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Cultural differences in writing conventions complicate the process 
of learning to write in an L2 . This study highlights some o f th e 
di fferences between wri ting conve n tions accepted in di scou rse tradi
tion s influenced by Co nfucia n a nd T aoist precepts and th ose accepted 
in th e U.S. academic en viro nment. The study compares nativ e
spea ker (NS) and nonnative-speak er (NNS) evaluati on s of four sho rt 
essays, two writte n by NSs a nd two by adva nce d ESL lea rn e rs. In 
terms co mmonly used in th e teaching of L2 academic wr iting (e.g. 
a text's purpose and audience , specificity, clarity, and adequate support), 
th ere was littl e simila rity be tween NSand NNSj udgment. T he effects 
of this disparity on L2 learn ers' p ragma tic interpret ations and p rac ti
ca l applications of L2 writing conventions ar e examined a nd ped a
gogical implications are d iscussed . 

L2 studen ts and teach ers have long acknowled ged tha t learning to 
wr ite in an L2 is a complex and sometimes tedious process. In 

ad d ition to linguistic concerns , th ere are diffi culties assoc iated with 
wri tte n d iscourse fr am ework s and rhetorical conve n tions . Written texts 
re p resen t a co nvergence of d ifferent stylistic, cu ltural, re ligio us, eth.i
cal, and social notions, all of which comprise wr itte n d iscou rse noti ons 
and fra meworks. Kachru (1988) asse rts that "d ifferent langu age speak
ing commu nities have developed different conventions" (p . 112) of 
wr itin g. 

Cushman and Kin caid (J 987) have established th at th e di fferences 
be twee n written discourse fram eworks and conventions acce p ted in 
lan gu age communities in fluen ced by Confucian and T aoist precepts 
and th ose accepted in th e U.S . academic environ ment ex tend into 
fundamen tal concepts underlying wr iting . The p redominan ce of asser
tion , th e type and ex tent of proofs, and the persu asive value of appeals 
to history and au thority accepted in Confucian cultures con tras t with 
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Allglo-Alllcriclll wr itillg ronvcnt ious. such as r.u iou.rl (Aris to tc lia u ) 
justificati on and sp ecific exemplification (Kin caid. IQH7) . 

Oliv er (197 1) indicated that in Chinese writing, the need for ex plica
tion is not self-evident but the need to maintain harmon y is, and text 
is wr itte n with a different purpose from that in man y En glish- speaking 
societi es, tha t is, to "adj ust people to people" (p . 98 ), rather than 
explicitly sta te a point of view. From this perspective, general harmony 
between th e writer and the reader "has grea te r value than achievement 
of any pa r ticu la r result" (p. 99). T he author observes that th e ou tco me 
of harmony maintenan ce is the d ep ersonalizati on of text , which th en 
becom es ind irec t and d istant fr om any individual writer or aud ience 
and devoid of argu mentation and persuasion since writing th at does 
not reveal the writer 's position on an issue is unlikely to argue very 
strong ly for that position and is unlikely to be ve ry persu asive. 

Bloo m (198 1) co ncluded th at his U.S. and Chinese subjects di spl ayed 
significant ly different interpretati ons of a text 's purpose and the ab
stract noti on of argumentation in English text. His Chinese subj ects 
described English d iscourse and wri tten argumentation as "ins uffer
ably" redundant, cyclical, excessively detailed , forced, and unnec
essa ry. 

Yum (1987) makes simi lar obse rva tions regardin g co nte mpora ry 
Korean wri ting and states that persu asion and ex plicit description are 
rarely employed . Indonesian and Vietnamese wri tin g conventions also 
reflect th eir Confucian cu ltu ral heri tage and th e classical Chinese writ
ing tradition (Nguye n, 1987; Prentice , 1987). Acco rd ing to Hinds 
(1976, 1983) and Tsujimura (1987), vag ue ness and ambigu ity are val
ued highl y in Japan ese text becau se th ey allow for the communication 
of minds rather than th e communication of words. O n the othe r hand, 
in Anglo-American rh e torical fr ameworks, vagu eness and amb igu ity 
are viewed negati vely, ex plicit a rg umenta tion is considered mo re effec
tive, and concrete su pport for most points is expec ted (H inds, 1983; 
Winkler & McCuen, 1984). 

Over the past 20 yea rs, numerou s stud ies have been carried out to 
determine how NN S wri ters structu re L2 text (Co nno r, 1987 a ; Kaplan , 
1978, 1988; Raimes, 1985; Scarcella , 1984). T hese and many other 
research ers in to th e acq uis ition of L2 wr iting have observed tha t ESL 
writers tr an sfer concepts and conve n tions associated with wr iting from 
Ll to L2 (Carlson , 1988; Friedlander, 1990; Scarce lla & Lee, 1989; 
Soter, 1988; Wong, 1990). 

N NSs with demonstrated L2 proficiency who have assimilated the 
rhe to r ical fra meworks of one tradi tion may have d ifficulty communi
cating effectively with read ers who a re familiar with and operat e in a 
different d iscourse fra mework (Bloom , 1981). Matalene (1985) repo r ts 
that her Chinese studen ts' writing in English closely ad hered to the 
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classical C hinese writing tradition in which the primary function of 
text is harmon y mainten ance and in which presenting brief images to 
indirectly a ffect th e aud ience is viewed as a means of promoting unity 
betw een th e writer and th e read er. The author cautions ESL tea ch ers 
that "log ics different from ou r own are not necessarily illogic al" 
(p. 806). Scarcella (1984) also found that her Japanese, Korean, and 
Chinese ESL students app roache d expository writing differently from 
NSs and tended to make di fferent assu mptions about their audience 's 
background kn owled ge th an NSs did. 

Although man y specialists on lan gu age and the acquisition of L2 
writing have come to recognize th at NNSs rely on their knowledge of 
Ll rhetorical pa rad igms, it has not been established with certainty 
whether NN Ss wh o have received ex tensive L2 training and hav e 
achi eved a relat ively high L2 proficien cy can effectively bridge th e 
ga p between L1 and L2 wr iting conve n tions. This paper focu ses on 
distinction s be twee n NS and highl y-train ed NNS pragmatic interpret a
tion s of Anglo-American not ion s pertaining to writing, suc h as a text 's 
aud ience and purpose, specificity, suppor t for the main idea, and 
persuasiven ess. The purpose of th e study is to asce r tain whether rhe
tori cal notions acce p ted in th e U.S. academic env iron me nt and fa miliar 
to NSs are as clea r to advance d and tr ain ed L2 learners from a wr itte n 
di scou rse trad itio n influe nced by Con fucia n and T aoist precepts and 
cu ltu re . 

