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Abstract

Holistic or analytic scoring has been an eternal topic in the field of testing in recent years.
Holistic scoring is the assigning of a single score to a script based on the overall judgment
about its quality. In terms of analytic scoring, scripts are rated on several aspects of scoring
rubric rather than a single score.

The study is to construct the model on predictability of writing form to writing
performance. 243 English majors participated in the study. They have been required to write
the composition in 50 minutes during the final examination. The students come from Grade
Three of different universities in Hebei Province. Namely, Hebei University, Hebei University
of Technology and Hebei University of Economics and Business. All of the compositions
need to be scored by three raters twice, one with holistic scoring and the other with analytic
scoring. Holistic scoring is based on TEM4, whereas analytic scoring adopts the criteria:
relevance. explicitness. coherence. sufficiency (Wen, 2007); fluency.accuracy and complexity
(Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998; Liang 2005). After rating, all of the data should be analyzed by
SPSS (16.0). AMOS (7.0) is used to establish SEM based on literature and hypothesis. In the
study, writing form is indicated by three observed variables: fluency, accuracy and complexity.
Writing performance is seen as latent variable. SEM is used to construct and check to what
extent these three variables can predict writing performance.

The objective of the paper is to provide detailed analysis about writing form and writing
performance. The paper attempts to address the following questions: in L2 writing, what is the
relationship between writing form and writing performance? As for the second language
learners, can fluency. accuracy and complexity predict writing performance? As for
high-proficiency learners and low-proficiency leamers, how do different understanding of
writing form influence writing performance?

According to data analysis and interviewees’ response, there are three major findings in
the study. First, writing form can predict 47.61% variance of writing performance directly.

Second, fluency. complexity and accuracy are positively correlated with writing performance.
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Complexity and fluency can predict more about writing performance than accuracy. Third,
different understanding of writing form can affect writing performance directly according to
interviewees’ response. In sum, the findings are helpful for us to improve the way of assessing
L2 writing performance. Meanwhile, fluency. complexity and accuracy can provide more
effective feedback to the test participants from different multi-facet, which is helpful to

improve the writing performance.

Key Words: writing form; writing performance; predictability; SEM
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Chapter One Introduction

1.1 Research Background

L2 writing (Second Language Writing), as one of the most difficult skill for learners to
develop, has aroused more attention by researchers aboard and in China in recent years.

Most of the scholars and experts abroad focused their attention on the following fields:
writing theories; writing process, including writing strategies, differences of individual
learners; writing results, including text analysis, error analysis and corpus analysis; factors
affecting writing, focusing on register knowledge, motivation and demand; writing teaching
method; writing assessment; curriculum design and so forth. (Atkinson 2003; Matsuda 2003)

Recently, most specialists in China focused their attention on writing theories, writing
process, text interactions, writing factors and teaching writing. It is not difficult to arrive at
the conclusion that from 1993 to 2004, empirical research about L2 writing covered four
aspects: (1) How does L1 perform in L2 writing of Chinese learners? (2) What kind of factors
of language and context appear? (3) What factors can affect L2 writing ability? (4) How can
improve and better L2 writing teaching in China? (Wang Lifei, 2005 ).

As one field of L2 writing, L2 writing assessment has caused much attention in recent
years.

When it comes to writing assessment, there is no doubt that there remain a lot of
controversies in scoring or rating. Two main methods of assessing writing, holistic scoring
and analytic scoring, have caused great study in western countries. Most scholars in western
countries focused more attention on comparison of different rubrics: holistic and analytic
scoring. Researchers have discussed a lot about whether a single score should be given to
each composition or different dimensions should be scored separately. At the same time, they
have compared validity and reliability of two methods of assessment. Validity and reliability
are central to effective testing practice. Validity, or judgments of the relevance of test tasks to
the intended score representation, is thus at the heart of the performance test (Kenyon, 1998).

Previous studies on writing assessment aimed to investigating factors affecting scoring,



including variables of task. rater. text. context and test-taker.

Another aspect of writing assessment is about the criteria. Different criteria had been
proved to be useful and effective to test learners® achievement in L2 writing. Jacobs et al
(1981) stated content, organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics can be regarded
as effective means of assessment criteria. Purves (1985) made a summary about the major
criteria: content, organization, style, conventions, and communication requirements. Weir
(1990) made a careful classification about the criteria. There were seven dimensions in the
criteria: relevance and adequacy of content, compositional organization, cohesion, adequacy
of vocabulary for purpose, grammar, mechanical accuracy I (punctuation) and mechanical
accuracy Il (spelling). Hamp-Lyons (1990) viewed ideas and argument, rhetorical features,
and language control as major criteria. Blok and de Glopper (1992) states content,
organization, style and conventions can be applied in testing. In China, Liang (2005) pointed
out that language, content, and organization can become major constructs of assessing EFL
writing. Wen (2007) believed the criteria established by Hamp-Lyons was not suitable to L2
writing due to its simplicity. It was not easy to make clear distinction among dimensions in
the criteria which established by Jacobs et al (1981) and Weir (1990). She used form and
content to analyze L2 scoring. Vocabulary, sentence pattern, grammar, and mechanics can
cover aspects of form while relevance, explicitness, coherence, sufficiency were related to
content.

In China, L2 writing assessment have adopted holistic scoring either in theory or in

practice in most time, ranging from classroom practicing to large-scaled tests, such as CET4.

CET6. TEM4 and TEMS. As for analytic scoring, some researchers have probed into this field.

Liang (2005) used analytic scoring to conduct empirical study to build scoring system and
Wen (2007) employed it to validate content construct.

Empirical research relating testing of L2 writing in China is not adequate. Liang (2005)
discussed the predictability from content, language and organization in order to establish
computer-assisted scoring system. If a computer-assisted scoring system can be proved useful
and applied into practice, it can reduce tremendous amount of work of raters especially in

large-scaled test. However, content and form can cover the assessment of L2 writing. As for
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structure, it can be included by content and form according to its features. Wen (2007)
established the model by using Structure Equation Modeling (SEM) to measure the validity of
the construct “essay content”. Although some researchers probed into L2 scoring from

different aspects, there is no agreement in scoring approach and scoring criteria.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

This paper attempts to explore the contribution of form to writing performance of
time-limited composition from English major students in university. Form can be conveyed
by fluency, accuracy, and complexity, which are sufficient perform of writing performance.
The paper aims to test the correlation of the three dimensions and the contribution of them to
form, as well as form to writing performance.

The major purpose of the study is to investigate how writing form predict writing
performance in L2 writing. The study hopes to state clearly different predictability of
dimensions to writing performance.

The study comprises two parts—the quantitative part and the qualitative part. The
quantitative part of the study attempts to prove into some features about form of learners’
writing, especially the application of three dimensions—fluency, accuracy and complexity.
These three dimensions were defined by Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998). And these three
dimensions have been widely used to test oral English as well as written English. In the
quantitative part, SEM is established to illustrate the predictability of each dimension to
writing performance. SEM, as one effective tool, can provide objective and efficient result to
the study.

The qualitative part of the study is designed to prove how different level of students
behaved and performed in L2 writing, especially in time-limited composition. Interview is
used as research method. Accordihg to interviewees’ responses, it is clearly to see different
understanding of form affecting high proficiency level students and low proficiency level
students.

Anyway, the conclusion reached from research questions might be helpful to both

teachers and learners.



1.3 Significance of the Study

The major findings of the empirical research may play significant role in the field of L2
writing,

From methodological perspective, SEM has been used to establish model which can give
strong and powerful argument to illustrate the relationship between form and writing
performance. In addition, predictability of different dimensions of form to writing
performance can be seen clearly from the model. SEM can be applied in foreign language
research, because it has lots of advantages.

From pedagogical perspective, both teachers and students should clarify the relationship
between form and writing performance. Traditionally, holistic scoring has been widely used in
the tests and classroom teaching, ignoring the application of analytic scoring. The empirical
findings have prox;ided more information about two different scoring. The advantages of
analytic scoriﬁg can be seen clearly. Teachers should lay emphasis on analytic scoring in
teaching writing, giving more detailed feedback about content and form to students. In
addition, teachers should emphasize both form and content, which has been one effective way

of improving students’ L2 writing performance.

1.4 Organization of the Paper

This paperAconsists of five chapters.

Chapter One provides the purpose and the background of the study. It is composed of
research background, purpose of the study, significance of the study and organization of the
paper.

Chapter Two mainly reviews the relevant literature on the present study. One part is
about definition and measurement of writing form and writing performance. Another part is
about two methods about assessing writing performance, both of which are adopted by the
study. Holistic scoring and analytic scoring had been proved by scholars in western countries
and in China. At last, brief review of related study about SEM applied in language testing
research is introduced.

Chapter Three describes the design of the present study, including objective of the study,




subjects, instrument, data collection, rating scales, rating training and rating procedure.
Chapter Four is results and discussion. In this chapter, it presents data analysis as well as

discussions of three research questions. On the one hand, data analysis reports score reliability

of human raters from inter- and intra- reliability. Correlation analysis is conducted by SPSS

(16.0) to reveal the reliability of scores and compare the results of holistic scoring and
analytic scoring. AMOS (7.0) is used to construct SEM concerning the topic. On the other
haﬁd, three research questions are discussed respectively and thoroughly in this chapter.

The last chapter draws the conclusion of the major findings, discusses the implications,

limitations and provides suggestions for future study of the topic.




Chapter Two Literature Review

This chapter probes into the literature concerning this study. It is composed of the
following parts: understanding writing form, especially fluency, accuracy, and complexity,
among which three dimensions can reflect writing form in the study; understanding assessing
writing performance, holistic scoring and analytic scoring introduced thoroughly; previous

studies on writing form and writing performance; and empirical studies on SEM.

2.1 Understanding Writing Form

Generally sbeaking, a piece of writing is a unit of content and form. Language usage is
the main performance of form. According to the classification of some researchers, fluency,
accuracy and complexity, these three dimensions are in the constructs of L2 proficiency,
which can be applied to assess oral English as well as written English. (Larsen-Freeman and
Strom, 1977, 1978; Larsen-Freeman, 1983; Foster and Skehan, 1996; Wolfe-Quintero et al,
1998).

In L2 writing assessment, how to judge the performance of language have aroused
researchers’ concern in the past years. As is known to all, most measures of assessing writing
performance only focus on one aspect of essays: the quality of language. How to assess the
performance of language has caused much attention in the past years. In this study, three
categories had been discussed in order to assess the quality of language. It involves fluency,
accuracy, and complexity. According to the literature review, fluency, accuracy and
complexity have been regarded as primary variables in applied linguistic research.

2.1.1 Definition and Measures of Fluency

It is difficult to define the term fluency because of its diverse range of definitions. Some
attempts have been made to fluency in order to find out what extent writing performance can
be predicted by fluency.

Fluency is originally one item used in oral discourse, referring “the processing of
language in real time” (Schmidt, 1992). Lesson (1975) defined fluency as “the ability of the

speaker to produce indefinite many sentences conforming to the phonological, syntactical and
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semantic exigencies of a given natural language on the basis of a finite exposure to a finite
corpus of that language.”

Foster and Skehan (1996), Larsen-Freeman and Strom (1977,1978), Wolfe-Quintero et al.
(1998) viewed fluency as an independent measure together with accuracy and complexity.

However, Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) maintained that fluency can be used in the field
L2 writing. They believe fluency measures can reveal how proficient the writer is to produce
writing.

Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) argued that “fluency means that more words and more
sentences are accessed in a limited time, whereas a lack of fluency means that only a few
words or structures are accessed.” In other words, fluency is one aspect of ability of subjects
producing words and sentences as more as possible in limited time.

