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BIE, HARDFGEHE L, RERQWBHRILDMZ L5 & LTWD, 2020 F b RKFEA
RCTAERELAET 2N THH S, TS T 2200 K 512 2022 4 3 A
20 TR SN D @ EAACHHEEEE T, AAERERNC [GREE - RBLT - 1T - 1Y

REIND 7L BARANRETEH OREENIES O K M~OREN D, R [FHE
IZEL ) FHEA~OFRDEE - TN D, RFPCBWTH, SCHREERTHHIL T
Wb 7 a = b RO b &L fhE & Bl U CRF SRR SC DR R L
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EIEE AT RE - KIHF - REE (2014) OFFETIX, SFEFRETIEIANT 77 72 AN
24T 47 ZRBRLUIZFAEB WD RIZIEILOFEREZ Hulb & LIZiGFEiR %0
EMESH TS, £7-. ZLORFETIE e 22 ERH Lo v A T4 T 40
DIRENTRE 72> TOD BRI W T, REFEAD 1355 TEL ], KR THRERE
DRI F5f I TS (Tsuji, 2016a; Yasuda, 2006), ZD7-, FmHE~
DIFENERNDIN RFOTA T 4 L THREOFLE RS> TWDHDIE, EfEICE
DFE Y IELWILEREREDIEM A T.L T, BEIDO 7 1 — RNy 7 1 3Ga B M I £ T
FATHNRWORFEETHS (A i, 2014),

VLED X9 7eth2iis o b & R LPAAEE R SCTIE, BARARFAEDEFE K
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RFSCIE, 3OO A ETe, 10 ENDER I TN D, & 1 ETIL, RO
B EHORR L AARDYRFERBE OERBEN D, BRAESKPFEICELEELN
MERIMLTNDZ & KONZEDOHEEOLENEZIRRS

F2ETIE, KX OMEREERET D201, TNE TOIERE (L2) 7147
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WO ~OREONEINOIE 0T, FT.L2 T4 7 4 I ER 5 2 2 ER %
DR H Y (1) L2EAE, (2) L1-1L2 74T 0> 7HeS, B3) L1 -L21C8BiT5
PESCREER, () A2 HER (R R T 7 0—72E) . (5) L1 - L2 [Z8ITF D1ECHE ORI
HELRER THLZ ENHALNE ST, ZNHEIKIZLT, BEE L) 947 4~

TRND D> TH—EU LD L2 HRER 2T LR WA F T nZ & £/ L1
BEXOLDTAT 4 T ORGP D> THZNZT F A MIKMSEDITIE, L2 H
AEROEL NS ETHD Z L7 8 H-7= (Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2007;
Sasaki & Hirose, 1996 fi), ZDffiZH, L2 74T 4 7 ~DOHERHERLR LSS

PLA~ORBER L LTI TV D

RIZ. English as a foreign language (LA#% EFL) /English as a second language
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& Rayson, 1998; Hinkel, 2003; Narita & Sugiura, 2006; Ringbom, 1998 ff1). *
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FmPRAAIEIC A B L72AFJEICHE 2458 0 % &, Kaplan (1966) 23, $72 2 bRV &
EROEBZFO LI TX A OGREARMEZ R L, MREREAENAE o722 & &
2T, L1 7F A FOREEHL NI T D98 E . L1 & L2 7F X hOEND L2
THRAPNDORMEP LI LE D & LIEAERFEL TV D, BT, L1 OEFERK
N L2 THRAREESBRICEBEHZ TCOWDO0ESHTLIZH DT, BHARAZ XS L
L72MF7EI2iE, Kamimura (1996) . Kubota (1998), 0i (1984) 72 3%, Z Lo DAL
TIE. BRNFENFENTZIEL DL  PNainimE R Th 223, €DK L1 @
B THLINERE L, L L, IREMZRBERIIE LN TRV, BIETIE, L2753

BENENVEZELEIZHOWNENSONDIZ ERH DO LU, £huE L1 Ol
BEITRETE I, L2 HRELPEE T2 T T SCEE ORI e ERk 2 7 BRI RN
TH5HLOLEINTWVD (Connor, 1996; Kubota, 2004; Matsuda, 1997),

MMz T, BARANOISLOREMGINE L2 TA T 4 v T HEOBEN S LI
FUTOWVWTHFKL, (a) HRADFADENTZRKIUINT 7T 7 OENRINL T
W% (Nishigaki & Leisheman, 2001), (b) AR#L72355\> (01, 2005a; Yasuda, 2006) .
(c) FRPREBANNEMA CRLFHAFIHERSE D, (d) JLRATH S (Tomioka, 2003)
REDKEN DD LR LT, mBIZV L2 TAT 4 T B Y 52 5 —HR & L
TETFONTVWDLHARIZEBITS LI BEIO L2 DIEXHBIC>WThatk Lz, L1 T
[T/ NFEAL I B R AR ERFECRAE S 7 & E & P OIS 28 D ECHEE N LT, KFEAR
ELHTIZ /NG S % P A T2 A LSME B ARGE TR Bl IC B BB 2 T DR
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B CRITTND ZEDREI, ZOTDICRFEDRUTIBEICZ T2 L1 O
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by, FEHE - SUEE N LT2AFZEIE 2\ (Abe, 2007a; Narita & Sugiura, 2006; %5,
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. 72 5 ONTHELH 2 B 3o Tt Liim L7 b o3, £ 2 TARmCTIE, H
ARARZEDOFINZ R 6N 5 imBEAORH . feBliE OJRIN Z | L2 writing (S8 2 K
FTERE U TRITHIZE CTH LIS EN TV A (1) L2 HEE, (2) L2 fESTiEsR. (3)
L2 fESCHE L OBRN LD Z L b Lic, £, RBFFE T, fBakE o i K o 78]
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(1) AARANKRZADE X OB R & IR 223 7 — U 2B B8
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KUBEC) {Z2WNTEER L7z, KUBEC &, AARANRFEEDEIL T AT 4 THEN R EH)
(CHHRET D 2 LA HRIIC 2012 AR D 3AEMIC T D B R OMZEH IC LV HEEE
SN KRBT B a2 — "2 (INEFEH 300 TEE) Thod, MR L7 DIEFRRF
OFEEMBE [9GET A T 4 7 2] Zszak LTANERE D (G 7 v—7) & [k
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#%. SA program) [ZZML TWAHN, L 7N —7ICHIMEZREBRIT 20, BT AR
ANKZFED S O EikETE%E | ET-%E RN REERERT D b0 LALEMNT B
Too WREDIFESIDOZEIL TOEFL MY T A N THEICH S Z LRI TN D

< 5 5 ETIL, EEDARLOMIED = DI U= ik & d6k L7z,
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(B) £ DimPERIfR I L OMEF-E 5T (Rhetorical Structural Analysis),
() F—U— K54 (Keywords—Chain Analysis), (D) * & F 4 A z— R4
(Metadiscourse Markers [MDM] Mapping) ® 4 > CodH -7, (A) 1%, /8T 7T TN
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Rhetorical Structural Analysis) Z4EM L72 XXM OB - EFHIREMGR, (O 1%
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i & 2 A Uiz, SO MEIL, SCEOmMAY 8 - fEME » o6
Rk 72064798 (Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Kinch & van Dijk, 1978; Oshima &
Hougue, 2006) %% &IT&EE LT,

H6 ETIL, ot R e LI EORL @tk 7 — 2 Oo3HrJiiE, I ONZ KUBEC
—ZO—H (24) ZHEHA L. 4 5>OFHROF A2 MREE L7z TR o
Tl _7e, HRAMEORKGESR., AWFFETIX, KUBEC (ver.2013) OF — XNk G 7 v—7
% W2 TOEFL D30T, 24 61 (10 4) . iz 62 (10 4) 12531F . FRRIC AT
TLCALET D L 70— (9 4) & A TRREE 29 A53dt 58 Bl OFaRESC % Zrtr %t
Gl Lz,
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H 8 FETIL, Study 2 & LT, I AD (C) F—U— Rt D) A X7+«
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background

The immediate reason for embarking on the current research dates to a time when the
author was teaching TOEFL writing at a language institute in Kyoto, Japan. Her students
needed to obtain a higher score in the TOEFL writing section in order to continue their
studies at a graduate school either within or outside of Japan. However, many of them were
struggling with English essay writing: Their essays were full of grammatical errors and
their range of vocabulary was very limited. Furthermore, the patterns of rhetorical flow of
their essays differed considerably from those considered “the standard” in English-speaking
countries. For instance, the main idea was often not placed at the beginning of a
paragraph/the essay, and the writer’s opinions were not clearly stated. Thus, the author
taught her students the basic structure of English essays, consisting of such structural
components as a thesis statement, topic sentences, supporting sentences, and so forth, as
well as the use of discourse markers to connect sentences and paragraphs. Most importantly,
she instructed them in the “logical” argumentation. As a result, their essays began to
improve considerably. However, it became clear that they had not previously received
adequate instruction in English essay writing.

According to an extensive survey conducted nationwide in 2014 by the Ministry of
Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (hereafter MEXT), Japanese students
spend very little time on English writing in the classroom compared to the time spent on
reading or listening. As a result, many of them feel that they have difficulty with writing in
English (Takahama, Ito, & Katayama, 2015). In fact, writing ability as well as speaking
ability is much lower than reading and listening abilities according to the results from the

nationwide English tests administered on the 3™ grade high school students (MEXT, 2018a).



Another extensive survey was conducted by Yasuda, Oi, and Itatsu (2014) for both
Japanese senior high school and university students (N= 481), regarding what and how
English writing has been taught. The findings indicated that, in both institutions, the main
focus of writing instruction still lies in grammatical correctness. In high school,
sentence-level translation remained the mainstream, while the number of students who
wrote more than two paragraphs was still limited. Given that National Center Test for
University Admissions, the unified entrance examinations for university do not include a
writing section, therefore high schools may have placed less emphasis on writing. In
universities, on the other hand, although paragraph writing, in a cyclical process of
pre-writing, writing, feedback, and editing, is integrated in most writing classes, students
have barely attained the level of ability required to produce writing in several paragraphs.
Since university instructors are given greater freedom to determine their own syllabi than
high school teachers, the degree to which emphasis is placed on improving students’
writing skills depends on individual instructors and universities. Writing is often taught
using an integrated four-skills method, while the goals of writing instruction continue to
emphasize grammatical correctness rather than content. Yasuda et al. (2014)’s survey
shows that explicit instruction on logical English texts has been scarce in tertiary education.
01 (2010) showed that even though the importance of teaching rhetorical styles of academic
English texts has been acknowledged by many teachers, it is still doubtful that they teach
those styles appropriately in the classroom. As noted by Yasuda et al. (2014), “teachers’
approaches were hardly geared toward helping students to become actual writers who make
meaning in a certain rhetorical context” (p. 51). Due to lack of focus on logicality of the
text, Tsuji (2016a) and Yasuda (2006) reported Japanese college students’ inability of

producing coherent texts is due to missing information or illogical sentences.



These situations, however, will be greatly changed under the new school curriculum
guideline (the Course of Study) and the new unified entrance examination for full-scale
implementation from the fiscal year of 2020. MEXT has stressed that English education
should place more emphasis on “fostering [the] logical ability to think and express one’s
own opinions,” under which the English subjects called “Ronri-hyo-gen [Expressing
logically] I, I, II” will be introduced to high schools from the fiscal year of 2022 in
order to promote expressing ideas logically in the new High School Course of Study
(MEXT, 2018b). So far, the amount of knowledge students possess has mainly been tested;
however, the new examination will evaluate students’ skills of utilizing the acquired
knowledge to solve day-to-day challenges based on logical-thinking. Under this reform,
students’ ability of writing, along with those of speaking, listening, and reading will also be
tested in the new entrance examination.

Universities are also facing new challenges in today’s globalized world. In order to
improve competitiveness in the academic and research environment, universities are
required to improve students’ English language skills necessary to achieve both academic
study and research. It has been reported that Japan has been losing momentum in the field
of research, because output of research papers and citation impacts have remained flat since
2000 (Wagner & Jonkers, 2017). Against this backdrop, MEXT (2018c) has launched “the
program for promoting the enhancement of research universities” to increase the number of
research papers since 2013. Since more than 95% of published papers in the field of science
was written in English (Nederhof, 2006) and research papers need to be written logically
(Kinoshita, 1981), nurturing L2 writing ability, in particular, writing logically will be even
more necessary in universities. Under these circumstances, both in secondary and tertiary

schools in Japan, teachers, instructors, and researchers have begun to emphasize the need



for instruction on how to write logical texts in L2 writing classes (Kawano & Nagakura,
2018; Otsuka, 2016).

Based on this educational reform and on the acknowledgement of the increasing need
to teach writing skills to Japanese students, the author decided to deal with English writing
as the main topic of her study, especially focusing on “writing logically” to meet the needs
of present-day English education.

This dissertation consists of ten chapters. Chapter 1, the current chapter, presents the
background and the outline of the dissertation. In Chapter 2, the major previous research
dealing with English as a foreign language (hereafter L2) writing is reviewed to situate the
current research in a larger perspective. The studies on main variables influencing the L2
writing are firstly reviewed, followed by the studies that have identified linguistic features
of L2 learners’ texts, and the features of rhetorical organization known as contrastive
rhetoric. In this connection, since these studies were conducted mainly on major learner
corpora such as ICLE, NICE, and ICNALE, these corpus projects are also described. In
addition, since both L1/L2 writing instructional backgrounds are considered to be one of the
major influential factors to the quality of L2 texts, L1, that is, Japanese, and L2 writing
education in Japan are also looked into.

Chapter 3 presents objectives of the current research and research questions. The aim
of this dissertation is to reveal the rhetorical organization characteristic to the English
essays written by Japanese English as a foreign language (hereafter EFL) college students.
Since the importance of nurturing students’ skills of writing logically in English has been
acknowledged by university instructors, investigation into English essays that university
students often write in their English classes can be meaningful. She attempts to find

noticeable patterns of organization that Japanese college students would use and the



rhetorical anomalies identified in their English essays. She hopes that the investigation into
the reasons behind those rhetorical anomalies can present pedagogically useful information
in teaching L2 writing both in the secondary and tertiary schools. Based on this aim, two
research questions (hereafter RQs) have been formulated.

Since the investigation for this dissertation was conducted by using Kansai
University Bilingual Essay Corpus (hereafter KUBEC), the brief description of the corpus
project (e.g., the aim, the data collection scheme), and unique features are covered in
Chapter 4.

In order to answer to the RQs, this author has developed four analytical frameworks,
which are explained in Chapter 5. The frameworks include 1) Structural-Functional (SF)
Analysis, 2) Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) Analysis, 3) Metadiscourse Markers
(MDM) Mapping, and 4) Keywords-Chain Analysis. The applicability of the four
frameworks to the current research was confirmed in a pilot study to be reported in this
chapter. In Chapter 6, methods and procedures for the main studies with larger samples are
elaborated on. Since participants’ L2 writing ability and educational backgrounds are found
to be the two important variables from the previous studies in Chapter 2, the results of their
essay evaluations, with which students’ L2 writing ability is reflected, and the results of
questionnaire survey related to their L1 and L2 writing background are demonstrated in 6.1
and 6.2, respectively.

In the three separate studies from Chapter 7 to Chapter 9,! the analysis to identify the
rhetorical organization typical to the argumentative essays written by 29 Japanese college
students at different English proficiency levels are elucidated. While rhetorical organization
of each paragraph of introduction, body, and conclusion, is examined with the

Structural-Functional (SF) Analysis and Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) Analysis in



Chapter 7, organization from semantic cohesion is examined with Metadiscourse Markers
(MDM) Mapping, and Keywords-Chain Analysis with two types of keywords, namely
theme-setting keywords and argument-setting keywords in Chapter 8. The results of these
two studies are then discussed in relation to learners’ variables such as L2 proficiency, L2
writing ability, and L2 writing background. Chapter 9 presents Study 3, dealing with the
logical anomalies typically observed in English essays by Japanese L2 learners, and the
reasons for the anomalies will be investigated in comparison with their Japanese
counterparts.

In Chapter 10 as the conclusion, the pedagogical implications of the entire research
reported in this dissertation are described, together with the summary of the findings and
the limitation of the current studies. Future research directions then conclude this whole

dissertation.

Note
1. This current thesis has three separate analysis in order to answer to RQs. Therefore, the

chapter titles are named as Study 1, Study 2 and Study 3 for convenience.



2. Literature Review
2.1 Studies on Main Variables in Students’L2 Writing

The L2 writing research dated back to 1960s when increasing number of international
students entered universities in the U.S. The teachers of L2 composition noticed the
differences in writing between L1 and L2 learners. Since then, in order to understand the
distinct nature of L2 writers’ texts, many researchers have investigated factors that influence
L2 texts. Previous research (Hirose & Sasaki, 1994; Kamimura, 1996; Kaplan, 1966; Kraples,
1990; Raimes, 1985; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996) revealed that L2 text quality is influenced by
many variables, including L2 proficiency, both L1 and L2 writing ability, higher order
composing competence, meta-linguistic ability (i.e., awareness of the language system), and
meta-knowledge of L2 writing (i.e., writing strategies, and knowledge of L2 writing).

The results of the investigation into L2 proficiency have been mixed. While some
researchers argue that the determining factor of L2 writing quality is not the writers’ linguistic
proficiency, but rather their composing competence (e.g., Raimes, 1985; Zamel, 1982). Others
maintain that L2 proficiency is the prime determining variable for the quality of L2 writing
products (e.g., Carson & Kuehn, 1992; Cumming, 1989; Pennington & So, 1993; Sasaki &
Hirose, 1996). In order to find out relations among the variables, Sasaki and Hirose (1996)
investigated the factors influencing the quality of Japanese students’ persuasive writing in
their L2 (English) and created an explanatory model of EFL writing in Figure 2-1. They
argued that composing competence is postulated as the most important high-order factor,
which transcends L1 and L2 difference (Krapels, 1990), and three variables including L2
proficiency, L1 writing ability, and L2 meta-knowledge are mainly influencing L2 writing
ability. Among these factors, L2 proficiency explained 32.6% of the total variance of students’

L2 composition ability. They also argued that L1 writing ability manifests itself through the



use of writing strategies, and that two other variables, L1/L2 writing experience and
confidence in L2 writing are also included in their model. Sasaki and Hirose (1996)
highlighted with this model that although L2 proficiency is a prime explanatory variable,

complicated interactions among these many variables are evident.

L2
Proficiency

L2
Metaknowledge

Composing
Competence

Writing
Experience

Confidence

L1 Writing L2 Writing
Product Product

Figure 2-1. Explanatory model of EFL writing (Sasaki & Hirose, 1996, p. 161).

As to another important variable, composing competence, the underlying hypothesis is
that L1 and L2 writing is similar in a broad sense (Silva, 1993), and that “composing
competence” may be transferable from L1 to L2 (Krapels, 1990). Under this assumption, L1
writing ability in relation to L2 writing products was examined. However, the results were
mixed again. Cumming’s study (1989) yielded a positive correlation for L1 and L2
compositions compared between L1 French writers with writing expertise and those with no

such expertise, while Carson and Kuehn (1992), Carson, Carrell, Silberstein, Kroll, and



Kuehn (1990), and Pennington and So (1993) did not find such a significant positive
correlation in L1 and L2 texts written by other nationalities.

Kamimura (1996) and Kubota (1998) argued that composing competence is transferable
from L1 to L2, but students require a certain level of L2 proficiency to make use of their L1
composition ability. Also, L2 writing was reported to require more cognitive overload than L1
writing (Schoonen, van Gelderen, & de Glopper, 2003; Tillema, 2012). These researchers
argued that decisions about vocabulary and grammar that can be automated in students’ L1
requires demands on working memory, increasing a cognitive overload in L2. Kamimura
(1996) accordingly suggested that there might be a threshold in English proficiency level
above which students are able to write similarly both in L1 and L2.

Regarding L2 metaknowledge, Reid (1984) emphasized that the knowledge of what is
expected in L2 composition strongly influences the product and he then speculated that
successful writers might know the features of L2 composition such as rhetorical convention,
and stylistic differences from their L1 or readers expectations. Hinds (1983) and Kaplan
(1966) argued that the knowledge of L2 writing could be influential especially when L1 has
different rhetorical conventions from L2.

Studies related to L2 writers’ strategies that influence the quality of L2 composition
emerged around the 1970s. This was the time when the English as a second language
(hereafter ESL) writing research started to focus on the process of writing rather than the
written product. The studies which investigated writing strategies of the same writers both in
L1 and L2, or studies which compared groups of learners at different L2 proficiency levels
were conducted. For example, studies conducted by Bosher (1998) and Cumming (1989)
indicated that L2 writing is a more cognitively difficult task than L1 writing and that L2

writing takes a longer time than L1 writing. Investigating Japanese EFL learners’ writing



processes, Sasaki (2000, 2002) found that experts wrote faster and longer texts, and spent a
longer time planning an overall organization than novices. This experts’ global planning was
“based on their elaborated but flexible goal setting,” (Sasaki, 2000, p. 282), referring to what
Bachman (1990, p. 98) called strategic competence. Skilled writers can assess the task, plan
an appropriate action, and perform it in the most effective way. Thus, Sasaki (2000) insisted
that taking time on planning is important. Numerous cognitive-oriented studies which
examined L2 writers’ thinking process or decision-making while composing have revealed
salient differences between expert and novice writers. The former is more skillful in finding
appropriate words and phrases (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Cumming, 1989; Silva, 1993) and
is able to pay attention to ideas and language forms simultaneously while making decisions
(Cumming, 1989, 1990; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). At macro-level, as with their L1 writing,
skilled L2 writers are able to do more effective planning, revising or editing their texts than
unskilled writers, while unskilled writers are not able to plan, monitor, or revise their texts
effectively. They take time on local planning (e.g., grammar, vocabulary, and content, etc.)
and translate it into L2 (Raimes, 1985; Sasaki, 2000; Victori, 1999; Yamashita, 2013;
Zimmerman, 2000). Sasaki (2002) also argued that it takes time for novice writers to acquire
the writing strategies of experts (e.g., global planning), and added that a one-year writing
course is not long enough for development of the writing strategies of experts. Sasaki (2002),
citing Grabe and Kaplan (1996), argued that the novices would need “consistent practice in a
variety of similar contexts to the point of proceduralization or automaticity” (p. 129) through
many years of experience.