PRAGMATICS OF TEXT INTERPRETATION 

Diffe ring rh etorical assumptions between NNSs and NSs have more 
th an stylistic im pact on wr itte n communication . In his account of prag
matic in terpretat ion , Sta lnaker (199 1) shows that communicati on ta kes 
place only when the particip ants share mutual beliefs and assu mptions 
which are recognize d as sha red. These common background beliefs 
and pragmatic assumptions impose constraints on what is re asonable , 
necessary, and appro p riate in communication. He further indicates 
th at th e success of co mmunication is contingent on the extent to which 
th e common bac kground be liefs and mutual contextual assumptions 
are share d. Bac h and H arnish (1979) assert that mutual contextual 
beliefs play a central ro le in th e success of communication because 
th ese beliefs det ermine th e purpose, clarity, and relevance of th e com
municati ve act. In th eir view, cultural differences in contextual beliefs 
fundamentally affec t th e success of cross-cultural communication . 

Strevens (1987) ex plains th at cu ltu ral differen ces and not ions per
taining to wri ting can become impediments in th e acquisitio n of L2 
communica tion patterns, particularl y when th ese not ions are related 
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to purposes which are absent from the learner's culture (i.e., precision 
in discourse, (Aristotelian) rationality of argument, and the need for 
reasoning, justification, and proof). He concludes that rhetorical value 
systems have a great deal of influence on rules of discourse and thus 
determine the extent of the cultural barrier between the learner and 
the target language. 

Research has shown that when sufficient data are not available for 
interpreting abstract notions and information, both NSs and NNSs 
"default" to conventionalized presuppositions and assumptions in or
der to structure information Qackendoff, 1983; Hudson, 1989). If 
NNSs lack access to the shared NS background in and mutual knowl
edge of notions used in the teaching of L2 writing, such as explicit 
support for the main idea, text's purpose, audience, persuasiveness, 
and specificity, they may interpret these notions differently from NSs. 
To a large extent, their pragmatic interpretations of L2 notions per
taining to writing ma y be derived from LI-based conceptual frame
works and communicative paradigms. Schachter (1983) provided ex
tensive evidence that, in concept learning, adult L2 learners do not 
seek to refute their hypotheses regarding L2 abstract notions; instead, 
they look to Ll for confirmation. She indicates that learners gather 
information pertaining to a particular concept, observe regularities in 
the data, and formulate a hypothesis, which is then tested. However, 
"previous knowledge" (p. 109) that includes Ll knowledge and concep
tualization serves as the basis from which the hypotheses are tested, 
confirmed, or rejected. Thus, if learners' previous background knowl
edge does not verify the newly formed conceptualization hypothesis, 
it is rejected . 

The teaching of writing in an L2 frequently draws on presenta
tions of models and examples from target language texts to facilitate 
the learner's interpretation of abstract notions pertaining to writing 
(Arnaudet & Barrett, 1984; Leki, 1989; Smalley & Ruetten, 1990). 
However, even if the models and examples are provided and ex
plained, their correct interpretation by L2 writers cannot be assured. 
Acton and Walker de Felix (1987) found that until ed ucated learners 
reach the advanced acculturation stage which they term the immigrant, 
their semantic networks and the cognitive constructs are almost exclu
sivel y Ll based. 

Because the NNSs' understanding and pragmatic interpretation of 
the conceptual written discourse frameworks and associated conven
tions are dependent on their access to the L2 common background 
beliefs, the effectiveness of teaching L2 writing may be contingent 
on the NNS' acculturation rather than on explicit explanations and 
exemplification of notions associated with L2 writing. 
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METHODOLOGIES FOR TEACHING L2 WRITING
 

Two methodologies for the teaching of L2 writing are widely 
adopted in ESL teaching today: the process-centered approach and 
traditional explication of the rhetorical structure of English text. The 
former emphasizes the writing process and focuses on such issues as 
invention through discovery, purpose, audience, revising/drafting, and 
the clarity of the text to the reader (Zamel, 1982, 1983). The latter 
concentrates on the product of writing, the text's purpose, elements of 
style, form, clarity, and precision in meaning and considers prewriting 
preparation for the actual writing (Connor, 1987b; Kaplan & Shaw, 
1983). Some methodologists of ESL writing have called for an inte
grated approach that involves both process and product as both seem 
to be essential for learning to write in an L2 (Raimes, 1985; Smalley 
& Ruetten, 1990). 

Despite their methodological differences in how to approach the 
teaching of writing, both process and product methodologies, in one 
form or another, incorporate such notions as the text's purpose, audi
ence, support for the main idea, clarity, and information relevance 
(Flower, 1984; Raimes, 1983, 1985, 1992; Zamel, 1982, 1983), because 
these are fundamental to writing in English (Matalene, 1985; Zamel, 
1992). 

In academic settings, instructors teach L2 writing by directly or 
indirectly alluding to, referring to, and exemplifying conventions ac
cepted in writing in English. They bring their students' attention to 
the fact that a text addresses an audience and has a clear purpose 
(Arnaudet & Barrett, 1984; Leki, 1989; Raimes, 1992; Reid, 1988). 
In order to develop and explain the text's ideas, the writer needs to 
include specific and explicit information to support the main idea 
(Arnaudet & Barrett, 1984; Raimes, 1983, 1992; Reid, 1988) and 
clearly and convincingly show the author's views on the topic (Leki, 
1989; Raimes, 1992; Reid, 1988; Zamel, 1982). 

