:

1. The applicability of objective neasures of length -.

partlcularly T-unit and error-free T-unit measures - tq the .

writing of low proficiency ESL learne:;s. ‘ 4 '
¢,

v

2. The usefulness of -such measures. as indicators

of syntactic developmént and proficiency in the second

languaget . - ' . ' L -

- . I - Pl . s .
3. Similarities and ,differgnces™in syntactic conplex-
. .

ity in some compositions written by first and second
language learners and the extent to which the writing of

certain groups of non~-native speakers is comparable to
~ L] 4 * '
* that of certain groups of native speakerse - !
\ N . N .‘ "
. . " " N

+



- 4. Differences in "quality" = as measured in the ‘

’

frequency and types of errors, as well as lexical choices -
. - .

between NS.and NNS writing. - ( o

B N . ' '

.

. o, . . . ‘ . '
v The datad "were compositions written under the same .

.
’ ! ' “ !

conditions by over 300, students, both NS:and NNS, at

di.‘ff.erent grade levels, from Grade 6 to G\r'ade 11, on the

-

same topic - the description of the action in a short, -

-animated {film- (The Great Toy Robberv).. ' These compositions ..

were firgt analyzed usinq.r‘neasures of length and syntact‘ic .

cornplexity - overall len’gth number and mean length of -

T-units and error ~free T= unlts All compositions written
’ . [N
by natjive speakers‘ and composn.tslons written by a sub-group
’ { . .

of 66 French-speaking- ESL learners were .examined for errors.

»

As well, for this sub—gfoug and all NS groupg,/ the use of

certain léxical items was investigated. R S

.
o . .

The results of the measures of length and syntactic .

* . o :
complexity revea,‘Led that, while the longest compositions .

{ ¢ .
were written by the Grade 11 NNS, the writing of the NS ' «

« t

groups generally surpassed that of the French- speak.:.ng

! learners of ESL in mean T-unit length Espec1ally when o .

\

error—free T-—units (EFTUs) were taken into account, the

gap between the wrlt.;.ng of the EnglJ.sh NS 'and ESL learners

*

was very wide. .



» . -
-

It appeared that althoﬁgh in overall length the
l &
wrl.tlng of the older (Grade 11) NNS was superlor to that

of the younger (Grade 9) NNS lenqth alone was not a very -

useful indicator.of greater wrn_tlng prof1c1ehcy,. On thlS

measure/, o the: length of the COI'ﬂpOSlthl’lS ofmone of the

youngest NS groups (Grade 6f eéxceeded that of the oldest
13 A ]

_ (Grade 113 . _
) A . "‘ ;j(ﬁ e

. i v
\ Nevertheless, although all subjects wrote within
0 W ¢ o v,

the same time constralnts, dlfferent 1nstructlons may have

resulted in a different perceptlon of the writing task for

some gJ;Oups of NS, causing variation in overall length.

’

-

, ‘ v e .
The oldest NS group wrote the longest T-units. All

€ \ NS- groups, with :tHe exception of, Grades ‘8 and 10, appegared

*

. ,to 'be writing at a comparable level o'fwsyntactic' complexity

(T-unit length) to native=speaking English students in
( ‘ \ .
othe5 reported studies. On this measure, the NNS groups,

© -
©

particularly the Grade 11 students, appeared to be at a

similar level of' syntactic complexity teo that of the

grpungest (Grade 6) NS, ' When EFTUs were measured, however,

there was no overlap between NS' and NNS groups—either, in

- -
-~

number or mean length of EFTUs. That is, even the

youngest NS surpassed the most advanced NNS in EFTUs. ~
. . P ’ ’ !
Y ) ’k

-
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* Other studjes of ESL writing have attempted té show
that measures of T-unit length and - measures taking errors
into account may be of vdlue in discriminating levels of

j _ , .

proficiency in ESL. The results of this stddy revegaled
that there were significant differences between the NNS9
and -NNS1L gro,qps' on three measures — mean T-unit length,

mean error-free.T+unit length, and-pércent Of error-free
y. 3 . : - ’ : ' - I3 k) ‘
"T-units. These results were not overly surprising,  as-

there was every reason to believe that the older students
'shoulc_i be superior since they had chosen to take English
and had scored higher on a standdrdized test as well as

having had two: more” years of instruction in Englisﬂ. v

, ’

»

_To further investigate the usefulness of such. mea=

'sures with yodung writers, mére research would have to be

1

done.. As well as using bther measures of proficiency -

such as holistic ratings and teacher-assigned grades - to
~ \ g

separate, the éroups, it would be éssential to have ‘a number

+

of ~writing samples for each individual, t"o -control for

variation of topic and style. Administering a rewrite

r

.passage - such as the "Aluminum Paragraph" - might also

give a clearer picture of syntactic development, as well
T . . ,
as further restricting variation of .subject matter and

’

controlling overall length.

-

>
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welgh very heavily in the work of investigators of NS

- .’