It is common to calculate the total number of words in a written article to measure
fluency. Total number of scores has been one important aspect to assess writing performance
and some experts had validated the results. In the previous study, Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998)
made the study about 39 studies to draw the conclusion that the best measure of fluency,
should define the number of words per T-unit, the number of words per clause the number of
clauses per T-unit and the number of words per error-free t-unit. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998)
argued that in the past years several researchers have confirmed a closely correlation between
the length of the article and writing proficiency. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) reported that a
rather high correlation is 0.65 or above it. In Page’s (1968) study, the number of the words in
one essay was one of the best correlates of writing performance. The correlating was reported
as 1=0.32. Slotnick (1972) conducted analysis by multiple regression, including the length of
the essay as one of the observed variable. Although he did not publish the correlation
coefficient, he had found the length was definitely a significant correlate of writing quality.
McCurry and McCurry (1992) reached the same conclusion in the regression model, which
includes 27 variables.

In a similar study, Reid and Findlay (1986) and Carlson (1988) confirmed the findings of
mentioned above by using regression models, including essay length as an observed variable.

Except for the total numbers of the essay, another two measures were included in




Slotnick’s (1972) and McCurry and McCurry’s (1992) models, that is to say, the number of
word types, and the number of sentences. Both of the two elements were regarded as the
predictive of writing scores.

In Fillmore’s (1979) study, he indicated that fluency was not only a quantitative aspect
but also a qualitative aspect. The number of word types can reflect both the quantity and the
quality of text.

As to the correlation between fluency measures and writing proficiency, several
researches have provided it. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) reported a significant correlation at
0.65 between fluency and writing quality. Vann (1979) found the relationship between
fluency and TOFEL scores. Fluency measure can suggest a significant correlation with
TOFEL scores.

2.1.2 Definition and Measures of Accuracy

Most researchers had accepted the definition of accuracy, which is “freedom from error.”
Foster & Skehan (1996) had stated. Later, Skehan & Foster (1997) pointed that accuracy was
focused on how well language was produced to match the rules of the target language. Simply
speaking, Accuracy is concerned with how well language is produced in relation to the rule
system of the target language. It refers to the ability of using language to performing both in
spoken English and written English.

In terms of assessing accuracy, many researchers have made attempts and followed
different measures.

Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) made the conclusion that error-free T-unit, error-free
T-units per T-unit and errors per T-unit were the best measures to testify accuracy. They were
distinct measures from complexity. One disadvantage of the measures was uncertainty about
the nature of the errors. It can not show clearly the seriousness of the error and the types of
errors the writer made, such as lexical, syntax, spelling or style of the error. Polio (1997)
pointed out that it was rather a subjective matter to make the clearness of error, because
“defining an error may be problematic.” This view had been proved by other experts. For
example, Casanave (1994) put forward the similar viewpoint “it was difficult to determine

whether the writer had made an error or not.”” Larsen-Freeman (2006) based on



Wolfe-Quintero et al.’s (1998) and Larsen-Freeman and Strom’s (1977) regarded accuracy as

the proportion of error-free T-units to T-units.

Reviewing the literature, it is not difficult to find out that the use of prepositions and the
use of articles were two measures regarding measures of accuracy, especially measures of
appropriateness. In sum, measures of accuracy rely on learners’ errors.

Different researchers have adopted different methods to measure errors.

Hedgcock&Lefkowitz (1992) utilized scale adapted from Jacobs et al., (1981) to make
comparison about feedback on essays. Among which three aspects grammar, vocabulary and
mechanics were related to accuracy. Engber (1995) made the classification about lexical error.
One was lexical choice, including unconcerned of words, mistaken of synonyms, mistaken
of collocation. misuse of phrase. Another was lexical form, including: misuse of derivative
words . mistaken of verb forms. and misspelling. Larsen-Freeman (1977,1978,1983),
Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) adopted lexical, spelling, morph syntactic, even punctuation
errors, as the references in determining whether a T-unit was error-free.

The dimensions by Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) are widely used in L2 writing research
in China. According to the classification by Wolfe-Quintero et al., (1998), errors can include
morphological errors, lexical errors and syntactical errors. They have their respective range.
For example, morphological errors refer to errors in propositions, articles, plural forms,
derivational morphemes and so on. Lexical errors refer to errors in spelling, abstract words
phrases, collocation and modifiers. Syntactic errors refer to errors in embedding,
complementation, coordination, word order, fragments, or the missing of constituents.

In conclusion, a large number of researchers have realized that errors do occur in adult
second language data. Errors are closely related to accuracy.

Accuracy has caused widely attention in traditional teaching. Teachers noticed more
about accuracy in the following aspects: spelling, word usage and grammar mistakes while
assessing writing performance. Among the literature, correct spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, and grammar and legible handwriting are included in conventions, which is an
independent aspect of assessing. Frankly, this dimension can be encompassed by accuracy.

The framework of Test in English for Educational Purposes (TEEP) consists of three accuracy



dimensions: grammar, mechanical accuracy; punctuation, and mechanical accuracy and
spelling (Weir, 1998).

Yong-Won Lee, Claudia Gentile, Robert Kantor (2008) put forward the view that in
automated essay scoring, accuracy is a major concern. Grammatical accuracy, usage accuracy,
mechanical accuracy and linguistic accuracy should be identified in E-rater. Mechanical
accuracy always play a minor role in holistic scoring with respect to AES, whereas it has
strong correlation to human raters’ judgment.

The major concern of accuracy is in relation to the rules of target language. It can reflect
fluency and complexity to some degree. Although Stephen Isaacson (1996) held the view that
when fluency was focused, misspellings, faulty punctuation were not considered, although
accuracy was one of the important aspects to evaluate writing performance.

2.1.3 Definition and Measures of Complexity

Foster and Skehan’s (1996) stated that complexity refers to the capacity to use more
advanced language, with the possibility that such language may not be controlled so
effectively.

According to the classification by Foster and Skehan’s (1996) and Wolfe-Quintero et
al.’s (1998), this review adopted two sub-categories: lexical complexity and syntactic
complexity.

2.1.3.1 Lexical Complexity

One aspect of complexity is lexical complexity. Researchers have given deep insights
into this field in the past years. Lots of researches have been able to attempt to lexical
complexity and writiné performance. In this regard, according to some researchers, there is
closely relationship between writer’s lexicon and writing performance.

Grobe’s (1981) study came to the conclusion that vocabulary diversity was closely
related to the quality of writing, “what teachers currently perceived as “good” writing is
closely associated with vocabulary diversity ”, which is concerned by teachers in the current
teaching. Hyltenstam (1988) stated that it was crucial for effective writing whether there was
a large range of lexicon in a piece of article. That is to say, a wide range of lexicon can decide

the performance of writing to a certain degree.
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There is no doubt that writing performance is closely related to the writer’s lexicon. A

tremendous amount of studies probe into measuring writing performance with lexical features
extractable from articles. With respect to measures of complexity, there exist different ones.

One specific measure, word length, have been tested a significant correlation between
average word length and writing performance. The findings can be confirmed by Page (1968),
Slotnick (1972), Carlson (1988), and Berglund and Mason (2001).

Nominalizations can be regarded as another word length-based measure refers to the
long word formed by suffixation. MaCurry and McCurry’s (1992) regression model was
considered having strong predictive power, though there was no report about the correlation
between nominalizations and writing performance.

Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) chose type-token ratio of word type variation per total
words along with type-token ratio of sophisticated word types (based on frequency lists) per
total word types as the best measures of lexical variety. Type-token ratio can imply lexical
richness of a writer. As a matter of fact, it can be affected by length of the text.

Larsen-Freeman (2006) based on Wolfe-Quintero et al.’s (1998) and Larsen-Freeman and
Strom’s (1977) studies viewed grammatical complexity as average number of clauses per
t-unit.

A good writing must be of diversifying words. That is to say, various kinds of words
should be available. Harley and King (1989) found.

As Hyltenstam (1988) argued that it was essential for effective communication to

compose of a wide range of lexicon. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) stated clearly how varied or

complex the words or word types were necessary for the composition to be assessed. That is
to say, lexical complexity focuses more attention on how sophisticated the words or word
types are used rather than how many words are present in the article.

Laufer (1994), Laufer & Nation (1995) held the view that the richness of vocabulary
turned out to be the biggest factor influencing the final scores.

Reviewing the literature, it is easy to find that lexical complexity always focused on the
following points: whether there is various kinds of basic and advanced words are available

and even can be accessed quickly. Measures of lexical complexity are focused on how
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sophisticated the words used.

2.1.3.2 Syntactic Complexity

According to Foster and Skehan (1996), it is not difficult to find out syntactic complexity
is another aspect of complexity, referring to “a greater variety of syntactic patterning”

Wolfe—Quintero et al. (1998) stated that the number of clauses per T-unit and the
dependent clauses per clause were the best measures. At the same time, they pointed out that
those who can use a wide variety of both basic sentence pattern and sophisticated structures,
can be called a syntactically complex writer. On the contrary, a syntactically simple writer can
use a narrow range of basic structures. According to the study, how sophisticated the
production units are more concerned than how many production units are presented in the
composition.

Ortega’s (2003) put forward the definition of syntactic complexity, which was concerned
with the different range of forms in language production as well as the extent of sophistication
of such forms. As more as 21 different measures were compared in the study, all of which
used the T-unit as the production unit. The length of productions unit was one of the targets of
quantifications when measuring syntactic complexity.

Szmrecsanyi (2004) maintained that the best measure of syntactic complexity was
average sentence length, which is definitely an accurate measure. Average sentence length is
one of the effective predictor of assessing students’ writing, which is confirmed by some
researchers. Page (1968), Reid and Findlay (1986) and Slotnick (1972) agreed average
sentence length was one predictive aspect of writing performance. Page (1968) mentioned
average sentence length correlated with scores at .04 (beta weight=0.09) in the regression
model. Other studies have not stated clearly the exact correlation with writing scores, but in
their models, it does correlate significantly with scores.

Brown (1994) stated clear difference between writing and speaking on complexity. He
claimed that written language have the tendency to use longer clauses and more
subordinators.

In conclusion, average sentence length, as well as how sophisticated and varied of the

sentence structure can be the predictive of writing performance with regard to complexity.
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2.2 Understanding Writing Performance

As is known to all, many researchers use different rubric to assess writing performance.
When it mentions to writing performance, scoring rubric and scoring process can not be
avoidable. Writing performance always should be presented by scores both in classroom
practice and large-scale tests.

2.2.1 Different Criteria of Writing Performance

Writing performance is the evaluation of EFL writing samples by matching the samples
with points on rating scale. Kellogg (1994) defined writing performance as “judgments about
how well a document communicates or achieves its purpose with its intended audience.”
Scores can represent writing performance of the essay. Two methods of scoring will be
introduced in the following part. Assessing writing performance usually depends on raters
making judgments on various kinds of essays on rating scales.

Content, organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics, these five categories
constitute one evaluation scale by Jacobs, Zingkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel&Hughey (1981).
Later, Isaacson (1988) produced five variables to assess writing: fluency, content, conventions,
syntax, and vocabulary. Purves (1985) concluded a few major criteria, content, organization,
style, conventions and communication requirements should be summarized. While Block &
de Glopper (1992) pointed out that content, organization, style and convention should be
applied, because communication requirements is concerned with adequacy of content, which
can be included by other criteria.

Some researchers assessed L2 writing focusing content cohesion and quality whereas
others such as Robinson (2001) used fluency, accuracy and complexity to assess subjects’
performance.

Liang (2005) used language, content and organization as the elementary criteria to assess
argumentative samples in the computer-assisted scoring of Chinese EFL learners’ essays.