To construct a text that demonstrates their "knowledge of the for
mat" (Reid, 1988, p. xiv) accepted in L2 academic environment and 
clearly conveys ideas to readers (Raimes, 1992), learners need to make 
presuppositions regarding their text's audience and its purpose. They 
have to understand what certain terms, such as the text's purpose and 
audience, persuasion, and specific and supporting information, entail 
within the L2 conceptualization of text, relate these abstract notions 
to text, interpret them according to L2 writing conventions, and apply 
them to writing. As many L2 writing and composition teachers know 
from experience, students frequently have difficulty accomplishing 
these tasks (Hinkel, 1992). 
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THE STUDY 

This study is based on two experiments; in each, NS and NNS writers 
compared and evaluated two English texts, one written by a NS and 
the other by an advanced ESL student. The texts were written in 
response to essay prompts that were modeled on the Test of Written 
English , administered by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), and 
the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency Composition 
prompts, as well as those commonly found in ESL writing/composition 
texts (Leki, 1989; Raimes, 1992). The comparison and the evaluation 
of the texts was structured around Anglo-American writing conven
tions and the terms in which L2 academic writing is frequently de
scribed. The experiments were designed to ascertain whether trained 
L2 learners from written discourse traditions influenced by Confucian 
and Taoist conventions pragmatically interpret L2 writing conventions 
and text constructs in ways similar to NSs and whether they have like 
access to the common background knowledge and mutual contextual 
beliefs associated with L2 writing conventions . 

Experiment 1 

Subjects 

Of the 146 ESL students who participated in the experiment, 91 
were speakers of Chinese (CH), 20 of Korean (KR), 14 of Japanese 
UP), 12 of Indonesian (IN), and 9 of Vietnamese (VT). All had been 
admitted to the Ohio State University and were actively working toward 
their degrees; their mean Test of English as a Foreign Language 
(TOEFL) score was 57'7. As U.S. resident aliens or citizens, the speakers 
of Vietnamese were not required to take the TOEFL. 

The NNS subjects had received extensive instruction in ESL and L2 
reading and writin g for a period of 4-18 years , with a mean of 10.8 
years . Their residence in the U.S . typically fell within 1.5 to 4 years, 
with a mean of 2.2 years. The only exception was the Vietnamese who 
were graduates of U.S. high schools and had lived in the U.S . for 4
11 years with an average of 5.7. 

All NNSs subjects were enrolled in either Level 2 or Level 3 of a 
three-level postadmission ESL composition program that adopts the 
integrated process/product approach and that stresses the rhetorical 
notions and conventions of a text's purpose, audience, explicitness, 
clarity, specificity, and thesis. Classes met daily at Level 2 or thrice
weekly at Level 3 and included 30-min student-teacher conferences 
each week. Most NNS subjects had taken two ESL composition courses 
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in the program; those with TOEFL scores above 563 had taken at least 
one. 

In addition to the ESL students, 28 NSs of American English, en
rolled in various departments in the University, participated in the 
experiment and served as a control group. The total number of partici
pants was 174. 

Questionnaire Design and Administration 

The students read the following prompt: 

Many people believe that there is no such thing as bad luck. They believe, 
in othe r words, that misfortune is caused by bad planning or incompetence . 
Do you agree with this opinion? Using detailed and specific examples, 
explain why you believe or do not believe in "bad luck." 

Then the students read two English texts written in response to this 
prompt. Text A was written by a NS student enrolled in an English 
class and Text B by a speaker of Chinese who had achieved a 583 
TOEFL score (see both texts below). They were given 1 hour to respond 
to the prompt. The NNS's text was edited for grammatical and lexical 
accuracy. After the participants read both texts, they responded to 12 
questions which required them to make comparisons between the two 
texts and choose rhetorical notions that were applicable to one of 
them . (See Table 1.) The questions focused on the authors' utilization 
o f En glish writing conven tions and the texts' persuasiveness. The terms 
associated with English writing conventions and notions pertaining to 
writing-ease of understanding the text's ideas (Leki , 1989), the clarity of 
the text's purpose and explicitness (Arnaudet & Barrett, 1984; Leki, 1989; 
Reid, 1988), the text's persuasiveness (Leki, 1989 , Smalley & Ruetten, 
1990), audience (Leki, 1989; Reid, 1988; Smalley & Ruetten, 1990), 
specific and sufficient supporting details/information (Leki, 1989; Raimes, 
1983 ,1992; Reid, 1988; Smalley & Ruetten, 1990)-have been adopted 
from cu rren t ESL writing and composition texts. 

Text A 

Do not open an umbrella in-doors-it will bring bad luck. Pick up a 
penny if you find one on the street-it will bring good luck. Is there really 
such a thing as good or bad luck? It would be hard to deny that things 
happen to people over which they have little or no control, but luck, either 
good or bad, is mainly a function of how one responds to a situation-not 
something that controls us. 

One of my fr iend s un expectedly made twenty thousand dollars on a real 
estate deal several years ago. This would seem to be extremely good luck. 
But instead of investing the money or using it wisely, he bought a new 
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luxury car. The insurance for the car was very ex pensive. Every time the 
car needed repairs, he had to pay a great deal of money. Furt he r mo re, he 
was not comforta ble dri ving it because he was afra id of having a wrec k. 
In spite of th is appare n t st ro ke of good luck, my friend was not re ally 
be ne fited becau se he did not res pond well to th e situation. 

History is a lso full of examples of people who have experien ced difficul
ties but still man aged to succeed . Viktor Fra nk l was interned in a Nazi 
conce ntration cam p in World War II. Hi s fa mily was killed and all his 
possession s were lost due to ci rcumsta nces en tire ly beyond his control. On e 
might think th at his luck was bad. However, he used thi s experience to 
learn about himself and about human spiritu al sur vival. He came to peace 
with himself and wrote a book which has enrich ed millions. 

There is rea lly no such th ing as good or bad luck, onl y goo d or bad 
. . I

res po nses to situa tions . 

T ex t B 

I do not believe in bad luck because people can exercise self-control. 
People use bad luck as an excuse if they are not willing to work hard , develop 
goo d habits, and save th ei r money. A pe rson who ove rcomes difficulties, 
coo pe ra tes with othe rs, and has a posit ive outloo k ma y never enco u nter 
bad luck. 

If a student studies hard for good grades and succeed s in his classes, he 
won't need exc uses to explain why his grades are low. It is better not to 
start drinking th an become an alco holic and le t the drink ru in one's life, 
cause damage to one's health , and the n to go throu gh the pain of changing 
the way of life a nd bein g forced to stay away from drink. Therefore, a 
pe rso n who has good habits will ne ver say tha t his luck is bad. A frugal 
man can prosper because he kno ws how to invest well and accu mulate 
grea ter weal th . Of cou rse, th e person who saves his money and does not 
spend extravagantly will nev er say that his luck is bad. 

