INTRODUCTION
Analyses of second language (L2) text largely examine L2 writing, while L2 spoken
production is usually investigated in the field of conversational analysis (see Markee,
chap. 20, this volume). Since the emergence of applied linguistics as a discipline in the
1950s and 1960s, three large domains of research have focused on various properties
of L2 written text: structuring of the information flow in discourse, syntactic, lexical,
and rhetorical features employed in L2 text, and to a smaller extent, L2 grammar, and
lexical errors.
In general terms, the analysis of grammatical and lexical errors in L2 written text is
derived from the contrastive (error) analysis that predominated in L2learning research
between the 1950s and 1970s. Error analysis was based on an assumption that many
(if not most) L2 errors are an outcome of L1 to L2 transfer of syntactic and lexical
regularities and language properties.
Discourse analysis accounts for global features of text and the organization of ideas
in writing. Contrastive rhetoric, as a subdomain of applied linguistics (Kaplan, 1966),
gave rise to and continues to promote an examination of discourse features in the L2
writing of non-native speakers of English (NNSs) (see also chap. 33). It is important to
keep in mind, however, that relatively little research on L2 writing had been carried
out prior to the 1980s, when the numbers of NNSs in U'S, colleges and universities
began to climb dramatically.
Historically, important advancements in contrastive rhetoric were reflected in a
growing body of knowledge about the order and ideational structure of discourse
and discourse moves, also called Discourse Blocs (Kaplan, 1983), in L2 writing. The
innovations in contrastive rhetoric studies coincided with rapid advances in text linguistics. Speaking broadly, text analysis had the goal of identifying global discourse
features that can be marked by means of syntactic and lexical elements, such as
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verb tenses or sentence transitions (Coulthard, 1985; de Be
Halliday & Hasan, 1976, 1989; van Dijk, 1985).
In a distinct domain of applied lin guistics, investigations
discourse structuring in various rhetorical traditions and ac
also been extended to studies of comparative uses of tex
prose. Analyzing written discourse paradigms and text attr
of many studies that worked with L1 writing of native spea
exam ple, Australia, Canada, the United States, United Ki
and those in the English L2 writing of speakers of man
body of res earch has thus far compared discourse and te
L2 writing of speakers of such languages as (in alphabeti
Czech, Dutch, Farsi, Finnish, French, Hebrew, Hindi, Germ
Korean, Malay, Russian, Spanish, Swedish, Tha i, and Vie
varieties of Engli sh.
Most studies of various features of L2 discourse and
by immediat e and long-term research and curriculum d
as pedagogically driven needs of particular groups of L
various locations, specific interes ts of individual researche
data, and/ or attemp ts to apply the findings of predominan
text lin guistics to L2 text (e.g., Al-Khatib, 2001; Carlson,
1987; Hinkel, 1994; Johnson, 1992; Taylor & Chen, 1991).
of syntactic, lexical, rhetorical, or dis coursal features of
However, in sum total, much has been learned about featu
writers in different contexts and for divergent academic,
purposes.
This chapter provides an overview of th e methods wid
di scourse and text, and the findings of research on macro
Additionally, computerized d atabases of L2 writing and t
confound an alyses of L2 written corpora are briefly discu

QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE M
L2 TEXT ANALYSIS

Analyzing L2 writing is a tim e-consuming and laborious p
text have va ried d ramatically in the size of their data sam
Most analyses have con sisted of small-scale studies th at
duced by one to a half dozen writers (e.g., Arndt, 1993; Ch
and onl y a few had access to (or resources to work on) larg
by do zens or hundreds of L2 writers. On the other hand, s
cific excerpts of discourse or narrowly defined textual feat
to research papers or hed ges and modal verbs, inclu de
10 to 25 NNSs (e.g., Basham & Kwachka, 1991; Sw ales, 19
To a grea t extent, the the oretical frameworks and resear
yses of L2 discourse and text rely on those developed and f
of ap plied lin guistics as text lin guistics, di scourse analysi
tive psychology. Although much research on L1 English carried out in such disciplines as rhetoric and compositio
of rhe toric ha s had a minimal impact on an aly ses of L2 t
derpinnings of the Anglo-American and other we stern rh
the clas sical Aristotelian and Greco-Roman foundational
org aniza tion, and language and stylistics) not ea sily appl
text. On the other hand, quantitative and qualitative rese