Table 2.1 is the summary of measures of writing quality in previous study.
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Table 2.1

Measures of Writing Quality in Previous Study
(Adapted from Liang 2005)

Major

Constructs

Sub-constructs

Measures

Language

Fluency

Essay length(in words)

Fourth root of essay length

No. of word types

No. of sentences

Appropriateness

No. of prepositions

No. of articles

Complexity

Lexical

Type-token ratio

Index of Guiraud

Vocabulary Frenquency Profile

No. of common words

No. of uncommon words

Average word length

SD of word length

No. of nominalizations

Syntactic

Average sentence length

% of long sentences

% of short sentences

% of simple sentences

Readability indices

Content

Topic-relevance

SVD similarity measures

Organization

Global

No. of paragraphs

Local

No. of Pronouns

No. of connectives

In this study, the writer regards fluency, accuracy and complexity as three dimensions to

assess writing performance of subjects.
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2.2.2 Writing Rating Methods

There is no consistent standard to assess a piece of writing. In the field of assessing L2
writing, holistic scoring has been adopted widely in abroad and in china, such as TOFEL,
TEM4, TEM8, CET4 and CET6. It can be widely used in large-scaled testing. Another
important method of scoring, analytic scoring has drawn more attention in recent years. The
following part is a brief introduction to these two different scoring.

2.2.2.1 Holistic Scoring Method

Holistic marking is where the scorer “records a single impression of the impact of the
performance as a whole” McNamara (2000). Generally speaking, holistic scoring refers to the
whole impression of the essay. A single score is assigned to a student’s essay on the basis of
an overall impression. Holistic scoring can be replaced by global, impressionistic or
integrative scoring. Holistic scoring is widely used in the past years.

Zou (2005) considered that holistic scoring was widely used in large-scale writing tests.
As it is called, holistic scoring refers to the rater could mark the essays after reading it quickly
according to the specific scoring scale or scoring rubric.

A lot of researchers have provided many advantages of this method. Firstly, it is
economical to evaluate each essay. Weigle (2002) considered that the essay need to be given
only one score based on the total impression after reading only once. Secondly, it is rapid and
efficient. It is widely used in large-scaled tests, because this kind of marking can save a great
deal of time. Third, White (1984,1985) maintained that the raters focused more attention on
the strengths rather than weaknesses of each essay, which was suitable for one to appreciate
the essay. White also argued that holistic scoring is more valid than analytic method.

At the same time, there exist some disadvantages of holistic scoring. First, it can not
offer more effective feedback to students. Hamp-Lyons (1990) stated that holistic marking
was severely limited in that it does not provide a profile of the student's writing ability.
Specifically speaking, no detailed information is given about the single mark after rating by
holistic scoring, which is not better for students’ improvement. The student can not know well
why the article had received such score, whether or not because of the well organization or

language use. Weigle (2002) considered holistic scoring cannot provide diagnosis for
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improving teaching. Second, different raters offer different scores because of preference.
Freedman (1979) believed that some raters paid more attention to structure of the whole
composition. Grobe (1981) regarded that some preferred word choice. Cohen (1994)
cautioned that longer essays often have the trend to receive higher marks. Third, Heaton
(1990) pointed out that this kind of marking can be unreliable if marking is done under short
time constraints and with inexperienced, untrained teachers. Weigh (1993) admitted holistic
scoring faced severe validation.

2.2.2.2 Analytic Scoring Method

Analytic scoring is a type of scoring that demand a separate score for each dimension of
criteria. For example, students’ writing might be scored including following aspects: content,
organization, cohesion, vocabulary, grammar, and mechanics.

Jacobs et al (1981) created the famous analytic scales. Five aspects were considered
seriously: content, organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics. These five aspects
weighed differently. Weir (1988) developed a scale for TEEP, focusing on communicative
effectiveness and accuracy. Hamp-Lyons (1990) regarded Michigan Writing Assessment
Scoring Guide was on three aspects: ideas and arguments, rhetorical features, and language
control. Zou (2005) stated that raters gave different aspects of scores according to the scoring
rubric in analytic scoring. Although scoring rubric can be used both in holistic scoring and
analytic scoring, there are different aspects of ranks relating writing ability and detailed
 instruction about the ranks. Generally speaking, scoring rubric includes content, organization
and language. But there are always something in detail

There are a lot of advantages of analytic scoring. First, different scores of each
dimension can be more reliable about the final score. Raters have considered aspects as more
as possible through rating. Secondly, each score can reflect different performance in every
dimension, showing strong points and weak points clearly, and proving more
multi-dimensional effects on participants. For example, the examinees can receive useful
information from detailed feedback. They can realize strengths and weaknesses of a piece of
writing, which is helpful for them to improve writing quality. At the same time, the researcher

can benefit a lot from the final score because more information has been provided from the
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final score. Thirdly, Francis (1977) expressed the opinion that new raters can master the

standard relatively easily through raters’ training. Inexperienced raters can subsequently rates
different level with each criteria. Murphy (1982) reported data to confirm this.

The disadvantage of the analytic method is as follows. On the one hand, it lacks of
maneuverability in the large-scaled test. Because teachers want to offer more aspects of the
same essay, it needs more time than holistic scoring, and then it wastes a lot of labor to some
degree. On the other hand, too much attention was drawn from the individual aspect of the
composition, which may reduce the overall effect of the writing, Hughes (1989) claimed that
a composition score may be very reliable but not valid.

2.2.2.3 Comparison of Holistic Scoring and Analytic Scoring

Holistic or analytic scoring has attracted much attention during the past years. Quite a lot
of researchers have conducted empirical study regarding these two different scoring,

The Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) framework of test usefulness can be relevant in
helping teachers decide which type of test to use. This framework proposed six qualities of
test usefulness: Reliability, Construct Validity, Authenticity, Interactiveness, Impact, and
Practicality. Bachman and Palmer suggested that test developers develop an appropriate
balance among these qualities by setting minimum acceptable standards.

Weigle (2002) commented on the Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) framework by showing
a comparison of holistic and analytic scales based on the same six qualities of test usefulness
as follows:

According to the Table 2.2, reliability and validity are the most important criteria to
measure a test.

As for reliability and validity of scoring, there is no definite conclusion about which
method is the most reliable one. It is also the controversial question in the field of language
testing.

Different research tools have been used in empirical studies about the reliability of
scoring methods. As for empirical study, several experts have made research about two
different scoring methods. They have got different findings due to different subjects and

research tools.



Table2.2 A Comparison of Holistic and Analytic Scales

(adapted from Weigle 2002)

Quality Holistic Scales Analytic Scales
lower than analytic, but still
Reliability higher than holistic
acceptable
assume that all relevant aspects of | more appropriate for L2
writing ability develop at the same | writers as different aspects
Construct rate and can thus be captured in a | of writing ability develop
Validity single score; at different rates
correlate with superficial aspects
such as length and handwriting
time-consuming;
Practicality relatively fast and easy
expensive
single score may mask an uneven | MOT¢ scales provide useful
diagnostic information for
writing profile and may lead to placement and/or
Impact misleading placements nstruction; more useful for
rater training
White(1995) argues that reading | Raters may read
holistically is a more natural | holistically and adjust
Authenticity
process than reading analytically | analytic scores to match
holistic impressions
Interactiveness | n/a n/a

Prater and Padia (1980), Veal and Hudson (1983), Vacc (1989), Bacha (2001) analyzed
the two scoring methods mainly through correlation. All of them came to the conclusion that
high correlation coefficient agreed between two scoring method. Anyway, two scoring
methods achieve very high correlation coefficients. Both holistic and analytic scoring can
provide reliable and valid information.

Cooper (1984) claimed that holistic scoring was of great reliability when the raters were



under severe training. When raters used holistic scoring, inter-rater reliability may be .90

On the contrary, more researchers had provided different results from Cooper. Veal and
Hudson (1983) reported the interreliability for raters of .90 by using analytic scoring. For
holistic scoring, it ranged from.69 to .76. The main finding is that analytic scoring had highest
correlation in assessment. Hamp-Lyons (1991) argued multiple scores tend to improve
reliability, which is accepted in the field of second language testing. Stephen Klein et al.,
(1998) maintained that analytic scoring provides a more objective score than holistic scoring.
They reported higher inter-rater reliability using analytic scoring to assess the tasks.
Nakamura (2002) investigated two scoring methods respective strengths and weaknesses by
using Facets. He stated that the analytic scale is preferable to the holistic scale, because raters
function better.using analytic scoring method than holistic scoring through the Rasch model
adjustment. Akbar Afghari (2004) conducted the research on EFL learners’ performance of
speaking concerned the effect of the two scoring methods, arriving at the conclusion that
different rating scale can offer different results through ANOVA.

To sum, it is acknowledged that there is no consistent agreement with regard to
reliability of two scoring method due to different subjects, tasks, research tools, even raters.
There is no doubt that holistic scoring and analytic scoring are two effective methods to

assess writing performance in EFL learners’ writing.

2.3 Summary of Studies on Writing Form and Writing Performance

It is not difficult to arrive at the following summary through related literature concerning
the study.

The first part is about writing form. According to Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998), in L2
writing, a global picture of language development can be manifested by fluency, accuracy,
and complexity. Fluency concerns more about the global production of language, while
accuracy and complexity are strong related to syntactic aspect of language. Although accuracy
and complexity are interrelated, they have different range of fields.

Some findings can be agreed as follows what have mentioned above were most about
English native speakers’ writing.

First, several researches have made attempts to investigate how the dimensions—fluency,
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accuracy and complexity—presented in a piece of essay. Most of them admitted that the three
dimensions can reflect one’s writing performance, although there is no figure to make a
distinction among these three dimensions. At present, there is no clear picture about the
dimensions affecting EFL learners’ writing. There is much room for experimenting in this
field.

Second, the measures of fluency, accuracy and complexity rely on linguistic corpus. As a
matter of fact, one important way of assessing writing performance lies on raters. Whether
raters can objectively provide fair scores remains a question for further study. In China, raters
play a crucial role in classroom teaching as well as in large-scaled tests. One of the important
reasons is lack of auto-assessment system. Therefore, it is necessary to test the predictors of
writing performance in order to meet demands of current situation.

Third, according to the previous study, there is no respond from EFL about writing form
and writing performance. Learners’ acquisition can play crucial role in output concerning
writing.

In conclusion, fluency, accuracy, and complexity are generally used in assessing both
EFL oral practice and EFL written task. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) compared the results of
existed research to investigate the best measures indicating second language development.
Most researchers had used correlations, multiple regression, ANOVA to provide results for
hundreds of measures of fluency, accuracy, and complexity.

The second part is about writing performance. According to what have mentioned in the
above, the following conclusion can be reached: previous studies have made some approval of
measuring writing performance of certain essay.

Another aspect of assessing writing performance should be noticed from reviewed
literature is that the factors affecting scoring in rating. It is easy to find out that text length and
average word length have important effects on raters’ judgment, while the number of
paragraphs, the punctuation, the initial letter of the words, the vocabulary levels of learners
may also have a minor role to play in predicting the writing performance.

However, the previous studies have not provided solutions to the following problems:

Firstly, fluency, accuracy and complexity has been widely utilized by researchers to

20




assess oral discourse and written course, although a few researchers had involved other
aspects such as content, organization and mechanics in the rating scale. There is no agreement
in rating.

Secondly, how can these three dimensions—fluency, accuracy, complexity—predict
writing performance remains a question. To what extent can these three dimensions predict
more about the writing is not seen clearly. During the previous study, a few researchers
reported correlation coefficients in regressional model about only one or two dimensioned.
However, in study, correlation coefficients among three dimensions are not known clearly.

Thirdly, nearly all the studies probe into finding correlations between essay features and
writing performance by native speakers of English. More studies need to be conducted about
EFL writers’ essays, the existing measures and some new measures should be carried out in

assessing EFL writing performance.