If a man chooses to do the rig h t th ing however d ifficult it may be , he 
will no t withd raw from a di fficult cho ice and by doing so , he will become 
succes sful. He may never find out what bad luck is. Napoleon , a historical 
figu re, definitely ne ve r knew what bad luck was because he conso lidated 
his power and never let it be d ivided . If a pe rso n maintains a positive 
out look, he will not feel tha t he is ag ing as he is ge tt ing old er , and he will 
enco u nter man y oppo rt unities to be happy. Goo d luck will accompa ny him , 
and he may wonder if bad luck really exists. 

I always believe th at good luck will come to th ose who learn self-control 
and self-denial , develop good manners, and have a good tem per. 

'I n the o rigina l vers ion o f the text, the lucky financ ial gain was obt ain ed thro ug h th e 
lottery. However, during the pilot stud y which pr eced ed the actua l ad minis tration o f th e 
questio nna ire, it becam e clea r that the subjects were di stracted by the lottery. In stead of 
ana lyzing the text for its rhe to rica l devices, many comme n ted on the fact that lotteries are 
associa ted with gambling and , therefor e, can be imm oral. In an atte mpt to find a subject
neutra l means for a lucky financial gain, severa l options were conside red and reje cted . A 
lucky real estate dea l p ro ved to be the least distracting. 
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Both texts were written in the rhetorical mode of argumen t/exposi
tion with the purpose of convincing/in for ming an unspecified ge ne ra l 
aud ience (Park, 1988). T he texts are very similar in their overall organ i
zati on : Bo th consis t of an introductory paragraph, a re counting of 
th ird party ex pe rie nces and generalizations from them, a historical 
allus ion, and a one -sentence conclusion. Both texts stated essentially 
th e same idea: T he y d enied bad luck and asserted that an individual 
can have con tro l of even ts in their lives. 

H owever, th e two texts differed in their approaches to the topic and 
th e utili zat ion of textual d evices. In keeping with Anglo-American 
wri ting con ventions , T ext A explicitly discussed two contrasting 
even ts-a lucky finan cial gain through a real estate deal and the experi
ence of a concen tration cam p survivor, both of which served as evi
dence of one's con trol in responding to extreme circumstances. T he 
exa mples were followe d by detailed descriptions and specifics of th e 
two situ ati ons, provided as justification and proof for the th esis. In 
the first exa m ple, the text moved inductively from specific facts to th e 
ge neral th emati c point. T he seco nd example started with th e point to 

be illus trated and offe red co r ro bo ra tion . 
On th e othe r hand , Text B bri efly mentioned seven illu strative per

sona lities-a stu dent, an alcoho lic, a frugal man , a person who is no t 
extravaga nt, th e man who chooses to d o th e right thing, Napoleon, 
and a person who main tains a positive ou tloo k. These were referenced 
withou t a deta iled situationa l proof, leavin g the a ud ience to infer mu ch 
of th e particul ars. It is important to note that T ext B did not ex hibit 
a lack of focus. T he first sen te nce established th e th eme and th esis, 
whic h we re re ite rated and upheld through out the essay. The next two 
sen tences id entified habi ts or cha racter istics that negate bad luck. Most 
of the exa mples illust ra ted th ese habits or characteristics. T ext B re
flected con ventions of Ch inese writing with little elaboration , use of 
asse r tion , and vagu eness (e.g., good habits , being forced to sta y away 
from d r in k, doi ng th e right thin g). 

T he fac t th at bo th autho rs ope rated on the same basic premise and 
den ied bad lu ck is important to th e exten t that the writing prompt 
does not ap pear to be culture bound (Lay, 1982). The number of 
words in nei the r text exceede d 300. Beyond the prompt, neither of 
th e au thors was in structed as to how they were to approach the topic. 

Discussion of Results 

Alth ough th e major ity of subjects in all groups, except Indonesian 
and Vietnam ese , liked Text A more th an B, each group of NNSs 
eva lua ted bo th text s very d iffe re n tly fr om NSs. In fact, the NNS values 
were closest to th ose of NSs in response to th e question, The ideas in 
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TABLE 1
 

Compar ati ve Evaluation of Texts A and B (%) N = 174
 

NNS 

NSs CH KR JP IN VT
 
(n = 28) (n = 91) (n = 20) (n = 14) (n = 12) (n = 9)
 

l. Which text did you like more, A o r B? (X" [I , N = 74J = 9.63 P = .00 19) 
A B A B A B A 
96 4 69 3 1 80 20 79 

B 
2 1 

A 
42 

B 
58 

A 
44 

B 
56 

2. The ideas in which text are eas ier to understand , A or B? (X' [I , N = 174] = 8.7 1 P = .0032) 
A B A B A B A B 

100 0 77 23 75 25 7 1 29 
A 
83 

B 
17 

A 
56 

B 
44 

3. The tex t's pu r pose is more clearly presented in which text, A or B? (x' [ I, N = 
A B A B A B A 
89 II 47 53 45 55 43 

174] = 17.22 P = .0000) 
B A 
57 42 

B 
58 

A 
55 

B 
45 

4. Wh ich text is mor e expl icit , A or B? (x' [I, N = 174] = 14.74 P = .0001) 
A B A B A B A 
89 II 56 44 50 50 50 

B 
50 

A 
33 

B 
67 

A 
II 

B 
89 

5. Wh ich text is more con vincing, A or B? (x' [I , N = 174] = 23.2 3 P = .000 0) 
A B A B A B A 
93 7 5 1 49 30 70 36 

B 
64 

A 
33 

B 
67 

A 
22 

B 
78 

6. The aud ience can rel ate bette r to points made in which text, A or B? (X2 [I , N = 714] = I l.91 P = .0006) 
A B A B A B A B A 
82 18 48 52 55 45 50 50 25 

B 
75 

A 
33 

B 
67 



7. Do you	 think it is better for write rs to use specific points to ex plain their ideas or choose a broad er, more ge ne ra l approac h? (5 = spec ific; 
G = general; O = other) (X2 [I , N = 174] = 20.47 P = .0000; testin g specific against all o thers) 

5 G 0 5 G 0 5 G 0 5 G 0 5 G 0 5 G 0 
96 4 0 50 46 4 40 35 25 50 43 7 83 17 0 33 67 0 

8. In which text a re the ideas mor e specifically pr esented , A or B? (l [I , N = 174] = 15.22 P = .000 1) 

A B A B A B A B A B A B 
89 II 51 49 45 55 29 71 66 34 56 44 

9. Neith e r tex t co ntains too much support ing information. (Ag= ag ree; Dis= disagree) (l [I , N = 174] = 7.61 P = .0058) 
Ag	 Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis 
82 18 55 45 45 55 43 57 42 58 100 o 

10. In your op inion , which text contains too mu ch sup porting inform ation , A or B? (Expected counts were too sma ll so a chi-square was not 
used . Fisher's exact test yielded a p value o f .2889· with a sample size o f 72.) 