L1 use or translation while writing has also been one of the debatable topics in L2
writing research. L2 writers use their L1 while writing in L2 for a variety purposes, including

planning (Kraples, 1990; Uzawa & Cumming, 1989; Woodall, 2002), generating ideas or
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content (Krapels, 1990; de Larios, Murphy, & Manchon, 1999; Uzawa & Cumming, 1989), or
solving linguistic problems (Lay, 1982; Woodall, 2002). Sasaki (2002) found that novice
writers translated more often from their L1 to L2 than expert writers did. Wolfersberger
(2003) also found that low-proficiency writers used their L1 in prewriting and continued to
translate their L1 to L2 to compensate for their lack of L2 ability. While the use of L1 has
been criticized due to L1 interference (e.g., Rivers, 1981), the general finding has been that
L1 use in L2 writing can be beneficial, but not in all situations and not for all the writers.
There are indications that both L1 use during L2 writing and translation from L1 to L2 are
beneficial for novice writers (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992; Lay, 1982; Uzawa, 1996; Uzawa &
Cumming, 1989), especially in the prewriting and content development (Kobayashi & Rinnert,
1992). However, since fluency and quality of texts can be sacrificed, too much dependence on
their L1 could interfere with their writing performance.

Studies about L1/L2 writing experience, instructional background, and L2 writing
confidence that derive from extensive writing experience have also been conducted since they
were regarded as important factors to L2 writing quality (See Figure 2-1 on page 12). Studies
have reported that instruction emphasis on a particular aspect of writing could affect L2
writing products (e.g., Mohan & Lo, 1985). However, others have emphasized that teaching
alone does not generate good L2 texts. The amount and frequency of writing that students
were engaged in also influences the quality of L2 writing. For example, Japanese students
who were regularly writing more than one paragraph in their secondary school were able to
produce better L2 texts (Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). Rinnert and Kobayashi (2007) found that
students who experienced writing both short and longer L2 texts were able to detect and
correct errors and organization. Moreover, Hirose and Sasaki (2000) investigated the

teachability of L2 metaknowledge in L2 writing experience and found that the teaching
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effects of metaknowledge combined with journal writing was more effective than teaching
alone. In fact, students’ mechanics (e.g., punctuation, capitalization) in the control group
improved over one semester.

Rinnert and Kobayashi (2007) compared novice writers who experienced intensive L1
composition training,! those who experienced training in both L1 and L2, and those who did
not experience training in either L1 or L2. In the study, they found that although knowledge of
L1 composition did affect positively, while students with writing experiences in both L1/L2
tended to produce greater audience awareness (i.e., in the use of transition markers), control
over organization, and texts with more elaborated support. Students who had written in both
L1/L2 languages were able to place more emphasis on logical connection and use a variety of
metadiscourse markers. On the other hand, those who lacked intensive training in either their
L1 or L2 wrote their English essays in a style of self-reflection, relying on past L1 writing
practice (saku-bun or expressive writing). The authors (2007) reported that when text features
are shared from L1 to L2 writing, training and practice in both of the languages improve the
probability of the features being internalized by the students.

As to apprehension, many studies (e.g., Gardener, Smythe, & Brunet, 1977; Maclntyre
& Gardner, 1989) have reported that language anxiety levels would be the highest at the early
stages of language learning, but it decreases as learners’ levels advance. This can also be
applied to the L2 writing as well since L2 writing apprehension has been reported to decrease
as both L1 and L2 writing experience increase. Apprehension is felt more by less skilled
writers than skilled writers (Lee & Krashen, 1997, 2002). This evidence, however,
contradicted in some other studies where a greater anxiety was observed in the students with
higher L2 proficiency since “they feel uncertain of their ability to meet the demands of using

L2” (Cheng, 2002, p. 653), and that L2 proficiency is not the only factor but other social,
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contextual, and learner variables as motivation, personality, and self-confidence affects
students’ writing (Cheng, 2002).

The negative relationship between writing anxiety and confidence in writing have also
been reported. Klassen (2002) reviewed 16 studies related to the relations between
apprehension and self-efficacy in writing and found that greater anxiety reduced students’
confidence in their ability to write. Pajares (2003) argued that self-efficacy has a significant
impact on writing performance than writing anxiety. In this regard, Martinez, Knock, and
Cass (2011) found that leisure writing had a positive relationship with writing self-efficacy. In
his study, students who were engaged in free writing and leisure writing produced more
creative texts without them having to worry about the rules of academic writing, thus freeing
students from the pressure of writing. This result indicates that writing anxiety might be
closely associated with genre and the condition of writing.

So far, studies conducted to find factors influencing L2 writers’ text have been
described. However, due to the difference in research design and intricate relations among the

variables, the results have been mixed and some of them were contradictory.

2.2 Features of L2 Writers’ Text

In this section, studies related to the identification of text features in syntax,
morphology, and lexis are described. There have been a number of studies conducted under
extensive learner corpus projects; thus, description of some of the major corpus projects are in

order.
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2.2.1 Learner Corpus Projects

Granger (2002) defines corpus linguistics as “a linguistic methodology which is based
on the use of electronic collections of naturally occurring texts, namely corpora” (p. 4). Leech
(1992) also mentions that “the study on corpus has been considered to be a powerful
methodology, which has a potential to change perspectives on language” (p. 106). In
particular, the compilation of L2 learner corpora, the collection of L2 learner language, began
in the 1990s, in the aim of two potential research, Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
research, which seeks to understand the mechanism of second language acquisition, and
Foreign Language Teaching (FLT) research to improve both learning and teaching of the
foreign or second languages. Since then, many studies with learner corpora have contributed
to clarifying the features evident among learners.

The first seminal work was the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) project
led by Dr. Sylviane Granger in 1990 at the Centre for English Corpus Linguistics (CECL) of
the University of Louvain, Belgium, which investigated argumentative essays written in
English by advanced-level college students of 14 different European nationalities. The ICLE
v2 had 16 additions in 2009, including Chinese and Japanese data, while the v3 project is still
ongoing. The total volume of data has reached 3.7 million words to date, and it thus
represents the largest learner corpus in the world (Granger, Dagneaux, Meunier, & Paquot,
2009). The most recent corpus project initiated by CECL, Longitudinal Database of Learner
English (LONGDALE), aims to build a large longitudinal database of learner English
(Meunier, 2016). A group of 117 EFL students from the University of Louvain was followed
over a period of at least three years beginning from 2008. Another major study, initiated by

Hinkel (2002), collected 1500 argumentative essays from international college students
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studying in the U.S., and categorized particular features of learners’ texts, and reported both
universal and L1-specific errors.

Initiated by these and other international projects, learner corpora projects in Japan
soon followed with the aim of identifying the features of English texts written by Japanese
EFL learners. The Japanese sub-corpus project under the umbrella project of ICLE v2
identified some of the lexical features as well as the most common errors in Japanese college
students’ argumentative essays (Ikegami et al., 2007; Kaneko, 2011).

The Nagoya Interlanguage Corpus of English (NICE), compiled by Masatoshi Sugiura,
contains argumentative essays written by both undergraduate and graduate students at Nagoya
University in Japan in 2008. It consists of two corpora: one consisting of 70,000 words of
essays written by 207 Japanese university students and the other consisting of 118,000 words
of essays written by 200 native speakers of English. Compared with ICLE v2, NICE is much
smaller in size; however, it was collected under controlled conditions. Furthermore, one of the
major features of this corpus is that it contains both the original English essays written by the
students and their essays as revised by native speakers of English (hereafter NSE). The NICE
corpus project has undergone several phases and the latest version is NICE3.3.

The Japanese EFL Learners Corpus (JEFLL) (Tono, 2007) is the most extensive project
to have investigated essays written by Japanese junior and high school students. Tono and his
group collected written data and identified various developmental characteristics of younger
L2 learners. The written data comprise 670,000 words of essays written by 12,000 Japanese
junior and high school students. The unique feature of this corpus is that the learners belong
to the beginner proficiency level and were allowed to use Romanized Japanese when they

could not come up with appropriate English words in writing their essays.
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The International Corpus Network of Asian Learners of English (ICNALE) is the first
major learner corpus of Asian EFL/ESL data (Ishikawa, 2013). It contains argumentative
essays written by undergraduate students from 10 countries, including China, Hong Kong,
Taiwan, Thailand, Pakistan, and Japan. This project was recently divided in two modules: the
ICNALE-Written and ICNALE-Spoken modules. The former comprises a collection of 1.3
million words of essays written by 2,600 university students and 88,000 words of essays
written by NSEs. Together with the spoken module, the entire corpus includes 1.8 million
words of controlled L2 English speeches and essays produced by 3,550 college students
(including graduate students) in 10 countries and areas in Asia as well as L1 productions by
350 NSEs.

In 2004, the NICT Japanese Learners of English (NICT JLE) Corpus (Izumi, Uchimoto,
& Isahara, 2004) was released by the National Institute of Information and Communications
Technology. This corpus comprises 1.2 million words of transcribed speech data, collected
from 1281 Japanese learners of English at various proficiency levels. Although this is a
corpus of spoken English, the error tagging scheme developed by NICT JLE has influenced
other corpus projects on error analysis.

The analysis of learner corpora depends on two methodological approaches:
Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis (CIA) and Computer-aided Error Analysis (CAE)
(Gilquin, Papp, & Diez-Bedmar, 2008; Granger, 1998). CIA compares varieties of one and
the same language: either native language and non-native language, namely interlanguage
(NS vs NNS) or different non-native language (NNS vs NNS). The previous studies in this
line of research have dominantly focused on the comparison of native to non-native languages

to identify the features of non-nativeness or learner languages, or how they differ from the
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target native language. This was determined by the overuse and underuse of specific linguistic
items or structures.

According to Granger (2002), CAE involves one of the following two methods. The
first is to select an error-prone linguistic items (i.e., word category, etc.) and scan the corpus
to retrieve all the selected error items. The second method consists in devising error-tags and
tagging the errors in the corpus, which is more labor-intensive but powerful than the first
method because it retrieves all the errors. Error-tagged corpora have so far provided valuable
information of learner languages (see 2.2.3).

Now that major learner corpora and methodological approaches have been introduced,
findings from some of the major studies conducted using each corpus will be briefly reviewed

in the next section.

2.2.2 Linguistic Features of Learner Texts

Simple Linguistic Structure and Limited Lexis

The results of previous studies related to EFL learners’ linguistic features include 1) learner
lexis is limited, and basic vocabulary is overused (e.g., Carlson, 1988; Hinkel, 2003; Read,
2000; Ringbom, 1998); 2) learners confuse registers in written texts (e.g., Gilquin & Paquot,
2008; Granger & Rayson, 1998); and 3) learner texts are excessively personal (e.g. Johns,
1997; McCrostie, 2008; Petch-Tyson, 1998).

Ringbom (1998) investigated the overuse and underuse of the lexis used in the ICLE
data and found that learners use a limited amount of basic vocabulary more frequently than
NSEs. Vocabulary items overused by the learners include verbs (are, do, make, get, think, find,
want, know), modal verbs (can), pronouns (I, we, you), negatives (not), conjunctions (o7, but,

if), and quantifiers (all, some, very), while underused vocabulary includes demonstratives
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(this, that) and prepositions (by, from). Ringbom argued that L2 learners depend on words that
are familiar to them, and they “clutch for words they feel safe with when using a second
language” (a.k.a, the teddy bear principle; Hasselgren, 1994, p. 237). In addition, the
particular features of L2 learners’ vocabulary use are mostly attributed to “L1 transfer”
whereby learners try to find English words equivalent to their L1. When they cannot find the
specific word to refer to, they tend to underuse or avoid using a particular English word, or
depend on vague words such as people or thing. This limited vocabulary of learners in
comparison with NSEs is one principal reason for the general impression that “learner
language is dull, repetitive, and unimaginative, with many undeveloped themes” (Ringbom,
1998, p. 50).

Hinkel (2003) also found similar shortcomings among L2 texts; thus, L2 writers are
viewed as being unable to produce effective texts in comparison with native English speakers
whose texts are fluent, syntactically and lexically accurate, and varied (Reid, 1993). Hinkel
argued that these learners’ unsophisticated text features were obvious, even among advanced
learners who would have been exposed to substantial amounts of reading and had experience
writing in academic contexts during their study at university.

Similar findings about limited lexis were revealed among Japanese EFL texts in
ICNALE-W (Ishikawa, 2013). Sorted by log-likelihood statistical values, Ishikawa argued,
we, people, think, so, 't, (e.g., isn’t, don’t, and doesn’t), but, example, and I are overused by
Japanese students, while would, just, believe, while, been, and being are underused when
compared to NSEs.

Abe, Kobayashi, and Narita (2013) investigated the features of lexical items used by
Asian learners in ICNALE using multivariate statistical methods. Features such as

nominalization, the excessive use of first-person pronouns, private verbs, present tense,
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conjunctions, and modal verbs are more frequently found in Japanese learners’ texts
regardless of any proficiency levels, and thus the researchers in this study concluded that
these features are ascribed to L1 influence more than their proficiency levels. However,
underuse of would, believe, and while is not only common among Japanese writers but
common to other Asian nationalities as well.

Regarding adverbs, which is a popular target of corpus-analysis (Altenberg & Tapper,
1998; Granger & Tyson, 1996), Narita and Sugiura (2006) quantitatively examined 25
adverbial connectors in the essays written by Japanese students in ICLE and American
students in LOCNESS. They found that Japanese students significantly overuse adverbial
connectors, particularly in the sentence-initial position, suggesting that repetitive use of a
limited variety of connectors is a common problem of Japanese EFL learners.

Yamashita (2014) also tried to identify lexical features from the investigation into
Kansai University Bilingual Essay Corpus (KUBEC) version 2012 (see Chapter 4 for the
details of KUBEC). Basic vocabulary most frequently used among the Japanese EFL college
learners (e.g., people, we, they, think, have, make, want, can, should) have also been identified
in previous studies (e.g., Granger & Rayson, 1998; Ishikawa, 2013; Ringbom, 1998).
However, the overused words sorted by parts of speech (POS) categories revealed that some
words were used uniquely by the students at a high-proficiency level included such set
phrases as in this essay, in addition, in conclusion, linking adverbs as however, moreover,
therefore, and enumerative adverbs as firstly, secondly, finally. These phrases and words
helped create and maintain a logical flow of an argument in their essays. Avoidance of the
first-person pronoun / was considered to be the indicator of which students were aware of
formal academic writing convention, probably learned during study abroad program they

attended.?
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Stylistic Features of Learner Texts: Confusion of Registers and Personal Involvement
Another prevalent feature, which is spoken and conversational discourse in academic texts,
has been identified (Granger & Rayson, 1998). They compared argumentative essays written
by advanced French-speaking learners of English with those written by NSEs (British and
American) and confirmed that French learners’ essays displayed features typical of speech,
while practically none of the features typical of academic writing were present. For example,
French EFL learners overuse I, you, but, very, only, so, now, often, sometimes, and here, all of
which are often used in conversation. Regarding nouns, vague words such as people, thing,
phenomenon, problem, difficulty, and reality are overused while words related to
argumentation, including argument, issue, reasoning, claim, debate, support, proponent, and
controversy are underused. The past and present participle forms of the verb mostly used in
academic writing are underused.

Gilquin and Paquot (2008) compared lexical items used in the argumentative essays
written by learners of 16 different European nationalities with the written and spoken texts of
NSE:s, to ascertain which features of the registers were more identifiable in the L2 texts. They
found that learners tend to overuse words and phrases that are more likely to appear in speech
(e.g., maybe, of course, really, like, I would like to talk about..., and I think that...), and to
underuse many of the formal expressions typical of academic writing. The authors attributed
this to four possible reasons: (a) the influence of the spoken medium, with which students
tend to be familiar, such as videos, and movies on the Internet; (b) the influence of the mother
tongue (L1 transfer); (c) the influence of EFL teaching methods, which are more focused on
oral skills; and (d) the effect of developmental factors. Marked overuse of the conjunction

because and the adverb so, and heavy reliance on / think in the groups of French, Spanish, and
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Swedish learners were also identified (Aijmer, 2002; Granger, 1998; Lorenz, 1999; Neff,
Ballesteros, Dafouz, Martinez, & Rica, 2003).

Another key finding is the particular discourse features employed by learners of
English. It has been pointed out that their texts are rhetorically unstructured and overly
personal (Johns, 1997). Petch-Tyson (1998) has explored some features of involvement or
writer-reader visibility in the texts, comparing four European nationalities (Dutch, Finnish,
French, and Swedish) with Americans. It was revealed that European texts show a higher
indicator of personal involvement, such as the use of 7, across these corpora than American
texts. The sentence initial (e.g., I think that..., I am not sure that...) and end-placement feature
(e.g., ... think, ...I guess) create more instances of conversational style (Petch-Tyson, 1998).
McCrostie (2008) replicated Petch-Tyson’s study for the argumentative academic essays
written by Japanese university students and found that Japanese writing contains far more
expressions of personal involvement, resembling spoken language as a result.

Hinkel (1997) compared essays written by Asian-background EFL writers and those
written by NSEs, in order to examine the use of “indirect strategies” with metadiscourse
markers. The results showed that Asian L2 writers, including Japanese, use indirect strategies
such as vagueness, repetition, and hedges, more frequently in their discourse than NSEs.
Hinkel thus argued that these features of indirectness violate the expectations of
English-speaking academia in respect to writing, and concluded that ESL writers should,
therefore, be taught to write explicitly, with an appropriate style or tone of writing that meets

such expectations.
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2.2.3 Features of Errors

In parallel with the compilation of learner corpora such as the ICLE (Granger, 1998),
systematic analyses of learner errors from those corpora have started. It coincided with the
time when the central focus of error analysis (hereafter EA) shifted from identifying the
process of L2 acquisition to more focus on utilizing the results of analysis as useful
pedagogical information.® The primary assumption of EA has been that, by analyzing errors,
we can obtain information on the cognitive stages of language learning or interlanguage
(Selinker, 1972) and on the common difficulties of L2 learning. By making errors, learners
can learn what knowledge they have acquired through positive or negative feedback from
interlocutors (Ellis, 1994).

The use of Computer-aided Error Analysis or CEA (Dagneaux, Denness, & Granger,
1998) has enabled us to cover a wider range of errors systematically and statistically.
Degneaux et al. (1998) led the development of 50 error tags and the error editor software
Universite Catholique de Louvain Error Editor (UCLEE), which enables researchers to insert
tags and corrections in corpus data. This system was used to generate preliminary results of
the error-tagged ICLE sub-corpus of French EFL learners whose difficulties were most
frequently found in articles, verbs, and pronouns regardless of students’ proficiency levels.
Granger (2003) also developed the French Interlanguage Database (FRIDA) corpus, and the
error-prone categories found in this corpus were given attention in CALL exercises.

After some of the major EA studies were conducted internationally, studies to identify
errors made by Japanese learners of English were also conducted under major learner corpus
projects. Ikegami et al. (2007) conducted the first major EA using a sub-corpus of ICLE v2
(70,507 tokens) and investigated the errors frequently found in the argumentative essays

written by Japanese college students. The researchers categorized errors into form, grammar,
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lexis, punctuation, register, style, word, and lexico-grammar, and found that the most
frequent errors occurred in grammar (42.53%), lexis (16.25%), and style (10.39%). In terms
of grammar errors, articles (15.48%) are the most frequent type, followed by verbs (10.50%)
and nouns (8.39%). This research has greatly contributed not only to the findings in relation
to the English errors commonly made by Japanese students, but also to the compilation of a
textbook that utilized the knowledge gained from the findings (Ikegami et al, 2007).

Corder (1967) asserts that errors can provide information about the current state of
learners’ language development. Thus, based on the results of EA conducted on the NICT
JLE Corpus, Izumi, Uchimoto, and Isahara (2005a) attempted to identify the acquisition order
of major English grammatical morphemes by Japanese students in comparison with the
results of Dulay, Burt, and Krashen (1973) and Tono (2000). The former (i.e., Dulay, Burt, &
Krashen, 1973) supports the hypothesis that major grammatical morphemes are acquired in
the common order by learners, regardless of variation in their backgrounds, including their L1,
ages, or learning environment. The latter (Tono, 2000) supports the contradictory hypothesis
that differences in learners’ backgrounds cause the differences in the order of acquisition. The
results of the Izumi et al.’s study showed that Japanese learners have a unique acquisition
order which supports the second hypothesis. The acquisition of articles (the distinction
between a, an, and the, for example), plural-s, and third person singular-s occur in the later
stage. Tono argued that this might be attributed to L1 transfer, since Japanese learners do not
have these grammatical categories.

