Special Thanksto: TtMm GREEN, MIRANDA KOZMAN, MATTHEW
O'DONNELL,UTE ROEMER,THE WORK OF ANNELIE A
KENSEY WANG AND THE SUPPORT OF JOHN SWALES

ABSTRACT

In recent years, there have been a growing number of Korean and Chinese students enter-
ingliniversities in the U.S. who are called “Generation 1.5” (Harklau, Losey, Siegal 1998). These are
stuflents to whom English is a second language, and who have spent 2-8 years in U.S. middle or
higll schools. Many who struggle with academic English writing are grouped with international
stullents, whilst others are grouped with native English speakers. While their needs have been
aclillowledged as different from international and native English speaking students (Reid 1998),
thelle have been no larger scale empirical studies on the possible differences in writing styles
betliveen the two groups.

Our project aims to explore this issue, particularly in the areas of the rhetorical functions of

, and in students’
acallemic English writing. The data consists of two corpora: one collected specifically for this
stuly, and one comprised of essays written for an English writing test. Essays in the first corpus
arefgurrently being coded for the above rhetorical functions, and when this process is complete,
theltoded essays will be analyzed by means of a computer concordance program to examine
wh@ther any generalizations may be made about the use of these functions by Generation 1.5
andilinternational student writers. Through this project, we hope to describe the characteristics
of @neration 1.5 and international Chinese and Korean writers, with a view to improving writ-
ingflinstruction for them at the University of Michigan.

INQRODUCTION

The Generation 1.5 students currently stand “on a middle ground between the expertise of
ifing center instructors and ESL specialists, and, in fact, the type of writing support that they
gl does not fit easily into any of the institutionalized forms of support already in existence at
niversity of Michigan, including ELI and SWC” (Dyer & Modey, in press). It is imperative,
efore, to conduct an extensive study of the writing characteristics of Generation 1.5 writers
at a program can be created to better aid them in their writing needs. By gathering a
us of student essays written by Korean or Chinese students, we hope to analyze the ways in
h these students utilize various rhetorical devices, specifically hedging.

One question we would like to answer is whether or not the use of hedging differs between
eration 1.5 and International Korean and Chinese students, because it is suggested that the

Jents from different cultures and language backgrounds may have different conceptions

t the formal features of culturally and rhetorically appropriate writing” (Hyland and Milton).
efore, by coding uses of hedging and other means of stating subjectivity in arguments and

s, the different needs of the Generation 1.5 students and the International students will be
er understood (Dyer & Modey, in press).
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THE CORPORA: TWO DIFFERENT GROUPS OF STUDENT ESSAYS
GENERATION 1.5

Dur initial corpus consists of essays that students had written for various classes that they
upl@@ded themselves on the MICUSP-Generation 1.5 website, <http://gen15.micusp.org/>
(igWre 1 and 2). Besides uploading essays the students are also asked a few questions regardin
theifldemographic background so that we could categorize them as either Chinese or Korean,
andgither as Generation 1.5 or International. They are also asked to give further information on
the @ssays; whether the uploaded version is a rough or final draft, the grade they earned, the
amalint of help they received, the amount of time they spent, and the type of essay that was
subfhitted.

AEE

he second corpus consists of essays Korean and Chinese students had written for the writ-
ing Portion of the 2008 Academic English Evaluation Exam. These essays were originally hand-
writ@en, so they had to be typed for later coding and analysis process. Unlike the Generation 1.5
corlus, the AEE corpus consists of essays written in response to the same prompt. They present
us Wiith a unique opportunity to study the first drafts of the hedging differences between our
fourlfarget groups.

AEE Corpus Gen 1.5 Corpus

Korean International
Korean Generation 1.5

Chinese International

Chinese Generation 1.5

DATA COLLECTION

n order to be able to collect as many student essays as possible, fliers were printed out and
dist@buted around campus (figure 3). As an extra incentive, a $10 Borders Gift Certificate was
offefled to each submitter. We also sent an email out to some student groups asking for more
confiibutions.