A B A B A B A B A B A B 
7 II 33 12 30 25 50 7 50 8 o o 

II. Nei ther text contai ns too little support ing informat ion . (Ag = agree ; Dis=d isagree) (l [I , N = 174] = 7.61 P = .0058) 
Ag	 Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis 
18 82 45 55 55 45 57 43 58 42 o 100 

12. In your opinion, which text contains too little supporting information, A or B? (x' [I, N = 102] = 34.27 P = .0000) 
A B A B A B A B A B A B 
14 68 42 13 40 5 43 0 34 8 100 o 
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which text were easier to understand, A or B ; and even here, only 56 % to 
83% of NNSs found Text A easier to understand, whereas all NSs 
did. Fewer than half of the subj ects in all NNSs groups, ex cept the 
Vietnamese, thought that A's purpose was more clearly presented than 
B's, althou gh 89 % of NSs thought so. Only 11% to 56% of NNSs 
thought that A was explicit while 89 % of NSs did . A half or fewer of 
the NNSs viewed A as convincing while 93% of NSs did . Similarly, 
the majority of subjects in each NNS group, except for the Koreans 
(45%), thought the audience could relate better to points made in B 
than to those in A. Only 18% of NSs agreed. 

In response to the question Do you think it is better f or writers to use 
specific points to explain their ideas or to choose a broader, more general 
approach, 96% of NSs, 83 % of Indonesians, half of th e Chinese and 
Japanese subjects, but only 40% of Koreans and 33% of Vietnamese 
indicated th at a specific approach is better than a general approach. 
The prompt, of course, asked for detailed and sp ecific examples. How
ever, whereas 89 % of NSs evaluated T ext A as more sp ecific than 
Text B, onl y 66 % or fewer of th e NNSs in any language gro u p had 
a similar view. The Korean and Japanese students' interpretation of 
the notion of textual specificity was particularly distant from that of 
NSs-only 29 % of the Japanese and 45 % of Koreans evaluated A as 
more sp ecific than B. According to Yum (1987), implicit and ambigu
ous communication is valued ver y highly in Korean writing because 
words are perceived as misleading. The author emphasizes that "to 
understand without being told is ... but a practical communication 
skill" (p . 83). Hinds (1984) shows that in Japanese text, information 
is implied or alluded to rather than explicitly stated. Because 34% to 
71% of NNSs described B as more sp ecific than A, whereas only 11% 
of NSs made the same evaluation , a sizable proportion of NNSs a ppe ar 
to interpret textual specificity accord ing to Ll rhetorical conventions 
(Matalene, 1985). 

The next 4 questions represent a four-tier app roach to investigating 
the NSs and NNSs understanding of the notion of supporting informa
tion. Questions 9 and 11 require the subj ects to Agree or Disagree with 
two statements Neither text contains too much supporting information 
and Neither text contains too little supporting information , respec
tively. In Question 10, the subjects who disa greed with the statement 
in Question 9 specified which text (A or B), in their opinion, contained 
too much supporting information. Similarly, those who disagreed with 
the statement in Question 11 indicated in Items 12 wh ich text (A or 
B) contained too little supporting information. 

Although 82 % of NSs noted th at neither text contained too much 
supporting information, 55% of the Chinese , 45% of Kor eans , 43% 
of the J apanese, and 42 % of Indonesians made such an evaluation. 
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The perceptions of the NSs and NNSs subj ects d iffered substan tially 
as to which text con taine d too much su ppor ting information . Although 
7% of NSs th ought th at A contain ed too mu ch support and 11% 
believed that B did , 33% to 50% of NNSs indicated that in th eir view, 
A was overly suppo r ted . A smaller percentage of NNSs (0% to 25 %) 
th ou ght th at B was. 

A majority (82%) of NSs disagreed with the statement Neither text 
con ta ins too little supporting information, with 68% indicating that B 

. pro vided insufficient support. On th e o ther hand , 0 to 13% of NNSs 
viewed B's su ppo rting in formation as insufficient. Most o f the NN Ss 
wh o disagreed with th e sta te ment in Item 11 (34% to 100 %) indicated 
th at A lack ed sufficient supporting information. 

The appa rent differen ces betw een NS and NNS respon ses (poo ling 
together th e diffe ren t nationalities) were gen erally sta tistica lly signifi
cant (as confi rmed by chi-square and Fisher 's exact test results reported 
in th e tables) with the exce ption o f Q uestion l Oin Table 1 (which did 
not reflect all individuals). 

The di sparity in th e NSs' and NNSs' eva luation of th e suppo rt pro
vided in th e two texts implies that whereas NNS s may be familiar with 
th e notion o f textual support, th eir interpretati on of th e form that it 
may take in En glish di ffers from th at of NSs. O f special interest is th e 
findin g that 30 % to 50% of NNSs be lieved th at A provided too mu ch 
suppo r t (Q uestion 10), 34 % to 100% of NNSs be lieved that A did not 
provide sufficient support for its points (Question 12), and only 7% 
and 14% of NSs, respectively, ag reed with either view. Therefore, it 
appears th at in th e view of NNSs, T ext B was relati vely well suppo r ted 
whereas A provided too much and/or too little su ppo r ting info r mation. 

In their di scu ssion of pragmatic re levance of information in commu
nication, Sperber and Wilson (1982, 1986) and Wilson and Sperber 
(1986) dem on st rate th at pragmatic relevance is indeterminate. The 
au thors sho w that, amo ng many other factors, perceived relevance 
of information in text depends on the con textual implications, the 
assumptions made by communication participants, their common co n
textual beli efs, and th eir mutual background kn owledge. They furth er 
state that altho ugh the information giver provides the forek nowledge, 
it is the information recipient who must supply th e specific co ntex tual 
assu mptions and arrive at specific context ua l interpretations. Ac
cord ing to Sperber and Wilson's principle of re levance, most NS sub
j ects interpreted the in formati on in T ext A as relevant and a large 
percentage o f NNSs in terpreted it as irrelevant to the text's purposes. 
Despite the NNSs' many years of training in L2 writing and the associ
at ed conventions, the NSs' and NNSs' interpretations of textual rele
van ce seem to be based on different pragmatic presuppositions and 
ass um ptions. 
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Experiment 2 

The purpose of Experiment 2 was to verify the results of Experiment 
1 by controlling for possible topic and population sam ple biases in 
Experiment 1. 