The JEFLL Corpus led by Dr. Yukio Tono was another major project on EA of
Japanese learners of English (Tono, 2007). Using error tags developed for the NICT JLE
Corpus, the feature of parts-of-speech used in English essays (descriptive and argumentative

essays) written by junior and high school students were examined. Following Izumi et al.
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(2005a), he also attempted to find acquisition order of grammar items among Japanese
students. For example, the number of determiners, prepositions, predicative use of adjectives,
and inflectional forms of verbs gradually increase as the students’ grades advance. These
phenomena indicate that the syntactical structure becomes more complex as the grades
advance. Regarding verb usage, including tense and aspect, it was found that many Japanese
learners of junior to senior high schools were unable to use the past tense correctly, and errors
in both the progressive and perfect forms were noticeable. The extensive research conducted
on the JEFLL corpus ultimately led to the completion of the CEFR-J, which shows the
developmental stages that Japanese learners of English go through with the “can-do”
statement (Tono, 2017).

Abe (2007) investigated errors across students with different proficiency levels of
English both in the NICT JLE corpus (speaking) and JEFLL corpus (written) with the aim of
identifying the features of L2 use at different developmental stages. Verb errors are frequent
among elementary-level students, while noun errors are found among students with
intermediate to upper levels of English. It was also clear that verb aspect errors and noun
inflection errors decrease over the developmental stages of spoken production, while tense
and verbal lexical errors decrease over the developmental stages of written production. Abe
mentioned that errors provide information on the problems learners face; thus, teachers need
to understand them and should not treat them lightly.

NICE also embarked on EA starting with the development of an error annotation
scheme (Koizumi, 2008; Sugiura, 2008). One of the features of this project is that extensive
correction was conducted by NSEs and the revised texts were included in the NICE corpus.
With the help of these revised texts, Koizumi (2008) compared the errors in NICE (written)

and NICT JLE (spoken), and found that most errors occurred in verbs, nouns, articles, and
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conjunctions, and that the omission of articles and unnecessary conjunctions were prevalent in
both corpora.

Sakaue (2008) examined the NICE corpus to identify the errors made by Japanese
students according to their English proficiency level. Similar to the previous findings
(Koizumi, 2008), it was found that errors occurred most frequently in determiners, nouns, and
verbs, in that order, regardless of students’ English proficiency. Errors in the choice of
vocabulary appropriate to the context were the most prevalent among the high and
intermediate groups; however, basic errors, including those related to singular/plural forms of
nouns and verb forms, were identified predominantly among entry-level students. The
erroneous usage of coordinate conjunctions and and but placed in the sentence-initial position
can be a particular focus (Sakaue, 2004).

When an annotation scheme was developed for this study, Izumi, Uchimoto, and
Isahaya (2005b) tried to include discourse-level errors, for example, “unnatural expressions”
or “sentences or phrases which do not make sense” as judged by NSEs, in order to assess the
“communicative ability” of Japanese EFL students. This information can be useful in
identifying the errors that are ascribed to L1 transfer or direct translation from Japanese;
however, the research on this discourse error analysis has not yet been completed. Future
research is needed.

Yamashita (2016) also sought to identify the features of syntactical, lexical, and
discourse-level errors, using KUBEC version 2014 data. Overall results showed that
misformation, which is the wrong form of a structure or morpheme (i.e., I *seen him
yesterday), incorrect word choice, and missing of the target word were the most frequent in
every POS category, as was the case with Tono (2007), and that noun, verb, preposition,

article were found to be the most frequent error categories which was already found in major
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studies (Ikegami et al., 2007; Sakaue, 2008; Tono, 2007). Unlike Sakaue (2008), such
morphological errors as omission of plural-s or third-person singular-s were found in learners’
texts regardless of proficiency levels. However, there was a significant linkage between
students’ English proficiency levels and the numbers and types of errors. While there were
few fatal errors in the four POS categories surveyed among high proficiency groups, there
were many grammatical errors among the lower proficiency groups, which caused the
sentence to be incomprehensible. Initiated by Izumi et al. (2007), Yamashita (2016) analyzed
discourse-level errors in order to assess the “communicative ability” of Japanese EFL students.
The results showed an abundance of interlingual transfer or direct translation of Japanese
idiomatic phrases. She suggested paraphrasing as one potential solution to this problem.

After errors typical to the learners have been identified, explaining the errors and
correcting errors are important (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). However, there is difficulty in
discerning the distinction between intralingual errors, also known as developmental errors,
and interlingual errors, which are caused by interference of learners’ L1 (Richards, 1974).
While only a limited number of studies (e.g., Bryant, 1984; Shuhama, 2015) have been
conducted to identify the reasons for these errors, Wu (2015) attempted to identify the factors
that hinder L2 acquisition of 337 Japanese college students in both spoken and written data.
She found both interlingual errors, which involve L1 to L2 translation, and intralingual
errors, which involve overgeneralization and simplification. Wu drew attention to the need
for “explicit focus on form” (Norris & Ortega, 2000) in order to reduce noticeable common

errors among the students and proposed the explicit correction of frequent errors in class.
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2.3 Studies on Text Organization: Coherence and Cohesion

Studies of text organization have been conducted under the two key notions of
coherence and cohesion. Units of discourse, defined by Widdowson (2007), are “put together
under the certain principle of connectedness” (Maghfiroh, 2013, p. 33), and Kane and Peters
(1996) differentiated two notions of discourse unity: coherence as unity of thought and
cohesion as unity of form. According to Kane and Peters, coherence is realized by text
relevance, proper order, and inclusiveness, while cohesion is achieved through sentential ties
and transitional links, such as repetition, connectives, pronouns, demonstratives, and syntactic
patterns. Salkie (1995) also mentioned that coherence can be defined as consistence in form
and meaning, while cohesion is made up of the devices that make discourse coherent. Mey
(2001) agrees with the idea that coherence concerns the semantic connectivity in discourse,
while cohesion is related to syntactic and structural connectedness. Under these concepts of
coherence and cohesion, numerous studies have been conducted to clarify the nature of a
coherent text.

One seminal work about cohesion is probably the typology of linguistic devices as
defined by Halliday and Hasan (1976). They defined five cohesive relations identified in a
text: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion. Lexical cohesion is
divided into reiteration, such as repetition of the same words, synonyms and antonyms,
hyponymy (general/specific relation of lexicon), and collocation (semantically-related lexical
items). These cohesive devices create connectivity between the sentences.

Metadiscourse markers, as proposed by Hyland (2005), also correspond to the notion of
cohesion. They represent “a writer’s or speaker’s attempts to guide a receiver’s perception of
a text” (Hyland, 2005, p. 3) and include a range of discourse devices. Textual metadiscourse

markers deal with the logic of the discourse; in other words, text cohesion. Most textual
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metadiscourse is achieved by conjunctions and adverbials, as well as their respective
metaphorical or paraphrasing expressions (e.g., as a result, on the other hand). These
connective devices are categorized as interactive metadiscourse, since Hyland (2005)
construes metadiscourse as comprising writer-reader interactions.

As to coherence, a number of studies have focused on the semantic structure of a text at
the two levels of macrostructure (global coherence) and microstructure (local coherence). The
former level refers to a global level of organization or connectivity, while the latter considers
the semantic relations between sentences or relations between propositions expressed by these
sentences (van Dijk, 1980).

A number of studies seek to examine these two levels of text organization from the
viewpoint of discourse analysis and to identify the patterns of text construction. Hoey (1983)
and Winter (1982) found organizational patterns occur in coherent texts; for example,
Cause-Consequence, General-Particular, Instrument-Achievement, and Preview-Detail,
Problem-Solution. Crombie (1985) proposed Situation-Problem and
Topic-Restriction-Illustration. Researchers have also examined the relations between
sentences or clauses. Hobbs (1990) stated that text coherency can be examined by
investigating clausal relations, and Dahlgren (1988) stipulated 20 clausal relations. Mann and
Thompson (1988) proposed Rhetorical Structural Theory (hereafter RST), under which 25
rhetorical relations between constituent sentences, or between the nuclei and the satellite (see
5.3 for the details), are stipulated. These rhetorical relations were further expanded by Carlson
and Marcu (2001) to 75 relations. The main contribution of their study is in displaying the
relations between clauses hierarchically. Halliday (1985) focused on the hierarchy of
information in a text and noted that English clauses are structured in the manner of a

communicative event. He defined two types of information in a text, the theme and the rheme,

28



and stipulated the given-new structure, whereby information that is already known or
predictable is the given, while what is new and unpredictable is new. The sentences often start
with a theme or the given, and continue with a rheme, or the new. The coherence of a text is
then examined by how the two types of information are distributed.

Based on the concepts of coherence and cohesion, studies have been conducted
investigating “logical anomalies,” especially those that have dealt with English texts written
by non-NSEs. Wikborg identified coherence breaks from an analysis of 114 essays and papers
written by Swedish EFL students. “Coherence breaks” are the disrupted sequences of ideas
within paragraphs, and those found by Wikborg (1985, 1990) were of two types:
topic-structuring problems and cohesion problems. Regarding text organization, five types of
coherence breaks were found in students’ essays. They include (a) unspecified topic: topic
sentence is too general or too specific; (b) misleading paragraph division: there is a paragraph
division when it is not necessary, which misleads the reader to expect a new topic inserted; (c)
missing or misleading sentence connection. there is a break between the sentences; (d) unjust
change of / drift in topic: there is an irrelevant topic, or off-topic not relevant to the point of
focus in a paragraph; (e) uncertain inference ties: reference errors. Using the taxonomies from
Wikborg (1985, 1990), Oshima and Hougue (2006), and others, Maghfiroh (2013) found that
unspecified topic, disunity of thought, disorganization of ideas and less information were the
most frequent causes of coherence breaks among the English texts written by Indonesian EFL
students.

Skoufaki (2009) detected coherence errors in 45 paragraphs written by Chinese EFL
students, using Rhetorical Structure Theory (Mann & Thompson, 1988). Following Skoufaki
(2009), Ahmadi and Parhizgar (2017) examined 64 Iranian EFL learners’ essays in descriptive

and argumentative genres and found eight different types of coherence error, more types than
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Skoufaki’s result. The most frequent types of breaks were irrelevancy and change of a topic.
This may partly be ascribed to the tendency of learners to write their essays in an inductive

order, and their inability to coherently connect each part of their texts.

2.4 Organizational Features of Japanese L1 and L2 texts
2.4.1 Studies on Contrastive Rhetoric

There have been a number of studies which seek to identify the organizational
characteristics of either or both L1 and L2 texts, and the texts written by Japanese were also
investigated under the contrastive rhetoric study. Kaplan argued in his seminal study in 1966
that a typical paragraph organization of Asian nationalities was characterized as “turning and
turning in a widening gyre” (p. 10), and as being circular and getting to the point to the end.
The texts of Asian nationalities were often organized inductively, unlike typical English texts,
which were organized deductively. Hinds (1983) examined fensei-jingo (K7 ANif),* and
pointed out the ki-sho-ten-ketsu (FC7KH5iE) pattern’ that is unique to Japanese compositions,
as well as such characteristics as quasi-inductive or delayed introduction of purpose and
reader responsibility. Based on these seminal works and their assumption that each language
and culture has unique rhetorical conventions and that they negatively affect L2 writing
(Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Kaplan, 1966), more studies have been conducted to probe into L1
(Japanese) transfer to L2 (English) in organization patterns (Hirose, 2005; Kubota, 1998).
Studies including Kamimura (1996) and Oi (1984) compared English essays written by
American and Japanese students. The findings characterized Japanese L2 writing as
progressing from “specific to general” (inductive) in contrast to English L1, which is
generally characterized as progressing from “general to specific” (deductive). However,

“general to specific” organizational pattern was found among advanced Japanese EFL writers
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in Kobayashi (1984) and Yasuda (2006). These studies suggest that Japanese students who
had previous L2 writing experience and a certain level of L2 proficiency may have had a
preference over the text organization preferred by L1 English students.

Among the studies comparing organizational patterns between L1 and L2 texts written
by the same writers, the results of studies (Hirose, 2005; Kamimura, 1996; Kubota, 1998;
Sasaki & Hirose, 1996) found positive correlations in the evaluation between L1/L2 essays,
especially among the students with a high L2 proficiency. Kubota (1998) revealed that half of
the Japanese EFL students wrote their L1 and L2 essays in different organizational patterns of
either an inductive or a deductive style of argumentation, while, even among their L2 essays,
those written in the inductive pattern were found to be evaluated positively by NSEs. Her
study confirmed that organizational patterns are not always negatively transferred from L1 to
L2. The results of these studies were not merely the matter of organizational patterns as noted
in Hirose (2005), but they reflected multi-facet factors including writers’ L2 proficiency, their
perceptions about good organization, and the writing training participants received in the past.
In fact, Sasaki and Hirose (1996) found in their retrospective questionnaire that good writers
with a high L2 proficiency were careful of overall organization in pre-writing and while
writing; thus, both of their L1 and L2 texts were evaluated highly regardless of either “general
to specific” or “specific to general” organizational patterns.

Because of mixed findings in previous contrastive rhetoric studies, Kaplan’s assertion
has come to be criticized as a “reductionist, deterministic, prescriptive, and essentialist
orientation” (Leki, 1997; Spack, 1997; Zamel, 1997). Researchers have argued that Kaplan’s
model is only formulated from the viewpoint of NSEs, and that there are more rhetorical
patterns that do not fit into his model. It has been confirmed so far that although L1 influence

or culture-dependent factors are not able to be eliminated entirely, such factors as writers’ L2
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proficiency, L2 writing experience, and educational background have a greater influence on
their organizational patterns (Connor, 1996; Kubota, 2004; Matsuda, 1997). The nature of
contrastive rhetoric itself has changed over the past 30 years, due to changing sociocultural
dynamism, from Kaplan’s alleged promotion of the superiority of Western writing (Kubota,
1999) to identification of the features of the written texts unique to the concerned culture

(Atkinson, 2000; Enkvist, 1997).

2.4.2 Studies on Rhetorical Weakness of Japanese L2 Texts

There are also numerous studies related to rhetorical weakness found in English texts
written by Japanese college students. Nishigaki and Leishman (1998) identified Japanese
students’ inability of composing a paragraph. Among the English essays written by their
college students, they found that prevalence of English texts composed of one extended
paragraph or only body paragraphs with no introduction or conclusion. Their following study
(Nishigaki & Leishman, 2001) and Nishigaki, Chujo, McGoldrick and Hasegawa (2007) also
found irregular paragraph structures where a large number of paragraphs consisting of only
one, two, or three sentences. Taniguchi (1993) found 43% of the 213 compositions she
analyzed did not take a paragraph form.

Regarding the features of rhetorical convention Japanese L2 texts possess, Oi and
Kamimura (1996) reported differences in the style of argumentative essay writing between
American and Japanese college students. They found that the latter group use more
“reservation” or “sentences in which the writer shows his/her understanding to the counter
opinion to his/her or his/her original opinion.” This tendency gives the impression of
circularity of argumentation as illustrated by Kaplan (1996). In this regard, their findings

support Okabe’s (1993) finding that western rhetoric places more emphasis on persuading the
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audience with logic, while Japanese rhetoric places more weight on evoking empathy in the
audience. Similar to Okabe, it has also been argued that Japanese tends to be reluctant to
express one’s opinions explicitly, tending to be indirect or ambiguous (e.g., Naotsuka, 1980;
Tomioka, 2003). Oi (2005a) also compared argumentative essays written in English by
Japanese and American students based on the Toulmin Model (1958),° and revealed some
features of the argumentative styles of the Japanese students, which include indecisiveness,
inconsistency, and undeveloped argumentation. Furthermore, Yasuda (2006) tried to probe
into specific weaknesses in the argumentative essays written by Japanese university students
of EFL. The results of the analysis showed that providing sufficient detail of evidence,
specifically, supporting a claim with reasons and backing up the reasons with warrants, was
quite difficult for the students. Tsuji (2016a) found the similar features as Yasuda (2006),
arguing that main points of argument are not comprehensible because of missing information
or incoherent sentences.

Because of the results of these studies revealing anomalies of Japanese L2 texts,
Nishigaki et al. (2007) noted that organization is one weak element in Japanese students’ L2
writing, citing that “discourse structure of Japanese students’ L2 essays seemed, “disorganized
and illogical, filled with nonrelevant material, developed incoherently with statements that
remain unsupported” (Harder & Harder, 1982, p. 23). Naotsuka (1980) also claimed that these
rhetorical features of Japanese L2 texts create misunderstanding to English-speaking
nationalities who state their opinions directly.

After these studies were conducted, there have been pedagogical studies aimed to
improve argumentation of the Japanese writers. Oi and Tabata (2012) considered Japanese 1.2
writing education lacked a concept of paragraph writing, and they introduced the English

paragraph structure as a foundation of logical argumentation to 32 junior high school students.
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They taught the structure of a paragraph, the use of transition words, how to generate ideas
with an outline step by step in 12 class meetings. The posttest showed that students produces
more words, sentences and transition words, and their ideas were written logically in a
paragraph form. Oi (2010) conducted similar sessions and the result from one semester
instruction showed that junior high school students learned how to write English essays
logically with several paragraphs. She also found that this knowledge could be transferable in
writing shoronbun (7INi@3L)” in Japanese. She argued that in order to express one’s idea
persuasively, teaching English paragraph structure had some importance both on L1 and L2
compositions.

Another study conducted by Tsuji (2016b) confirmed the effectiveness of pre-writing
activities using two types of worksheets for what-to-write and how-to-write peer activities in
order to generate the logical thread of arguments discussed in class. She emphasized the
importance of the role of pre-writing strategies with which her college students were able to

logically organize their thoughts and arguments.

2.5 Instructional Background in Both L1 and L2 Writing

Lastly, L1 and L2 instructional background needs to be described. Instructional
background is an important factor influencing students’ writing products. Traditionally, most
Japanese students have not been taught any formal style of Japanese composition at any levels
of education. According to Watanabe and Shimada (2017), Japanese composition, saku-bun
(TEXX) refers to “tsu-zu-ru (£% 5),” which literally means that writing in chronological order
or writing as you feel. One example is kanso-bun (J&A830) which has often been provided as
an assignment in elementary schools. Writing about ones’ personal experience or feelings

have constituted the basis of Japanese composition instruction (Hirose, 2005; Watanabe,
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2017), and writing logically has not been the immediate aim of Japanese composition.
However, an extensive survey conducted in 2013 on 598 university students (Watanabe &
Shimada, 2017) showed that several pages of report assignments (L7~ — k&) were often
assigned to as an alternative to examination in their universities, and they have to be written
logically. One third of the students responded that they rarely wrote any types of Japanese
compositions in secondary school. They were only provided with an “explanation” of how to
write an opinion essay or a short thesis called sho-ron-bun (/1N L), which had to be written
logically in their secondary school. However, they were not given a chance to write either of
them in class. Considering this situation, writing a report must be a big burden for the
university students. Since most secondary schools do not have time to spend on composition
instruction, preparatory schools provide lessons geared for sho-ron-bun for examination
purposes (Watanabe & Shimada, 2017).

Another fact about L1 composition instruction is that most of the authorized Japanese
textbooks in present day include ki-sho-ten-ketsu pattern, and jyoron-honron-ketsuron
(introduction-boty-conclusion) pattern to teach for argumentative writing; however, they do
not include how to write a paragraph (or danraku) logically. Watanabe (2017) emphasizes that
how to write a paragraph (or danraku) should be the top priority, and that teaching “paragraph
writing” similar to English composition is necessary even for L1 composition instruction,
since an “English paragraph” itself requires logical construction of ideas with a thesis
statement backed by supporting sentences. In fact, many universities have started to provide
Japanese academic writing courses in which students are taught paragraph writing similar to
English (Watanabe, 2017).

Regarding English writing, the time to spend on writing instruction has been quite

limited. The questionnaire survey given by Oi, Itatsu, and Horne (2016) to 129 secondary
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school English teachers in 2013-2014 reported that there was less emphasis on writing than
other skills necessary for students to prepare for entrance examinations. In some of the
English classes, students were provided sentence-level translation practice, focusing on
correctness of vocabulary and expressions. Kawano and Nagakura (2017) also conducted a
survey for 61 university first-year students, and found that half of the respondents lacked
experience in paragraph writing during high school. Under this situation, it is understandable
that many students could attend university with little experience of English composition. On
the other hand, there has been an increase in the number of universities which provide English
writing to improve all four skills of English. In the survey conducted by Yasuda et al. (2014),
eighty percent of 481 university students reported that they wrote more than two paragraphs
in English in their freshman year, most of which were given feedback by their teachers. Many
teachers in universities felt, however, that students’ writing ability was less than they expected,
and feedback was given for grammatical correctness rather than content.

Hirose (2005) argued that past writing instruction in either L1 or L2 is likely to affect
students’ choice of L2 organizational patterns. Rinnert and Kobayashi (2007) found that
students who did not receive L1/L.2 composition training tended to apply a style of saku-bun
or a “write-as-you-feel” style of Japanese composition when they write in English. Thus, in
relation to the education students received, L1 transfer could be one factor influencing their

L2 texts.

Notes

1. The researchers examined university students who received special preparatory training in

writing L1 and/or L2 short essays for university entrance exams.
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2. Hyland (2002) argued that avoidance of the first-person pronoun / in academic writing is
not necessarily wrong, and “runs the risk of not establishing an effective authorial identity
and failing to create a successful academic argument” (p. 354). He then suggests effective
use of the first-person pronoun / in an academic text.

3. “Error Analysis (hereafter EA) is an area of Applied Linguistics and Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) in particular that deals with the systematic and methodical collection of
second language (L2) errors in learners’ language production” (Hinkel, 2016, p. 1). The
initial objective of EA in the 1960s was to engage in the contrastive analysis of learner
language, with a primary focus on the phenomena of linguistic transfer from learners’ L1.
After the publication of Corder’s seminal article titled “The Significance of Learner’s
Errors” (1967), the central focus of EA shifted from identifying the process of L2

acquisition to more focus on utilizing the results of EA for pedagogy.