- , ¢ .
’ . P

As was _discussed‘ir'z the prepeding 'chepter,'an in- St

vestigation using T-unit méasures requires that certain
) ; - . . , i 4 . .
decisions be made about ways to segment writing and what

to" cdount. Although there were some difficulties in -
deciding what .£o count as a T-unit with errors and what

as a maze, the -biggest problem afose in determining what

€ s - b

was or was not an exror-free T-unit. ' First, some decision
about th& criteria for'judging ‘a’-'I‘—‘unit‘efror-free. had to
be reached. In th'fs case, spelling, punctuati’bn and othe’;f
wriiting mechanics errors— were overlooked. Looséning the
_criterie creétééi. a number of problems, since the line

between a spelling error and a more:serious one was often

. LN o .
very fine. Counting only T-units pexrfect in all respects

-w‘ogld limit the possibility of potential‘inconsisthenci‘es.

-' ‘ . )
However, pag'qicula‘rly in these data, insistence on perfect

T-units would have limited the anaiysis to a very small B

‘

‘proportlon of the total wrltlng of any individual ox group «

Certainly errors of the mechanical type did not seem to
writing, since there is no reference to anything equiv—
alent .to perfect T—unlts in that research and as thlS
study’ has shown, natlve speaker writing may contaln gram-

matical and morphological "errors” as well as mechanlcal

. /'ones .

RN

-




N -

-» In general- it was possible to establish T-unit

boundaries in the writing of these low proficiency writers.

) .
.

Q'eci_ding on error-free status was more difficult, however, °

~ ’ ]

and often somewhat arbit’rar.xj, decisions had to be made. . To
. ) \ v .

guard against inconsistencies in future research it would’

, be useful to check the i:eliabiiity of these judgements

: L . N
with one or more other investigators. / .
; .
’ . . . 4

The questipn of the suitability of these measures is
one sthat cannot read'ily be answered. The T-~unit has been

- shown to be an efficient and reliable instrument for

\J

. to show group differences, but’ as 'they generally only .

- . Y .
. . , .4 P e . o
measuring syntactic differences in the writing of natdve

speakers of English. But the value of this measure, -and

particularly the error-free T-unit measure,’to assess

~ overall proficiency in a second language remains to be-

.

proven. As the wide range in scores within groups shows,
these measures cannot (nor were they designed to) discrim-
- &

inate 'effectively among individual writers. They do appear

S

-

confirm intuitive, g}lqba’l,assessments of abilXty, one may

questioh whether the cost in.terms of time, energy and -

¥ *

the possibility of error justifiées the application of such
A3 \ -

L}

procedures.

,
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.uJ' ) There were too few NS and NNS subjects that were. .

L3

[ o

comparable on measures of ‘length and of EFTUs to warrant
. Q A -

examination of differen'ces between groupg as an -indicationﬂ

K syntactic development. Even the mos.t_profiqient NNS made
‘many more errors-than NS who wrote c’émposiltions;of’a COmMPAr= .
able length. Therefore, for the NS and NNS ‘g”roupé of, sub-
jects in this study,' no, further investigation was made of
syntactic features. at various stages of, syntactic 'cofnplexity.

A comparison of the writing of somewhat more mature ESL

! -
‘learne;:s with th8t of NS might make possible a closer exami- .

"nation of emerging syntactic features. 4

i

A

~

An examination of the type and frequency of errors
in the writing of the older NNS group appeared at first
glance to show little imp_rovefnent in grammatical correct-

ness. The total_\number of errors per compositiori in the
. : 3

. v .
Grade 1l group was higher than for the Grade 9 NNS

although the overall- ratio of error t&"tot)al number of

-3

.words written by the Grade 11 NNS was slightly lower.

The most striking result, however, was the similarity in
the type of eriors made. Grade 11 NNS did npt appear to

be any better at inflecting verbs and.nouns correctly than

the younger Grade 2 NNS. :But, since their output was -

| . '



double thdt of the younger students; it was obvious that B

’

they were creating more contexts for correct use as well.

A different kind of analysiﬂs ; in which all uses of struc-

Q' ) ) 3 3
tures, correct and incorrect, were examined might have
DY N Al / - N
shown greater accuracy overall in the writing of the Grade
. “

11 NNS.. Furthermore, since the same types of "errors"

, appeared in the NS writing (albeit in much smaller nupbers)

»

there was reason to believe that in many cases they were ‘
"performance" errors, and would have been corrected had
.. the writer had the tine to reread-and revise his work.

Only further 'investigation would reveal if the older

students would have performed better at correcting their

'

errors. : . ' , )

o

One useful ‘outcome of the investigatigon of errors,

besides the finding that "slips of the pen" that are

- . [ .
identical to what is usually dondemned as an errbr in NNS

1

writing -also occurred in NS writing, was the opportunity

to verify "correctness'" in the use of English' by direct E

I Y

comparison to the usage of native speakers of a similar
age and background. Since most research in this afea
.is conducted by individuals who are trained in language'
lteaching and probably user:s of a hyﬁer-—correct version of

English, their "intuition" may lead them to judge as . -

)

o

i< 4



unacceptabfle certain uses that are widespread among the,

nativébspeaking peeré of the subjects under investiga-
~ . a

tion.