btudents who uploaded essays onto the website were asked to give their consent. Anony-
5 demographic information was also collected through a survey they had to answer. The

y asked questions about their language background, their nationality, and also looked for
dentity markers” of a Generation 1.5 student, such as the amount of schooling they have
ed in the U.S. Students who had studied in the U.S. for anywhere from 2-8 years were

ed as Generation 1.5 students.
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THE DATA

urrently, we are still in the process of collecting more essays through our website. Our cur-
eneration 1.5 corpus consists of fifty-five essays that have been downloaded off the web-
nd given a code name. Of these fifty-five essays twenty-three are Korean International,

e are Korean Generation 1.5, 10 are Chinese International and 10 are Chinese Generation
1.5. o date about nineteen essays have been coded or are in the process of being coded for the
vari@us linguistic characteristics that we are looking for. Within our database there are still many
oth@r essays that have not yet been assigned a code name because they had been uploaded
recaitly.

rent

hese essays come from a wide range of disciplines, from research papers to laboratory re-
port8 for science classes. Some essays therefore do not contain many instances of hedging, such
as p@rsonal narration pieces. These essays are still included as part of our corpus because they
hel@Bus gauge how much or how little our undergraduate students hedge. We also had to cull
out Bome essays because some were too long. Another problem we encountered was that
som@times a student would upload an essay that dealt more with equations than words, and we
d have to reject such essays because these essays did not fit our criteria. Another essay we
d up rejecting was a movie review that focused a lot on summarization.
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Figure 1: Screenshot of database of student essays and demographic
information

Figure 2: Screenshot of website where students upload their essays.
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Figure 3: flier that was distributed around campus

Examples Code
HEDGING DEGREE: Some, many, most, slight, relative, sufficient, enough significant, AJH
Adjectives Comparatives — better, narrower, broader, less + adj

POSSIBILITY: Probable, possible, likely
FREQUENCY: Frequent, general, usual, ordinary, occasional, normal

Not/ no + Exagg not completely, not wholly, not the most accurate, not the most widespread, not NAH
Adjectives or Adverbs always, not very likely,
not certain that..., not sure, not definite etc.
Adverb DEGREE: Relatively, comparatively, about, around, largely, AVH
POSSIBILITY: Probably, possibly, perhaps, maybe, hopefully, by some/any chance,
Less + adj/adv
FREQUENCY: Frequently, often, generally, in general, usually, ordinarily,
Less +adj/adv
actually, apparently, clearly, broadly, essentially, potentially, allegedly, theoretically,
Noun Perception NH
VERBS Lexical Seem, appear, suggest, estimate, tend, attribute, assume, VLEX
VERBS Modal May, might, can, could, VMOD
COMPOUND It might seem, one may consider C™mP
(more than one form of hedging used)
PHRASES One should think twice, one should not conclude, PO
(multiword hedges) It is difficult to...
Personal Hedging In my opinion, In my view, | think PH
EXAGGERATION Must, should, ought to, need to, shouldn’t, wouldn’t, will, won’t VX
VERB
Exaggeration Absolutely, amazingly, awfully, badly, certainly, completely, clearly, definitely, AVX
Adverbs doubtless, evidently, never, obviously, of course, surely, undoubtedly, exactly,
Exaggeration Clear, definite, evident, obvious, sure, etc. (as above), all, every
Adjectives Too + adj, so + adj or verb, far + adj-er, AJX
NO HEDGING —too general “People want to be accepted” NOH
DON’T KNOW what this is DK
NON HEDGING Rhetorical Devices
COMMON KNOWLEDGE As we all know, as far as we/I know, as is (well) known, as CK
you/everyone knows
INTRODUCING A CITATION According to, X states that, X mentions, X argues, X says CIT
(Quotation or Author)
INFORMAL USAGE Here’s another example... Lots of...  As well Not that INF
(happy) Somehow

Figure 4: The coding table

Figure 5: Screenshot of the concordance program we will be using, AntConc
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ACADEMIC WRITING

CODING THE DATA

After the data has been collected, the essays are coded for hedging as well as for other charac-
teristics such as citing sources, use of informal language, and indications of common
knowledge, to further understand the differences in the writing styles of the Chinese and
Korean international and 1.5 Generation students.

HEDGING
-What is Hedging?

Hedging is “the expression of tentativeness and possibility in language use and it is crucial to
academic writing where statements are rarely made without subjective assessments of truth”
(Hyland 1995). In English academic writing, hedging is significant and crucial. It portrays one’s
ability to form and support arguments successfully, demonstrating the ability to distinguish
between facts and claims, marking the claim as subjective with the use of hedging.