4. Tensei-jingo (K7 AN&H) is a translation of the Latin phrase as Vox populi, Vox dei (The

voice of the people is the voice of the gods). This is a daily newspaper essay column
written by the Asahi Shimbun editorial writer. The Asahi Shimbun is one of the quality
papers in Japan and tensei-jingo has been frequently used in the university entrance

examinations.

5. Ki-sho-ten-ketsu (FL7K¥5#%) is a rhetorical pattern used in Japanese spoken and written
texts: introduction (ki), development (sho0), twist (fen), and conclusion (ketsu).

6. The Toulmin-Model is the model of argumentation developed by Stephen Toulmin (1958).
This model illustrates how an argument is structured, and consists of three elements; claim,

data (or evidence) and warrant.
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7. Sho-ron-bun (7[Nii 3C) refers to a short essay, which many universities often require at their
entrance examination. Students are supposed to express their opinions based on their

critical analysis regarding the topic given.
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3. Study Objectives and Research Questions

As described in the previous chapters, under the new school curriculum guideline
(the Course of Study) and the new entrance examination which tests L2 writing ability,
along with the other three abilities beginning in the fiscal year of 2020, MEXT (2018b) has
stressed that English education should place more emphasis on “promoting the logical
ability to think.” In addition, although MEXT (2018c¢) also requires universities to improve
students’ English language skills necessary to achieve both academic study and research,
there is a serious situation where Japan has been losing a momentum in the number of
published papers (Wagner & Jonkers, 2017). Since research papers have a logical structure
(Kinoshita, 1981), in particular, it will be more necessary to improve students’ skills of
writing logically in English to increase the competitiveness in the globalized academic and
research environment. Therefore, in teaching L2 writing, it is an urgent task for teachers at
both secondary and tertiary schools today to come up with effective instruction of writing
logically in English (Kawano & Nagakura, 2018; Otsuka, 2016). Under these circumstances,
studies on the text organization of Japanese EFL students are of critical importance,
including those aimed at identifying logical anomaly. As described in the previous sections,
there has been numerous studies to identify linguistic features of Japanese university EFL
students. However, thus far, few studies have attempted to investigate the rhetorical features
of English texts written by Japanese students, both quantitatively and qualitatively, in the
hope of identifying logical/rhetorical patterns unique to them. In addition, there has been
little research to pinpoint what types of rhetorical anomaly or coherence break occur in

English texts written by Japanese students, or the reasons behind them.
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The purpose of this study is to identify the features of English essays written by
Japanese EFL students in terms of logical/rhetorical structure and organization. To achieve

this goal, this author has established two study objectives.

RQI. Are there any noticeable patterns of rhetorical organization among the
students at three different English proficiency levels as well as their different
English writing backgrounds?

RQ2. Are there any noticeable rhetorical anomalies identified in students’ English

essays? If so, what are the reasons behind them?

In order to find the answer to the RQs, this author has developed four analytical
frameworks, which are described in Chapter 5. The frameworks include 1)
Structural-Functional Analysis, 2) Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) Analysis, 3)
Metadiscourse Markers (MDM) Mapping, and 4) Keywords-Chain Analysis. These
frameworks are largely prescriptive in that they reflect the typical patterns and conventions
of English essays written by NSEs. These prescriptive models, however, are useful to
illustrate and highlight how Japanese (students) write their English text and why.

As previous research on contrastive rhetoric suggests (e.g., Kaplan, 1966), there
might be positive or negative transfer from L1 (Japanese) to L2 (English) and vice versa. In
this regard, rhetorical problems found in the English essays written by Japanese students
may be attributed to their L2 ability, L1/L2 instructional background, or the L1 rhetorical
patterns that Japanese students intrinsically possess or any combination thereof. Since L1
writing instruction students received is one of the influential factors, their Japanese way of

logical construction (e.g., ki-sho-ten-ketsu, or inductive-reasoning, personal involvement,
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explained in Note 4 of Chapter 2) inevitably influences their English texts. Thus, it can be
hypothesized that some types of logical anomaly detected in English texts may be partly
attributed to the rhetorical conventions typical of Japanese writing. In order to examine this
point, comparisons of L1 and L2 texts are conducted.

In addition, as important learner variables presented in previous studies (see 2.1),
influences regarding students’ L2 proficiency and their L2 writing background are also
looked into. The data for this investigation is the essays written by different groups of
students regarding L2 proficiency, the L2 writing instruction they have received, and their
L2 writing experience. These different learners’ attributes might enable us to identify the

reasons influencing the quality of their writing.
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4. The Design and Development of KUBEC

This chapter has a brief overview of the project from which this author obtained the
data for the current study. Further information of this project can be referred to Yamanishi,

Mizumoto and Someya (2013), and Yamashita (2014).

4.1 The Aims of the Project

The Kansai University Bilingual Essay Corpus (KUBEC) Project officially started in
2012 at Kansai University in Osaka, Japan, and continued for five years until the end of
2016. The purposes of this project include (1) collecting essay data written in both English
and Japanese on 13 different topics by Kansai University students and compiling them into
a large-scale bilingual corpus, and (2) analyzing the corpus data from various viewpoints
such as lexical, syntactical, organizational, and rhetorical to properly assess and gain

insights into the students’ linguistic and composing competences in English.

4.2 Corpus Design and Data Collection
4.2.1 Unique Characteristics of KUBEC

KUBEC has six major features. Firstly, this corpus was modelled after the two major
learner English corpora in Japan, that is, NICE and ICNALE (See 2.2.1 for details). To
ensure that KUBEC was comparable to these corpora, it used the same methods of data
collection, including the same essay topics, conditions of data collection, and information
regarding student attributions such as age, gender, major field of study, experience of
studying abroad, English proficiency, and so on. Among the 13 topics, topics 1 to 11 are
taken from NICE and topics 12 (Part-time job) and 13 (Smoking) from ICNALE. Due to

this similarity, KUBEC is highly comparable to these two learner corpora.
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The second feature of KUBEC is that it contains 60 kinds of writers’ background
information and text attributes as part of the corpus. Regarding students’ attributions, a
questionnaire survey was conducted at the beginning of each school year, using an online
form (See Appendix 1), which was based on the format used in the NICE project.
Participants in this questionnaire was voluntary, and the data collection was conducted
based on the students’ informed consent. As of 2014, this online form was incorporated into
the revised KUBEC Project webpage. The personal data collected via this form included the
following: student number, gender, major field of study, years of learning English and other
languages, English proficiency (i.e., either of TOEIC, TOEFL, IELTS scores, or EIKEN
grade), experience of living and studying abroad, frequency of English use (for each of
reading, writing, listening, speaking), and so forth. The text attributes include word type,
token, TTR, number of words and sentences per essay, vocabulary levels as measured by
JACET 8000 and readability scores.! Project members believed that this information would
enable them to examine essays written by the participating students from various
perspectives.

The third feature is that KUBEC is the largest learner corpus in Japan. As of the end
of 2014, the English part of KUBEC (KUBEC-E) contained approximately three million
words, while the Japanese part (KUBEC-J) contained more than six million kana-kanji
characters.

The fourth unique feature of KUBEC is that it is a bilingual corpus of learners’ L1
(i.e., Japanese) and L2 (i.e., English) data. The existing learner corpora are essentially
monolingual in that they contain learners’ L2 data only. Previous studies with those corpora
focused predominantly on comparing native and non-native language to identify the

features and patterns of the “non-nativeness” of the language used by L2 learners, mostly in

43



terms of both the over and underuse of specific linguistic items or structures (see CIA in
2.2.1). These studies have undeniably provided invaluable findings on the nature of L2 texts
as well as the problems that learners encounter with their L2. However, L2 texts alone do
not provide deeper insights into the reasons behind learners’ problems. These problems
may simply be developmental, or they may be rooted in the learners’ L1. Therefore, project
members decided to add L2 data since they believe that investigating learners’ L2 texts in
comparison to their L1 counterparts will prove extremely useful in the area of EFL writing.

KUBEC also has “Review Comments” (see 4.2.3) in which students write about what
they learned from writing sessions and review sessions. These comments show important
information about, for instance, what students noticed while writing or what they tried to
write but failed to and why. We expect to know what they learn from the course over the
years.

The final feature is an easy-to-use online interface created for both students and
instructors/researchers. Students wrote their essays directly onto the project website and
submitted them via the Internet. The main benefit of setting up such an online system is that
it allowed all students to write and submit their essays under the same working environment
and conditions. For the instructors and researchers, the major benefit of the online system is
that the data can be downloaded in Excel spreadsheet format, allowing a number of
sub-corpora to be created that are sorted by specific user and/or textual attributes, such as
Year, Class, Gender, Experience of studying abroad, English proficiency, Topic, Version

(1.e., original or revision), and so on.
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4.2.2 Participants

The participants of the KUBEC Project comprised two groups: students from the
Faculty of Foreign Language Studies of Kansai University (KU) attending “English Writing
II” (divided into five classes) and students from the Faculty of Law of the same university
attending “English III” (one class only). All participants signed a consent form via online to
participate in the project (See Appendix 1: Student Consent Form). It was ensured that
students had the right not to participate in this project, and either participation or
non-participation in this project would not influence their academic results.

The students in the former group (hereafter referred to as G-group?) had taken a
compulsory course, “English Writing 1,” in their first year at Kansai University. In this
introductory course, they had learned the basics of English essay writing such as the
structure of a paragraph and types of paragraphs. In their second year, the students went to
one of Kansai University’s affiliated universities in English-speaking countries® to study
English for approximately ten months as part of the Faculty’s study abroad (SA) program.
All of these universities offered writing classes, for which students were required to write
relatively extensive academic essays and reports in English. Upon returning to Japan, most
students took “English Writing II”” in their third year to further improve their writing skills,
and this was where the data for G-group was collected.

On the other hand, the students in the latter group (hereafter L-group) had no prior
experience of taking a college-level academic English writing course, and only a few of
these students had either studied or lived abroad.* They took “English II1,” an introductory
writing course offered to non-English major students at Kansai University, as a compulsory

course in their 2nd year.
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The two groups belonged to different cohorts in terms of their English proficiency.
The G-group was considered to have intermediate to upper level English, with TOEIC
scores ranging from 580 to 920 (M = 760.55, SD = 77.13), while the L-group was beginner
level, with TOEIC scores ranging from 382 to 536 (M= 459.81, SD = 77.52).> Table 4-1

shows number of participants of this project from 2012 to 2014.

Table 4-1.

Participants Data of KUBEC Project from 2012 to 2014

2012 2013 2014
G/L groups G L G L G L
Total number of students 150 17 160 9 153 29
Male 54 9 50 5 40 16
Female 96 8 110 4 113 13

As described in this section, there was a clear difference between the G-group and
L-group in terms of L2 proficiency and L2 writing backgrounds. The G-group had higher
English proficiency than the L-group. The former group had already received L2 writing
instruction as well as L2 writing experience, compared to the latter group which did not.
The reason why the author used the essays written by the KUBEC students was that
investigation into the essays written by the college students could reveal the relations
between the quality of the essays and these variables (e.g., L2 proficiency and L2 writing
background students received in their secondary school). Because of the differences, the
essays written by the two groups, G-group and L-group, were considered to be the best
suitable data for investigation. In addition, these were the classes for which this author was

directly able to access and obtain data.
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4.2.3 Data Collection Scheme “English Writing II” and “English III” Classes

In terms of the contents and data collection procedure, the “English Writing II”
(G-group) and “English II” (L-group) classes were basically the same. The aims of the
“English Writing II” class included 1) students will be able to improve writing skills, by
paying attention to grammar, vocabulary, rhetorical organization, and intercultural
pragmatics; 2) students will be able to write English essays with more than the required
number of words under a time-constrained situation; 3) students will be able to review their
essays objectively and revise if necessary. The unique feature of this class was “writing
bilingually,” which meant students were required to write essays both in English and in
Japanese under the same topics. The topics were 1) Environmental pollution; 2) Violence
on TV; 3) Young people today; 4) Suicide; 5) Sports; 6) School education; 7) Recycling
reusable materials; 8) Money; 9) Divorce; 10) Death penalty; 11) Crime; 12) Part-time job;
and 13) Smoking. Topics 1 to 11 were taken from NICE, and topics 12 and 13 from
ICNALE. In each class, students first wrote an English essay in 60 minutes and then a
Japanese counterpart in 30 minutes. They were expected to write 300 words or more for the
English essay and 800 characters or more for the Japanese. For the 2012 project, students
were allowed to use a dictionary when writing their in-class essays. However, dictionary
use in classroom sessions was prohibited from 2013. The negative aspect of this restriction
was offset by allowing the students to prepare revised versions of their essays at home
where they were free to use any reference material they desired. Furthermore, no time limit
was imposed on the students when writing revisions.

Figures 4-1 and 4-2 are examples of the internet interface for the students. Before
submitting their essays, students were able to check the number of words, sentences and

paragraphs as in Figure 4-2.
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Students were instructed that their Japanese essays should not be word-for-word
translations of their English essays, but should, rather, be written in natural Japanese. There
was a high possibility, however, that students think and plan in Japanese for their writing in
English (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992, Sasaki, 2000), and particularly in the
“English-first-and-then-Japanese” order, their Japanese essays could be very similar to their
English counterparts in terms of content and organization. They typed their essays on the

computer and uploaded them onto the designated website created for this project.
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School Education

Arguments have always remained on school education. Especially for people who are my age,
the new system called "Yutori Education” that is such a controversial issue started when we
were in elementary school. Since I went to America, I gained an opportunity to know how bad
the way to teach English in Japan. There are two main points which should be considered about.

First of all, it is well known that English is one of the hardest languages for Japanese to leamn.
Since Japanese does not have as many consonant as English has, people would be in a trouble
to pronounce English right. I was one of those people who cannot say it right. However,
Japanese spend a hard time to pronounce it right not only because they do not have the same
consonants as English but teachers do not teach students those consonants at school. When I
was in junior high school, I remember that my English teacher spoke totally called ""Japanglish™".
They taught us grammar, writing, but not speaking or how to debate. That is why the result of
Japanese speaking English skills was worst among advanced countries on a test.

Secondly, what I had always thought when I was in the U.S. is Asian people are really shy and
they hardly say their opinions at class. Though American asked teachers their questions until
they understood, I did not see so many Asian who raised their hands and gave their thought.
However, it is actually good to ask questions and tell people our own ideas.

Figure 4-1. Students’ site for English essays in KUBEC project page.
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Arguments have always remained on school education.
Especially for people who are my age, the new system
called "Yutori Education” that is such a controversial
issue started when we were in elementary school. Since
I went to America, I gained an opportunity to know
how bad the way to teach English in Japan. There are
two main points which should be considered about.

First of all, it is well known that English is one of the
hardest languages for Japanese to learn. Since
Japanese does not have as many consonant as English
has, people would be in a trouble to pronounce English
right. I was one of those people who cannot say it
right. However, Japanese spend a hard time to
pronounce it right not only because they do not have
the same consonants as English but teachers do not
teach students those consonants at school. When I
was in junior high school, I remember that my English
teacher spoke totally called ""Japanglish"". They taught
us grammar, writing, but not speaking or how to
debate. That is why the result of Japanese speaking
English skills was worst among advanced countries on a
test.
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Figure 4-2. The final site for uploading in the students’ site.

In the following week, in the lesson called “Review Session”, one or two of the
students’ essays were chosen for in class review. Students reviewed both English and
Japanese essays from such points as word choice, grammar, style, organization, contents
and intercultural pragmatics. They discussed how to revise their essays guided by the
instructors in the class. The role of the instructors was not to directly revise the essays but
to provide “scaffolding” to help students notice errors or problems contained in the essays
and revise them by themselves. Instructors elicited correct forms of grammar, for instance,
but did not teach them directly to the students. The goal of the instruction was not so much
as to teach the students how to write native-like or error-free essays, but to cultivate

students’ meta-linguistic skills so that they would be able to review both of their English
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and Japanese essays critically and express themselves in writing appropriately and
effectively in terms of lexis, syntax, and rhetorical convention.®

At the end of the class, students wrote “Review Comments” in which they write
about what they learned from the review session. This was an awareness-raising exercise so
that the students become more aware of what they learned and hopefully would be able to
make their own essays better in the next writing session. Their comments were also
uploaded onto the web database. In 2012, the writing session and review session were
alternated every week under the 13 topics. This was the basic flow of this course. However,
instructors pointed out that from the perspective of “process writing” where text should be
re-written and re-edited several times until the final product is submitted, pedagogical
effects of the writing system in 2012 could have been weak. Thus, in 2013, students were
required to re-write both of their essays as their homework and uploaded them before the
beginning of the next writing session. Table 4-2 shows the conditional differences between

G-group and L-group from 2012 to 2014.7

Table 4-2.

Conditional Differences between G-group and L-group

G-group L-group
Faculty of Foreign Faculty of Law
Departmental affiliation Studies (non-English
(English major) major)
Year 3rd year 2nd year
Study abroad experience Yes No
English proficiency level Intermediate to ~ Beginner to Lower
Advanced Intermediate
2012 Yes Yes
Dictionary use in class 2013 No No
2014 No No
2012 No No
Revisions 2013 Yes Yes
2014 Yes Yes
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In sum, both G and L groups wrote both the English and Japanese essays under the
same conditions, but their English proficiency levels differed. In 2012, both groups were
allowed to use dictionaries, but thereafter, dictionary use was prohibited and the submission

of revisions as homework was made mandatory.

4.2.4 Overview of the Target Writing Classes

In this section, the details of each writing class from 2013, a part of the data from
which are used in this thesis, are described.

As mentioned in the previous section, in 2013, to avoid the influence of reference use
on the quality of English essays, dictionary use was prohibited in both G and L-groups. It
was also made mandatory to submit revised essays, uploaded onto the designated website,
within a week of the review session.

Appendices 2 and 3 show the essay data and review comments written by the
G-group and L-group respectively. For English essays in the G-group, there were 1,946
original essays and 1,533 revised essays. The total number of words was 617,432 words and
523,606 words respectively. The average number of words per essay was 317.17 words and
340.86 words respectively. For the Japanese essays, the total number of original essays was
1,875 and 1,488 revised essays. The total number of characters was 1,396,427 characters
and 1,228,317 characters respectively. The average number of characters per essay was
743.80 characters and 823.99 characters respectively.

In the L-group, the total number of English original essays was 127 and 111 revised
essays. The total number of words was 29,843 words and 34,407 words respectively. The
average number of words per essay was 235.38 words and 310.42 words respectively. For

the Japanese essays, the total number of original essays was 125 and revised essays was 112.
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The total number of characters was 69,721 characters and 92,849 characters respectively.
The average number of characters per essay was 561.70 characters and 827.38 characters
respectively.

The average number of words differed depending on the topic. In the G-group, the
topics of “Young people today,” “Suicide,” “School education,” “Money,” “Divorce,” and
“Part-time job” were longer in both languages. On the other hand, the L-group students
wrote longer essays on the topics of “Young people today,” “Sports,” “Money,” “Death
penalty,” and “Crime,” in English, and on “Violence on TV,” “Young people today,”
“Sports,” “Suicide,” “Money,” and “Divorce” in Japanese.

The differences in the average number of words/characters demonstrated that the
G-group students wrote much longer essays in both languages. As shown in Table 4-3,
there were the group differences in 81.79 words and 182.1 characters in original essays,
respectively. As to the difference between the original and revised essays, the differences in
the number of words/characters comprised 23.70 words and 80.19 characters in the G-group
essays, and 75.04 words and 265.68 characters in L-group essays, respectively. This
suggests that students tried to write longer revised essays by adding what they had intended
but failed to write under the time-constrained conditions of the in-class writing sessions.
The difference in the number of words between the original and revised essays was by far
larger in the L-group than the G-group, indicating that the L-group students were unable to
produce the designated number of words/characters in class; thus, they offset their deficit in

the revision.
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Table 4-3.

Comparison of Average Number of Words/Charts per Essay Between G- and L-groups in

2013
English Essays (words) Japanese Essays (chars.)
Original Revised Difference Original Revised Difference
G-group 317.17 340.87 23.70 743.80 823.99 80.19
L-group 235.38 310.42 75.04 561.70 827.38 265.68
Difference 81.79 30.45 182.10 -3.39
Notes

1. In addition to students’ personal information (described above), KUBEC also contains
information regarding Vocabulary Level Profile (VLP) and Part of Speech (POS) for
each English essay.

2. “G” was taken from the name of the writing class. There were five “English Writing 11”7
classes from G3-1 to G3-5.

3. To be specific, students studied at the universities affiliated to the Faculty of Foreign
Language Studies of Kansai University.

4. Regarding experience of studying abroad, only one L-group student in 2013 responded
that they had spent less than one year abroad; however, it is uncertain whether or not
they studied English while abroad and had experience of writing extensively.

5. These are the scores from a mini-TOEIC test developed for writing classes in 2014. It
takes only 30 minutes to complete; however, the scores are correlated to those generated
from TOEIC®. The G-group can be termed a so-called “special group” in which students
had received intensive English education; on the other hand, as the average score of
university students in sophomore years is reported to be 438 (TOEIC Data and Analysis

retrieved from http://www.iibc global.org/library/default/toeic/official data/lr/pdf/DAA
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.pdf), the L-group is considered representative of ordinary students who receive English
education in Japan.

6. Instructors/Researchers in this project were Yasumasa Someya, Hiroyuki Yamanishi,
Atsushi Mizumoto, Cizuko Tsumatori, and Kosuke Sugai. In order to ensure consistency
of instruction, Prof. Someya compiled a teachers’ manual under which project members
conducted their classes. The sample essays chosen by him were used for class discussion
in “Review Sessions.” Meetings were held twice a year in the beginning of each
semester to remind instructors of the details of instruction, and when revisions were
made, they agreed on them at these meetings.