Thecontrastive rhetoric hypothesis (Kaplan, 1966) is largely concerned with discourse
structuring and logical organization of information in various rhetorical traditions.
The crosscultural analysis of discourse postulates that systematic differences exist in
how topic continuity is established and coherence is developed in rhetorical traditions
and writing in different languages and cultures. In the case of literate and educated
speakers of various languages, Ll-specific ways of organizing discourse and information may be transferred to the discourse organization in L2 writing. Thus, the
overarching goal of the contrastive rhetoric hypothesis was to assist teachers and academically bound ESL students who needed to learn to write in L2 by identifying the
differences among patterns in written discourse.
Global features of L2 written discourse, such as discourse moves, organization,
structuring, as well as attendant issues of clarity, explicitness, fluidity, and contents of
writing, represent broader and more abstract constructs than those commonly examined in analyses of text (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Hinkel, 1997, 1999; Indrasuta, 1988;
Johns, 1997; Kaplan, 2000). For example, a number of studies has been devoted to
stylistic properties of various types of L2 writing, such as textual indirectness in academicessays or narrative personalization.
In the 1980s and 1990s, research on the L2 writing of university students in a
number of English-speaking countries established that discourse construction and
rhetoricalparadigms differ in consistent and important ways in the Ll writing of NSs
and L2written prose. Additionally, investigations devoted to discourse construction
across languages and cultures have been able to determine that, for instance, marked
similaritiesexist in the rhetorical development of text written in some European languages, such as Czech and German, or Asian languages, such as Chinese, Japanese,
and Korean. For example, in German and Czech academic writing, as well as in the
L2 prose of German learners of English and scholars, digressions and devia tions from
the main topic are considered to be acceptable, as are repetitions, recapitulations, and
restatements, abstract argumentation, and broad generalizations (e.g., Clyne, 1987;
Cmejrkova, 1996).
On the other hand, classical rhetoric and discourse construction in Chinese,
Japanese, and Korean writing, as well as in the L2 prose of speakers of these languages,
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have been shown to include predictable organizational parad
at the end, indirect argumentation, allusions, and references
as evidence (Hinds, 1983, 1987, 1990; Matalene, 1985; Park,
(1999, p. 294) points out that classical Chinese rhetoric and sty
on the academic writing of L2 students in U'S, colleges and
to the author, in L2 writing instruction, Anglo-American di
development, rhetorical and linguistic norms, as well as the
in which these norms are embedded" should be explicitly ta
essential in English academic writing."
The division of discourse organization paradigms into wh
"reader-responsible" or "writer-responsible" text was origin
(1987, 1990), based on his research on Japanese, Korean, and
noticed that in the written discourse in these languages, the
is not necessarily presented to the reader at the beginning
main implicit throughout the text. In such texts, the responsib
writer's main idea is left to the reader, who then needs to d
tion and the central argument from context. On the other ha
prose, explicitness, clarity, and lexical precision are considere
it is the writer's job to construct discourse and text in which
directly stated at the outset, and the writer 's discourse and ar
clear and easy to follow. At present, in L2 writing instruction
or writer-responsible texts have become commonplace. Toda
find an ESL writing textbook that does not mention that in A
it is the writer who is responsible for making the text transp
reader.
Other studies examined discourse construction and rhetor
diverse languages as Arabic and Spanish. Specifically, Ostler
writing of Arabic speakers included a significantly higher ra
dinate constructions, as well as greater numbers of discour
support elements than were found in the writing of NSs. S
explains that in argumentation and rhetorical persuasion, co
relies on parallelism, repetition, and broad generalizations, a
orate vocabulary. Thus, according to Sa'adeddin, when wr
speakers may simply transfer from L1 the usage of coordina
tions prevalent in interactive rhetorical style and persuasion
Arabic writing, Hatim (1991) similarly found that conside
interaction with audience pla y an important role in how A
persuasion, and rhetorical moves are constructed.
In regard to the L2 writing of Spanish speakers, research
strated that they write longer essays and longer, more comp
tences than NSs do (e.g., Carlson, 1988; Montane-Harmon, 19
speakers use significantly higher rates of coordinate clauses a
words, and broad generalizations when compared to those
similar age and educational levels. In fact, Reid's (1992) stu
Spanish, and Arabic speakers demonstrated that the prose o
hibits coordination patterns similar to those that Ostler (1
writing of Arabic-speaking university students.
According to some researchers, however, the divergences
course structuring can also be attributed to L2 writers' de
and inexperience rather than the transfer of L1 rhetorical p
1985). Additionally, the studies of published articles written
speakers (Taylor & Chen, 1991), and essays written by Korea
versity (Choi , 1988) demonstrated that discourse structuring