2.4 Empirical Studies on Structural Equation Modeling

SEM approach, unlike multiple regression analysis, is desired for simultaneous analysis
of both observed and latent variables. It is able to assess and account for measurement errors.
In a word, it is a powerful method.

SEM is one way of analyzing variables, having more advantages than of Confirmatory
factor analysis and Path analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis can analyze and test the cause
and effect between observed variables and construct. Path analysis can analyze and test the
relationship among observed variables. While SEM can probe into the inter and intra
relationship of many observed variables.

SEM has been widely used in applied linguistic recently and it has a prospect future.
Especially in individual differences in SLA ( Gardner, Lalonde & Pierson 1983; Gardner et al.
1987; Gardner 1988; Clement& Kruidenier 1985; Ely 1986); individual differences (Csizer &
Dornyei, 2005; Lee, 2005; Sasaki,1993; Gelderen, Schoonen, et al, 2003;Woodrow, 2006;
Yashima, 2002; Yashima,Zenuk-Nishide & Shimizu, 2004), language testing (Purpura, 1998;
Schoonen, 2005).

Schoonen (2005) conducted the study concerning testing by research tools SEM. In

Schoonen’s study, it was extremely difficult to assess writing ability. Its outcome can be
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affected by different dimensions of the criteria. The score of a piece of writing can be decided
by the following facets: the topic of the writing, the way of scoring, the raters selecting, the
scoring rubric, including content, language, organization, and so on. Two scoring methods
have been used for raters and two different traits i.e. content and organization, and language
use have caught attention by the raters. In the study, SEM was used to estimate the variance in
the score. The conclusion was as follows: holistic scores were more generalizable than
analytic scores collected with scoring guides.

Purpura (1996) examined the relationship between the application of metacongnition and
language testing for second language. It was one of the important studies in language testing,

Experts in China have adopted SEM as effective way to do research, especially in SLA
and language testing,

Wang Lifei (2004) established a model to interpret the effects of L1 literacy variables on
L2 writing ability through LISREL. Wu &Liu, (2004) examined the effects of metacongnition
in EFL writing, investigating the relationships between writing metacognition and writing
performance by SEM.

Wang Lifei (2003, 2007) pointed out that the importance of SEM to applied linguistic
research, and introduced three different function of SEM through the software LISREL.

Han (2006) stated the application of SEM in language testing. He introduced SEM as a
way of examining language testing. He discussed the advantages of SEM over other
techniques and the prospect future of SEM in language testing,

Wen (2007) measured the validity of the construct “content” by using SEM. She
collected 120 argumentative essays. She introduced four observable variables: relevance,
explicitness, coherence and sufficiency. She assumed these four observable variables can
indicate content. SEM was used to establish the model for explaining predictability of writing
performance about the four variables. The ultimate purpose of the study was to provide a
better analytical scoring guide for rating the content quality.

In conclusion, SEM, as one advanced analysis tools, can provide more scientific research
in language testing. SEM can offer a number of advantages over previous multivariate

procedures (Wang Lifei, 2004).
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Figure 2. 1 Measuring the Validity of the Construct “Essay Content “by Using Structure
Equation Modeling
(Adapted from Wen 2007)

In order to probe into different contributions of writing form to writing performance,

priority is given to SEM in this study.
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Chapter Three Methodology

In this chapter, objectives of the present study are presented in 3.1. Then in 3.2 subjects
are introduced in detail. In 3.3 essay writing and interview, as two main instruments of the
study, are provided thoroughly. 3.4 is a brief introduction of data collection. At last, in 3.5

rating scale and rating procedure are given elaborately.

3.1 Research Questions

The present study aims at probing into the relationship between form and writing
performance, and even different predictability of three dimensions to writing performance. At
the same time, SEM has been constructed to validate the findings.

The study would try to answer the following questions:

1. In L2 writing, what is the relationship between form and writing performance?

2. As for the L2 learners, what are the contributions of three different dimensions to the
writing performance? Which predict more about writing performance, fluency, accuracy or
complexity?

3. As for the high proficiency learners and low proficiency learners, what is the
relationship and obvious tendency of the different dimensions to the writing performance?
How the understanding of the different dimensions to influence the writing performance?

In the quantitative part, the first two questions could be solved by data analysis, while in
the qualitative part, interview was employed in the study to give more insights in the third
question, namely, according to interviewees’ response to interview questions, is there any
difference of the tendency between form and writing performance with the improvement of

students’ writing level?

3.2 Subjects

There are 243 students who have been required to write this article in 50 minutes during
the final examination. All of the students majoring in English come from Grade Three of
different universities in Hebei Province. They are about twenty-one years old. They are

selected because the students had finished learning writing course in the previous semester,
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and most of them had passed TEM4. They were expected to represent the advanced level of

EFL majors.
Table 3.1 Demographic Information of Subjects

Category Description

University | 3 universities in Hebei

Major | English

Grade | Three

Average | 21 years old (ranging from 19 to 22)

age

Literacy | 1.3™ year of college English learning (about 9 years of English learning)
level 2.Most passed the TEM4

Total sample 246
Missing sample 3
A University | Two 75
(comprehensive) | classes
Sample B University (science | Two 69
Valid sample 243 | and technology) classes
C University | Three 99
(economy ) classes

All the students are native speakers of Chinese. Most of them had begun to learn English
from primary school. They take the composition seriously and they are careful since they
should finish the article in the examination. In other words, they are eager to show the best
performance in the final examination, therefore they are cooperative to finish the writing task
to a great degree. Although all of the students participate in the final examination, three of the

compositions are missing samples because of few sentences in the composition.
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3.3 Instruments

3.3.1 Essay Writing

In the quantitative part of the study, one argumentative English essay should be written
in the limited time by the students who major in English.

The argumentative writing is used as the topic for the students due to the following
reasons. Firstly, as one of the types of composition, argumentative writing can test the ability
of students in more multiple aspects. Argumentative writing can express one’s opinion
concerning one certain topic. For example, argumentative writing can display the ability of
analyzing and solving problems, the ability of logical reasoning and the organization of ideas,
as well as the ability of language use. Secondly, argumentative writing can test the thinking
progress as well as the application of language. Argumentative writing provides more requests
about cognitive and thinking. Thirdly, argumentation can take the cognitive competence into
consideration. In addition, argumentative writing can probe more into the critical thinking of
each student.

The original direction is as follows:

Directions: It has been reported that more college graduates tend to choose to work as
village officials in the countryside. To their choice people’s attitudes differ greatly.

What is your opinion on the topic? Please write a composition of no less than 350
words within 50 minutes on the following topic:

College Graduates Work as Village Officials

The topic is chosen for the following two reasons. Firstly, as is known to all, village
official has been a hot topic in recent years. As the college students, especially the students
who are in Grade three, they are concerned with the problem of employment. Secondly, for
this topic, content would not become the problem for subjects. As the junior, they must have
known something related to this topic from TV, newspapers, magazines and websites. They
have learned a lot from the media even the experience of their friends or relatives who had
been chosen as a village official after graduation. Therefore, they must have had a lot to write
about the article. In a word, this topic is popular and practical for each student.

In this empirical study, SPSS (16.0) play an important role. All of the data collected can
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be analyzed according to SPSS (16.0). These raw data were put into SPSS (16.0) to check the
reliability of rating, the correlation of content, form even the performance of writing and so
on. AMOS (7.0), this software, was used to establish the SEM to reveal the relationship
among different variable clearly. It is easy to read the raw data into the model. According to
the model, it is easy to read and analﬁe the results through the raw data.

3.3.2 Interview '

In the qualitative part of the study, the purpose is to illustrate and confirm the findings in
the quantitative part and gain deeper insights into the relationships of fluency, accuracy, and
complexity in the compositions.

The analysis involves interview. Interview is one approach of qualitative sources.
Interview is conducted in order to know something truthful from the students’ perspective.
The interview can pursue in-depth information around the topic. In this study, the research
have adopted in-depth interview because it involves conducting intensive individual
interviews with a small number of respondents to explore their perspectives on a particular
ides, program, or situation. (Carolyn, 2006)

The researcher have selected four subjects and interviewed them one by one. The
selected subjects were two high proficiency learners and two low proficiency learners
according to the writing performance. The researcher told the subjects that all of the
conversations had been recorded in the interview in order to conduct the study. The researcher
also told the subjects not to be tense and nervous. The researcher should be a good listener in
the interview. During the interview, the researcher had asked the subjects a series of questions
that prepared well in advance in Chinese. The questions concerned the process of writing;
whether they show emphasis on form; the selection of words or patterns of sentences; whether
they paid more attention to choosing words and sentences. All the selected subjects can

answer the questions as elaborately as possible.

3.4 Data Collection

The data were collected in different time because the subjects come from different
universities. The data collection was first undertaken in Hebei University of Economics and

Business and then in Hebei University and Hebei University of Technology. The process of
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collecting had been controlled seriously during the final examination. Anyway, they were

cooperative to have such a test in order to get high marks in the final examination.
3.5 Rating

3.5.1 Holistic and Analytic Scoring Scales

All of the compositions need to be scored twice, one with holistic methods, another with
analytic method. The researcher intended to use the results of holistic rating as the writing
performance of each composition. On the contrary, analytic rating used to provide more
feedback of the compositions that the students have written, which can illustrate well about
the sub-components: content and form. The former includes relevance, explicitness,
coherence, sufficiency and the latter includes fluency, accuracy, and complexity.

On the one hand, as for holistic scoring scale, the researcher decided to use the standard
of evaluating TEM4, because the subjects come from Grade Three, and most of them have
participated in the examination of TEM4. To some degree, it is fair to every student by using
the criteria of assessment. What’s more, it is easy for the raters to assess the compositions
with relevance to this type of rating. It is acknowledged that the teachers had adopted this
scoring criteria to identify the students’ writing proficiency level during teaching, During the
examination, it is very common to be used to evaluate students’ writing performance. Anyway,
holistic scoring is widely used both in classroom teaching and in tests. One thing should be
pointed out, when rating, the score is ranging from 0 to 100, which is of little difference from
that of TEM4 because writing occupies 15 points in TEM4.

On the other hand, as for analytic scoring scale, after careful study of some widely used
criteria, the researcher chose to employ the criteria which had been proved valid.
(Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998; Liang, 2005 Wen, 2007). As for criteria, it can be included by
content and form according to its features. There are four dimensions concerning content and
three dimensions concerning form. Admittedly, form was the focus of the study whereas
content used to help analyze the result.

First, content is composed of relevance, explicitness, coherence, and sufficiency.
Relevance to the topic is critical. If the student can not understand the topic propetly, the

composition who wrote will be far away from the topic. Explicitness refers more to the topic
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sentence. The raters focus on whether the topic sentence is clearly expressed or not.

Coherence shows concern to the relationships between and inter course, including the
relationship between sentences, paragraphs even the whole passage. Sufficiency implies
whether there is enough grounds of argument supporting the argument thesis.

Form can be made up of three dimensions—fluency, accuracy and complexity. These
three indicators have been proved as effective measures to assess L2 writing by western
researchers Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998). In the study, fluency focuses on the number of total
words and readability. Accuracy refers to total error, including misuse of grammar,
misspelling and so on. Complexity includes lexical complexity and syntactic complexity,
referring to advanced words and complex sentence pattern.

Specifically, fluency can be assessed based on the length of the article and fluency of
expression. There is the exact total word number on the composition from Microsoft Word.
V Accuracy is based on grammatical accuracy, and error use of word, paragraphing, spelling and
even punctuation. Accuracy is concerned with proper expression, including the structure of
the sentence, the usage of subject predict, tense, collocation, Chinglish and paragraphing,
Spelling, punctuation, plural forms and so on are also included in this aspect. Complexity is
based on sophistication of vocabulary range, effective word choice and usage, complex
patterns of sentences, such as inverted sentence, attributed clause, adverbial clause and so
forth.