—
’ - 8

e ~The brief examination of lexical choice showed that

‘the NNS of this study used more general terms than did

NS,'reflecting their restricted vocabulary. ‘As well, they

sometimes chose. items from the wrong semantic field. There

. f o
was evidence of the use of false cognates. But the NNS

£a

also sometimeg failed to use available cognates. In
general, their vocabulary was much less diverse, less

specific and less rich than that of the NS. The whole -

k2

area of le%ical developmeﬂ% is a fruitful one for further
research and one that has been underinvestigéted. A'mOre_
deﬁailed study of lexical choice - ana)lexical richness -
would reveal more about Ehe.resources and strategies of
second lan;hage learners in-conveying meaning and bring a

greater insight into an 6ften negleéfed, but extremely

\
-

important area of language proficiency. As Mendelsohn
. (1981, p. 15), who makes a plea for the inclusion of

more direct teaching of vocabulary in ESL programmes, .has

» - Y

+ pointed out: "there can Be no language proficiency

without a knowledge of words".’

s -
i

N
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- This study was undertaken -to examine writing pro-

~. .. , L , :
ficiency in ESL by comparing the bompositions of ESL q

learners to. what mlght be con'sidered native speaker '
"noxms". The results showed that in one areaﬂof language”
skill - syntactic complexity - the performance of even

N the most advanced ESL learners of thlS study is well below
that of thelr native speaker peers, and even of tﬁat of
many-much younger natlve speakers. There is no reason to

expect that they should perform 51mllarly, of course.

L Given the amount and klnd of 1nstruct10n the NNS have had,

as compareﬁ to the years of 1nstructlon and’ relnforcement.
. - ‘ _f
the NS have had, net only in schoo% but in their daily
lives, 4t wouldl be foolish to eipect otherwise. "
. . Q \

: .
Y . : .0

and more and .longer error-free T-units than the Grade .9

The Grade 11 NNS wrote:signifrcantly longer T7units,
b . v e Son r

100

NNS, but when the type and relative frequenby o}\grammatical

Py

errors were considered there appeared tp be llﬁtle dif-
ference between the two NS groups. The second language

learners also had ,much more limited lexical rescurces at

* ‘

. . ‘ ¥ » ] . . .
their disposal than did the NS and continued to make many
i . 4 P

AR . 2

lexical errors. . .
. , . ‘ : .

-

S e e
- Surely one goal of second language instruction -

although it may séem a distant one’'- is to help learners’
. N i \\

& v
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P .

achieve prof1c1ency-or competence in the second language

D e

which at least approximates that of the native speakers T
. o AN : s .

°

of that languageé. This study has investigated some areas
L ‘ b ' [

b d . i N
of proficiency in writing. The “performance of the-NNS

of this study i§ far from that goal of nativeispeakéi/

Lo N
competence as measured against the writing of their NS
~ ' . e o - ' 7

peers, and that -of ¢considerably younger NS. )
g . e . 6 . i ‘

Classroom teacbers&;espec1ally those(}&ained in the

1

audlo -lingual tradition, haVe an extreme sen31t1v1ty to

-

errdrs. That is, they often medsure competence in the

second language purely in terms of "grammatical correct-

. & roF - -
ness. The results of this study showed no apparent im- o
provement in grammatical correctness, no apparent decline

i1 - N

in‘(?é type and frequehcy o%\errors in the writing of a

group of "good" Grade 1l ESL leafners as compared tq that’

8 5. ’ ..
of Grade 9 ESL learners. Such failure to proceed along

the pafh to perfection #n the use of grammatical struc-

tures might well cause teacherg to-feel discouraged. o

. - N [y . ‘ ,‘
However, as has been dl§Cqued, concentrating on-errors
alone without taking/borrect uses jf certain structures

lnto account glves a misleading picture of overall
ablllty. There is also reason to believe that inability

to maéter grammatical stru?tures is not due to ignorance
v ’ ..
< * [ .

. , .
/ .o o
- k)



‘necessarlly lnterfere wi

.
. -h"‘

| BN ' Toe—

- of the rules but to. falﬂire to apply them, and does not

h the ability tor - express oneself

'prolifically, coherently.and effectively -.as the NySllv

studentS'of this study managed ' to do ih many cases - in

a
1 -

+the seconﬁ language. Stll as cOmpared to the1r~NS peers

there is much room for greater achlevement 1n the afeas

'
' ¢ h

. of syntactic and 1ex1cal development.
ST ‘ e

' .
v
.