velopment in L1 basic and student writing, L2 writers:
• Organize and structure discourse moves differently.
• Take a logically and conceptually different approach to rhetorical argumentation,
persuasion, and exposition/narration.
• Over- or underestimate the amount of readers' background knowledge and the
need for textual clarity, explicitness, and specificity.
• Differently orient the reader, and introduce and develop topics.
• Employ different strategies for extracting / citing information from sources, as
well as paraphrasing, quoting, and including source material in their writing.
• Develop text cohesion differently, with weak lexical! semantic ties and theme
connections, and a preponderance of overt conjunctive markers.
Silva concludes his overview of research by saying that "L2 writing is strategically,
rhetorically, and linguistically different in important ways from Ll writing" (p, 669).
In light of these fundamental differences, Silva points out that the learning needs of
L2 writers are distinct from those of L1 writers, whether basic or skilled, and that
teachers who work with L2 writers require special and focused training to deal with
cultural, rhetorical, and lin guistic differences of their students.
To this end, research into how L2 discourse and text are constructed, as well as
contrastive analyses of discourse, have proven to be very useful in the teaching of
L2 writing and creating more appropriate curricula (e.g., Leki, 1992; Reid, 1993). In
particular, an important outcome of research into L2 written discourse is the increased
knowledge about discourse and text in writing traditions other than Anglo-American,
including such written genres as news reports, academic publications, student writing,
e-mail messages, and business correspondence.

ANALYSES OF MICRO FEATURES OF L2 TEXT
In addition to the analysis of discourse in L2 writing, a large number of studies have
been devoted to the comparative analyses of lexical, syn tactic, and rhetorical features
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of L1 and L2 texts, usually produced in the contexts of
Much research, for example, investigated the uses of disco
coherenc e devices, modal verbs, hedges, and modifiers in
Johns, 1990; Field & Oi, 1992; Flowerdew, 2000; Hinkel, 19
Johnson, 1992; Khalil, 1989; Mau ranen, 1996; Reid, 1992; S
A typical stud y of L2 text features may undertake to d
explicit cohesive devices are used in L1 and L2 academi
researchers m ay compare the freque ncies and contexts of
furthermore, however, and thus), coordinating conjunctions
and /or summary markers (e.g., in short and in sum) (e.g
2001b; Johns, 1984; Khalil , 1989; Schleppegrell, 1996). Sim
of modal verbs, usage me asurements can be computed
possibility and ability modals (e.g., can,may, might, could )
modals (e.g., must, should,need).
A study methodology can entail counting the numbe
verbs by type in each essay, followed by obtaining a m
occurrences of a particular conjunction in all essay s in a s
essay. In quantitative analyses, for instance, d escriptive
features can be obtained for NS and NNS texts. Then thes
analyzed statistically to determine whether they are use
differently in the two samples.
For exam ple, a short excerpt from an L2 text on the t
events and competitions is presented here. In this 94-word
the ability modal can six tim es and the obligation modal s
notice that the text probably relie s on the usage of can to

We can see that sp or ts make peopl e show their love of their
specia l team songs in every ga me . This is not just abou t in
can see passion , happy or sad around audiences and p laye
energy and living. In the sp ort s w orld, everyone is equa l, eve
condition to do what he or she should do the best. Also, we ca
is equa l. So, we should be proud of our country, and we can e

In this case, a computation of the frequency rate of can is
and should is 2.1% (2/94). Of course, no generalizat ions
the se two modals or their frequenc y rat es can be made ba
Ho wever, in larger and representative samples of L1 and
des criptive measurement values by means of appropria
researchers to gauge whether in an L2 writing sample of, s
overall u sage of specific syntactic and lexical features app
L1 writing sa m p le. In L2 writing instruction, such comp
lead to fine-tuning course curricula, ad ded attention to s
individualiz ed assistance for L2learners.
In an alyses of L2 text, the degrees of fluency, for exam p
of measuring relative text len gths, as we ll as lengths of s
in combinations with supp lemen tal measures of accura c
complexity (e.g., Carlson, 1988; Hinkel, 2003a; Park, 19
large-scale assessm ents that inv olve hundreds or thousand
indexes have also been driven by research into specific a
text (e.g., Basham & Kwachka, 1991, Hamp-Lyons, 1991a;
Reid , 1993; Weigle, 2002).
Analyses of L2 text have further delved into vari ou
associated w ith various L2 writing tasks. These include fo

and linguistic features of text produced by adults in academic, professional, language
learning, or literacy contexts.