After comparing with other standards, the researcher believed that these three
dimensions can reflect well of the composition. Each dimension weights equal, ranging from
0 to 50. Although the large gap of each level may bring difficulties in understanding and
scoring, the lag gap can distinguish high proficiency learners from low proficiency learners
well. Another advantage was that the detailed data can provide more feedback to the
researcher and the subjects. The raters can give each score according to the compositions of
the subjects. The average of the scores is regarded as the final score of each subject.

3.5.2 Rating Procedure

It is crucial to mark the composition. Before scoring, the author input all the articles into

the computer. The author didn’t correct the mistakes, for example, spelling, punctuation,

29



paragraphing and grammar when the articles were typed into the computer. Meanwhile, the
number of the words of each article was calculated by the Microsoft Word to get the length of
every composition and in order to let the raters know the exact words of the document. When
typing into the computer, the name, the class and the university had been omitted in order to
avoid some kinds of possible effect on raters. Then all of the compositions were divided into
eight groups randomly, each having thirty samples. Therefore, each composition was assigned
a number of group and a number of inter group, which was helpful to find the composition
when doing analysis. At last, all of the papers should be copied to each rater. What have
mentioned above can create a natural environment of rating. At the same time, it can reduce
the negative effects on rating, such as the impact of handwriting, the different level of the
universities.

The resea;rcher chose six experienced teachers to evaluate the articles. The researcher
was one of the raters. All of the raters were experienced college English teachers for several
years, ranging from seven years to sixteen years. All of the teachers are professors and got
master degree except for the author. They had rich experience of teaching and they were
qualified teachers and popular among the students.

All the task of rating began from Late January in 2010. There was no teaching task in the
winter vacation, so each rater had sufficient time and energy to ensure the speed and quality
of rating. At last, all the results were put into SPSS (16.0) to do analysis statistically.

Three of them should give the holistic score, while others should give the analytic score,
that is to say, three of them should give only one score according to the standard which is
mentioned above. The other three raters should give a score regarding seven dimensions on
the basis of Wen (2007) and Liang (2005) formulated. The three scores are averaged as the
final score of the two parts of the compositions.

During scoring, two points should be paid more attention.

First, it is very important to train the raters before scoring, especially the analytic scoring.
The score is affected by personal beliefs or preferences because rating is done by human
being. Training before rating is to decrease the biases or differences caused by different raters.

As for holistic scoring, it is relatively easier to master. The training process is not complicated.
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Three of the raters learn the criteria together. They gave the scores for three compositions
respectively. The inter-scorer reliability was calculated and was found high (»=0.78). As for
analytic scoring, in order to ensure validity of the evaluation, it’s necessary for the raters to
discuss, revise and understand the standard before scoring. At first, the raters had been
required to the meeting room and discussed the standard together to arrive at a great
agreement in terms of understanding the specific criteria, such as how to understand this topic
about relevance to the thesis of the topic, clearness of the statements. Then they had assessed
three compositions individually. After rating, they reported the score one by one. The
inter-scorer reliability was calculated and was found very high (r=0.81). In a word, the
training aims to let the raters adopt the new criteria of scoring, avoiding their own scoring
experience in assessing the articles, especially the analytic scoring, which is not widely used
in daily teaching.

Second, after training, the raters should assess the article respectively. When they meet
the difficulties, namely, it is hard to decide the score, they can regard the composition as
particular one, discussing with other raters. If they disapprove of the final score, they should
discuss in order to get the consistent mark. If they can not achieve the agreement after
discussion, they can keep the original score. When the score is highly different from others,
this article should be read again so as to get the fair result.

In conclusion, rating is one of the key points in the study. It is glad to find that all of the
raters are very responsible for the task. All of the raters have committed themselves to this
task during rating. Although the raters perhaps may be influenced by some unavoidable
factors, for example, time, unpleasant feeling or different views regarding the same

composition, the reliability can be ensured to a great degree.
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Chapter Four Results and Discussion

In this chapter, the results of the data and discussion to each question have been analyzed
in detail. The present study is mainly a quantitative study. SPSS (16.0) is used to conduct data
analysis, including score reliability and correlation analysis. Correlation analysis are
employed to compare the results of holistic scoring and analytic scoring. AMOS (7.0) is used
to construct SEM concerning the topic. In discussion part, three research questions have been
put forward in Chapter 3 discussed in detail. In this part, interview is adopted to compare and
give deep insights to different performance between high proficiency learners and low

proficiency learners.

4.1 Data Presentation

This section reports the results of the data analysis by SPSS (16.0). All of the data were
put into the computer before using SPSS (16.0) to analyze.
4.1.1 Score Reliability )
In this study, a few score reliability were reported. Reliability report was to see whether
the raters have provided reliable and effective scores for the essays in the study.
Intra-rater reliability and inter-rater reliability constitutes score reliability.
Intra-rater reliability is provided to test self-consistency, while inter-rater reliability is
produced to express agreement between raters, just as Hyland (2003) argued agreement on the |
rating of the same learner performance is intra-rater reliability. Objectively, each rater should

perform consistently on different occasions during the assessing procedure.

Table 4.1 Correlations among Raters in the Holistic Scoring and Analytic Scoring

Crobach’s
N of Raters N of Samples
Alpha -
Holistic scoring 818 3 243 .
Analytic scoring .802 3 243

Table 4.1 is about Crobach’s alpha coefficients, which is another mean to compute
consistency of inter-rater reliability. Crobach’s alpha is 0.8 which is positive evidence of
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agreement. Table 4.1 shows respective correlation coefficients among raters in holistic scoring

and analytic scoring. If the correlation coefficient ranges from 0.70 to 0.90, it is regarded as

high correlation. In the study, three raters in different approach of scoring have achieved high

inter-rater correlation, 0.818 and 0.802 respectively. Although there is a little difference

between two scoring methods, both of them lies to the range of 0.70-0.90, implying very high

correlation among raters.

4.1.2 Correlation Analysis

Weigle (2002) mentions a correlation coefficient between scores assigned by different

raters is regarded as one method of analyzing score reliability or consistency. A correlation

coefficient close to 0 implies there is little of no relationship between the scores, whereas it

close to 1 indicates a strong relationship between the scores.

At the same time, correlation analysis was used to report the relationships of different

dimensions, including correlations among raters in the holistic and analytic scoring

respectively, the correlation between holistic scoring and analytic scoring, as well as means

and deviations of different score. Correlation analysis is conducted in order to reveal the |

reliability of rating and whether there is relationship between form and writing performance. ‘

Raterl, Rater2 and Rater3 provide holistic scoring, while Rater4, Rater5 and Rater6 offer

analytic scoring.
Table4.2  Correlations among Raters in the Holistic Scorings
Raterl | Rater2 Rater3
Raterl | Pearson Correlation | 1.000 860" 825"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 243.000 243 243
Rater2 | Pearson Correlation | 860" 1.000 755"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 243 243.000 243
Rater3 | Pearson Correlation | .825" 755" 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 243 243 243.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

(2-tailed).
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Table 4.3

Mean and Standard Deviation of Holistic Scoring

Std.
N Minimum |Maximum| Mean | Deviation

Raterl 243 25.00 94.00| 64.8107 12.47233
Rater2 243 15.00 92.50| 63.6975 16.21008
Rater3 243 32.00 90.50| 65.7058 11.95104
Valid N

24
(listwise) 3

Table 4.2 reports correlation among raters with regard to different scoring by Pearson
Correlation. Pearson Correlation is the most common measure of approvement among
multiple raters. Page (1995) says ETS rating experts typically correlate at 0.5-0.6. That is to
say, it is acceptable for the average correlation to 0.5-0.6. In this study, Correlation among

raters is 0.860, 0.825 and 0.755. The average correlations with three raters by holistic scoring

are r=0.813. Noticeably, the results of writing performance are highly reliable.

As is shown in table 4.3, there is a little difference among three raters, indicating that
raters have understood the criteria deeply and similarly with much agreement. Therefore, they
can perform well during the rating procedure. To some degree, three raters have mastered the

rating scale and provided fair score.

Table 4.4 Correlations among Raters on Fluency in the Analytic Scoring

Rater4 Raters Rater6

Raterd  [Pearson tooo| .m0 756™

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 243.000 243 243
Rater5s Pearson' .730:“ 1.000 '779“

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 2431 243.000 243
Rater6 Pearson. ,756“ .779u 1.000

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 243 243| 243.000
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
(2-tailed).
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Table 4.5 Mean and Standard Deviation of Fluency Scores

Std.

N | Minimum | Maximum | Mean |Deviation
Rater4 243 11 47| 35.93 6.465
Rater5 243 17 48| 35.45 6.479
Rater6 243 14 48| 34.66 7.490
Valid N

243
(listwise)

As can be seen clearly, Table 4.4, and Table 4.5 illustrated correlation among raters of
fluency scores in terms of analytic scoring by Pearson Correlation. As for fluency, three raters
correlate at r=0.730, r=0.756, and r=0.779 respectively, average correlation is 0.755, a little
higher than 0.5-06, which is positive results. The standard deviations of the three sets of

scores are also so close that indicate three raters have used similar rating scale.

~ Table 4.6 Correlations among Raters on Complexity in the Analytic Scoring

Raterd Raters Rater6
Rater4 Ziise‘l’:ﬁon Lo 512" s
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000
N 243.000 243 243
Raters Zza;‘l’:ﬁon 512 10000 564"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000
N 243 243.000 243
Rater6 zza;:’:ﬁon 583" s64™ 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000
N 243 243 243.000
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
(2-tailed).
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Table 4.7 Mean and Standard Deviation of Complexity Scores

Std.
N | Minimum | Maximum |Mean | Deviation
Rater4 243 15 47| 24.19 7.121
Rater5 243 15 43| 22.32 6.025
Rater6 243 15 43| 22.78 6.065
i | 2

Table 4.7 shows that the correlation among raters on complexity is 0.512, 0.583 and

0.564, and average correlation is 0.553, a bit lower than correlation among raters on fluency,

however it is also acceptable for the study. All in all, Pearson Correlation implies that the

scores that the raters assigned are at significant level. As for the standard deviations, the three

sets of scores are also close.
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Table 4.8 Correlations among Raters on Accuracy in the Analytic Scoring

Rater4 Raters Rater6

Rater4 Pearson. 1.000 '599:" ‘7110

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 243.000 243 243
Rater5 Pearson' 500" 1.000 745"

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 243  243.000 243
Rater6 Peal'son. .711u ‘745n 1.000

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 243 2431 243.000
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
(2-tailed).




Table 4.9 Mean and Standard Deviation of Accuracy Scores

Std.
N | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Deviation
Rater4 243 5 50; 30.93 10.219
Rater5 243 49\ 23.19 10.308
Rater6 243 4 49| 25.63 11.178
(‘l,i:]tlv(:i:e) 243

Table 4.8 shows that correlation on accuracy scores range from 0.599, 0.711 to 0.745.
And average correlation is 0.685. Table 4.9 shows that there is a little difference among three
raters, suggesting that the raters the raters have followed the criteria well because of the
similar scores they have assigned according to close ranges of mean and the standard
deviations of scores.

As can be seen clearly in the above tables, the statistics show that the holistic scoring and
analytic scoring have produced positive results.

Both holistic and analytic scoring could be used to apply in this study. Although there is
controversy about reliability and validity of holistic and analytic scoring in the related
literature review, the results are rather satisfactory in the study.