7. From 2013 onward, video recordings were introduced to capture and thereafter examine
the students’ writing process. Previous studies (Cumming, 1989; Krapels, 1990; Silva,
1993; Sasaki, 2000) have used think-aloud protocols in which participants are asked
what they are thinking while writing, or stimulated-retrospective protocols in which the
process of writing is video-recorded. However, these methods have been criticized as
“intrusive” or “stressful” by participants; therefore, in the target writing classes, to
reduce the stress of being recorded, we adopted Debut Video Capture Software
(downloadable  from  http://www.nchsoftware.com/capture/jp/index.html),  which
automatically records students’ writing process on the computer. The data of recordings
were also stored on the project website. Yamashita (2013) conducted a pilot study on

writing process using this software.
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5. The Four Analytical Frameworks

5.1 Theoretical Background: Text Coherence and Cohesion

Before the detailed description of the four analytical frameworks, the theoretical
foundation of the frameworks is discussed in this section. This author looks at the
conditions under which an English text is logically organized. As discussed in 2.3, text
organization is defined from the two notions of coherence and cohesion. Cohesion is
defined as the linguistic feature that helps to make a sequence of sentences into a text
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Coherence, on the other hand, refers to the overall
discourse-level property of unity or how well a text holds together (Hasan, 1984; van Dijk,
1980). As to coherence, Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) argued that the semantic structure of a
coherent text is characterized at two levels: namely, at the macrostructural and
microstructural levels. The former refers to a global level of organization, while the latter
considers the semantic relations between sentences, or relations between propositions
expressed by these sentences. Oshima and Hougue (2006) argued that a paragraph is a basic

unit of every English text and discuss two notions of coherence and cohesion as follows:

1. A paragraph is a group of related sentences that discuss (and usually only one)
main idea. (p. 2)

2. All paragraphs have a topic sentence and supporting sentences, and some
paragraphs also have a concluding sentence. (p. 3)

3. Unity means that a paragraph discusses one and only one main idea from
beginning to end...The second part of unity is that every supporting sentence
must directly explain or prove the main idea. (p. 18)

4. Another element of a good paragraph is coherence. The main verb cohere

means “hold together.” For coherence in writing, the sentence must hold
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together; that is, the movement from one sentence to the next must be logical
and smooth. There must be no sudden jumps. There are four ways to achieve
coherence: 1. Repeat key nouns. 2. Use consistent pronouns. 3. Use transition

signals to link ideas. 4. Arrange your ideas in logical order. (pp. 21-22)

Based on these notions of coherence, this author examines the macrostructure of
organization based on the structural and functional properties of a given essay in the
Structural-Functional (SF) Analysis, while she examines the microstructure of organization
based on the semantic relations between sentences in the Rhetorical Structural Theory
(RST) Analysis. Cohesion is examined based on thematic keywords and metadiscourse
markers (Hyland, 2005) in the Keywords-Chain Analysis and the Metadiscourse Markers
(MDM) Mapping, respectively. In the next sections, each of the above four analyses will be

described in detail.

5.2 Structural-Functional (SF) Analysis

The first framework looked at in Study 1 (Chapter 7) was the Structural-Functional
(SF) Analysis. A well-constructed essay has the basic structural organization shown in
Figure 5-1 (Oshima & Hougue, 2006; Someya, 1994).! As this diagram (Someya, 1994)
indicates, an essay consists of three structural parts: an introductory paragraph, a body, and
a concluding paragraph. The body can include as many paragraphs as required, but three is
the most typical and recommended number of paragraphs. Each paragraph also has three
major functional parts as shown in Table 5-1: a topic sentence (TS), supporting sentences
(SSs), and either a concluding sentence or a transitional sentence (CS/TRS). Each SS can be
supplemented by extensions (or EXs), which elaborate on the SS. The TS and SS are

obligatory, but the CS, TRS, and EX are optional. The introductory paragraph generally
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starts with an introductory statement (INT) followed by a thesis statement (THS) which is
an obligatory component. The thesis statement is usually restated in the first part of the
concluding paragraph in the form of a summary (RTHS). The kicker (KK) at the end of the
concluding paragraph is optional, but students are recommended to conclude an essay by
offering a suggestion, giving an opinion, or making a prediction relevant to the thesis
statement if and when appropriate to do so.

Using this model, the Structural-Functional Analysis (or SF Analysis) was first
conducted to examine whether students’ essays included these structural and functional
components. Each paragraph was then examined to ascertain whether or not it contained
these SF components (e.g., THS, TS, and SS), more precisely by counting the number of SF
components. The way in which these components were aligned was also examined. By
investigating the sequence of SF components, it was possible to discern whether or not the
paragraph was logically organized. The author assumed that this simple analysis would

provide a good indicator of the successful organization of an essay.

Introductory INT+THS (+ORG)
Paragraph

Body Paragraph 1 TS+SS™" (+EXs) (+CS/TRS)
Body Paragraph 2 TS+SS™" (+EXs) (+CS/TRS)
Body Paragraph » TS+SS" (+EXs) (+CS/TRS)
Concluding RTHS <«
Paragraph (+KK)

(*elements in parentheses are optional)

Figure 5-1. Typical structure of an English essay.

Adopted from Someya. (1994). Figures 134 and 135, Writing Marathon,
Week 15, Vol.4, p. 147-149.
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Table 5-1.

Structural-Functional Properties in Each Essay Paragraph

Paragraph Sentence Component Definition
Sentences that contain background information
Introductory sentence (INT) related to the thesis statement.
Introduction | Thesis statement (THS) Sentence containing the main idea of the essay.
Organizer (ORG) Septence containing information regarding the
trajectory of the essay.
Topic sentence (TS) Sentence containing the main idea of the paragraph.
Supporting sentence (SS) Segtepces containing supporting information for the
main idea.
Body Extender (EX) Sentenc.es containing extended information for the
supporting sentence.
Concluding sentence (CS) Sentence summarizing the ideas described/discussed
in the paragraph.
Transitional sentence (TRS) Sentepce that functions as a bridge between ideas
described/discussed.
Restatement of thesis . . .
statement (RTHS) Sentence restating/rephrasing the thesis statement.
Conclusion Final statement or Kicker Sente'nces that ’conc}ufle the essay by, for 1r'1$ta.nce,
(KK) offering writer’s opinions as to future implications
of the ideas discussed.
i 28 — B INT
2. 2. THS
3. — 3. ORG
4. — 4. TS
5: 5z - SS!
6. 6. - EX
7. 7- — SS?
8. 8. L EX
9. 1 9. — TRS
10. = 10. TS
11. 11. - Ss!
12 12. - EX
13. 13. L 882
14. S 14 - EX
15. 15. RTHS
16. C 16. KK

Figure 5-2. Hypothetical essay.

Figure 5-3. Functional structure

of the hypothetical essay.
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The hypothetical essay in Figure 5-2, for instance, can be functionally analyzed as
Figure 5-3, indicating that this hypothetical essay is very well constructed with all the

components that together create a sequence of well-placed sentences in a text.

5.3 Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) Analysis

The second framework used in Study 1 (Chapter 7) was the Rhetorical Structure
Theory (hereafter RST) Analysis. This is a theory of text organization originally proposed
by Mann and Thompson (1988). The basic idea of RST is that a text can be divided into
parts, and the theory describes how those parts can be rhetorically arranged and connected
to form a cohesive text.

In RST, the relationships between parts of a text, termed fext spans, are crucial to
construct a single unit of text, and these relationships can be between clauses, sentences, or
units larger than sentences. A text is generally broken into two spans: namely, the nucleus,
which presents essential information in the text, and the subordinate span termed the
satellite, which presents supporting or background information (Mann & Thompson, 1988).
The original list of rhetorical relations of these spans numbered 25 relations; however, this
was subsequently expanded to 75 relations (Carlson & Marcu, 2001). The relations between
the following two sentences (S1 and S2), for example, can be described as in Figure 5-4 by
using an RST diagram. These two sentences are connected by the rhetorical relation
evidence, where S1 is the main statement, or nucleus, and S2, the satellite, provides

supporting evidence for S1.
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S1: Jogging is not as easy as it appears.

S2: Ninety-seven percent of people cannot jog three miles without stopping.

evidence
Rn

S1 S2

Figure 5-4. RST diagram showing the rhetorical relationship between S1 and S2.

Although in RST studies, the unit of analysis is basically a clause (Carlson & Marcu,
2001), in this study, the sentence is used as the unit of analysis. A close examination of the
semantic relations between the clauses reveals much more intricate semantic relations
within the sentences; however, rather than investigating the individual relations between
clauses, which tend to be very complicated, this study aimed to examine the semantic
relations between SF tags (see Table 5-1) or between sentences, and to examine the overall
flow of the argument within the paragraph and ultimately the entire essay. When two
sentences are joined with coordinating conjunctions (e.g., and, but, and so), the sentence
either before or after the conjunction, which carries the most important information, was
selected for tagging. In other words, the ultimate goal of this analysis was to grasp the
macrostructure of logical organization and coherence or unify within the paragraph and the
essay (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; Oshima & Hougue, 2006), and to make the knowledge
gleaned useful for teaching the logical organization of an essay. Another noteworthy point
is that the RST relations in this study do not necessarily refer to the relations between the
first and second sentences, which comes immediately before or after the first sentence; they
sometimes refer to the relations between sentences that lie far apart or beyond the paragraph
level.
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The RST framework was originally developed to analyze coherent texts written by
NSEs; however, Skoufaki (2009) first attempted to use RST for coherence error or anomaly
detection in 45 paragraphs written by Chinese ESL students. Ahmadi and Parhizgar (2017)
examined 64 Iranian EFL learners’ essays in descriptive and argumentative genres and
found eight different types of coherence error, more types than Skoufaki’s results.
Therefore, a pilot study was conducted by this author (see 5.6) to examine the applicability
of the theory to Japanese students’ English texts in order to identify both rhetorical
anomalies and the semantic relations of the sentences in the texts written by Japanese

students.

5.4 Keywords-Chain Analysis

The third framework focusesed on the content, specifically the topic of propositions,
or topical/thematic coherence (Hymes, 1974). Topic is also known as “subject” (Bygate,
1987) and it refers to “whatever it is that is being talked about” (Brown & Yule, 1983, p.
62). Topic i1s focused upon because it is a crucial aspect of context (Hymes, 1974) and
governs how language is used to help the reader understand the context smoothly (Cazden,
1970). The identification of topics relies on the identification of predominant keywords
(Scott, 1997). Key lexical items recur with a frequency indicative of topic prominence, and
Hoey (1991) identified recurrence of lexical items through repetition, paraphrasing,
pronominalisation, or by means of such cohesive devices as reference and ellipsis as
suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976). He then drew up a network of bonds between the
key lexical items. Watson (1998) also approached topic identification by drawing up a

semantic network of lexical items. He made up line diagrams with the key lexical items
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categorized by Halliday and Hasan (1976) in order to highlight the semantic relations
between topics.

Study 2 (Chapter 8) was based on the idea of topical/thematic coherence. Two types
of keywords were investigated: theme-setting keywords (TKs) and argument-setting
keywords (AKs). The former keywords are related to the given theme of an essay or that
chosen by the writer, while the latter are related to the arguments developed under the
theme. These are the words that appear recurrently, in inflected forms, as synonyms or
near-synonyms, or those belonging to the same semantic category.

As for the words in the same semantic category, this study also included items related
to content schemata (Hudson, 1982; Watson, 1998). For example, studies, grades, class,
and course were all considered to belong to the “school schema;” thus, they are in the same
semantic category. In this study, pronominal forms are excluded and only recurrence of key
content words were counted.? These keywords were connected by lines, which results in a
“keywords-chain” — a visual representation of the connectivity or cohesion of the target text
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Figure 5-5 shows a diagrammatic representation of a
keywords-chain where college students and part-time jobs, for example, represent two
major TKs, while experience(s), study (studies, studying), time, and represent some of the
major AKs present in the text. The hypothesis here is that a well-connected chain of
keywords is an indicator of the essay being well developed (Oshima & Hougue, 2006). In
this respect, this author examined the types and number of both keywords in 8.2.1 and

examines how these keywords are connected in 8.3.
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<1*t paragraph>

1. In Japan, a lot of college student work at

2. Some people say college stu&nts, however, should stop

3. That is because these people think that college students—canﬁdt

4. In my opinion, college students shouldw
that they cannot attain ony by m in the umversn‘,y

<2 paragraph> / /

o

/4

5. Some people say that college udénts cannot perform well af school betause they -time jobs.
6. It is said that college studentJ use all of their free @ for therefore they do not/ﬁave the d to

review for their academi tudle

7. Moreover, some of them prioritize theu' part-timefob-that sometimes they do not attend the'

8. These lead them to get p thd some even{a

9. That is why some people believe z are not good for college students to do ;
<34 paragraph> /
10. I believe college stude; -time job because they can Wthmgs that they cannot do

inside the university. B

11. In the university, students can m to m academic thi

university’s events. } \
12. Compared to these, stus

13. In addition, the people‘th
14. The m they get fi

join ch_;b'é or circles and participate in the

/ a
ents can m the hardshlps to earn money when the

_,_
e

are not only teachers and fellow students.

<4t paragraph> > ;

17. The appropriate solution for co]lege students who fa11 at thelr 5 because of part-time jobs is to make these
students learn how to discipline f.hemselves ‘ Vg '\

18. They sho n how to manage the T ~g .'\,.

19. It is important for them to
20. Making them stop

M they should use fo@ and for working at part-time igbg.

em to lose. the’ ¢hance of Wﬁ many things outside the

university.
<5t paragraph> =
21.In conclusmn, aithough some people say that mt_nm@m loyver the performance of college students at their
| I believe t;hese studbnts should still Npé |

7/

22. That 1§bemse they gain a lot of valuablegxperiences in their Hﬁ
23. The only thing s should be careful when they are working at part-time is to learn how to divide the

@ they use for W

Figure 5-5. A sample of a keywords-Chain Analysis.
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5.5 Metadiscourse Markers (MDM) Mapping

The last framework Metadiscousre Markers (MDM) Mapping was used in Study 2
(Chapter 8). Adopting the idea presented by Hyland (2005) that “writing or speaking is
viewed as a social and communicative process between writers or speakers and readers or
listeners” (p. 3), this framework investigated writers’ linguistic strategies, which are usually
manifested in a text through the use and distribution of so-called “metadiscourse markers”
or MDMs. Hyland (2005) categorized these markers into interactive metadiscourse and
interactional metadiscourse. The former refers to the resources with which a target
audience is likely to find the text coherent and convincing. The latter refers to the resources
that involve the reader in the argument and indicate the writer’s perspective toward the
propositional content (Hyland, 2004). The types of MDM examined in this study comprise
interactive metadiscourse markers due to their close association to text coherency. They
included code glosses, endophoric markers, evidentials, frame markers (sequencing, label
stages, announce goals, shift topic), transition markers, and others. The items analyzed in
this study are listed in Table 5-2. This study specifically examined what kinds of MDMs
were used, and in what context, to ascertain whether or not students can use MDMs
appropriately in their texts. In other words, how MDMs are mapped in a text, and this is
what this author calls MDM mapping. A sample is shown in Figure 5-6. In this essay,
sequencing markers including first, second, finally, and in conclusion connected with dotted
lines create global cohesion, while MDMs within paragraphs are connected with straight
lines, creating local cohesion. Here is another hypothesis that a well-connected chain of
MDMs (or mapping) indicates a well-organized text (e.g., Oshima & Hougue, 2006). With

this, MDM mapping can provide us with a useful and easy-to-use tool to grasp the logical
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development of the text objectively. Types and numbers of MDMs used in students’ essays

are examined in 8.2.2 and the way these MDMs are mapped are also examined in 8.3.

Table 5-2.

List of Metadiscourse Markers (MDMs) Analyzed in This Study

MDM Category Examples

Code glosses as a matter of fact, called, defined as, for example, for instance, I mean, in fact, in
other words, indeed, specifically, such as, that is, that is to say, that means, this
means, which means

Endophoric markers X above, X before, X below, X earlier, X later

Evidentials according to, cited, quoted
Frame markers: finally, first, firstly, first of all, At first, The first point is, My (The) first reason is,
1) Sequencing last, At last, lastly, next, second, The (My) second (reason, point, advantage, case),

secondly, subsequently, then, third (point, reason), thirdly, to begin, to start with

Frame markers: in brief, in short, in sum, in summary, overall, so far, to conclude, contention,
2) Label Stages contend, to sum up, to summarize, Conclusively, In conclusion
Frame markers: in this essay, This essay, focus, intend to, purpose, objective, seek to, would like to

3) Announce Goals

Frame markers: in regard to, now, shift to, turn to, with regard to
4) Shift Topic

Transition Markers accordingly, additionally, Also, alternatively, although, and (And), as a
consequence, as a result, at the same time, because (Because), because of (Because

of), besides, but (But), by contrast, consequently, conversely, equally, even
though, Furthermore, hence, however (However), In addition (to), in contrast, in
the same way, lead to, likewise, Moreover, nevertheless, nonetheless, on the
contrary, on the other hand, rather, result in, since, so (So), so that, still, the result
is, thereby, Therefore, though, thus, whereas, while, whilst, yet,

Others in this sense, on that condition, that is because, mentioned above, as I mentioned
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<Ist paragrapi> —
1. [INT'] Some people say that college students should not have a part time job so that they can concentrate
on studying;

2. [INT:] however, not havmg a part time job does not mean they can concentrate on studying. .
3.[INT] In ifct FREE avea part timejob and they make good grades in college. Local link
4. [THS'] Moreover,k time job has many advantages for college students; they can make money

by themselves, they can learn many things throug s and they can have various relationships.
5. [THS?] Thus,coll d be encouraged to have a part time job. ]
<2nd paragraph>

£*8:[TS] First, college students can make money by themselves by having a part time job, which allow them to
:  have opportunities to do many things.

7. [SS] Students should experience a lot of val ings-while they are college students;
: 8. [EX] for example; g around the world is important thing for young people to experience.

: 9.[EX:] Going to other countries helps students To fimd-their-owna-way-to-live_ and it is one of the most valuable
Global link experience new world. .
llege stud a lot; S—

11. [EX*] however, it costs a lot also.

: 12, [EXY] I—ng a part time job and making money allows students to do that.
: 13. [EX] Although some parents pay all for students to travel, traveling by money that they earned by
! themselves|does have meaning.

14. [EX'] The can realize the importance of making money and experience new things.

: 15. [CS] Thus, making money by themselves is a great thing for college students.

i <3rd paragraph> p—
1--16. [TS] Second, college students should be encouraged to have a part time job because they can learn many

¢ things through a part time job.

17. [EX]When they work for companies, they are responsible for their jobs, even though they are part time

i worker. 7
18. [SS'] College students can learn respenstbi Loral tink
= 19. [SS:] Moreover,1he ience uch as selling

:  products, talking with customers, and-dealing-withrproblems, ough it depends on kmds of _]Ob
¢ 20.[EX] It helps them to do well when mmfuwre—and it also helps them to get a job.
21. [CS] They can learn many things thorough a part time job. —
: <4th paragraph>

#:22. [TS] Finally, college students should have a part time job because they can have various relationships. |
+ 23.[SS] Usually students have a lot of friends in their college or around_tﬁME)Wn—and their friends are

i often almost same age as them.

i 24. [EX] Of course it is good thing for college
them;

: 25.[SS*] however lot of people who are very older than them through a part time job.

: 26. [EX] There are many things that students can Iearn because they experienced much
:  more than young people, and iti ing to work together with them.
27. [SS*] Moreover, students might have opportunities to meet important people of companies, [and] it

ave many friends who are same generation as

motivates students to make efforts and study.

: 28. [CS] Having various relationships is great thing for students. Local link

<5th paragraph>
<=39. [SS] In conclusion, college students should study hard, and they have much time to do many things they

want to do.
30. [RTHS] However, ime job because they can make

money by themselves, they can learn many things through a part time job, and they can spend time with
people who they cannot meet in college life.

31. [KK] College students have many things to learn and do, having a part time job allows them to learn and
do many things.

Local link

Figure 5-6. MDM mapping of student’s essay.
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5.6 A Pilot Study to Test Four Analytical Frameworks

A pilot study was conducted in order to test the validity of analytical frameworks.
Based on the frameworks, the English essays written by two students at different
proficiency levels were analyzed while their Japanese counterparts were also examined
with RST. It was found that the four analytical frameworks were, in fact, effective in
analyzing the structural and rhetorical features of the English essays written by Japanese
students. SF analysis was useful for analyzing the basic structure and functions of sentences
in each paragraph of an essay. Text cohesion and the logical development of the argument
found was effectively analyzed by means of Keywords-Chain Analysis and MDM Mapping.
These investigations were useful to ascertain whether or not the essays in question are
properly constructed. However, without a semantic analysis of sentences with RST, it could
not be thoroughly recognized whether or not the paragraphs are logically written, or
whether logical problems pertain. In the pilot study, the “unknowns” detected from the first
framework were found to comprise coherence breaks identified in RST analysis. Thus, the
four frameworks can be used together to analyze a text for both its structural and
rhetorical/logical properties.