Subjects 

Of the 160 ESL stud en ts who participated in the second part of the 
stu dy, 91 were speakers of Chinese (CH) , 22 of Korean (KR), 16 of 
J apanese UP), 23 o f Indonesian (IN), and 8 of Vietnamese (VT). All 
had been ad mitted to the University, and th eir mean TOEFL score 
was 573. The only ex cep tion was the speakers of Vietnamese whose 
TOEFL scores were not obtained. The NNS subjects had received 
extensive instruction in ESL writing for a period of 5-20 years, with 
a mean of 10.1 years . Their residence in the U.S. typicall y fell within 
9 months to 4 yea rs, with a mean of 1.7 years. In addition to th e ESL 
students, 32 NS stu den ts participated in the second experiment and 
served as a control group. The total number of participants was 192. 
The conditions for the questionnaire administration in Experiment 1 
were duplicated in Experiment 2: The NNS subjects were taking 
cou r ses toward their degrees arid were enrolled in the same ESL Com
position Program and courses described for Experiment 1. 

Questionnaire Design and Administration 

The students read the following prompt: 

Many people believe th at it is better to act quickly and decisively than to 
wait and think something over carefully because opportunity ma y be lost 
by waiting. Do you think that taking quick, decisive action is o r is not 
advis able? Explain , using det ailed and specifi c exa mples. 

As in Experiment 1, the students read two English texts written in 
response. T ext C (see below) was written b y a spea ker of Chinese who 
had achieved a 590 TOEFL score and Text D was written by a NS 
enrolled in an English class. They were given 1 hour to answer the 
prompt. T ext C was extensively edited for grammati cal and lexical 
accuracy. The same questionnaire was administered as in Experiment 
1. 

T ext C 

"Time is money." This is what my teachers have often told me. On the 
other hand, my parents also taught me that people must think ca re fully 
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before acting. T he refore, I have a dil emma. It is difficult to say which 
ap proach is better. It depends on the situation you are in . Man y people 
get confuse d a nd do not kn ow wha t to do when th ey have to ma ke an 
important decision . 

In some circumstances , we need to act quickly an d decisively. In bus iness, 
you should be quick and decisive ; ot he rwise , a competitor ma y take ad van
tage of the opportunity. When you d rive a car, you need to mak e d ecisions 
and take ac tion qu ickly. If som eon e is drowning, you cannot wait to make 
your decision, you j um p in the river a nd save them. In an exam situa tion, 
you need to ac t qu ickly beca use if you take too long, you will ru n out o f 
tim e. 

H owever, in some ot her situ ations, we need to think things ove r. When 
decidi ng in which un iversity to enroll, you need to check your in fo rmation 
ver y carefully becau se a lot d ep en ds on your cho ice. If you are in love, 
you sho uld think ca refully if this person is a good ma tch fo r you . If you 
a re planning to bu y a ca r, you shou ld th in k ca refully about the ca r you 
want to buy. Wh e n you take out a loan, you need to choose the bank 
carefully and decid e whether you can afford the payment. 

T hose who act quickly and decisively usually thin k that oppo rtunities 
and chances will be lost if th ey do not take action as soo n as they arrive at 
a decision. Yet , the y do not see m to re alize that qu ick decision s may not 
be as goo d as th ey first thoug ht. Sometimes , quick decisions will only ha rm 
th em. T ho se who thi n k first befo re ta king an y action will be able to handle 
thi ngs as they planned to. 

Sometimes, somethi ng needs to be though t out carefully before taking 
any act ion. A qu ick d ecision cannot be mad e if people thi nk ca re fully 
before mak ing any decision s. In a differen t situation, people need to tak e 
a di fferent ac tion to respond to the situa tions they face. T herefore , whe ther 
to act quickly or to th ink carefull y d epends on the events th at people are 
inv olved in. 

I bel ieve that taki ng quick and decisive action is be tte r in som e situa tions, 
an d in so me othe r situa tions, waiting an d thi nk ing carefully is more ad vis
able. You ma y lose man y great opportun ities and regret losin g them if you 
do no t act quickly. Yet, if the decision you need to make is a serious o ne, 
you need to slow down and think be fo re taki ng action . 

Text D 

" Is it better to thin k th ings ove r carefully before acting o r to ta ke qu ick 
an d decisive acti on ?" If you th ink th ings over ca refully, you are m uch less 
likely to make a mis take , but a quick and decisiv e act ion allows you to take 
advan tage of opportunities th at may not wait fo r you to deliberate all the 
pros an d cons. T his, of course , is the cen tra l dil emma. You have to achieve 
some kind of balan ce be tween thi nking and ac ting . As a genera l rule, 
th ough, I'd say the mo re th at is at sta ke in a decision, the more you'd bette r 
think it over carefull y. 

O rd inarily, when you are deciding what to have fo r lunch, carefu l deliber-
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ation is not required. Not a lot is at stake. If you make a bad ch oice, not 
a lot o f damage is done. If you make a profoundly good choice, you don't 
reap a tremendous benefit. You'll be hungry again tomorrow an yway. Better 
to mak e a quick culinary decisi on and get on with the re st of your day. 

A car is less epheme ra l than a lunch. When you purchase a car, you'll 
have to live with the results of you r decision probabl y for several years. A 
little planning is highly recommended. Research various makes and models, 
weigh carefully the cost and quality, think about what you really want and 
what you can afford . Even th ough the salesman ma y insist that several 
other people are interested in the same car, th at it is the last of its kind on 
the lot , and th at he has to have an immediate answer, your decision should 
only follow careful thought. 

Marriage ma y be one of the most crucial decisions of you r life. The 
impact of this choice could have a significant influence on the rest o f your 
life and even on subsequent generations. Taking quick and decisive action 
regarding an issue of this magnitude would be a folly. Careful scrutiny of 
yourself and you r intended over a fairly long period of time should precede 
your decision. 

There are clearly ad vantages to quick and decisive acti on in some situa
tions-you waste less tim e and capitalize on opportunities that would other
wise be missed-but when the decision could have significant consequences, 
it's better to think carefully first. 