4.1.3 SEM Analysis

SEM can be utilized to analyze the relationship among variables that have relations. In

this study, SEM can be applied to test the relationship between form and writing performance.
4.1.3.1 Constructing SEM

Fluency, accuracy, and complexity are three observable variables in the model. The
hypothesis is as follows: if fluency, accuracy, complexity can reflect writing form, at the same
time, writing form can interpret writing performance, then writing form can predict writing
performance. Meanwhile, fluency, accuracy and complexity can be three predictors to writing
form.

Rectangle stands for observed variable; ellipse stands for latent variable; circle is for
error variables or residual. One-way arrow stands for the relationship between latent variables,

implying latent variables can be reflected by observed variables. One-way arrow can also
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refer to the relationship among latent variables. Starting point of the arrow is the independent
variable and terminal point is dependent variable. Coefficient in each path indicates to what
extent one latent variable affect another, namely predictability or explanatory power.

This model is composed of two measurement models. One is composed of latent variable:
form and three observed variables—fluency, accuracy and complexity as well as three error
variables. Another one regards writing performance as latent variable, different scoring of
raters as observed variables, three error variables and one residual.

The preliminary model is as follows:

.

Fluency Complexity Accuracy
Writing Form
Writing Performance
y
Raterl Rater2 Rater3

© ©® @

Figure 4.1 Preliminary Model

38




4.1.3.2 Adjusting Models in the Study
After putting the original data into the model and doing operation by AMOS (7.0), some
indices should be modified according to the suggestions given by the software.

Figure 4.2 the refined model 1 indicates that according to the suggestions from AMOS

(7.0), the writer used double-way arrow to show covariance between two variables, e2 and e3.
After operation of AMOS (7.0), this model is not the perfect one because some indices can

not fit the model well. The specific data are presented in Table 4.10.

.19
Fluency Complexity Accuracy
72 2
’. .
i Writing Form
|
|
70
Writing Performance
82 92
85
Raterl Rater2 Rater3
. 4
Figure 4.2 Refined Model 1
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According to the suggestions of the software, the writer put the double-way arrow
between €3 and e5 to show covariance between these two variables. There are double-way
arrow between e2 and €3, €3 and eS. At last, the indices achieved statistics requirements after

operating AMOS (7.0).

Fluency Complexity

~ ‘T.n

Accuracy

69

.23

Writing Performance

.82

Raterl Rater2 Rater3
Figure 4.3 Refined Model 2
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Table 4.10 Model Fit Summary

Chi-Square | DF P GFI | AGF1 |CFI |RMSEA
Preliminary | 29.655 8 000 |.958 |.891 969 |.104
Model
Refined 28.623 7 .068 |.963 |.921 975 |.093
Model 1
Refined 11.494 6 .074 | .985 | .946 992 | .061
Model 2

Table 4.10 shows fitting effect between preliminary model and refined model. When
Chi-Square to degree of freedom<<2,P>.05, GFI, AGFI, CF1=.90, RMSEA<.08, the model
can be accepted. In the preliminary model, GFI is .958, CFI is .969, both of which meet the
requirements because the data is above .90, whereas Chi-square to degrees of freedom>2.
and p is 0.00, which is less than 0.05, AGFI is .891<<.90 and RMSEA is 0.104>.08, these
data had no statistical significance. The statistic showed in refined model 1 is not satisfactory.
Because Chi-Square to degree of freedom>>2 and RMSEA is .093>.08, both of which can
not meet the needs either. According to the suggestions from AMOS (7.0), the writer used two
double-way arrows to show covariance between two variables, between €2 and €3, €3 and e5.
After refining the model again, the refined model 2 has met with requirements of statistics:
Chi-square is 11.494, DF is 6, P is .074, GFI is .985, AGFI is .946, CFI is .992, RMSEA
is .061, all of data meet the statistical requirements.

4.1.3.3 Interpreting SEM

According to Figure 4.3, the path coefficient of fluency, complexity and accuracy of
writing performance are .66, .72, .29. The differences refer to their respective contributions to
the writing form, anyway, all of the data is effective index, which can reflect the performance
of writing to some extent. Among these, complexity can contribute more than the other two
variables because of higher figure to writing form, whereas accuracy is the least contributor to
writing form due to the least figure. In practice, raters paid more attention to vocabulary and
diversity of sentences instead of errors during scoring, which leads to the above result.

With regard to raterl, rater2, and rater3, the scoring by holistic scoring method, the
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respective path coefficient are .82 .86. 93. There are different contributions for the raters in
the study. Rater6 has contributed most to the final results.

Although there are differences, all of the data can be of statistics meaning, because factor
loading is above 0.70, which implies they can reflect writing performance appropriately. The
results can be interpreted as follows: the highest number indicate the highest contribution to
writing performance whereas the lowest number can reflect least about writing performance.
In fact, there is no same rating in practice because of various kinds of factors affecting rating,

Writing form to writing performance is .69, explaining 47.61% variances of writing
performance directly. Wen (2007) found that writing content can interpret 56% variances of
writing quality. The results in this study are similar to that of Wen (2007). That is to say, the
content including relevance, explicitness, coherence, and sufficiency, these criteria creating by
Wen (2007) can reflect more about writing quality. There is a little difference in this study
because of the number of subjects and different level of subjects and even different task to
subjects. As Robinson (2001) put forward the view that task difficulty and task complexity
can affect students’ writing performance.

The finding in SEM can prove the following point that fluency and complexity may be
more associated with language development than accuracy is. (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998).

In a word, the finding in SEM can provide more evidence to teachers and students in L2
writing. At the same time, the findings are helpful for us to improve the way of assessing L2
wiiting,

4.2 Discussions

In L2 writing, form can be positively related to writing performance. The findings
proved the previous studies in some aspects. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) maintained that
fluency, accuracy and complexity are the most scientific method to assess writing
performance. In this study, these dimensions are really truthful to assess writing performance.

4.2.1 Discussion on Research Question 1

The first question is as follows: in L2 writing, what is the relationship between form and

L2 writing scores?

In L2 writing assessment, there is no consistent rubric to perform. In China, the rubric
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employed in large scaled test varies from each other.

The method to assess writing in the entrance examination for college, divide into five
grades. For the raters, they should classify the article into one certain grades according to
content and language after viewing at first glance. The number of words per article is also
considered one aspect to assess it. The number of lexical and syntactic sentence should be
concerned and accuracy is important. Spelling and punctuation are important aspects to assess
accuracy. As shown clearly, it focused more about language form, including fluency, accuracy
and complexity.

CET4 and CET®6 also use holistic scoring. From relevance to content, clear statement and
structure knit well and language standardized. TEMS also adopt holistic scoring, which
attempts to assess from content, language and structure. Content involves clearness and
sufficient of the argument; language involves accurate of sentence and vocabulary and even
register; structure refers to logical of whole composition and correct use of cohesion.

Wen (2007) points out that existed rubric focused more about language form than content.
She rebuilt the rubric to assess L2 writing form encompasses vocabulary, sentence patter,
grammar and mechanics. Vocabulary refers to the appropriateness of collation; sentence
pattern refers to complexity and diversity of sentence; grammar refers to accurate use of
grammar rules and mechanics pay attention to punctuation, spelling and capitalization.
Content include the following aspects: relevance, explicitness, coherence, and sufficiency.
Wen (2007) had built SEM to measure the validity of the construct essay content. She found
that content can predict 56% variance of writing performance.

There is no doubt content and form can be effective factors to decide the performance of
writing. Form can also reflect the writing performance, especially for L2 writing. Generally
speaking, fluency, accuracy, and complexity can encompass different aspects of a piece of
writing. There is close relationship between form and writing performance. Just as data shown,
the above ﬂﬁee dimensions have positive correlation with writing performance.

Admittedly, the findings in this study had a little difference with that of Wen’s (2007)
study. One important possible reason is that subjects’ English level can determine the writing

performance they had presented in the study.
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4.2.2 Discussion on Research Question 2

Question 2 is concerning the following one: as for the second language learners, what are
the contributions of three different dimensions to the writing performance? Which predict
more about writing performance, fluency, accuracy or complexity?

The three dimensions can predict writing performance, but each has its own contributions
to writing performance.

Previous studies had reported coefficient to indicate writing performance according to
correlation analysis and ANOVA. In the study, SEM is employed to make clear about the
predictability scientifically. SEM can examine the variances, which have more advantages
than ANOVA. As to this study, SEM is more appropriate and effective than ANOVA.

Firstly, complexity, one of the important predictor, is placed more emphasis on lexical
and syntactic richness during scoring by human raters. It is easy to make the clear point that
raters give more emphasis to a wide range of lexical richness and complicated sentence
pattern during scoring. More measures and the importance of complexity have been reported
in the literature review part.

The findings are similar to related studies about complexity. In the present study,
complexity contributes more than other two dimensions, indicating that complexity is closely
related to the score of composition. In previous studies, some researchers reported the results
of their findings about complexity.

McCurry and McCurry (1992) reported the results the number of word types is
significant correlated essay scores for native speakers. Kaplan et al.’s (1998) founded essay
length and 4™ root of essay length have significantly correlation with essay score, referring
holistic score. Liang (2005) confirmed the findings. Liang (2005) put forward the view that
for L2 writers, syntactic complexity is considered one of the most important aspects to
distinguish good writing from poor writing,

Secondly, with regard to fluency, different results have been reported by researchers.

Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) employed several objective measures to evaluate fluency,
which has quite a high correlation with writing proficiency at .65 or above. Homburg (1984)

argued that length measures accounted for 84% of the variation. Length measures refers to the
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number of words, the number of T-units, the number of sentences, the number of T-units and
words per sentence, and the number of words per T-unit.

In this study, fluency has positive relation with writing performance, which is set at .66,
much closer with the findings in Wolfe-Quintero. The possible reason is that although
different methods have been employed, they used objective indices while in this study, human
raters scoring could be reliable to examine, subjective matters can not be totally avoided.
Fluency can account for variation of writing performance shown in SEM. The statistic can not
be compared with the above number. EFL writers can not write better with native speakers in
some aspects. If they write longer than average, more grammar problems will appear in the
context, raters would make an unfavorable judgment.

Thirdly, accuracy, the least predictor in SEM, does not provided the same contributions
to other two dimensions. Accuracy focuses finding the mistakes of the composition while
complexity paid more attention to choosing words and sentences. It is not difficult to
understand in testing, human raters focused more about lexical and syntactic richness in
limited time to finish scoring the task especially for L2 writing. As a result, accuracy is the
least factor to affect final score probably because of holistic scoring employed in the study.

4.2.3 Discussion on Research Question 3

As for the high proficiency learners and low proficiency learners, how does the
understanding of the different dimensions influence the writing performance?

This part use qualitative data to illustrate and confirm what have found in the above part,
and probe into the differences in these dimensions between high proficiency learners and low
proficiency learners. The sources of data include several subjects’ responses to the interview
questions and the compositions the subjects have written.

The questions should be probed into thoroughly:

1. Can the findings relating data be tested by the interview?

2. How does interview reveal the importance of form on L2 writing?

3. What factors affect the high proficiency learners and low proficiency learners?

Four students were selected as subjects to do interview. Subjects had been chosen

according to the score of the compositions.
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Subject 1 and 2 were high proficiency second language student writers whereas Subject
3 and 4 were low proficiency second language student writers. Quantitative data reveal
differences in form among these four subjects (see Table 4.12). The high proficiency learners
produced second language composition with better content, organization and language than
the low proficiency learners. Interview used to probe into the underlying reasons that caused

the differences and give insights into understanding of fluency, accuracy and complexity.