&

Certalnly, competence or prof1c1ency in a language_

incltides grammatlcal gpm?eteﬁCepand the learnlng and
practice-of grammatical rules.‘ But th£;>does_not 1mp1y

that the development of competence in other areas of .the

language should‘be postponed until every tface of grammdt-

ical error ig eradicated. The classroom teacher who wishes

to aid the develobment of competence in nis,secondllanguege

t

learners should not set asidenell'his grammaf books and

‘exercises;' But there are other areas of langdage skill -
o Y '

such as syntactic,and lexical proficiency - that also

merit attention. In the limited time available for sécénd
language study’gn the classroom - the main spurce of input
for the NNS subjects of this study - perhaps the teacher

may hellp his students towards the goal of aPl-round

'second language competence by creatlng opportunltles for'

1

learning that embrace areas of proficiency other than the
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. APPENDIX 1 “ ,
’ . QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTERED TO /ENGLISH-SPEAKING- T
STUDENTS . S
! »
: . ) , ’ &
A ‘ Concordia University '
. ‘ , ’
S ' Please return this questionnairé with your composi-
tion. Be sure your, name 'is on' both the questionnaire anaj
‘ ' - the composition. .~ ) o
- N .l - ' . 1
" 1. What was the first language you learned?
. B N ) _ ~
/
2. Do.you now speak any language\gs/well as (or
' I . better,than) you speak English? . o
W yes No - e
) 4 1If yes, which language?
~ N ‘ F . .o : .‘ . ..
LT 3. At what age did you begin attending English =
= : ) " schools? o . ]
" ° «é
‘I ‘ - ,
~ -2 A
N ' .
= , . . ~
\ p .
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Grade 6 in an English School (NS6E)
N B (BB

7

" 030-ANG6-C01

N *

THE GREAT TOY ROBBERY
IT STARTED LIKE THIS WELL ONE DAY SANTA WAS RIDING THREW
THE DESERT AND 3 MEN WERE WAITING ON A CLIFF TO ROB HIM.
SO THEY WENT DOWN AND ROBBED HIM AND THE 3 M.EN WENT TO
TOWN AND WENT, INTO A SALOON. EVERYBODY WAS HAVING A\ IGOOD ‘
TIME UNTILL THE -3 MEN CAME IN AND EVERYBODY LEFT. A GIRL'
JUMPED INTO A PIANO AND THEN A MAN WENT IN. THEN' A COWBQ¥

CAME IN TOWN SINGING. HE WAS GOING TO THE SALOON AND HE

'_TOLD HIS HORSE TO STOP BUT¢IT DIDN'T SO HE HIT IT ON THE.
. HEAD, THEN IT STOPED HE GOT OFF AND WENT INTO THE SALOON.

'HE WENT UP TO THE BAR AND THEN A BALL HIT HIM ON THE HEAD.
THE COWBOY ASKED TQ PLAY AND THEY SAID "NO"! SO HE BACKED
UP AND RAN OUP. THE SHERIFF CAME WITH SANTA AND ASKED THE
COWBOY IF HE KNEW WHERE THE .TOYS WERE HE SAID "IN THE

" SALOON."’ $0 THEY WALK IN.AND THEY RAN BECAUSE OF BULLETS '

AND THE GUN MEN ESCAPE. THE ‘COWBOY TOLD HIS HbPSE TO GO
BUT HE DIDN T-SO THE" COWBOY WENT TO HIT HIM BUT INSTEAD
“HE HIT THE 3 MEN. SANTA TOLD HIM TO TAKE A GIFT S50 HE DID

"HE ‘TOOK A CAR: _HE JUMPED IN IT AND DROVE AWAY. THEN SANTA

LEFT FOR' HOME . - <
THE END. . ‘ ' -

FIN _ , . R /
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Grade 6 in a French School (NS6F)

—

059-AN06-C01

[

“THE GREAT TOY ROBBERY.

SANTA WAS COMMING BACK FRCM THE NORTH-POLE WITH 'ALL HIS
TOYS. THREE GANSTERS WERE WATCHING HIM FROM UP THE HILL.
ALL OF A SUDDEN THEY WENT AND STOPED SANTA AND TOLD HIM TO
GIVE THEM ALL HIS TOYS. SANTA GAVE THEM ALL THE TOYS AND
THEN THEy-LEEE. THEY WENT TO A BAR THAT WAS CALLED '
"SALOON" AND SCAIRD EVERYBODY OUT; OF THE PLACE. .AFTER °
EVERYBODY WAS GONE THEY STARTED TO PLAY WITH ALL THE TOYS.
OUTSIDE EVERYBODY WAS LOOKING AT A CHRISTMAS TREE BUT THERE
' WAS NO TOYS UNDER THE TREE. SANTA CAME BACK WITH THE SHER-
IFF AND ASKED A COWBOY IF HE HAD SEEN THE 3 ROBBERS, HE SAID
"YES". HE SAID INTHE BAR. SANTA WENT IN WITH THE SHERIFF
AND SCAID THE ROBBERS OUT. WHEN THE ROBBERS WERE OUT THEY
STAYED NEER THE DOOR AND THE COWBOY THAT WAS 'PRIYING TO GET
HIS HORSE TO START MADE HIS GUITAR GO BACK AND .FORTH AND
WHEN HE MADE[IT GO BACK HE HIT ALL THREE ROBBERS THAT FELL
"ON THE g;gaﬁ/. THE SHERIFF .CAME OUT‘WITH SANTA SHOOK THE
COWBOY 'S HAND AND SANTA TOLD HIM TO HAVE ‘A TOY. . APTER HIT~
TING HIS HORSE WITH GUITAR THE. HORSE LEFT SO FAST THE HE