It was also found that RST is useful for identifying “rhetorical anomalies” unique to
Japanese students’ argumentative essays. The result showed that RST can be applied to the
analysis of texts written by Japanese EFL college students, and can be used to identify
coherence breaks. The anomalies were labeled “irrelevant ideas,” “insufficient information,”
and “inappropriate word choice.” These “coherence breaks” were also identified among the
English essays written by ESL students in other studies, although classification was
different with Swedish (Wikborg, 1985, 1990), Chinese (Skoufaki, 2009), and Indonesian

(Maghfiroh, 2013) students. RST was originally developed for the semantic investigation of
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coherent texts written by NSEs. The pilot study proved the applicability of RST to the texts
written by non-NSEs, and could also be used for other languages including Japanese.
Furthermore, the coherence breaks found in the pilot study were specific to the English
essays and were not particularly found in the Japanese essays. This result can be ascribed to
the difference in the logical frame between English and Japanese; however, the pilot study
did not yet deliver a comprehensive answer, and thus the reasons behind the coherence
breaks are investigated further with more bilingual texts in Chapter 9.

After the pilot study was conducted, some revisions in the annotation were made as

follows:

Unknown tag: A sentence that cannot be tagged with any SF tag are tagged as “unknown.”

Number of RST tags: The original list of 28 rhetorical relations formulated by Mann and
Thompson (1988) was used in the pilot study; however, she examined both the RST
original list (Mann & Thompson, 1988) and the extended version of 75 relations (Carlson &
Marcu, 2001), and narrowed down the list. The final list of 30 relations is given in
Appendix 4. In order to create an original version of the list, the author also examined the
semantic relations used in the analysis of Japanese texts, including those proposed in
Ichikawa (1978) and Nomura (2000, 2002), considering that students’ Japanese essays may
also be examined. The new RST tags include, for example, BGRD (Background
information), GNES (General statement), and so forth. The list also includes NLOG (No

logic), which is an original tag to mark logical anomalies or logical breaks.
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Notation of RST relations: Although an original RST diagram (see Figure 5-4) was used in
the pilot study, a simplified diagram as shown in Figure 5-7 has been used in the main study.
With this diagram, the RST relations between SF tags within a paragraph can be displayed
horizontally which makes relations easier to understand. The diagram in Figure 5-7 shows
that the TS is followed by a supporting sentence (SS) in the relation of elaboration, which

is followed by an extender (EX) in the relation of restatement.

TS - SS -EX
A |

A

| ELBR RTRN

PRBM

weigerq LSy

<TS: problem to THS> Firstly, it will ruin the meal for other people.

<SS: elaboration of TS> It may be okay for people who are always smoking when eating at
restaurants, but for people who do not smoke, the smell of the cigarette will ruin their meal by
making the taste of the food awful.

<EX: restatement of SS> Of course, the most important factor of the food is taste, but the
extremely strong smell of the cigarette can easily take away the appetite and also the taste of
the food.

Yey)

Figure 5-7. Revised RST diagram showing the rhetorical relationship in the main study

(GI1-9, Topic 13).

Typology of rhetorical anomalies: The types of rhetorical anomalies, which were limited in

the pilot study, have been expanded in the main study (see Table 9-2 for details).

Having confirmed the validity of the four analytical frameworks, necessary revisions

of some annotations were made. The next section will describe the data and the procedure

of the main studies.
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Notes

1. The reason why this structure was used is that this is probably the most widely-known
basic structure of an English essay and is thus used for writing classes. In the case of the
argumentative essay, the rebuttal is often placed in the final body paragraph. This
structure has been criticized as “prescribed” or as a “rigid, arbitrary, and mechanical
organizational scheme [that] values structure” (Rosenswasser & Stephans, 2011). In
addition, the structure set by the NSEs is not always good for EFL/ESL students.
However, the author used this structure as one “model” for the analysis; if no model had
been used, it might have been difficult to examine what comprises a high-quality essay
or not.

2. Although pronouns were considered to be an important property of cohesion, analysis
which includes pronominal forms of nouns could have been complicated due to the
number of erroneous usages of pronominal forms in students’ essays. In addition, the
focus of keywords-chain analysis was to reveal topical chain of organization or cohesion
from recurrence of key nouns. Thus, pronominal forms were not included in the current
study.

3. The details of a pilot study can be referred to Yamashita (2015).
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6. Methods and Procedure

6.1 Essay Data and Participants Background Information

The data used for the main studies comprised of the essays written for KUBEC (ver.
2013). How the data was selected is explained as follows. In order to examine the
differences in students’ proficiency levels, the data of G-group from KUBEC (ver. 2013)
was divided in two subgroups, based on their TOEFL scores.! The first subgroup (hereafter
G1) consisted of students whose TOEFL scores were 523 or above (N = 84). The second
subgroup (hereafter G2) consisted of students with TOEFL scores below 523 (N = 76). In
2013, there were nine students in the L-group; therefore, in order to counterbalance this
number, ten students were randomly chosen for each of G1/G2. TOEFL scores of L-group is
significantly lower than the other two groups (p < .001, n’> = .89). Table 6-1 shows the

details of the essay data used for the studies.

Table 6-1.

Participants and Their English and Japanese Essay Data (from KUBEC 2013)

Gl G2 L-group Total
Number of students 10 10 9 29
Experience of studying abroad O O X -
Experience of learning English O O X -
writing
Average TOEFL score (S.D.) 544.0 (14.74) 505.07 (12.04) 445.33 (14.46) -
Average TOEIC score (S.D.) 730 (66.89) 615 (57.17) 428 (43.75)
Number of essays 20 20 18 58
English Number of words 7,703 (385.1) 6,599 (330) 4,329 (240) 18,631
essays (ave.)
Number of sentences 452 393 321 1,166
Number of paragraphs 94 (4.7) 88 (4.4) 63 (3.5) 245
(ave.)
Japanese = Number of characters 7,323 8,019 5,699 21,041
essays (ave.)
Number of sentences 325 402 269 996
Number of paragraphs 82 (4.1) 73 (3.9) 52 (2.8) 207
(ave.)
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The participants’ background information was gained from the results of the
questionnaire survey conducted in the first lesson of each class in the online consent form
(see 4.2.1 and Note in Appendix 1 for details). Table 6-2 shows the results of the survey
from Q10 to Q13 (see Appendix 1). The answer to QI2 (experience of English
composition) confirmed that G-group students were taught about English writing and
intensively wrote essays during the SA program before taking “English Writing I1.” As
shown in Q10 (frequency of use in four skills of English at the time of the survey), even
after the SA program, Gl and G2 students used English more frequently than L-group
students. However, the answers to Q13 (ability of writing a composition in English) showed
contradictory results among the G-group. Although most of the students reported their
confidence in writing English essays, there were some who responded that their L2 writing
ability was “somewhat weak.” It was noticed, from students’ comments in the survey, that
G-group students had learned Academic English writing over the past years, which made
some students feel that it was more difficult to write in English in terms of vocabulary
choice, expression appropriate to the content, and style. On the other hand, L-group
students apparently had little experience in writing in English, and most of them answered
that their ability of L2 writing was “very weak,” showing no confidence or even strong
anxiety towards English writing classes. Regarding the ability of Japanese writing (Q11),
there was not much difference among the groups since most of the students reported that

their Japanese writing skills were “somewhat weak.”
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Table 6-2.
The Results of Questionnaire Survey Regarding English/Japanese Writing

from Q10 to Q13

Q10. Use of English in the following four areas

Group N , - o :
Reading Writing Listening Speaking
M 3.56 2.69 3.88 2.94
Gl 10
S.D. 1.22 0.77 0.86 0.66
M 3.00 2.79 3.71 2.86
G2 10
S.D. 0.93 0.86 0.70 1.06
L 9 M 2.56 1.89 2.66 1.88
S.D. 1.25 0.87 1.15 0.87
Q11. Q12. Q13.
Group N Ability of Experience of Ability of
Japanese writing English writing English writing
Gl 10 M 2.38 3.75 2.50
S.D. 1.11 0.66 1.00
G2 10 M 2.36 3.50 2.21
S.D. 0.89 0.63 0.77
L 9 M 2.00 1.66 1.33
S.D. 0.94 0.82 0.47

Note. Q10 and 12 provided a 5-point Likert scale including 1= none, 2= almost none,
3=sometimes, 4=weekly, 5=almost daily. Q11 and 13 had a same scale including 1=very

weak, 2=somewhat weak, 3=normal, 4=somewhat strong, 5=very strong.

6.2 Essay Task and Essay Evaluation

The data used for the analysis consisted of argumentative essays written on two
different topics, that is, Topics 12 and 13. The argumentative essay was chosen as a genre
for analysis in this study because it has been reported to be one of the most difficulty for L2
students (Gilbert, 2004). Furthermore, according to Oi (2005), argumentative essay is the

second most popular task assigned in university writing classes next to summary writing.
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The following prompt taken from the ICNALE project was given for both Topics 12 and

13.

Prompt: Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? Use specific reasons and

details to support your opinion.

Topic-12. Part-time Job
[Instruction] Some people seem to believe that college students be encouraged to have a
part time job, while others insist that students should concentrate on studying while in

college. Decide your position on this matter and write an essay defending your position.

Topic-13. Smoking
[Instruction] Some people seem to believe that smoking should be completely banned at all
the restaurants in the country, while others insist that smokers’ rights should also be

respected. Decide your position on this matter and write an essay defending your position.

Topic 12 was written in the sixth writing session in the spring term, while Topic 13 was
written in the 13th session in the fall term of 2013.

To examine the quality of essays depending on the proficiency levels of each group,
American instructors (see 6.3) evaluated essays based on an evaluation rubric (see
Appendix 5), a revised version of the ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth,
Hartfiel, & Hughey, 1981). The essays were evaluated on a 12-point scale for each of the
following five categories: Grammar, Vocabulary, Content and Topic Development,

Organization and Rhetorical features, and Appeal to the Readers. The highest possible score
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on each item was 12 points; thus, the total number of points for each essay comprises the
sum of all points in the five categories with a maximum of 60 points. Table 6-3 comprises
the average scores in each item. There was a high correlation between the two raters (7

= .84, p <.001), for which reason the average figures were used.

Table 6-3.

Results of English Essay Evaluation

Group N Topic Evaluation criteria Total
rubric ~ Content and Organization ~Grammar Vocab. Appeal (Ave.)

topic and to the

development  rhetorical readers

features

Gl 10 Topic M 8.05 8.90 8.10 8.75 8.30 42.10
12 (8.42)

S.D. 1.69 2.19 1.48 1.34 1.82
10 Topic M 6.55 8.05 8.25 8.35 7.50 38.70
13 (7.74)

S.D. 2.11 2.38 1.79 1.42 1.88
G2 10 Topic M 7.35 7.40 7.00 7.55 7.35 36.55
12 (7.33)

S.D. 2.06 2.01 1.45 1.47 1.62
10 Topic M 7.35 7.70 7.35 7.70 7.45 37.10
13 (7.51)

S.D. 1.68 1.90 1.71 1.27 1.53
L-group 9 Topic M 3.50 3.78 5.22 5.00 3.83 21.44
12 (4.27)

S.D. 1.38 1.78 1.18 1.20 1.34
9 Topic M 4.06 4.17 4.72 5.39 4.17 22.44
13 (4.50)

S.D. 1.61 1.95 1.76 1.77 1.83

Note. Unit= average score.

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) on these scores yielded significant variation
among the cohorts. A post-hoc BH test (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995) showed that total
scores of L-group was significantly lower than those of G1 and G2 in both topics (Topic 12:
p <.001, power = 1, f=1.39, large; Topic 13: p <.001, power = 0.99, f= .97, large). To be

specific, scores in every category are significantly lower in L-group than G-groups (p
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<.001 — p<.01). G1 had higher scores than G2 in every category; however, the difference
in scores of G1 and G2 was not significant except grammar and vocabulary in Topic 12 (p
< .05). The results of evaluation clearly show that the quality of L-group essays was much
lower than the essays written by G-group students. In terms of the quality of essays by
topics, the difference between Topics 12 and 13 was not statistically significant in any
cohorts. It means that in-class education over a single term does not necessarily lead to

significant improvement in the quality of essays statistically.

6.3 Procedure of Analysis

Four people were involved in the analysis of English texts. The first person (the
current author), who is a college English instructor, mainly led the analysis. She was trained
to teach academic writing in her master’s course at Melbourne University, and was teaching
writing in English to Japanese college students at the time of this analysis. The second
person was a Japanese high school teacher teaching English. She used to be a master
student in the graduate school of Foreign Language Education and Research in Kansai
University, and became an English teacher at a private high school in Yamaguchi prefecture.
She was in the first year at school at the time of this analysis. Although she had a basic
knowledge of academic writing, she was not yet fully trained to teach writing in English.
The third person was an American male living in Japan for about ten years, and taught at a
private university in Kobe for more than five years. He was teaching classes aimed at
improving the four skills of English, including English composition. In this class, various
types of essays and academic papers were taught; thus, he was quite knowledgeable about
how to teach both writing English essays and articles to Japanese students. The fourth

person was an American female teaching at a private university in Kyoto for more than five
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years. She taught various classes in English grammar, reading, listening, and writing.
However, teaching English composition was not necessarily her specialty.

The process of analysis was as follows: SF tags in Table 5-1 and their sequences were
first examined, and the rhetorical relations between SF tags were examined with reference
to the list of 30 relations (see Appendix 4). It was believed that this analysis would reveal
the patterns of rhetorical organization typical to the texts under consideration.

The first three researchers applied SF tags to each sentence, and RST tags between
the SF tagged sentences. All the tagging was conducted manually and individually. When
disagreement occurred, they consulted each other until an agreement was reached on how
the sentences should be tagged. As to the part tagged with NLOG, reasons of anomalies
were presented by the third person, and later discussed with the first person, this author, and
the second person. Furthermore, the numbers of MDM in each category of the Hyland List
(2005) in Table 5-2 were counted for each group of essays by this author. As for Keyword
Analysis, two types of keywords, theme-setting keywords (TKs) and argument-setting
keywords (AKs), were marked by the first two persons including this author. The numbers
of both keywords were counted, and then the keywords that related semantically were
connected to examine the coherence of the argument.

For the Japanese essays to be examined in Study 3 (Chapter 9), two Japanese women
who were teaching Japanese to JFL learners of Japanese assigned tags. One of them used to
be a teacher of Japanese at a public high school for about 30 years, and the other had been
teaching Japanese to foreigners at private and national tertiary schools for more than 20
years. Thus, both of them were experienced Japanese instructors. They received full
instructions about tagging with lists of the SF tags in Table 5-1 and RST in Japanese (see

Appendix 4). Following the procedure conducted for the English essays, the two instructors

77



manually assigned first the SF tags and then RST tags to the Japanese essays. They tagged
the same essays individually. When disagreement occurred, they conferred until an
agreement was reached.

The data gained from analyses in the current study was tested statistically, using an

online statistic tool called js-star 9.0.4j (Tanaka & Nakano, 2013, 2017).

Note

1. In order to divide G-group data into two subgroups equally, the scores of TOEFL ITP
students took before going abroad were referred to. TOEFL ITP 523, which is equivalent
to TOEIC 650 (The formula, TOEIC scorex0.348+296=TOEFL PBT, was provided by
the Educational Testing Service. This formula was being announced at the time of this
investigation on the company website in 2013.) was set as the threshold between the
advanced and intermediate levels of English proficiency. In KUBEC (ver.2013), there
were 84 students (G1) whose TOEFL scores were 523 or above (M = 546.32, SD =
17.92). The second group (G2) consisted of 76 students with TOEFL scores below 523
(M = 500.93, SD = 17.08). TOEIC scores for G-group data in Table 6-1 were also
calculated by the formula. TOEFL scores of L-class, on the other hand, were calculated

from their TOEIC scores.
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7. Study 1: Coherence within Paragraphs

7.1 Purpose of Study 1

In Study 1, rhetorical organization of the essays written by G1, G2 and L-groups
students are examined with the SF and RST analyses. The features of organization in each
of introduction, body, conclusion paragraphs, and the entire essay depending on the cohort
were elucidated from the view of whether the essay organization was fit into the prescribed
essay format or not. The purpose of these studies is to identify the features of essay
organization typical to Japanese EFL college students in relation to their different learner
attributes such as L2 proficiency, and L2 writing instruction. The results of Study 1 will be

discussed together with the results of Study 2 in 8.5.

7.2 The Structural-Functional (SF) Analysis
In this section, to examine the features of the structural and functional components of
the essays, the numbers of SF tags and their sequences are described for the introductory,

body, and concluding paragraphs respectively.

7.2.1 Introductory Paragraph

Figure 7-1 show the proportions of SF tags in the introductory paragraph of both
Topics 12 and 13. It is evident that while almost 97-100% of G1 and G2 are composed of
INT (introductory statement), THS (thesis statement), and ORG (organizer) (Topic 12: G1
100.0%, G2 97.5%; Topic 13: G1 100.0%, G2 100.0%), the total proportion of these three
tags was much lower in L-group (Topic 12: 76.08%; Topic 13: 47.51%). Other than INT,
THS, and ORG, SS (supporting sentence) and EX (extender) were found in L-group in a

larger proportion (Topic 12: EX 21.69%; Topic 13: SS 2.98%, EX 32.86%). In addition,
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“unknown” tags were found in L-group (Topic 12: 2.22%; Topic 13: 11.04%), indicating
that there might have been information that was not directly related to the contents required

in the introductory paragraph.

SF tags in Introductory Paragraph (Topic 12)

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
G1 G2 L
EINT mTHS ®mORG mEX ®unknown

ST tags in Introductory Paragraph (Topic 13)
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

G1 G2 L
EINT mTHS mORG mEX ®SS ®unknown

Figure 7-1. SF tags identified in the introductory paragraph.
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These results show that the introductory paragraphs of G1/2 appeared to have fixed patterns
with INT, THS, and ORG. On the other hand, L-group had more variations among the
students than G1/G2.

In sorting SF tags into sequences, some patterns typical to the introductory paragraph
can be identified, as shown in Table 7-1. It is also revealed that the proportions of these
patterns differed among the three cohorts. The distinctive difference identified in the

patterns depended on the presence of THS and/or ORG, and the location of THS.

Table 7-1.

SF Tag Sequences (Patterns) and Their Proportions in the Introductory Paragraph

Pattern® Gl G2 L-group

1 INT'*- THS - ORG 7 (35.0%) 7 (35.0%) 2 (11.1%)

2 INT'**- THS (ORG is included) 9 (45.0%) 8 (40.0%) 1(5.5%) **

3 INT!*(-TRS) - THS 3 (15.0%) 2 (10.0%) 5(27.8%)

4 THS (- SS"EX/ORG) 1 (5.0%) * b 2 (10.0%) 8 (44.4%) **1

5 (TS)-INT'™ 0 1 (5.0%) 2 (11.1%)
Total 20 (100%) 20 (100%) 18 (100%)

Note. *The numbers in superscript show the number of tags. For example, INT'-* means that
INT appears 1 to 4 times. N shows that it appears more than four times (e.g., INT!™);
PResiduals were calculated with Fisher’s exact test after Chi-square test was conducted to
examine which pattern is significantly overused or underused, compared to other cohorts
(** p< .01 * p<.05); An upward arrow shows that the frequency is statistically higher than
the other cohort while a downward arrow shows that the frequency is lower than the other
cohort in the same row. Residual analysis with adjusted p value (Benjamini & Hochberg,

1995) was conducted.
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In the prescribed method of essay organization, THS, a requisite element, must be
included in the first paragraph; on the other hand, ORG, an optional element, is not always
necessary. However, Patterns 1 and 2 are more frequent in both G1 (Pattern 1: 35.0%,
Pattern 2: 45.0% respectively) and G2 (35.0% and 40.0% respectively) than L-group.
Regarding Pattern 2, L-group is significantly lower in the number of frequency (}’(8) =
21.26, p = .0034, power = 0.93, w = 0.61, large'). These results indicate that ORG is
considered to be a required element in G-groups’ texts. L-group, on the other hand, have
patterns that differ from those of G1 and G2. In L-group, 44.4% belong to Pattern 4 where
THS is at the beginning of the paragraph (p < .01), which means that the writers first state

their positions in the introductory paragraph.

7.2.2 Body Paragraph

Figure 7-2 shows the proportions of SF tags in each cohort. Almost 90% of the essays
written by G-groups comprised TS (topic sentence), SS (supporting sentence), and EX
(extender) in both topics (Total of three tags: Topic 12: G1 88.34%, G2 89.03%; Topic 13:
G1 91.20%, G2 91.98%). In L-group, the total proportions of these tags were slightly lower
but were almost the same as those of the other two cohorts (Topic 12: 79.32%; Topic 13
87.87%). The major difference, however, was that the proportion of SS in L-group was
much lower (Topic 12: G1 27.83%, G2 22.55, L-group 7.52%; Topic 13: G1 19.77%, G2
11.98%, L 3.23%), while EX was higher (Topic 12: 49.07%; Topic 13: 72.95%) than Gl
and G2 (Topic 12: G1 40.95%, G2 49.21%; Topic 13: G1 51.98%, G2 59.47%). In addition,
similar to the introductory paragraph, “unknown” tags were identified in greater
proportions in L-group (Topic 12: G1 0%, G2 1.11%, L 18.46%; Topic 13: G1 2.01%, G2

0.83%, L 9.96%) than in G1 and G2. CS (concluding sentence) was found in every group;
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however, the proportions were slightly larger in G1 and G2 than in L-group in Topic 12 (G1

11.16%, G2 9.86%, L 0.89%) and Topic 13 (G1 5.59%, G2 6.27%, L 2.17%).

SF tags in Body Paragraphs (Topic 12)

100% unknown

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
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ETS mSS mEX mCS ETRS ®unknown

SF tags in Body Paragraphs (Topic 13)
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ETS mSS mEX mCS mTRS ®unknown

Figure 7-2. SF tags identified in the body paragraph.
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As for the tag sequence, seven patterns were identified in the body paragraphs
consisting of paragraphs from the second paragraph to the fifth paragraph. Table 7-2
shows the frequencies and proportions of the patterns to which each group belongs, while

Table 7-3 has the frequencies and proportions of the three major patterns.