Table 4.11 Holistic Score of Writing Performance of Subjects

Subject 1 2 3 4

Holistic score 92 90 62 63

Table 4.12 Analytic Score of Form of Subjects

Subject 1 2 3 4

Fluency 43 40 25 24
Complexity 40 44 19 15
Accuracy 40 32 28 13

According to Table 4.11 and Table 4.12, it can be seen clearly Subject 1 and Subject 2
had done excellent job about writing in the examination. They got very high score as for
holistic score. As for analytic score, subject 1 had achieved high score in three dimensions
whereas subject 2 had got score in complexity. Subject 3 and Subject 4 passed the
examination. Both of them had got much lower score than Subject 1 and Subject 2.

Before interview the subjects, the researcher had prepared several questions, intending to
know more about the writing process and different emphasis. In the interview, the researcher
was a good listener while the subjects stated their ideas. Try not to interrupt the subjects and
giving more time to them, if they can express themselves as elaborately as possible. It was
necessary to ask other questions if more knowledge can be acquired from the subjects. All of
the interview procedure was recorded. After the interview, the research listened again and

again to know more.
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Different subjects gave various kinds of responses to the above questions. Both Subject 1
and Subject 2 knew clearly that this composition is argumentative writing which is composed
of argument, evidence and argumentation. They knew clearly that they should make their own
statements clearly and convincely. As the second language learners, they knew there are many
differences between Chinese writing and English writing. After several years of learning
foreign language, they had acquired more knowledge of second language writing.
Interview questions were about the form presented in the essay:
(1) While writing, which aspects do you focus on?
(2) How did you choose words and grammar?
(3) How did you solve the problems when you meet the difficulties of expressing your j
ideas? ‘
(4) Do you have the habit of paying attention to revising the mistakes in a piece of article?
What kind of mistakes would you like to revise?
Subject 1 believed a piece of good writing is made up of elaborate content as well as
sophisticated words and sentences. For her, choosing words is not difficult when writing. She
is aware of using complicated sentence pattern to express herself. She is confident and she

said:

“I learned writing course in last semester. When 1 see the topic and the direction of the
composition, I know this is argumentative article, I should state my argument clearly at the very
beginning. I prefer to mark the statement at the very beginning, although I know topic sentence
can be written at the beginning, in the middle or at the end of the passage. I believe that it is
helpful to the readers if I state my opinion at the beginning, And I have learned Chinese for so
many years, in my opinion, a piece of good writing should be well-organized, referring to content
as well as form. Words, sentences are very important in writing. I like remembering the words in
daily life and I am aware that the different usage of the same word in different context. I prefer
reading magazines and newspapers. From reading, I have accumulated a number of words, so I
don not think choosing words is the serious problem for me. I have a good master of grammar, I

know clearly how to use emphasized sentence, inverted sentence, attributive clause and adverbial

47



clause. It is natural for me to express myself when I use English. Of course, there is the exception.
If I can not express my ideas freely by the standard English, I will try to use other ways of
| showing my original idea. As for revising, I just read the whole article as quickly as I can because
time is limited. If I am aware of the mistakes of spelling, of course, I will correct it. I have no

time to revise the whole sentence.”

Subject 2, another high proficiency learner considered vocabulary is a big problem in
writing. She stressed that she should spend more time to select the words carefully during L2

writing. She said:

“I had written the outline of the article when I see the title. When I write the article, I
focused more attention on word choice. Sometimes, I am puzzled to choose suitable words. I
always spend more time to select the appropriate words seriously when writing the composition. I
can not control well. Although I keep in mind the similar words, I can not decide as quickly as
possible. I believe expressing perfectly can give great impression on the readers and raters. I am
expected to be unique. In terms of grammar, I paid more attention to use attributive clause, which
is closer to the foreigners’ way of thinking. However, form is less important than content. I
beli;:ve a good article should be of full content and standard English. When I can not convey my
ideas because of the language barrier, I will try my best to solve by using clause. As to the last
question, I believe I have spent much time in writing process, I have no extra time to revise

carefully in the end of testing. I just pay attention to punctuation, paragraphing, and spelling. ”

Subject 3 and subject 4 regarded vocabulary and grammar as the biggest problem in

second language writing. Subject 3 said:

“I know clearly, words and sentences are very important in essays. Content should be
expressed with the help of form. When I write something in English, I often can not find the
suitable words to express my ideas even if the simple ones. I am worried a lot when I write in
English. I don not like reading and remembering. I have a small sum of words, Most of the time,

the ideas I think of can not be translated into English, let alone grammar. I am not good at using
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the complicated sentences even the absolute structure and subjunctive mood. I did not learn well
in senior middle school. Therefore, I enjoy using the simple sentence in English in order to avoid
the mistakes. If I think I can not translate the sentence into English, I will give it up. Generally
speaking, I have no time revising the article after finishing writing. I am very nervous in testing

and I have no expectation but finish the article in limited time.”
Subject 4 said:

“I believe form is very important when do L2 writing, but I can not do well in this aspect.
When writing something in the examination, you know, time is limited. I am eager to finish
writing, I have no time to take the advanced words into consideration. If there is no time limited,
maybe I can do well in choosing words and sentences. Grammar is not my strength, I make sure
there is no mistake in the sentence, that is enough. Chinglish is unavoidable for me, but I can do
nothing about that. Sometimes I cannot realize that is not standard English unless others told me
clearly. If I have time, I can revise the essay from spelling, which is enough. In fact, I don not
have time to make revision. When I write the article, I can think more but have difficulty in

expressing. At I ]ast | have to write what I can express in English”

These questions are concerning more about form. It is easy for the researcher to
understand what they have said and find something in common among different subjects. It is
not difficult for the research to conclude that, after so many years of education, especially
higher education, most of them show great concern about the big event in our country. As the
university students, they focused their attention on job marketing. The topic is appropriate.

Admittedly, all of the subjects concentrate their energy and time on form, language usage.
To some extent, they have realized the significance of form to good writing. But they did not
emphasize the importance of fluency. To some degree, complexity drew their ;nore attention
than fluency and accuracy. Some of them, especially high proficiency learners, do not neglect
paragraphing, punctuation, and spelling. While rating, fluency, accuracy and complexity are
three indicators of the composition. Teachers primarily concern with fluency, accuracy and

complexity, whereas students paid more attention to complexity and accuracy. One possible
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reason is that in the current scoring rubric, advanced words and complicated sentence pattern
can add more to writing performance. The researcher had prepared the question for giving
deeper insights into the subjects’ ability of language application. According to their responses,
the researcher can arrive at the following conclusions.

First, all of the subjects have realized the importance of form in writing, although most
of them can not use the academic term to describe the features of writing. As to this point,
there is no difference between high proficiency learners and low proficiency learners. During
pre-writing and writing, they always spend more time on language use.

Second, all of the subjects have paid attention to choosing words and sentences. That is
to say, they would like to make the article complex and accurate. The difference is that: high
proficiency learners are of great awareness of using the appropriate words and special
sentence patterns in English writing. Both of the two subjects show confidence of words
usage and sentence choosing. Low proficiency learners can not find the suitable words to
express their ideas even simple ones. Let alone the sentence. They are used to writing the
simple ones. Both high and low proficiency learners consider the words choosing carefully.
Different choices in choosing expressing ways are root of the ability of second language
knowledge and competence.

Third, in view of the relationship of content and form, they provide different ideas. High
proficiency learners consider more about content than form largely due to having a good
master of English, while low proficiency learners view it differently. They regard form as the
most important one in writing, if she can use the advanced words or complex sentences, she
can get higher mark in the examination. This idea is formed by misleading of testing. And this
idea presents misunderstanding of scoring criteria, or results from feedback from teachers in
training. 7

Fourth, fluency can be evaluated by length and readability of the composition. There is
no doubt that high proficiency learners can write longer compositions than low proficiency
learners. The longer the composition is, the more detailed ideas they may show and the higher
score they may get for the second language compositions. Different proficiency learners

provide different length of composition.
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Chapter Five Conclusion

First of all, the major findings of the study are presented in 5.1 and the implications arel
listed in 5.2. Then in 5.3 some limitations of the present study can be involved. At last, in 5.4
some suggestions for future study are provided.

5.1 Major Findings

The study has dealt with the relationships between form and writing performance as well
as different contributions of three dimensions of form to writing performance. And the study
has concerned different effects of form to different groups of second language proficiency.

Using the combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches, from the empirical and
descriptive study mentioned in the last two chapters, we can arrive at the following findings
clearly.

Firstly, form is positively correlated with the writing performance. From SEM, form can
account for 47.61% variance of writing performance, that is to say, writing performance can
be predicted by form of the composition to a great degree.

Secondly, as the specific elements of form, three dimensions—fluency, complexity and
accuracy—have strong correlation with writing performance. Specifically, according to the
statistics in the study, the path coefficient of fluency, complexity and accuracy of writing
performance is .66, .72, .29. Complexity is highly correlated with writing performance,
whereas accuracy is the least factor concerning writing performance. In other words,
complexity can predict more about writing performance. Accuracy can predict the least
among three dimensions.

Thirdly, the results of correlation analysis imply that different groups of students show
different understanding concerning the contribution of form. High proficiency learners can do
better in all sides, while low proficiency learners can not perform well. Fluency, complexity
and accuracy are constant factors to predict L2 writing performance, regardless of different
levels of student. The higher level the student is, the stronger the complexity accounts for the

predictability.
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Fourthly, L2 writers have noticed the importance of form, especially the high proficiency
learners. High proficiency learners had mastered the knowledge of writing and express the
ideas to the fullest use. On the contrary, low proficiency learners can not control well what
they have learned during writing process.

- During the empirical study, the researcher collected the samples of 243 students. Then,
six raters have been involved to offer the holistic and analytic scoring. Based on the collected
data, correlation analysis according to SPSS (16.0) and SEM can be applied in the study. The
interview of subjects can confirm the results of quantitative analysis. Therefore, the major

findings can be perceived.

5.2 Implications

The study has provided theoretical implications as well as practical ones. From
theoretical aspect, the implications of the study are as follows:

The study has tested the validity of second language writing through the data analyzed
by SPSS (16.0) and using classical SEM. To some extent, it fills in the blank of second
language assessment, which has theoretical implications to the relevant study of this subfield.

The study has confirmed the validity of analytic scoring. It can solve the problem of
holistic scoring, which bring the low validity and reliability in present. In addition, compared
with other analytical scoring, this model can offer three dimensions on form, and these three
dimensions can predict writing performance properly, thus it can improve the efficiency and
decrease the cost of assessment.

From practical aspect, the present study has provided some practical implications for
teaching and learning as well as the testing of L2 writing performance.

In the first place, there is much significance in L2 teaching. According to the traditional
writing teaching, content and form are two basic elements constituting a piece of writing,

On the one hand, as the relationship between content and form stated clearly in the study,
the teachers should give emphasis to both parties when teaching how to write the high quality
article. Namely, some suggestions should be put forward as follows. Firstly, teachers should
lay more emphasis on how to understand the topic, how to make the statement clearly, how to

use cohesion and coherence, and how to make the argument persuaded. Teachers should
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emphasize the importance on different way of thinking and different way of writing between
Chinese and English. In writing training, in spite of narrative or argumentative writing, the
teacher should evaluate students’ writing in the above aspects. Secondly, Teachers should
encourage students to improve lexical, grammatical and discourse competence. Something
related form such as fluency, accuracy and complexity of the words and sentences should not
be neglected. Teachers should also encourage students to use clause and special sentence
pattern and passive voice in L2 writing. Try to help students avoid the dilemma, that is to say,
students have a lot to write, but it is not easy to express in English. Thirdly, Teachers should
provide more argumentative writing to students, and let students write more in training. Read
and write as more as possible, which is the only solution to improving writing ability.