A DROPPED THE COWBOY SO0 THE COWBOY IN ALL THE TOYS HE TOCK

A SMALL CAR. ) o \

CFIN - o \ L . o
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Grade 8 (NS8)

- 516-ANO8~CO1
- COMPOSITION ,
ONE DAY WHILE SANTA CLAUS IS BRINGING TOYS TO A TOWN HE
' GETS HELD UP BY THREE ROBBERS. -THE THREE MEN TOOK THE TOYS
AND RODE INTO TOWN. THE ROBBERS OPENEB THE BAG AND STARTED
TO PLAY WITH THE TOYS, THEN THE HERO WALKED IN AND ASKED IF
HE COULD PLAY, THEY SAID,NO. THE THREE MEN THREW SOMETHING
AT HIM AND THE HERO RAN OUT. THE SHERIFF AND SANTA CLAUS
CAME, AND WENT INTO THE SALOON, :AND HAD A SHOOT OUT WITH THE
~  ROBBERS. - THE ROBBERS WALKED OUT OF THE SALLOON BACKWARDS
' AND THE HERO HIT THEM ON THE HEAD BY ACCIDENT. SANTA CLAUS'
GAVE THE HERO A TOY AND GOT IN HIS SLED AND RODE OFF.
FIN
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Grade 9 (NS9)
1 o M . ¢

600-09-Cal | » SN

©

«

THE GREAT TOY ROBBERY y ~ | '

THIS STORY TAKES PLACE OUT IN THE WEST AROUND CHRISTMAS.
TIME. . THE'HERO, A COWBOY IN WHITE, IS TRAVELLINC THROUGH °
THE DESERT TOWARDS ‘A TOWN. FBANTA CLAUS IS TRAVELLING THERE
ALSO BUT ‘THREE' MEN DRESSED IN BLACK HOLD HIM UP. SANTA CLAUS
_STICKS UP HIS ARMS AND HANDS OVER THE TGYS AND. THE VILLANS
RIDE AWAY. MEANWHTLE THE HERO COMES RIDING INTO TOWN PLAY-
ING THE GUITAR. THEN THE VILLANS COME. THEY GO INTO THE
SALOON. THE DANCING LADY AND THE PTANO PLAYER JUMP INTO THE -

' PIANO. THE BAR MAN GIVES THEM THREE BOTTLES OF BEER. - THE ﬁF'

VILLANS DRINK THE BEER AND THROW THE EMPTY BOTTLES OVER THEIR
SHOULDERS. THEY THEN START EO PLAY WITH THE ?OXS. .IHE HERO,
- OUTSIDE THE SALOON, STOPS HIS HORSE BY .CLOBBERING IT OVER
THE HEAD WITH THE GUITAR: HE WALKS INTO THE.SALOON BUT THE

VILLAVS TELL HIM TO GET LOST. SANTA CLAUS AND THE SHERRIF -

,g@ME UP AND THE SHOOTING STARTS. THE VILLANS WALK OUT AND
THE HERO, WHO IS -TRYING TQ START HIS HORSE CLOBBERS! THE MEN.
THEY FALL.DOWN UNCONCIOUS. SANTA CLAUS LETS THE HERO HAVE
A TOY, THE, HERO TAKES A RED CAR AND DRIVES 'AWAY.

. FIN : X : , A BV

~



"Grade .10 (NS10)

THE FILM STARTS OF WITH A COWBOY HERG DRESSED IN WHITE

ATHREE MEN GO INTO'THE SALOON WHERE THEY EACH HAVE A DRINK.

N}
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L — :
503-AN10-C01
THE GREAT TOY ROBBERY

RIDING A WHITE H@hSE THROUGH THE DESERT. SANTA CLAUS IS
RIDING THROUGH THE DESERT, WHEN HE IS HELD UP BY THREE MEAN z-lj

LOOKING MEN, WHO -STEAL HIé SACK OF TOYS. MEANWHILE OUR HERO

RIDES INTO TOWN SINGING AND PLAYING HIS GUITAR. Hﬁ Is
WISHED BY THEE “MAYOR AND GOES ON TO THE SALOON BUT HIS HORSE
WON;T éTOP. THEN THE THREE MEN COM%BINTO TOWN, AND AS SOQN . ‘
AS THE PEOPLE IN TOWN SEE THEM THEY ALL GO INTO HIDING. THE -

AFTER THEIR DRINK THEY . START TO PLAY WITH THE TOYS THEY STOLE

FROM $ANTA. OUR HERO FINALLY STOPS HIS HORSE BY BANGING IT

WITH HIS GUITAR. HE GOES INTO THE SALOON AND IS HAVING A

DRINK WHFN HE SEES THE MEN PLAYING WITH THE TOYS, HE ASKS . - . . .,
THEM IF HE €AN PLAY, BUT THEY WON'T LET, HIM AND HE RUNS OUT

. OF THE SALOON. HE GETS ON HIS HORSE BUT IT WON'T GO, THEN

"THERE IS A SHOOT-OUT BETWEEN THE THREE MENMAND THE SHERIF.