Table 7-2.

SF Tag Sequences (Patterns) and Their Frequencies and Proportions in the Body

Paragraphs
Pattern Gl G2 L-group
I TS-EX'™ 4 (7.40%) * 10 (20.83%) 11 (35.48%) *1
2 TS (-EX)-SS (-EX'™) 17 (31.48%) 11(22.91%) 4 (12.90%)
3 TS (-EX)-SS! (-EX!?)-8S? (-EX'?) 6 (11.11%) 2 (4.16%) 1(3.23%)
4 TS (-EX'™-CS 1 (1.85%) 4 (8.33%) 3 (9.68%)
5 TS (-EX)-SS (-EX'?)-CS 12 (22.22%) 11(22.91%) 0 (0%) **

6 TS (-EX)-SS! (-EX'3)-SS*"(EX!'™)-CS 13 (24.07%) *! 6 (12.50%) 2 (6.45%)

Others  (SS!™/EX!"<TS(<SS>/EX2™)

0 3 0 0 EE )
/TS only or no TS) 1(1.85%) 4 (8.33%) 10 (32.25%)

Total 54 (100%) 48 (100%) 31 (100%)

Note. *** p< 001 ** p< .01 * p< .05; An upward arrow shows that the frequency is
statistically higher than the other cohort while a downward arrow shows that the

frequency is lower than the other cohort in the same row.
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Table 7-3.

SF Sequences (Patterns) and Their Frequencies and Proportions in the Body

Paragraphs

Pattern Gl G2 L-group

Patterns 1-3 27 (50.0%) 23 (47.91%) 16 (51.61%)
Patterns 4-6 26 (48.12%) *! 21 (43.75%) 5(16.12%) ***
Pattern 7 1 (1.85%) **! 4 (8.33%) 10 (32.25%) ***1
Total 54 (100%) 48 (100%) 31 (100%)

Note. *** p<.001 ** p< .01 * p<.05; An upward arrow shows that the
frequency is statistically higher than the other cohort while a downward

arrow shows that the frequency is lower than the other cohort in the same row.

The SF tag sequences or patterns in Tables 7-2 and 7-3 are examined from the
viewpoint of whether the paragraph has a TS and/or CS. The TS is an obligatory element
while CS is optional. The differences among the three cohorts are evident as shown in
Table 7-3 (¥°(4) = 22.36, p = .0003, power = 0.97, w = 0.41, medium). The patterns used
by G1 and G2 were almost evenly divided into Patterns 1-3 and 4-6, or the patterns either
with or without CS at the end of the paragraph. Since the result of residual analysis
showed that Patterns 4-6 for G1 attained statistical significance (p < .05), CS was used as
an integral element in G1 students. On the other hand, while half of the L-group essays
had Pattern 1-3, they statistically less used Patterns 4-6 (p < .01), and had a statistically
higher proportion of Pattern 7 (p < .001). When investigating each group closely in Table
7-2, the most frequently used patterns in G1 were Pattern 2, which does not include CS,
or Patterns 5 and 6 (p < .05), which include CS (°(12) = 44.63, p < .001, power = 0.99,

w = 0.58, large). G2 had in an equal number of frequency for both Patterns 2 and 5. Both
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patterns feature only one SS after the TS. In the essays written by L-group, Pattern 1 (p
<.05), which features paragraphs that do not have supporting sentences, and Pattern 7 (p
<.001), the paragraph that features EX!™ or SS!'" before the TS, or either the TS only
(no SS and/or EX) or no TS at all (only SSs and/or EXs), are statistically significant.

These results show the stark difference between G-group and L-group.

7.2.3 Concluding Paragraph

Figure 7-3 shows the features of the final paragraph of the essays in each cohort.
The RTHS, or Restatement of Thesis Statement, was found in all groups except L-group
in Topic 13 (0%), while G-group possessed a higher proportion of RTHS (restatement of
thesis statement) than L-group (Topic 12: G1 40.0%, G2 43.33%, L 17.86%; Topic 13:
G1 38.17%, G2 25.67%, L 0%). The final paragraphs of G1/2 were composed of RTHS,
SS, EX, and CS or KK. KK or Kicker was evident among G1 and G2, particularly in
Topic 12 (G1: 20.83%; G2: 15.83%) compared with L-group (0%). This suggests that
G-group students were trying to finish their essays off effectively, by, for example,
giving a suggestion or future direction. On the other hand, L-group had greater variation.
The proportion of EX was larger (Topic 12: G1 24.17%, G2 25.83%, L 61.21%; Topic
13: G1 17.17%, G2 35.0%, L 44.86%), and the “unknown” tags were also observed in
large proportions in L-group (Topic 12: 12.86%; Topic 13: 16.39%, respectively). This
suggests that L-group’s conclusions did not have a proper ending. As for the “unknown”
tag, these were found even in G-group essays (Topic 12: G1 0%, G2 5.0%; Topic 13: G1
5.0%, G2 5.0%). These findings suggest that essay endings are somewhat difficult for

Japanese EFL students.
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Figure 7-3. SF tags identified in the concluding paragraphs on Topics 12 and 13.
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Table 7-4 shows the typical SF tag patterns identified in the concluding paragraph
in each cohort (y?(4) = 19.68, p < .001, power = 0.96 w = 0.60, large). The pattern that
appeared most significantly among G1 was Pattern 2, which contains RTHS at the
beginning of the paragraph, followed by several SSs (p < .05). G2 had Pattern 1 with
RTHS, followed by just one SS (p <.05). In case of L-group, six essays were unfinished,
and those who finished writing the essay constituted Pattern 3, which has no RTHS but
instead a TS, or no TS at all (p < .01). There was a difference between any groups, G1,
G2 and L, statistically showing that students in each group had different ending in their

essays.

Table 7-4.

SF Tag Sequences (Patterns) and Their Proportions in the Concluding Paragraph

Pattern Gl G2 L-group
1  RTHS - SS<EX"M- CS/KK 8 (40.0%) 13 (65.0%) *1 3(21.42%) *t
2 RTHS - SS" - EX/CS/KK 12 (60.0%) *' 4 (20.0%) * 4 (28.57%)
TS (- SS/EX!/CS) or o , ot
3 others (no RTHS/TS) 0 3 (15.0%) 7(50.0%)
Total 20 (100%) 20 (100%) 14 (100%)

Note. ** p< .01 * p<.05; An upward arrow shows that the frequency is statistically higher
than the other cohort while a downward arrow shows that the frequency is lower than the

other cohort in the same row.

In this section, the SF Analysis has identified several specific features of
functional elements and their sequences in the introductory, body, and concluding

paragraphs. The different patterns of organization have already been identified according

88



to their proficiency levels. In particular, the difference between G-group and L-group
was evident. In G-group essays, the logical alignments of SF components were already
detected, suggesting that their essays were logically linear. On the other hand, many of
the L-group essays tended to lack necessary components such as SSs after TS in body
paragraphs. More discussion regarding the essay contents from the viewpoints of their

logical cohesion, or lack thereof, will be provided in Chapter 9.

7.3 Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) Analysis

In this section, the results of the RST analysis are demonstrated, together with the
results of the SF analysis. Now that the SF components and their sequences characteristic
to the target essays have been presented, semantic relations between the SF components
are elucidated. Representative samples, which show semantic relations typical of SF
patterns, were selected from amongst the students’ essays by the author and the third
researcher, an American male instructor. All the surface errors, including grammatical

errors and awkward expressions in the texts, remained unchanged.

7.3.1 Introductory Paragraph

Table 7-5 shows the top five rhetorical relations (RST relations) identified between
SF tags in the introductory paragraph (both for Topics 12 and 13). Although the order of
frequency differs, G1 and G2 shared similar distributions of RST relations, which include

background, contrast, organization, elaboration, and interpretation.
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Table 7-5.

Five Most Frequent Rhetorical Relations in the Introductory Paragraph

Gl G2 L-group

Relations No. % Relations No. % Relations No. %

background 21 2593 background 25 31.25 NLOG 23 22.23
contrast 9 11.11 contrast 8 10 elaboration 10 10.10
reason 8 9.88 organization 6 7.5 interpretation 9 = 9.09
organization 7 8.64 interpretation 5 6.25 result 7 7.07

elaboration 6 7.40 elaboration 5 6.25 problem 6 6.06

Sub-total 51 62.96 49 61.25 55 55.55

Total 81 100 Total 80 100 Total 99 100

As discussed in the previous section, the patterns of SF tag sequence in the
introductory paragraph most frequently used by Gl and G2 were Patterns 1
(INT!*-THS-ORG) and 2 (INT'*-THS [ORG included]) (see Table 7-1). With both
patterns, students started the introductory paragraph with several INTs, followed by a
THS (and ORG) at the end of the paragraph (see Figures 7-4 for Pattern 1 and 7-5 for
Pattern 2). The rhetorical relations between INTs and the THS were mainly background
(G1: 25.93%; G2: 31.25% in Table 7-5), or background information related to the thesis
statement. Two contrast ideas or opinions about a given statement were often present, as
in the sample in Figures 7-4 and 7-5. The former example has two contrasted opinions
about a total ban on smoking, as described in INT? and INT?. Such phrases as “some
people say that...” and “others believe that...,” underlined by this author in Figure 7-4,
were used to introduce two contrasting ideas. Once these ideas were given, the student

stated his position in favor of a total ban on smoking, starting with “I personally believe
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that...” (see the 5th line of the text in Figure 7-4) in the sample text. Frequent phrases in
the sentences tagged as ORG, “In this essay,” (see the 6th line) or “This essay” (see the
6th line of the text in Figure 7-5) were also used to lead the writer’s opinion, often
backed by the reason with “because.” With these MDMs, the introductory paragraphs
written by G1 and G2 are logically well-constructed. The details of MDMs, however,

will be described in 8.2.

=
92}
- INT! - INT2-INT?- THS - ORG
z \ 1A | Ada |
§ | CNTR | | ORGN
BGRD

BGRD
= | <INT": background to THS> Smoking is a controversial problem in the world.
>

<INT?: background to THS> Some people say that smoking should be banned at all the
restaurants completely.

<INT?: contrast to INT?> Others believe that smokers’ rights should be respected.

<THS: thesis statement> | personally believe that all the restaurants should ban smoking.
<ORG: organization to THS> In this essay, I would like to explain the reasons by

focusing on bad impacts of smoking.

Figure 7-4. An example of RST relations in an introductory paragraph typical of SF

pattern 1 (G1-6, Topic 13). Sentences were underlined by this author.

The sample introduction in Figure 7-5 also contains two opposite opinions about
part-time jobs as background information from INT! to INT3. The fact that many
students are working part-time in INT! is contrasted with the opponents’ opinion that
students should concentrate on studying in INT? because “working hard for a part time
job could make the students neglect studying.” The linking adverb “however” is often

used for the contrast relation. Although ORG is not compulsory, it plays an important
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role in directing the course of argumentation throughout an entire essay. This matches the
fact that organization is among the five top semantic relations in G1/2, as shown in Table
7-5. As seen in the sample paragraphs, the most popular RST pattern in introductory
paragraphs is background (linked with THS), - contrast (to the previous background

information) - (THS) — organization (ORG).

=
92}
S | INTLINTZ-INT3- THS (incl ORG)
E | (A4 | 3
5 CNTR INTP
BGRD
5 <INT!: background to THS> It might be true that most college student have a part-time

job.

<INT?: contrast to INT'> However, there are some opinion that working hard for a part
time job could make the students neglect studying.

<INT?: interpretation to INT?> Part time jobs can bring positive changes to the students.
<THS: thesis statement> This essay will describe my positive opinion to part time jobs;
(ORG: organization to THS) in terms of value of money, experience of work and ability
to plan.

Figure 7-5. An example of RST relations in an introductory paragraph typical of SF

pattern 2 (G1-8, Topic 12).

On the other hand, the most frequent SF pattern identified in the opening paragraph
of the essays written by L-group students is Pattern 4 (THS[-SS!"*/EX/ORG]) in which
the THS is located at the beginning of the paragraph, followed by either SS, EX, or ORG
(see Table 7-1). L-group essays had elaboration, interpretation, result, and problem, and
this list of rhetorical relations in Table 7-5 differs slightly from those of Gland G2. These
RST relations indicate that their introductory paragraphs already contained explanations

or discussion of the writer’s opinion.
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In the example given in Figure 7-6, it can be concluded from the RST diagram that
the paragraph contains a detailed discussion. The writer’s position against smoking in the
THS is supported by a detailed account of the negative impact of smoking on one’s

health from SS to EX°. Discussions such as this one, however, could have been made in

the body paragraphs.

%

= THS - SS - EX!-EX?-EX3-EX*- EX’-EX®
S| A A A A A A A
g RSON NLOG RSLT PRBL SLTN PRBL RSLT

<THS> I’m in the position that smoking be completely banned at all the public places.
<SS: reason to THS> Smoking only give human’s body bad effect such as lung cancer.
<EX': NLOG to SS> Nicotine, the material which is contained in tobacco, is more toxic
than heroin.

<EX2: result to EX'> People who smoke tobacco on daily basis have a tendency fell into
nicotine dependence syndrome without their conscious.

<EX?: problem to EX2> It is a kind of mental disorder and you cannot stop smoking
with your own will.

<EX*: solution to EX3*> You have to go hospital and take a medical attention
immediately.

<EX?®: problem to EX*> You would need a lot of money to buy a lot of medicine or to
take consultation.

<EX®: result/effect to EX>> And you would charge heavy burden on your whole family.

IXo,

Figure 7-6. An example of an introductory paragraph written by an L-group student (L-4,

Topic 13).

When the THS is stated at the beginning of the first paragraph, the essays tend to
become disproportionately long, and deviate from the main idea, or a shift of topic occurs
in between. In fact, the introductory paragraph in Figure 7-6 contains irrelevant
information tagged as “NLOG” in EX!, which is not directly related to the SS. The

higher proportions of both “unknown” SF tags and “NLOG” tags found in L-group
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introductory paragraphs could be related to logical anomalies, which will be discussed in
Chapter 9.

In this section, introductory paragraphs written by the three cohorts have been
examined. In an argumentative essay, the role of an introductory paragraph is to provide
background information on the essay topic. A thesis statement is often written at the end
of the paragraph, followed by the organizer to show how the essay is organized. In this
regard, the introductory paragraphs written by G1 and G2 were considered to observe the
ideal patterns of structure and organization, as they included the THS and ORG. On the
other hand, L-group essays often started with a thesis statement and then tended to
collapse logically, with too much information with EXs inserted in the middle of the

paragraph.

7.3.2 Body Paragraphs

Table 7-6 comprises the list of RST relations identified in the body paragraphs, or
the second to fifth paragraphs, for each of the three cohorts. G1 and G2 were strongly
similar regarding the distribution of RST relations. The five most frequent RST relations
for G1 and G2 included elaboration (G1: 17.74%, G2: 19.22%), reason (G1: 16.45%,
G2: 14.12%), result (G1: 10.65, G2: 10.59%), interpretation (G1: 7.74%, G2: 6.67%),
and example (G1: 6.77%, G2: 6.67%). The body paragraphs of an argumentative essay
require explanations to support the writer’s position. In this sense, the elaboration,
reason, interpretation (writer’s opinion), and example identified among G1 and G2
indicate that their body paragraphs carried the expected contents. Even in L-group, the
same relations as G1 and G2, that is, elaboration (17.79%), reason (10.43%), example

(9.82%), and result (9.82%), were identified. Other relations found in the list included
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addition (G1: 5.16%, G2:5.49%), problem (G1: 4.19%, G2: 3.92%, L-group: 3.68%),
contrast (G1: 3.23%, G2: 4.71%, L-group: 4.29%), solution (G1: 2.90%, G2: 2.75%),

and restatement (G1: 1.94%, G2: 3.14%).

Table 7-6.

List of Rhetorical Relations in the Body Paragraphs

Gl QG2 L-group
Relations No. % Relations No. % Relations No. %
elaboration 55 17.74  elaboration 49  19.22 NLOG 43 26.38
reason 51 16.45 reason 36 14.12  elaboration 29 17.79
result 33 10.65 result 27  10.59 reason 17 10.43
interpretation 24 7.74 example 17 6.67 example 16 9.82
example 21 6.77  interpretation 17 6.67 result 16 9.82
conclusion 19 6.13 NLOG 15 5.88  interpretation 12 7.36
addition 16 5.16 addition 14 5.49 contrast 7 4.29
problem 13 4.19 contrast 12 4.71 problem 6 3.68
contrast 10 3.23 problem 10 3.92 -- -- --

justification 9 2.90 restatement 8 3.14 -- -- --
solution 9 2.90 solution 7 2.75 -- - --
condition 8 2.58 antithesis 6 2.35 - - -

restatement 6 1.94  justification 5 1.96 -- -- --

consequence 6 1.94 conclusion 2 0.78 - - -
NLOG 5 1.61 - - - - - --
Sub-total 285 91.94 225 88.24 146  89.57
Total 310 100 Total 255 100 Total 163 100

95



Conclusion was frequently found in Gl (6.13%). Unlike the introductory
paragraph, the NLOG were identified even in G1 (1.61%) and G2 (5.88%); however,
L-group carried the highest proportion of NLOG, at 26.38%. The SF tag analysis (see
Figure 7-2) found that almost 90% of the body paragraphs written by G1 and G2
comprised TS, SS, and EX in both Topics 12 and 13, and the most frequent SF sequences
(see Table 7-3) comprised Patterns 1-3, which have TS at the beginning of the paragraphs,
and Patterns 4-6, which have CS at the end.

One of the noteworthy findings of RST relations in body paragraphs is that fixed
patterns of rhetorical organization typical of these two SF Patterns of 1-3 and 4-6 in
Table 7-3 were identified in G-group essays. Figure 7-7 shows the RST relations
characteristic of Patterns 1-3 and 4-6. As to Pattern 1-3 in Topic 12 (1 in Figure 7-7), TS
constitutes a sub-claim, which often states the reason for the main claim; in other words,
it is a THS expressing the writer’s position in relation to the given topic, that is, part-time
jobs. The TS is then followed by SSs and EXs with a detailed elaboration or example to
justify the reason stated in the TS. In Topic 13 (4 in Figure 7-7), the TS presents either
the reason or problem behind the writer’s position as stated in the THS. In most cases,
the writers supported banning smoking in public places and discussed this in relation to
the negative aspects of smoking in each body paragraph. A problem related to smoking
was often followed by the result of the problem, further elaborations, or a solution to the
problem.

The other RST relations typical of Pattern 4-6 have a CS, which include the result,
conclusion, or restatement of what the writer has discussed in the paragraph (2, 3, and 5
in Figure 7-7). The rhetorical patterns characteristic of students’ essays, especially found

in Topic 13 (6 in Figure 7-7), resemble the prototypical rhetorical patterns of the
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Problem-Solution pattern proposed by Hoey (1983, 2001). This pattern is characterized
by the following elements, namely, the Situation that provides a context for the pattern;
the Problem, which describes aspects of the situation requiring a response; the Response
to the problem; and positive/negative Results or Evaluation (Hoey, 1983). The sample
paragraphs are presented in the following sections a to ¢ in order to describe these

patterns in more detail.

SF
Topic 12: Part-time job Topic 13: Smokin
Patterns p ] p &
1.T§- LLEX? 4TS - SS'- SS?-EX
Patterns | SS:‘,M 4\ f T M
1-3 (RSbN) ELBR/ EXMP (RSbN RSLT RSLT ELBR/SLTN
/PRBL)
2. TS - SS!- SS2-EX!-EX2-EX3-C 5.TS -SS!'-SS2-EX-SS-CS
A | A | A I A \
ELBR RSLT (RSON RSLT CNCL/RTRN
/PRBL)
EXMP
o)
Patterns g0
4-6 . " g 6.TS- SS!- SS2- EX!-EX2- CS
3. TS - SSLEX-SS2-EX- SS3- EX- CS 2 A 5 i r‘
A A A | A | J
T Tl (RSON RSLTRSLT ELBR SLTN
ELBR CNTR INTP RSLT / PRBL)
(RSON)

Figure 7-7. Representative sample patterns of rhetorical sequences identified in the body
paragraphs of Topics 12 and 13. The double underlining means that the same rhetorical
relations are applied to the relations between the SF tags.

Note. CNCL = conclusion, CNTR = contrast, ELBR = elaboration, EXMP = example,
INTP = interpretation, PRBL = problem, RSLT = result/effect, RSON = reason, RTRN =

restatement, SLTN = solution
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a. G1 and G2: RST Relations Typical of SF Patterns 1-3

|reason — elaboration/example]

In the sample text quoted in Figure 7-8, the TS comprises a reason to support the writer’s

position of having a part-time job. Her main idea is that having a part-time job is positive

since the experience could connect her to the society. The TS is supported by her own

experience written in SS to EX3 as an example, starting with “In my experience,...” (see

3rd line in Figure 7-8). The sequencing markers such as “first(ly),” “first of all,”

“second(ly),” and “finally,” as found in Figures 7-8 to 7-11 are overused in G-group,

showing the writers describe, one by one, the reasons why they agree (or disagree) to the

given topics.

=
92]
- TS | -SS-EX!-EX?-EX?
g A A A | A |
& ——— —
0’{3 EXMP ELBR RSLT INTP
5 |
EXMP

RSON

(to THS)
5 | <TS: reason to THS> Second, they can relate to the society before they graduate from
»

school.
<SS: example to TS> In my experience, when I started the part time job at restaurant, I
could feel that I am the member of the society.