FINDINGS OF L2 TEXT ANALYSES
As was mentioned earlier, Silva 's (1993) synthesis of research on L2 writing processes
and discourse also addresses the research findings that deal with morphosyntactic
and lexical features of L2 text. Specifically, according to Silva's summary, L2 writers
employ simpler sentences with more authoritati ve warnings, admonitions, personal
references and narratives, and repetitions of ideas and vocabulary. In re gard to its
linguistic features, NNS prose contains fewer syntactically complex constructions,
such as subordinate clauses, descriptive adjective phrases, hedges, modifiers of most
types, compound noun phrases, and possessiv es, but more coordinators, sentence
transitions, and pronouns" . To summarize, compared to L1 writers, L2 writers have
a restricted syntactic and stylistic repertoire, as well as severely limited range of accessible lexis that can be used in writing. In all, Silva points out that "L2 writers' texts
were less fluent . . . , less accurate . . . , and less effective" (p. 668) th an those of NSs, and
"in terms of lower level linguistic concerns, L2 writers' texts were stylistically distinct
and simpl er in structure."
Based on earlier research, Silva (1993, p. 669) calls for a reconceptualization of
how L2writing and text production are taught in Ll.S. colleges and universities: "The
prevalent assum p tion that L1 and L2 writing are, for all intents and purposes, the
same" is un examined and has remained largely unvalidated, and the many findings of
research "m ake this assump tion untenable." Silva emphasizes that L1 "com p osition
theories, which ar e, incidentally, largely monolingual, monocultural, ethnocentric,
and fixated on the writing of NES [native English speaker] undergraduates in North
American colleges and universitie s" are inapplicable to teaching L2 writing, do L2
writers a great di sservice, and are, quite possibly, counterproductive.
Almost a decade later, a large scale em pirical analysis of 68 lexical, syntactic, and
rhetorical features of L2 text was carried out by Hinkel (2002), who examined 1,457
(around 435,000 words) NS and NNS placement essays written in several universities
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across the United States. The L2 text corpus included texts
languages: Arabic, Chinese, Indonesian, Japanese, Korean,
students 0,215) were advanced and trained L2 writers, a
were holders of U.S. academic degrees. Hinkel reports tha
and composition training, L2 writers' text continues to dif
of novice (first-year) NS students in regard to most feature
The results of her analysis indicate that even advanced and
severely limited lexical and syntactic repertoire that enable
texts restricted to the most common language features tha
conversational discourse. Hinkel concluded that L2 texts do
L1 basic academic writing because NSs of English already
(native) language proficiency that a majority ofNNSs requir
cases as adults. Like Silva (993), Hinkel calls for changes
teaching L2 writing that are based on the pedagogy intended
to NSs.

COMPUTER TEXT BASES AND ANALY
WRITTEN CORPORA

Beginning in the late 1980s, due to the advancements in c
permitted analyses of large amounts of printed or typed t
dramatically altered the methodologies for analyzing synt
tional features employed in various written genre in Englis
Rayson, & Wilson, 2001; Renouf & Sinclair, 1991; Sinclair
rapid changes in text linguistics and the new knowledge o
of large text corpora have also influenced the methods an
writing.
As an outcome, the studies of the syntactic, lexical, an
L2 text have similarly changed their methodological appro
and types of L2 written corpora. To illustrate, the new g
themselves to computerized investigations, NS and NNS
examined in regard to their grammar structures, syntacti
and complexity, and common politeness formulae (Chan
Bueno & Perez, 2000; Li, 2000).
Other research projects investigate L2 academic writing
50,000 to 500,000 words and include texts produced by ten
(Flowerdew, 2001; Granger, 1998; Hyland & Milton, 1997).
the size and scope of analyses evolved from exclusive relia
ings of essays by specially trained readers to computations
age rates with which particular syntactic,lexical, and discou
in learner prose (Frase et al., 1999; Hamp-Lyons, 1991b; Re
It is important to note, however, that despite the incre
ten corpora, the investigations of discoursal, syntactic, an
remained focused on the attributes of text similar to those e
studies carried out prior to the technological and methodo
linguistics (e.g., Choi, 1988; Field & Oi, 1992; Hinkel, 2001a
Ostler, 1987). In particular,language errors, coherence and
coordina ting conjunctions and demonstrative pronouns), cl
verbs, personal pronouns, prepositions, adjectives, hedges,
among the mainstays of research on computerized textu
1998,2000; Granger, 1998,2002; Granger & Tribble, 1998; G
2000; Hyland & Milton, 1997; Lorenz, 1998; Reid, 1992; Rin

frequencies of their occurrence.
Meunier (998) points out, however, that the typical computations of type /token
ratio of words in a text used to measure the amount of lexical variation do not seem
to reflect a relative quality of L2 texts because lexically varied prose is not necessarily
of good quality. For example, if some NNS writers have a good vocabulary range but
poor discourse organization or grammar skills, their text would not be of high quality,
even when it is lexically rich . To be specific, Lorenz ( 998) found that in the case of
advanced German speakers with substantial and developed L2 English vocabulary
repertoires, it was not so much a lack of accessible lexis that made their L2 writing
appear non-native, but the ways in which particular lexical items were us ed (see
also Lewis, 1993, 1997, and Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992, for additional discussion on
idiomaticity, collocations, and formulaic lexical phrases in written text).
Similar to the findings of studies carried out earlier based on smaller samples of
various genres in L2 writing, the results of the computerized analyses of L2 writing
have also clearly demonstrated that L2 written discourse and text are crucially and
significantly distinct from those produced by L1 writers in English.