THE SHERIF AND. SANTA COME ALONG AND GOES INTO THE SALOON.

o

THE THREE MEN RUN 'OUT OF THE SALOON AS OUR HERO BANGS HIS

. HORSE WITH HIS GUITAR WHICH- ALSO HITS THE THREE MEN. * HE I8 ‘(

CONGRATULATED BY THE SHERIF AND IS PERMITED TO TAKE ONE.OF | A
THE TOYS. HE TAKES A LITTLE RED CAR AND RIDES INTO THE' '

"NIGHT,

FIN,
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Grade 11 (NS11) . S

675-11-C01
THIS CARTOON, THE GREAT TOY ROBBERY TOOK PLACE IN THE. WILD -
WEST. AT THE BEGINNING THE NARRATOR SPOKE OF QUALITIES OF

_ THE COWBOY, IN PARTICULAR THEIR BRAYERY SOME COWBOYS,

HOWEVER, ARE NOT VERY BRAVE AS LATER EVENTS PROVE.

[}

4 -~ % a '
SANTA CLAUS WAS CROSSING THE D%SERTS OF THE WEST. WHEN HE _

WAS STOPPED BY THREE MEN WITH GﬁNs. THEY MADE OFF WITH
SANTA'S TOYS AND HEADED FOR THE NEAREST TOWN.' THEIR APPEAR-
ANCE IN THE LITTLE TOWN CAUSED FEAR AMONG THE INHABITANTS.
THIS WAS ESPECIALLY NOTICABLE'WHE# THE THREE MEN ENTERED A
SALOON. FEVERYONE IN THE SALQON QUICKLY DISAPPEARED. THE
BAR MAN, DUCKED BEHIND THE COUNTER, GETTING UP ONLY "TWO GIVE
THE THREE MEN DRINKS. THEN, THE THREE CRIMANALS BEGAN TO
PLAY WITH THE TOYS THEY,HAD STOLEN FROM SANTA. ~

’
A Y

MEANWHILE ANOTHER MAN -HAD ENTERED TOWN, A YODELLING COWBOY
WITH A DISOBEéIANT HORSE, IT TOOK THE COWBOW QUITE SOME -
TIMEJ%O MAKE HIS HORSE STCP. 'INiFACT HE WAS FORCED TO EIT
HIS HORSE ON THE HEAD WITH A GUITAR BEFORE THE ANIMAL WOULD
STOP. THE COWBOY ENTERED THE SALOON, INADVERTANTLY PUTTING
IN HIS FOOT IN A SPITTOON HE NOTICED THE THREE MEN PLAYING
HAPPILY WITH THEIR TOYS. THE COWBOY ASKED IF HE COULD PLAY
BUT.THE THREE MEN -DREW THEIR GUNS IN A PANIC THE COWBOY
RAN FROM. THE SALOON AND JUMPED ON HIS HORSE HOWEVER, THE

'cowaoys HORSE WOULD NOT MOVE, ==

THE COWBOY WAS TILL ON HIS HORSE WHEN SANTA CLAUS AND THE
SHERRLE WENT INTO THE SALOON TO CAPTURE.THE TOY THIEVES.
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f ' B ‘ EY ' . A . N
* Grade 1l (NS11) (Cont'd) "
THERE WAS GUNPLAY. -BUT.THE THREE 'ROBBERS .ESCAPED THROUGH -
THE FRONT DOOR. ‘ Cor L
-‘ ’ N

THE .COWBOY DID NOTICE THE MEN HE WAS BUSY TRYING TO. GET

', HIS HORSE TO MOVE. FINALLY HE RICKED UP HIS GUITAR AND S

SWUNG IT ‘HOPING THAT HIS HORSE WOULD START IF HE HIT -
INSTEAD THE. COWBOY KNQCKED ouT THE THREE CRIMINALS NOW,

,THE COWBOY WAS A HERO T IN: GRATITUDE, SANTA CLAUS ALLOWED -

THE COWBOY TO CHOOSE HIS REWARD 'FROM HIS BAG OF TOYS. THE

\COWBOY CHOSE A TOY TAR TO REPLACE HIS STUBBORN HORSE.’ ' ' z

N
- FIN : oo
- L " . T
B - . [
P
- ' .
S 1 .
1 . _ ".
’ ] . o
ra
i
’
” \
. ) 4 -
A <)
- //
!
. . - !
s .
. N .
. A 1
os ' 5
~ . ~
L
4 ' S .
N U " re -
- I i
\ o !
. N v ~
.o /
y -
! i
'
.
v
' - i "
t '
. v 4 -
’ - +
!
% - '
. -
a
[
f - ,
CL f 1
L
v . |
i . ¢ / ~