Some of the uses of hedges are as follows:

To use an intentionally noncommittal or ambiguous statement

To use evasive or deliberately vague language

To avoid fulfilling or answering a question completely

To be confidently uncertain

To use verbal and adverbial expressions such as can, perhaps, may, suggest, which deal
with degrees of probability

An Example of hedging:
Example: The Bible 1s supposed to be written by God through spiritual guid-
ance to the human writers. So the Church seems to be suggesting that no
matter how explicit God's own writing is, the Church will ignore that au-
thoritative guideline and will continue to follow the tradition that none of
the apostles was reported to be female.

CODING PROCESSES

Hedging is a rhetorical function performed linguistically in many different and complex
ways. This made the coding of hedging quite challenging. Hedging can be achieved through
the use of verbs, adjectives, adverbs and nouns. Initially, we sub divided some categories fur-
ther (for example the adjectives were subdivided according to degree, possibility, frequency).
However, we decided that little in terms of generalization would be gained from such detail, so
as a result, the initial coding table of twelve different codes for adjectives, adverbs and nouns in
each of the categories, was reduced.

-Initial Coding

By reading through the essays, each coder looks for cases of hedging, exaggeration, lack of
hedging, indications of common knowledge, introduction of citation and informal usage of
language. After reading the material multiple times, the coder follows by specifically assigning
each word with a code after examining the word to see whether or not the specific word that
was used in the sentence is indeed a hedge or one of the other linguistic features. The follow-
ing example shows this process, during which each word is coded as a specific hedge.

Example: The Bible 1s (supposed VLEX) to be written by God through spiri-
tual guidance to the human writers. So the Church (seems VLEX) to be
(suggesting VLEX) that no matter how explicit God's own writing 1is, the
Church will ignore that authoritative guideline and will continue to follow
the tradition that none of the apostles was reported to be female.

In this excerpt, “supposed”is coded as lexical verb, because by including supposed instead
of presenting the argument as the Bible is written by God, the claim is presented as a subjec-
tive claim rather than a fact. Similarly, “seems” and “suggesting” are both coded as lexical verbs
for the same reason.

-XML Coding

After coding the essay with the codes indicated on the coding table, it is necessary to
format the codes into a XML format, since the essays will be analyzed by a concordancer. When
putting codes into html format, one should keep in mind the differences between word and

phrases, since the codes are also further categorized into “w” for a single word entity and “p” for
phrase of more than one word.

Example: The Bible 1s <w 1d=VLEX>supposed</w> to be written by God through
spiritual guidance to the human writers. So the Church <w i1d=VLEX>seems</w>
to be <w 1d=VLEX>suggesting</w> that no matter how explicit God's own writing
1s, the Church will ignore that authoritative guideline and will continue to
follow the tradition that none of the apostles was reported to be female.

As shown in the example, the citation code is indicated as “p” or a phrasal hedge, since
there are more than one word in the hedge. The second example of “more often”is more com-
plex, since each word are separate hedge (“more” as a degree adverb hedge and “often”as a
frequency adverb hedge”). However the two codes are also a compound hedge so the two

. n

codes are formatted as “w” within the “p” code as CMP or compound.
COMPLEXITIES WITH CODING

There are frequent complexities with some codes due to differences in context. For
instance, the word “can” may or may not be a hedge in different contexts, since “can” may mean
“to be able to, and is also a synonym for “may”. When it means “to be able to" it is not a modal
verb, whereas if it can be substituted with “may’, it is coded as VMOD.

Example: “I can throw the basketball as far as the moon” can also be “I am
able to throw the basketball as far as the moon”. The use of “can” indicates
the speaker’s ability to throw the basketball.

“It can take as long as three days for the posts to arrive” can also be “It
may take as long as three days for the posts to arrive”. In the second case,
the use of “can” indicates a possibility of posts taking as long as three
days.

Context is therefore crucial in determining whether a word should be coded as a hedge or not

CONCLUSION

As we are currently still analyzing the essays, it is too early to be able to say whether or
how Generation 1.5 and International students differ in their writing styles. We have, however,
managed to work through most of the initial problems we encountered, such as settling on an
efficient set of coding categories. The most crucial and time-consuming portion of this project
is the coding of the essays, and once that is done, the essays will be fed through AntConc, a
concordance program (figure 5). With the concordance we will be able to pull up various XML
tags and conduct word searches so that we can see if any patterns emerge in the ways these
rhetorical devices are being used.