Again, the texts were very similar in their overall organization : Both 
consisted of an introductory paragraph that presented the author's 
thesis and both proceeded to discuss the situations in which a quick 
and decisive action is necessary or is not advisable. Both authors argued 
that whether to make a quick decision or to think something over 
depends primarily on the situation and/or on the importance o f the 
decision . Both texts recounted common experiences. The number of 
words in either text did not exceed 440. 

The texts differed in their presentation of information: C briefly 
mentioned four situations in which quick action is warranted (compet
ing in business, driving, seeing someone drown, taking an exam), 
four situations in which quick action is inadvisable (deciding which 
university to attend, falling in love, buying a car, taking out a loan), 
followed by two paragraphs containing assertions and generalizations 
on the theme and then a conclusion that reiterated the thesis . It is 
important to note that the topic was addressed throughout text C, and 
the examples were carefully balanced. Text D discussed a method of 
decision making in three situations, listed from least significant to 
most significant, deciding what to have for lunch, bu ying a car , and 
considering marriage. Each of the three situations was supported with 
three to five sentences that argued for the amount of deliberation that 
the author felt ea ch situation sh ould be given. Like C, D ended with 
a brief conclusion that reiterated the thesis. 
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Discussion of Results 

The results of Experiment 2 are presented in Table 2 and appear 
to be similar to those of Experiment 1.2 

Although 91 % of NSs liked D more than C, only 44% to 75% of 
NNSs shared this view. A similar proportion of NNSs found the ideas 
in D easy to understand, although 91 % of NSs did. Only a minority 
of NNSs in all groups (26% to 46%), except Vietnamese (75%), believed 
that the D's purpose was more clearly presented than C's, although 
94% of NSs thought otherwise. A half or fewer of NNSs found D 
explicit versus 84% of NSs; less than 40% of NNSs found D more 
convincing than C versus 94% of NSs. Fewer than half of the NNSs 
believed that the audience could relate better to points made in D than 
to those made in C; 94% of NSs had the same view. 

The majority of subjects in all groups (56% to 92%) believed that 
text should present specific information to support its points (Question 
7). However, NSs and NNSs interpreted the notion of specificity differ
ently, as 89% of NSs indicated that D was specific whereas only half 
or fewer of NNSs made the same evaluation. 

Again, a majority of NSs (84%) believed that neither text contained 
too much supporting information. On the other hand, slightly fewer 
than half of the subjects in all NNS groups (41 % to 50%), except the 
Vietnamese, thought that D contained too much supportive informa
tion. Together with this, 78% of NSs evaluated C as containing insuffi
cient supporting information, while 0% to 9% of NNSs had the same 
view; however, 41 % to 48% indicated that D lacked adequate support. 

Again, the apparent differences between NS and NNS responses 
(pooling together the different nationalities) were generally statistically 
significant (as confirmed by chi-square and Fisher's exact test results 
reported in the tables) with the exception of Question lOin Table 2 
(which did not reflect all individuals). 

According to several studies (Bach & Harnish, 1979; Grice, 1991; 
Sperber & Wilson, 1982, 1991), the clarity of communicative purposes, 
the sufficiency of information, and the uses of language congruent 
with these purposes are essential in order for the information giver 
to be understood. Similarly, the appropriate strategies which the infor
mation recipients employ to evaluate sufficiency of information and 
discern these purposes and uses are also necessary for a communication 
to be successful. For example, if the purpose of a communication is 
to persuade the audience, the purpose must be clear to the audience 

21n Experiment 2, Text C was presented to subjects before Text D. However, for the 
convenience of readers, in Table 2 the order of data presentation has been reversed to 
make it consistent with that in Table I (i.e., the NS text appears first). 
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T ABLE 2
 

Comparati ve Evaluat ion of Text s C and 0 (%) N = 192
 

NSs CH KR JP IN VT
 
(11 = 32) (11 = 91) (11 = 22) (11 = 16) (11 = 23) (11 = 8)
 

I. Which text di d you like more, Cor D? (i [ I , N = 192) = 
D C DC D 
9 1 9 60 40 50 

13.37 P = .00( 3) 
C D 
50 44 

C 
56 

D 
48 

C 
52 

D 
75 

C 
25 

2. The ideas in which text are eas ier to understa nd , C or D? (x" [ I , N = 
D C DC D C 
9 1 9 59 4 1 73 27 

192] = 
D 
57 

11.39 P = .0007 
C 
43 

D 
43 

C 
57 

D 
75 

C 
25 

3. The text's purpose is more clearl y presented in which text, C o r D? (l [ I, N = 
D C DC D C D 
94 6 44 56 46 54 44 

192] = 28.03 P = .00( 0) 
C D 
56 26 

C 
74 

D 
63 

C 
37 

4 . Which text is more explicit , C or D? (l (I , N = 19.86] P = .00( 0) 
D CD C D C 
84 16 41 59 50 50 

D 
50 

C 
50 

D 
35 

C 
65 

D 
25 

C 
75 

5. Wh ich text is more convincing, C or D) (X" [ I, N = 
D CDC D 
94 6 40 60 27 

192] = 36.36 P = .00( 0) 
C D 
73 38 

C 
62 

D 
35 

C 
65 

D 
13 

C 
87 

6. The audience can relate better to points made in which text, C or D? (X' [ I , N = 
D CDC D C D 
94 6 41 59 41 59 44 

192] = 3 1.57 P = .00(0) 
C D 
56 30 

C 
70 

D 
38 

C 
62 



7. Do you	 think it is better for writers to use specific points to explain their ideas or choose a broader, mor e ge neral approach ? (5 = specific ; 
G = gen e ral; O=other) (X' [I, N = 192] = 5.82 P = .0159; testing specific aga inst all ot hers) 

S G 0 5 G 0 S G 0 5 G 0 S G 0 5 G 0 
9 1 9 0 67 30 3 56 36 8 69 25 6 9 1 9 0 88 12 a 

8. In which text are the ideas more specifica lly presen ted, C or D? (X' [I, N = 192J = 18.76 P = .0000 ) 

OeD C D C 0 C 0 C o C 
88 12 51 49 4 1 59 25 7 .~ 43 57 50 50 

9. Ne ithe r text contains too much suppo rt ing info rmation. (Ag = agree ; Dis=disagree) (X' [ I, N = 192] = 13.66 P = .0002) 
Ag	 Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis 
84 16 52 48 50 50 44 56 52 48 13 87 