3 ae Eond Sl e e e, iy Skl 7 -
3 A

e T C 118
Y 4 . N A " . .- .. - S

.. . , L
Do oy
'+ Grade 9 (NNS9) / . R
! [ . - K oo '
1206-3205-C01 , - o I
GREAT TOY ROBBERY ' N ; :

:' THEY HAVE A COW‘BOY WHIT HIEJAORSE GOES ON THE DESERT THE
. HORSE STOP TO EAT A FLOWER AND THE. COWBBOYISAID TO HIS -
* HORSE GO AND THE "HORSE HAVE A PIG HEAD SQ. THEY : STAY THERE,
WHEN THE SANTA CLAUSE COMES THEY HAVE THREE GUYS WHO STOP ‘
. R THE SANTA CLAUSE AND THEY TOOK THE TOY BAG AND THEY GOES
L ' WHEN THEY ARRIVED IN THE VILLAGE THEY GOES TO THE BAR SAT.OON’
. AND THEY BREAK EVERY THING- IN THE BAR THEY TOOK SOME BOTLES"
) 'AND THEY DRINK’AFTER THEY PLAY WHIT THE TOY THE COW-BOY COMES
c © HE: SAY TO THE 3 GUYS CAN.I PLAY WHIT YOU AND THE GUY SAID -
- .

- GET OUT OF HERE AND THE- GUY, GET OUT AND THE SANTAPCLAUSE TELL
HIM DO YOU SEE THE GUYS.

FIN

.. 7~ . - . nAppendix 3, Page 8
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 Grade 11 (NNS1l)
305-5202¢C01 , .
THE GREAT TOYS ROBBERY -

ke A DAY, IN A -DESERT, A YOUNG COWBOY‘ WITH HIS HORSE WERE WALK-

ING DOWN THE ROAD THE YOUNG COWBOY WAS PLAYING GUITAR AND R
SUDDENTLY,, THE HORSE STOPPED, IN FRONT OF A FBOWER FIRST HE
SMELLED IT AND. THEN HE SWALLOWED IT ‘

i \ . N

e

' THEN 'THE STORY BEGAN w'ITH THE SANTA .CLAUS IN. HIS SLED WHO
WAS RUNNING DOWN THE ROAD WITH A FULL BAG OF PRESENTS. BUT, ‘
NOT FAR FROM HIM THREE MEN ON THEIR HORSES WERE LOOKING AT- , .
HIM-WITH SOME BINOCULARES AND WITH THE IDEA TO STEAL HIS . o
_PACKAGE. SO THEY *STOPPED HIM WITH GUNS ‘AND STOLE HIS BAG .
AND THEY'RE GONE WITH THE WIND. AF'“ER THE GANG, ARRIVE AT ‘

. THE VILLAGE AND MADE EVERYBODY SCARED, ALL THE PEOPLE QUIT

THE PLACE RIGHT AWAY. EXCEPT THE BARMAN, HE GAVE THREE

BOTTLES OF WHISKY AND THE MEN DRANK 'AND PITCHED THEIR BOTTLES

. AWAY. . THEY . STARTED TO PLAY WITH ‘THE TOYS LIKE AN AIRPLANE;
YO~YO, BALLOON. THEN THE 'COWBOY ARRIVE IN' THE SALOON ,AND & . -
HE.ASKED IF HE COULD PIAY, BUT THE MEN DIDN'T TO AND THEY ‘
SCARED THE YOUNG MAN WITH THEIR GUNS. K S
" HE WANTED TO LEAVE THE PIACE BUT HIS STUPID HORSE DIDN'T
‘WANT TO. THEN THE SANTA CLAUS AND THE SHERIFF ARRIVE, TO
ARREST THE GANG. THEY. ENTERED INTO THE SALOON BUT THE FIGHT
STARTED. THE SHERIFF WERE HIDDEN BEHIND A TABLE AND THE
MEN BEHIND THE PIANO AND SHOOT BULLETé WITH THEIR GUNS. )
THEN THE THREE MEN LEFT THE PLACE BUT OUTSIDE THE YOUNG . ~  °
WAS' THERE'AND HE WAS TRYING .TQ: HIT HIS HORSE WITH HIS GUI- |
TAR BUT HE MISSED, AND HIT THE THREE MEN AT THE SAME TIME,

- AND KNOCKED THEM. SO THE SHERIFF COULD ARREST THEM EASILY'.