On the other hand, according to the specific scoring criteria, the teacher can know the
strong points and weaknesses of students in foreign language writing, and then give effective
guidance to improve their teaching. The best way to assess students’ writing is analytic
scoring in L2 writing training. Although it is difficult to manipulate, it is better for the
teachers to master more information from students. When students hand in their compositions,
it is of great benefit for teachers to adopt this assessment. After scoring the compositions,
teachers can analyze each dimension directly, giving different reviews and feedback to each
student, which is helpful to improve teaching.

In the second place, the present study has given several suggestions in terms of learning.
Firstly, analytical scoring can provide more effective feedback to the test participants from

different multi-facet. From the students’ point, many weak points should be concerned by

students themselves. For example, students must cultivate the awareness of using topic -

sentence, especially put it at the very beginning of each paragraph, which is helpful for
readers to get the main idea as quickly as possible. Another case in point, critical thinking
should be cultivated in order to think logically. While organizing the article, the students’
logical thinking play an important role. Under this circumstance, they can write the essay
united and logically. They can acquire detailed feedback from analytic scoring, which can
improve their writing. They know clearly the strong points and weak points of their writing.

In the following writing training, they should continue the strength and avoid the weakness.
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Secondly, they know clearly that content and form play crucial role in foreign language
writing. During writing practice in daily life, they should not only focus on the content of the
composition, they should also lay more emphasis on advanced words and complicated
sentence patterns. For one thing, in practice, they had better read more original editions to
acquire words usage in different context. They should be aware that complicated sentence
patterns, passive voice and ellipsis can bring more changes of the composition. When do
timed-limited essays, it is better for students to use something unique to express ideas. For
another, students read more to increase the material in their mind. They had better think
logically consciously or unconsciously. They should cultivate different way of thinking, trying
to get closer and closer to the foreigners’ way of thinking. As one way of output, writing can
display one’s way of thinking, which is of great significance for English learners.

- Thirdly, as is known to all, in the present examinations in China, holistic scoring is more
popular than analytic scoring, and the teachers always place more emphasis on form rather
than content during teaching. That is not only one kind of misunderstanding of the criteria of
assessment, but also misleading students when they do L2 writing,

In terms of testing L2 writing performance, the present study had confirmed two
different methods of scoring, although both of them are of high validity, the researcher
consider that analytic scoring has more advantages when used in the daily teaching, whereas
holistic scoring can be practiced more in the examination. Analytic scoring should be applied
in the extended span.

In sum, both the teachers and students can benefit a lot when they cultivate the
awareness of the importance of content and form. Neither of both sides should be neglected.

The findings are helpful for us to improve the way of assessing L2 writing. To some
extent, it fills in the blank of second language assessment, which has theoretical implications
to the relevant study of this subfield. Meanwhile, it can provide more effective feedback to the

test participants from different multi-facet, which is helpful to improve the writing ability.
5.3 Limitations

The study is designed cautiously and carefully at the initial period, however, there are still

some weak points.
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Firstly, in the experiment, there are only 243 students chosen from the universities in
Hebei Province, which can not stand for the whole level of English majors in China. If there
are more students coming from different level of university, maybe the quality of writing
should be identified. Of course, there is a little change about the data even the result. In fact, it
is too difficult for the researcher to find ideal participants who can represent English majors at
all levels.

Secondly, it is well known that the compositions can not be well assessed objectively.
Although the raters have been trained together at the very beginning, they must have
understood the criteria of scoring to the high degree. Inconsistency of rating is still one of the
unavoidable factors during the study. In a word, some subjective factors may exist. What’s
more, reliability can be improved if there are more raters involved in the study, definitely
speaking.

Thirdly, in the study, sﬁbjects are required to finish one argumentative article in the

examination. If necessary, more tasks should be adopted in the future study.

5.4 Suggestions for Future Research

The findings of the study can provide some suggestions for future studies.

Firstly, future study can compare timed-essay writing and untimed-essay writing. The
results can be compared to see the independent variables affecting L2 writing performance
under two different writing conditions.

Secondly, this study has found that form has contribution to the writing performance.
Future studies are needed to investigate both content and form thoroughly about factors in
writing process affecting the achievement of L2 writing.

Lastly, further study can investigate different styles of writing according to the same

scoring scale, for example, narrative writing or expository one.
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Appendix [V Some Compositions for Analysis

Sample 1

Under the pressure of the economic crisis, college graduates are confronted with a tough
situation to find a job. In order to make a living, many of them tend to choose to work as
village officials in the countryside. This action has caused hot debate in the society. Many
people maintain that it is a good opportunity for the graduates to have some practical
experience, and also it is a golden chance for the village to gain some fresh blood. Actually,
superficial benefits cannot cover up the deep disadvantages. Working as village officials do
harm than good to the graduates, the village and the whole society.

Firstly, tending to be the village officials cannot benefit the college graduates. Actually
the purpose of the graduates to be the village officials is not as pure as it appears. Many of the
students just take it as an opportunity to find a job which can make them superior in taking
exams as civil official. Driven by this motivation, instead of sacrificing themselves in
servicing other people, the graduates spare no time in developing the countryside. In this
sense, even if they become village official successfully, they themselves cannot benefit from
this choice.

Secondly, it adds extra burden to the village and disturbs the normal order of the village.
Since the graduates have some special skills, they often require being equipped with advanced
facilities, for instance, computers, type writers, etc. All of these will add expense of the
village. Besides the expense, the efficiency of working is another serious problem. Owning
little practical knowledge, the graduates know little about the method of dealing with the
complicated relationship existing in the process of their working. Sometimes, they cannot
solve the problems appropriately and efficiently. In this sense, college graduates recruiting as
village officials is not a good choice for the villages.

Last but not the least, this choice does harm to the whole society’s faimess. In the
recruitment, interview occupies a large proportion. However, during the interview many
people who are excellent enough find that they are kicked out clxxx with no reason. This is

because other people take the interview as an opportunity to give money to the judges. If the
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situation continue to go like this, the faimess of our society will not exist anymore. The
purpose of our country to propose this policy can never be achieved. Taking all these analysis
above into consideration, it’s not difficult to find that despite some benefits, the policy of
recruiting college graduates as village officials is far from being called a good choice for the

students themselves, the village, and our society.
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Sample 2

More and more college graduates choose to work as village officials. Some people hold
the view that it is a waste of resources because college graduates can do more useful things,
while others are in favor of this action. As far as I'm concerned, it is of great significance to
both the society and graduates.

First of all, college students spend almost more than 15 years in different levels of
schools and have got no chance to expose themselves to the real world. Working as village
officials is a golden opportunity for them to accumulate experience while dealing with
different kinds of people and complicated things.

Second, college graduates work as village officials plays an important role in shaping the
village and injecting fresh element in the relatively backward villages. College graduates are
young people who not only have rich knowledge but also a host of brand new ideas towards
life and things. By working as working village officials, they can bring knowledge and new
management idea to villagers and thus changing the situation in many villages.

Thirdly, college graduates work as village officials is a way of reducing the pressure on
employment. In the previous years, college graduates are held high esteem so they only pin
their hopes on finding a decent job in big cities. While now amid the global financial crisis,
more people choose to start from the grassroot. They just want to find a job then they can
choose one if they have gained certain experience.

In spite of all the merits metioned above, there still exists some disadvantages. Some
college graduates just treat this kind of experience as a springboard from which they can jump
to a higher lever, so they do not work heat and soul to serve people but put their own interests
before the public.

In all, it is a kind of action that worth advocating, for it can enhance villagers’ overall
knowledge, improve the graduates themselves and at the same time, reduce the pressure on

employment to some extent.
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Sample 3

In the current social situation, people’s educational level is higher and higher. Now the
villages are on their way of changing their image of being poor, vulgar and undeveloping.
Thus, more and more intelligent people are required to infuse fresh blood into the village.
Then, college graduates working as village officials have become popular. It follows the
social laws and it does benefit a lot to the social situation of job hunting, the villages and the
graduates themselves.

The first benefit it produces is that it will light the social tension of job hunting. With the
dramatic increasé of college graduates, job hunting is a headache to many graduates. There
are not so many companies meeting so many students. This makes many graduates out of
work. However, at the same time, villages are places that no one wants to go because of its
poverty and inconvenience. So if many college graduate like to go there to find a job, the job
position will not e as crowd as now. This will reduce the pressure of job hunting in the city.

Secondly, college graduates working as village officials will bring benefits to the village.
Villages are undeveloping. So no one wants to go there. This has become a bad circulation. If
those college graduates are willing to give a hand to the construction of the countryside, it
would be a great opportunity for the villages to change their original poor condition. The
process of urbanization will not far away be realized.

Finally, college students working as village officials are good to themselves. They may
get rid of the air they have as a citier. It is also a exercise for them to mould a great character.
They can get exercise in the countryside. Going to the village is good for the development of
the graduates’ phycology.

Ultimately, the phenomenon that college graduates working as village officials is an

opportunity to change the situation of job-hunting, promote village development, and

graduate growing-up. If they perform well, our country will become more prosperous and

bright.




Sample 4

In recent years, more and more college graduates choose to become village officials.
Everything has two sides, including this policy. To be village officials is a two-sided sword,
too. Many people think that there are advantages and disadvantages for the graduates to be
village officials.

Firstly, someone support the idea that it is beneficial to the group of village officials. (1)
College graduates working as village officials can improve the whole quality of village
officials. College graduates all accepts good education and training. They own higher cultural
quality and insight. Absorbing some graduates to work, the village construction may receive
good impact. (2) A large number of college students work as village officials, which can light
the working pressure of our country. In the countryside, they can practice their own ability to
deal with things. Gradually, graduates can put what they have learned in college into practice.

Although there are so many advantages, some opposite ideas appear at the same time.
Some critics tend to say it does not benefit to the whole society and individuals. Their reason
are as follows: (1) Graduates have no practical experience to deal with what village officials
can. The jobs refer to the policy’s carrying out and the steadity of the whole village
construction. Graduates are too young to treat the relationship between government and
villagers. (2) It has become a kind of blind fashion to attend the exams of village officials.
Some graduates cannot understand the meaning of this piece of policy. They just aim to get
high salary and stable jobs. What is worse, some of them may take some mean measures to
arrive the aim.

This affair has two sides, but as far as I am concerned, the advantages overweigh the
disadvantages. It is beneficial for the society and every individual. It’s a fashionable policy to

follow the change of this age.

73



Acknowledgments

First and foremost, I would like to convey my sincere appreciation to my supervisor,

Professor Gao Guixiang, who kindly gave me constructive suggestions and powerful guidance.

She is very responsible, patient and encouraging. From every discussion with Prof. Gao, I
have been iﬁspired greatly.

* Secondly, special thanks to Professor Pan Bingxin, Professor Zheng Lihua, ProfessorTang
Liping, and Professor Gao Zhihuai, for their valuable criticism and helpful suggestions.

Thirdly, 1 deliver sincere appreciation to my colleague, Associate Professor Gao Xiao,

who helped me learn a lot about SEM and gave me valuable guidance concerning research
methodology and the statistical tests used in the present study. Meanwhile, thanks to my
colleagues who devoted a lot during rating procedure. The study would not have been
possible without their active participation.

Finally, I express my grateful to the cooperative students who have participated in the

study.

—







SL

1
I g L-6002 %4}
FWMEHATENMAEY
_ WHAEXY B
I %E ¢-8002 M AT ERRMHNEELFE
o _ A &
L| Y& | 28002 ~AE FH ST AB S
~ e SRR HEE
I BGE 2-9002 B A B 1R A 036 26 S
E=p [12:7
.2 LA (e i 2 ik 74124 UHEX

SIUIUWIAJNYIY JIWIPLIY