10. In your o pinion, which text contains too muc h su pport ing information , C or D? (Expected counts wer e too sma ll so a chi-squa re was no t 
used . Fisher's exac t test yielde d a p value o f .0 156 with a sample size o f 86 .) 
Oe D C D C 0 C DC 0 C 
3 13 41 7 45 5 50 6 44 4 13 74 

II . Neith er text contains too little su ppo rt ing informa tion. (Ag=agree; Dis=disagree) (X' [I , N = 192J = 13.66 P = .0002) 
Ag	 Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis Ag Dis 
16 84 48 52 50 50 56 44 48 52 87 13 

12. In your opinion, which text contains too little su ppo rt ing information, C or D? (X' [ I, N = 106J = 63.83 P = .0000) 
OeD C D C 0 C D C o C 
6 78 48 4 41 9 44 a 43 9 13 a 
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and the language used must include a sufficient amount of persuasion 
devices and techniques. The audience must also employ the appro
priate strategies to understand the information purpose and the utiliza
tion of the persuasion devices. 

Presuming that oral communication and/or written text has the goal 
of communicating to an audience, this goal is accom plished if the 
audience recognizes the text's communicative purposes and its uses of 
language to achieve them (Davis, 1991) . In the view of the NSs , Text 
D achieved its communicative purposes to a greater extent and used 
rhetorical devices more appropriately than Text C. Conversely, in the 
perceptions of the trained NNSs, in Text D, th e communicative goals 
and its use of rhetorical devices were not as easily discernible as those 
in Text C. 

The NSs' evaluation of writing conventions and constructs utilized 
in Texts A and B in Experiment 1 and Texts C and D in Experiment 
2 indicates that they appear to know the conven tions of writing in 
English and re cognize the textual devices that represent these conven
tions in text (Kachru, 1988). They share common background knowl
edge and contextual assumptions from which they derive pragmatic 
interpretations of notions pertaining to writing and textual paradigms. 
Therefore, they evaluated the sample texts accord ing to these prag
matic interpretations. 

The NNSs with many years of training in L2 writing do not seem 
to have the NS-like access to this common back ground knowledge and 
the contextua l assu m ptions associated with L2 rhetorical notions and 
conventions and the appropriate rhetorical devices. Thus, despite their 
apparent familiarity with and formal exposure to L2 conventions and 
devices, NNSs made pragmatic interpretation s noticeably distant from 
those of NSs. 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
FOR TEACHING 

The re sults of this study indicate that the ad vanced abstract notions 
widel y accepted in the teaching of com po sition to NSs are readil y 
accessible to them for pragmatic interpretation. However, because 
these con ven tions of English writing require rational (Aristotelian) 
argumentation, justification, and proof which are concepts and frame
works not co m monly accepted in many other writing traditions, such 
as those based on Confucian and Taoist philosophical precepts, NNSs 
exposed to different notions pertaining to writing seem to interpret 
L2 rhetorical notions differently from NSs. It further appears that 
many years of L2 composition instruction based on methodologies for 
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teaching composition to NSs may diminish thi s concep tual distance 
on ly to a limited ex tent, even if the rh etorical notions and conven tions 
of text's purpose, aud ience , explicitness, clarity, specificity, and thesis 
sup port are stressed. In ad d ition to the impact this conceptua l distance 
has o n L2 writing, fu rt he r research should probably be devo ted to th e 
e ffec t o f Ari stotelian a rg u mentation and justification of NNS reading 
com p re hension and information reten tion . 

Most trained ESL writers have been instructed th at English text 
.must be clear and con vincing. It seems, however, th at th ese notions 
are not always self-evident, particularl y when it comes to NNSs raised 
in cultures where harmony mainten an ce is emphasized and discourse 
vagu eness is valu ed . Bloom's (1981 ) Ch ines e subj ects clea rly disliked 
the rhetorical const ru cts that they enco u ntered in English text s. H ow
eve r, studen ts need to be tau ght that learning Anglo-Ame rican writing 
conven tions is inext ricabl e fr om learnin g to write in English and th at 
a lack of familia rity with these con vent ions may prove detrimen tal to 
th eir acad emic and professional opportunities. 

As has been di scu ssed , methodologies for teaching L2 writing and 
th e associated text constructs are la rgely derived from th ose accep ted 
in th e tea ching of Ll writing to NSs (Flower, 1984 ; Memering & 
O'Hare , 198 3 ; Win kler & McCue n, 1984 ). T oday, few of th e wr iting/ 
com pos ition text s adopted in the U .S. teaching of ESL acknowled ge 
tha t rh etorical tradi tions other than th e Anglo-American tradition exist 
and even fewer d elve into contrasts be twee n the writing conven tions 
accepted in other cu ltu re s. 

An issue for fu rther res earch to pu rsue is whether a methodology 
for teaching L2 writ ing to NNS s raised in Co n fuc ian and Taoist cu l
tures can be mad e more effec tive by consider ing stu dents' Ll rh etorical 
conven tions. Althou gh in ESL classes th e student' s wr iting frequen tly 
serves as means fo r sente nce structu re ana lysis, instructor s rarely em
ploy this technique for teaching An glo-American notions pertaining 
to rhe to r ical development because th ey often appear to be either pro
hibi tively complex or self-evident. H owever, juxtaposin g reasonably 
sho rt co m pos itions wr itten by NSs and NNSs can make clear the differ
ences in the amou nt and type of textual sup po rt requ ired in various 
trad itions . Wh en various exper ime nts for thi s stud y were cond ucted 
over 2 acad em ic yea rs , ESL teachers who ad min istere d the question
naires subsequen tly used Texts A and B, and C and D as mod els in class 
di scu ssions. The teachers reported th at co mpa ring and co ntras ting the 
texts acco rd ing to d iffe rent rhetorical co nve ntions proved to be ve ry 
helpful in facilitating learner pragmat ic in te rpre ta tion of Anglo-A me r
ican rhetorical pa rad igm s and th e rat ion ale that underlie th em. 

The res ults of th is study indicat e th at the advanced not ions and 
concep tualizations of writing appropriat e in the teaching of com posi-
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tion to NSs of English may not be fully accessible for pragmatic inter
pretation even to highly trained NNSs. Although learners' detailed 
familiarity with Aristotelian logic and rationality is not necessary for 
learning to write in an L2, familiarity with these assumptions is neces
sary if learners are to acquire nativelike pragmatic interpretations of 
English texts. 
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