! /
:



" FIN

S e 120 -

S B Appendix 3, Page 10.
“THE SANTA CLAUS GAVE A PRESENT TO THE COWBOY FOR THIS
ARRESTATION. HE GAVE TO HIM A NEW CAR WITH PEDALS. AND |
THEN THE CQWBOY WAS HAPPY FOR THIS PRESENT -BECAUSE HE COULD --
_FORGET HIS HORSE AND, RIDE HIS CAR BY' HIMSELF.

_AFTER "THE ARRESTATION EVERYBODY CONTINUED TO HAVE FUN AND
THEY MADE PARTY FOR CHRISTMAS. THE SANTA CLAUS PUT THE
PRESENTS BESIDE THE BIG TREE DOWN THE ROAD.

- .
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EXAMPI:ES 'OF WORDS CONSIDERED MISSPELEED
‘ . . OCCURRING IN ERROR-FREE T-UNITS. - . |
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e | -Cjorr'ect Sﬁeliigg ' T MlsSPelllng

N o . caught | coutch*
C . .. Leot .
" . . ‘ R ~ cout. L
Lo B o . : caut . ¢

N . ‘e «

S celebrating ' . ‘celebrathing*

‘ .
Lot . gangsters . © “gagsters ..
L N ' > . " gansters
oo _ o e . ganthers*
e "'guitar . - ' - ¢ . guitare*
’ ) : o I ) guatir. ‘
C ’ . quter -
o : oL guatar
e " e ~ gitar

S I ) S , gatar . ‘
o f ’ ' : "+ _.gutar
’ E \ \ . his_ ' ' oo ! - iS - 1. R

o R £ - N ’ R . " his* S
" ’ N . N ’ C T ~ 0t .‘ ' *
-, [ A - . . - . ’ .
s L S . -horse . S hourse - ?

R . S - houres ‘
. " hores '

- . T : . .- hours"
, *These m:.sspelllngs occurred only in the chpos:LtJ.ons
. wrltten by NNS o, .
4 LI Lo . . : ~ .
s ) . - . vew

- .o . .
. .
. N f . .
L. . , \ .
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' A I . vy . - .
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Misspelling - ~

' Correct fs/pélling,

-~ “Jumped . junped Do
S ey gumped .

, I u jumpt

sack . ‘ SR sac R
* '~ santa Claus . Santa Clause )

_ . ‘Santa Claude
T Santa Class™*
. Santa Clous™*
. ) Santa Closs
T et e Santa Caws'
' T e © ,Santiclos
.t ) . : t - Santa Claws
) o - " Santa Cluse v
;o ‘.- " Sant
Santa’ Cluss '

!

steal . - - Tiostill*
"‘ ' ~ 3 Steell

- ., three _ \tree* ' .
o T thee B ¥

: . while T will . S

S

. .

- L 4 ' : 13
*These m:.sspelllngs occurred only J.n the compos:.t:.ons

-written by NNS R
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'OTHER ERROR CATEGORIES AND EXAMPLES - -

\

.Exrror Category

" Was/were. N

- Subject/Verb Agreement

P

(Be)

'Word' Order.

Don't = Doesn't

. Over-Regularized Past

[

‘Copula 's Missing

'Wrong Possessure )
Adjectlve

v

Have = There is/are’

infleg:ted ,In‘fini/tiv,e .

APPENDIX 5 .. ) oy

‘.-' "‘« X‘ . 3 '~ 123-

’

. Example.

‘The sheriff were hidden behlnd
a table: A ) -
(NNSllL) -

There are many fun in this place
because there are a plano bar.. ..
(NNSllL) '

*

The mexican as a long face brown.

(NNSllL)

But his horse don't want to move.
(NNS9L) "
-

' ‘The barman’ Euted three bottles out

the bar ...
(NNSllL) o

It a beautlful day, in the desert.

'NNS11L)'

Near him many persons are attend-

ing for our presents§ near.the
Christmas  tree. 3
(NNSllL)

They have three robber who gome
to see Santa Claus ...
(NNSllL)

\

. The bott]_e is going to" broke an’
.instant after ... :
(NNS11L) L
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Exror' Catégoryj
'Missing PosseSSJ.ve
Marker

Man = Men

3

" Men = Man

2

Extra Word

Over-Regularized Plural

. Uninflected Past

-

Participle

Genitive
Double Subject ,¢

Miscellanedus

124

-

Appendix 5, Page 2

- Exam p_'le

Do you see - the Santa Claus toys"
(NNS9L)

' There is-3 marn with a black cap. .

(NNS11L) o . -
A men arrive and ask 'if he could
~, plaYQ

(NNS111L)

.. a king of glaces that it )
permitted us to gee at a long . y

" distance.

~/

© (NNS11L)

(NNS11L)

"WHen He entere on the saloon it

was just the,thee bad mans who
playing with their games< .
(NNSllL) ‘ - -

The bad guys are now knock out.
(NNS11L) ’

They go 11_1 the way Qf santa Claus.

‘The little man he S very happy

(NNS QL)

It has few‘ water

It's now a blg fight between the
sherif Santa Clause- and the bad
boys.-

(NNS11L), )