ISSUES AND COMPLEXITIES IN L2 TEXT RESEARCH
Technological advances in computerized text analyses of English-language corpora
have allowed researchers to sh ed light on the real-life uses of syntactic, lexical, and collocational features in native speaker language production. In the past several decades,
some of the large native English corpora ha ve worked with spoken and written text
bases as large as 30 million words (Biber et al., 1999; Leech , Rayson, & Wilson, 2001;
Stubbs,2001) (see also Collins COBUILD corpus-based learner dictionaries developed
by researchers at the Uni versity of Birmingham).
One of the key differences between analyses of corpora of L1 English-language
corpora and L2 text analyses lies in the fact that, for instance, the corpora of written
English include lar ge amounts of published (i.e., polished and edited) texts. On the
other hand, L2 texts are either handwritten or typed by NNSs, whose language us age
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(e.g., spelling, word formation, or phrasing) is distinct fr
type of native speaker prose.
One of the stumbling blocks in investigations of L2 han
rent software for converting handwriting into typed text i
overcome software problems, L2 texts are keyed after they
1998; Shaw & Liu, 1998). However, to allow computer prog
occurrences of, for example, particular words or construc
made whether to correct spelling, grammar, or lexis to ma
the original text intact.
Although studies of L2 text have mainly been driven
findings and publications in computerized analyses of E
to date a consistent methodology for L2 corpus research h
researchers, such as Ferris (1993), claimed that computer an
possible in the near future. Computerized analyses of typed
scale assessments (e.g., the Test of Written English) repor
(up to 21 %) of misidentified L2 textual features (Frase et a
Developers of L2 written corpora also reported addition
ties associated with building and analyzing text bases (Gra

• When L2 text is keyed or scanned, a number of error
(e.g., omissions, additions, and misrepresentations), a
texts against the originals is an extremely laborious, t
tive process.
• Computerized analyses of L2 corpora do not perm
abstract discourse features (e.g., sufficient/explicit
grammar features (e.g., referential! nonreferential pro
sentence or T-unit counts, or measurements of lexica
carried out manually.
• In analyses of L2 errors, error tagging is a manual an
and the classification of errors is often subjective.
• Word counts of the same texts can diverge significan
ferent types of software are used (e.g., hyphenated w
counted as either one or two words). In such cases,
mentally dependent on baseline word counts, can be
The following example is excerpted from a L2 univers
order to succeed to illustrate the difficulties of computeri
L2 text.

I think that the adecatte combination between th is aditudes in
succed's door. In one wa y, take a risk can be important to rich
example, "shakira", who is a very important pop singer, tak
family recordered her first Long play. They spend all the mone
and now they are rich and she is a important artist. but in and
all them fortune for a bat business so many people preffer wo
In conclusion. In all the succ ess cases we will di scoves that the
risk and take care is the key.

In many cases, even if the writer's spelling is corrected, co
and lexical features, as in this example, would be very diff
text may need to be sounded out at least to understand w
In light of the fact that reliable automatic analyses
those of published or transcribed L1 English language co

and text have to do w ith shor tfalls of w riters' language proficiencies and restricted
linguistic repertoire that significantly undermine L2 writers' ability to produce high
quality texts. Based on the results of their studies, many researchers of L2 learning
and devel opment have em phasized th at even school-age children or highly educated
ad ult L2learners require years of language training to attain the levels of proficiency
necessary to create effective written prose.
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NOTES
1. For similar findings of larg e-scale empirical investig ations, see also, Ca rlso n (1988), Flow erdew (2000,
2001), Hinkel (2001a,200 1b, 2002,2003a, 2003b), Johns (1997), Reid (1992), Rin gbom (1998), Schlep peg rell
(1996,2002), and Shaw and Liu (1998), to mention just a few.
2. Other L2 corpora, e.g., Lon gman' s Learner Cor p us and Hong Kon g U nive rsi ty of Science and Technol ogy
Learn er Corpus, are pro pri etary and accessible onl y to the researchers affiliated w ith th ese ins titu tio ns.
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