<EX!: elaboration to SS> I make money from customer by giving service.
<EXZ: result from EX'> Despite I was just given service before that, I make someone feel

happy.
<EX?: interpretation to EX?> That was a fantastic experience for me.

Figure 7-8. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 1-3

(G2-8, Topic 12: P3).
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Another example text in Figure 7-9 also presents a positive attitude to having a

part-time job. SS shows the elaboration of the TS regarding the feelings of students who

are financially supported by their parents about the money gained from a part-time job.

This is followed by an example of those who stopped wasting money after their

experience of having a part-time job.

& TS- SS -EX!-EX?

@) A | A | A ‘

= ELBR EXMP RTRN

. RSON (to THS)

5 | <TS: reason to THS> First, many college students had never had a part time job, and their
»

parents have paid money for the college and their cost of living.

<SS: elaboration to TS> When such students earn money themselves, they could
recognize how hard it is to earn and how valuable money is.

<EX': example to SS> Actually, (when) some students who had started their part time
jobs, they found the importance of money and stopped spending large amount of money.
<EXZ: reiteration to EX'> It means that to have a part time job can make students feel
that it is not easy to earn money.

Figure 7-9. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 1-3

(G1-8, Topic 12: P2).

[problem/reason — result/elaboration/ solution]

Figures 7-10 to 7-11 are typical cases of problem-solution relations in Topic 13. In

Figure 7-10, the writer describes a problem in which there is a limitation of separation

for smoking and non-smoking areas in SS!, providing a solution to the total-ban on

smoking in SS2.

In Figure 7-11, the writer claims in SS-EX! that although there are separated areas

for smokers and non-smokers in the restaurants, those areas are not completely

satisfactory for non-smokers. Since non-smokers cannot stand the smell of smoke in
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restaurants, which is a problem stated in EX!, this writer argues that banning smoking

should be recommended, which is a solution in EX?.

=
3 TS -SS! -S$?2
o A A \
5 J 1 s
aQ
g RSON SLTN
PRBL (to THS)
g? <TS: problem> Secondly, all restaurants cannot provide spaces only for smoking persons.

<SS!: reason to TS> Because the rules for smoking areas are not defined, many small
restaurants do not have non-smoking areas or other some of them just separate the smoking
areas or non-smoking areas.

<SS?: solution to TS and SS'> Therefore, if we can decide smoking should be completely
banned, we do not need to discuss about the management of such restaurants.

Figure 7-10. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 1-3

(G2-3, Topic 13: P3).

=
2]
; TS - SS - EX! EX?
5 A | 4 | 4
e
§ ELBR PRBL SLTN
RSON (to THS)
§ <TS: reason to THS> Finally, the number of customers who are non-smokers will

decrease hugely.

<SS: elaboration to TS> In many restaurants, there is a smoking area and a
non-smoking area for both types of customers.

<EX!: problem to SS> However, in most cases, smokers are able to bear a few minutes
not smoking when eating, but most non-smokers really cannot bear the smell of the
smoke which makes them go to another restaurant if the non-smoking area of that
restaurant was currently full.

<EX?: solution to EX'> By banning smoking at restaurants and getting rid of the
smoking booths, more customers would be able to eat at restaurants and will eventually
become a profit for the restaurant itself.

Figure 7-11. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 1-3

(G1-6, Topic 13: P2).
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Figure 7-12 has a more complex problem-solution pattern embedded in a
paragraph. It contains a solution for smoking in a restaurant. The writer supports smokers’
rights, and their smoking in the restaurant. In order to help clarify his position, this
writer restates his supporting claim written in the first EX! and EX?. Then, since he
knows the negative effects of second-hand smoking, a solution is provided from SS? to

the second EX? with an example of offering separate areas for smokers and non-smokers.

~
3 TSA- S‘SI-E.Xl_-ElQ-S,SZ-ElLE)Q
2t o
& == T I J\—)
g | RSON INTP | EXMP ELBR
SLTN

ANTI (to THS)

§3 <TS: antihesis to THS> I agree to allow smokers smoke at restaurants.

<SS!: reason to TS> That is because they have the right to smoke.

<EX!': interpretation to SS'> I would not say they can smoke anywhere they want.

<EX?: interpretation to SS!>I think that completely stopping them from smoking is not
equal.

<SS?%: solution to TS> Separating the seats of non-smokers from smokers is one good way
to respect the smokers' right and also to protect non-smokers' health.

<EX!: example to SS>>For example, at Gusto, which is a family restaurant, the smoking
area is separated.

<EXZ: elaboration to EX'> Non-smokers do not feel uncomfortable because the smoke

cannot reach them.

Figure 7-12. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 1-3

(G1-2, Topic 13: P3).

b. G1 and G2: RST Relations Typical of SF Patterns 4-6

[reason /problem — (CS)result/restatement/conclusion|

SF Patterns 4-6, which include CS at the end of the paragraph, are frequent. In particular,
Pattern 5 [TS (-EX)-SS (-EX!-*)-CS] and Pattern 6 [TS (-EX)-SS' (-EX!-3)-SS2™

(EX'M)-CS] (see Table 7-2) are prevalent among G1 and G2. CS is often used as the
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result of discussion, to conclude the discussion, or to restate the TS. Table 7-6 shows
that the result relation is found in every cohort (G1: 10.65%; G2: 10.59%; L-group:
9.82%). Restatement is also found among Gland G2 (G1: 1.94%; G2: 3.14%). On the
other hand, conclusion is mainly found in G1 (6.13%), indicating that G1 often uses a CS
to conclude their discussion or to provide a final statement in Pattern 5, and Patten 6,
which is statistically the most frequent among the seven patterns used by G1. First, CS as
a result relation are investigated. In the example given in Figure 7-13, the first sentence
as TS provides a reason for the THS. From EX' to EX?, the writer states that one of the
benefits of having a part-time job is that students can improve their communication skills
by working in all walks of life, in comparison to the college context where students

largely talk only with their peers of similar age (contrast relation between SS and EX).

=
92]
= TS - SS - EX-EX2-EX3-CS
= Ax AA | A \
& ¢ - |
g ELBR | CNTR | RSLT |
EXMP

RSON (to THS) RIBN

5 <TS: reason to THS> The first point is communication skills.

<S8S: elaboration to TS> College students can talk with other generations if they have a
part time job.

<EX!': contrast to SS> In the fact, when they are in a college, they talk with only their
friends or seniors who are just one or two years older than them.

<EX?: example to SS> However, for example, students can talk with children and bosses
as a teacher at a cram school, and learn how they teach for children for more
comprehensions.

<EX?3: example to SS> If they sell something, they think how to explain goods to sell.
<CS: result from EX*?/restatement to TS> These examples (should be changed to “this
example”) are all related with communication skills: how they make people understood or

convinced.

Figure 7-13. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 4-6

(G2-10, Topic 12: P2).
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The CS sentence starts with “these examples” to show that what follows is a result of

EX? to EX3. At the same time, CS is a restatement of what is described in the TS. The

key phrase “communication skills” in the TS is repeated in the CS, creating strong

coherence within the paragraph. In fact, the contrast relation is frequently used to help

make an argument more persuasive by examining the two contrasting situations in

G-group essays.

Secondly, as a conclusion or restatement relation in CS, the sample text of Figure

7-14 discusses the merit of having a wide variety of relationships with other people

through having a part-time job.

=
92}
—
o TS - SSI.EX - SS2-EX!-EX2?|-CS
=) r | A : [A 'Y f ‘
aQ \ J J \ J\ J
s \‘ \
5 | RSON | ELBR| | INTP | RSLT ADT |

(to \‘ ————— |

THS) | Ll 7y J s‘

: CNCL
RTRN (to TS)

= <TS: reason to THS> Finally, college students should have a part time job because they can
»

have various relationships.

<SS!: elaboration to TS> Usually students have a lot of friends in their college or around their
hometown, and their friends are often almost same age as them.

<EX: interpretation to SS'> Of course it is good thing for college students to have many
friends who are same generation as them;

<SS?%: contrast to SS'™> however, they can meet a lot of people who are very older than them
through a part time job.

<EX!: result from SS?> There are many things that students can learn from older people
because they experienced much more than young people, and it is good thing to work together
with them.

<EX?: addition to EX'> Moreover, students might have opportunities to meet important
people of companies, [and] it motivates students to make efforts and study.

<CS: conclusion from SS'-EX? restatement to TS> Having various relationships is great
thing for students.

Figure 7-14. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 4-6

(G1-3, Topic 12: P4)
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The final sentence “Having various relationship is a great thing for students,” which is
tagged as CS, can function as both the conclusion of this paragraph and the restatement
of the TS, connecting the TS and CS with the same keywords as “(have/having) various
relationships.” This text also has a contrast relation. The people you meet in the two
contrasted situations, college (SS'-EX) and workplace (SS?-EX'?), are discussed to
strengthen the proponent’s claim in support of a part-time job. These two positions are

shown within box in Figure 7-14 to elaborate the TS.

Another sample with Topic 13 (Figure 7-15) suggests the compromise of

“separation for smokers and non-smokers” as a solution to the negative aspects of

smoking in restaurants outlined in the TS. This idea is supported by an example (EX') of

a customer at a restaurant being asked if they would like a smoking or non-smoking seat.

% | TRS- TS- SS- EX'- EX?>- CS
E- ! “ \ J \ y 3 J 'Y J ‘
4 | ELBR | RSLT ~ EXMP RSLT CNCL |
2 \ ‘
SI_‘,TN RTRN (to TS)
= | <TRS: solution to SS in P2>Despite that fact, once more settings which are satisfactory for both
>

smokers and non-smokers are established, smoking can be accepted partly at public places.

<TS: elaboration to TRS>One of the strategies is what is called ‘separation for smokers and
non-smokers’.

<SS: result/effect from TS>These days, more and more restaurants have been introducing that
system.

<EX!: example to SS>When we enter them in Japan, their staff members often ask, ‘Which table
would you like to sit, smokers’ one or non-smokers’ one?’

<EXZ: result from EX'>So, you can gain two choices, which satisfies both demands.

<CS: conclusion to EX?/ restatement to TS> All of the restaurants in Japan should set up the
system to validate both rights.

Figure 7-15. An example of RST relations in a body paragraph typical of SF patterns 4-6

(G1-10, Topic 13: P2).
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The final sentence (CS) of the writer’s claim for establishing a system of separate
sections then functions as both a conclusion to the sentence immediately before (EX?)
and a restatement of the TS. Since the frequency of conclusion and restatement
altogether is higher in G1 (N=25, 8.9%) than G2 (N=10, 4.1%) and L-group (N=0), it is

obvious that G1 students most frequently use SF Patterns 4-6.

c. RST Relations Typical of Body Paragraphs in L-group Essays

Lastly, the feature of body paragraphs written by L-group students are discussed.
The most common SF pattern among L-group students was Pattern 1 [TS-EX!™], where
TSs are not followed by SSs, and EXs come directly after the TS (see Table 7-2). This
indicates that the TS plays the role of an SS, directly supporting the THS presented in the
opening paragraph. In the example given in Figure 7-16, the writer is trying to say that
working part-time while in college is beneficial because it gives students the opportunity

to tackle problems that they have never previously experienced.

weiderq LSY

TT - EX!- EX2- EX3
A 14 |4 |
ELBR PRBL RSLT

RSON (to THS)

<TS: reason for THS> Part time jobs give them experience but not limited to money.
<EX!: elaboration of TS> While we work, a lot of troubles we’ve never imaged.
<EX?: problem of EX'> Those makes us confuse and nervous.

<EX?3: result of EX*> We are panicked at the situation at first, but we get used to deal with
complicated problems and gain confidence gradually.

IX9]|

Figure 7-16. An example of RST relations typical of L-group students (L-3, Topic 12:

P2).
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The TS provides a reason for his position of supporting part-time jobs (THS); however,
no SS are provided but EX!'-3 describe the details of the “experience,” or “a lot of
troubles,” gained from part-time jobs. Without SS, what is discussed under the claim
stated in TS is unclear. The supporting sentence could be that students are able to gain
confidence through the experience of part-time job; then, it was followed by the example.

In most cases, some beginning sentences are not related to the main claim as
shown in the sample provided in Figure 7-17. In this text, the main idea or TS of the
second paragraph could be the fifth sentence where the writer points out one positive
aspect of having a part-time job. However, the first four sentences do not directly support
this TS in any logical manner, and therefore it is difficult to assign both SF and RST
tags.? L-group essays had larger proportions of unknown tags, used where a particular SF
tag could not be assigned (Topic 12 18.46%; Topic 13 9.96% in Figure 7-2), and NLOG

tags (26.38% in Table 7-6) than the other cohort.

% |P1 THS - EX'-EX?
S |P2 2-2-2-2-TS-TRS
& & |
§ NLOG
NLOG (to THS)
53 P1 <THS> I believe that college students be encouraged to have a part time job.

<EX'> Therefore if you are college students and you can afford to work part-time, 1

would like you to work part-time.
<EX?> The experience of work which before get out into the world as a member of

society is very importance for students.

P2 <? : NLOG> The college students may be above the age of 19.
<? : NLOG > You may have friends who already work as a member of society.
<? : NLOG > And college students may have can afford to work part-time.
<? : NLOG > Then you should earn your money of freely use.
<TS> So If you work part-time, you will be able to earn money.
<TRS> But the good point of working before you become a member of society is
not only that.

Figure 7-17. An example of RST relations typical of L-group students (L-2, Topic 12:
P1 and P2).
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Although further analysis is required, these cases are what the present author
called rhetorical anomalies found in the pilot study. The major problem here is there is no
ORG component in the first paragraph, which indicates that the writer simply did not
know how to begin the second paragraph and thus lost track of the trajectory of his
argument.

One more example of Pattern 7 is a paragraph without a TS (Figure 7-18). In the
THS' in the first paragraph, the writer states, “I am against smoking. I am against
smoking at a public area.” The second paragraph should contain a TS stating why she
disagrees with smoking in public places. However, the second paragraph begins with the
sentence “Recently, there are many smoking area” tagged as EX!, which is not directly
related to the THS. Due to the lack of a TS, there is a logical break between the first and

second paragraphs. The details of these logical breaks will be described in more detail in

Chapter 9.
2} P1 INT! - THS!- THS2-? °
v | P2 EX!-EX?-EX3- EX*
@
§ NLOG
NLOG

P1 <INT!'> A smoker is current Japan is about 30%.
< THS'> I am against smoking.
< THS?> I am against smoking at a public area.
<?> 1 see the person who smokes while sometimes walking by the roadside, but
you may determine it, and I think that it is a few thing.

L

P2 <EX': NLOG> Recently, there are many smoking area.
<EX?*: NLOG> At the restaurant which I go well, it is divided in a smoking seat
and a nonsmoking seat.
<EX?® > [ think that this is very good.
<EX* > The person who wants to smoke and the person who don’t like smoker can eat

happily.

Figure 7-18. An example of RST relations typical of L-group students (L-2, Topic 13:
P1 and P2).

107



7.3.3 Concluding Paragraph

The major feature of the concluding paragraph written by G1 and G2 is that the
RTHS, or restated thesis statement, is placed at the beginning of the paragraph (Patterns
1 and 2, in Table 7-4). This is reflected in the finding in Table 7-7, in which the
restatement covers approximately 30% of G1 and G2 (Gl1: 32.79%; G2: 31.03%).

However, as observed in Figure 7-19, the same keywords or phrases as are included in

the ORG component in the first paragraph, are used repeatedly.

As found in Figure 7-19, the same sentence tagged with THS “I strongly agree to
the opinion that college students should be encouraged to have a part time job because
of the following reasons: sense of money and preparation for being adult” is repeated in

the RTHS. However, instead of a mere repetition, the RTHS could paraphrases the

writer’s main idea about an alternative suggestion for part-time jobs.

Table 7-7.

List of Rhetorical Relations in the Concluding Paragraph (unit=%)

Gl G2 L-group

Relations  No. % Relations No. % Relations  No. %
restatement 20 32.79 restatement 18 31.03 NLOG 14 23.73
summary 7 1148 interpretation 8 13.79 elaboration 10 16.95
addition 7 1148 NLOG 8 13.79 restatement 8 13.56
solution 6 9.84 conclusion 4 6.90 example 5 8.47
reason 6 9.84  elaboration 4 6.90 result 3 5.08
Sub-total 46 75.41 42 7241 40 67.80
Total 61 100 58 100 59 100
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£2| RTHS-SS
S A |
g e
ADTN
= | (P1) (omitted) <THS (ORG is included)>...and I strongly agree to the opinion that
>

college students should be encouraged to have a part time job be following two reasons:
sense of money and preparation for being adult.

<RTHS> In conclusion, I strongly agree that college students should be encouraged to
have a part time job by following these reasons; the sense of money and preparation for

being adults.
<SS: addition to RTHS> Of course, concentrating on studying is important things, but

we can get many things by part time job not from doing study.

Figure 7-19. An example of RST relations typical of the concluding paragraph (G2-1,

Topic 12).

Oshima and Hougue (2006) suggested providing a strong, effective ending that a

reader will remember. Although most of our students knew (or at least had learned in the

past) the importance of a strong ending and some of their essays did contain an effective

KK or Kicker, as in Figure 7-20, most students must have found it difficult to produce

one. In Figure 7-20, an alternative solution of working on weekends is provided, which

contributes to creating a persuasive ending.

=
3 | RTHS-KK

9 i i

(TE | J

% SLTN

5 | <RTHS> Even though there are some disagreements about the part time job, it will make
>

students more matured due to the chance to communicate adults which happen never

before and the responsibility toward parents and job.
<KK: solution to RTHS> If to think the way to concentrate on study more, they also can
choose to have a part time job just on weekends or the holidays.

Figure 7-20. An example of RST relations typical of a concluding paragraph (G1-9,

Topic 12).
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In the case of L-group, their concluding paragraphs followed Pattern 3 in Table 7-4
where there is no RTHS but instead a TS, or no TS at all. An RTHS (17.86%) was
present in Topic 12 but not in Topic 13. In contrast, there was a high proportion of EXs
in both topics (Topic 12: 61.21%; Topic 13: 44.86%) as well as the unknown tag (Topic
12: 12.86%; Topic 13: 16.39%). This means that even in the final paragraph, there seems
to have been no ending to the argument and, in fact, six essays were unfinished.?

These sections so far have described the features of organization identified within
the paragraphs. In the next section, the organization of the entire essays written by G and

L-group students are discussed in order to summarize the findings in this chapter.

7.3.4 RST Relations of the Entire Essays

The features of the essays written by students with different English proficiency
levels differ substantially. Most of the essays written by G-group students followed a
typical five-paragraph essay organization as shown in Figure 5-1 with appropriate SF
components. In this organization, the essay starts with a THS in the introductory
paragraph, is supported by two to three body paragraphs with SF Patterns 4 to 6 (see
Table 7-3), and ends with a restatement of the thesis (RTHS) in the concluding
paragraph.

In addition, the same RST relations are repeatedly used for the entire logical
construction, while the argument flow is linear. Several patterns of RST relations have
been found in the body paragraphs, including [reason — elaboration/example],
[problem/reason — result/ elaboration/ solution], and [reason/problem —
(CS)result/restatement/conclusion]. In the introductory paragraph, one or two pieces of

background information precede the THS, and the THS is followed by the organizer
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(ORG). In the body paragraphs, TS as a sub-claim often presents a reason as to why the
writer approves (or disapproves) the given topic (part-time job or smoking), as stated in
the THS, followed by the SSs of elaboration with/or another SS or EXs of example to
justify the reason. The CS presents the restatement of the argument in the entire
paragraph or a conclusion to the argument immediately before. The concluding
paragraph has such a RST relation as restatement of thesis —
addition/conclusion/interpretation. Therefore, one typical flow of the RST relations
essays written by G1/2 is [(INT) background — (THS) statement of thesis — (ORG)
organizer] — [(TS as reason)— (SSs or EXS) elaboration/example - (CS)
restatement/conclusion] — [(RTHS) restatement — addition/conclusion/interpretation].
The essays represented by a diagram in Figures 7-21 and 7-22 are the typical
examples for Topic 12. Both essays support having a part-time job with an introductory
paragraph of Pattern 2 [INT!"*— THS (ORG is included.)]. Body paragraphs are either
Pattern 5 [TS (-EX)-SS (-EX'3)-CS] or 6 [TS (-EX)-SS! (-EX!-3)-SS> (EX!")-CS]
patterns in which three reasons to support a part-time job are elaborated with, for
example, example of the persons whom a student communicates with through the job in

the second paragraph in Figure 7-21 (see the essay in Table 7-8).
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(Paragraph 1)  INT! - INT? - INT? -THS (ORG is included)
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£ .
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(Paragraph 5) TS- EX!-KK

RSON
CNCL

Figure 7-21. An example of the rhetorical structure of the entire essay (G2-10, Topic 12).

112



Table 7-8.

The Essay Written by G2-10

“Part-time job”

<INT!> There are many people who have a part-time job.

<INT?>According to a research, about ninety percent of college students have experienced
doing a part-time job until their graduation.

<INT*> Some people say students should focus on their study, not a part-time job.

<THS> However, I think the experience of part-time job help them (ORG) in terms of
enhancing communication skills, having proper manners, and having a good chance to
think of their own future.

<TS> The first point is communication skills.

<SS> College students can talk with other generations if they have a part time job.

<EX'> In the fact, when they are in a college, they talk with only their friends or seniors
who are just one or two years older than them.

<EX?> However, for example, students can talk with children and bosses as a teacher at a
cram school, and learn how they teach for children for more comprehensions.

<EX?*> If they sell something, they think how to explain goods to sell.

<CS> These examples are all related with communication skills: how they make people
understood or convinced.

Paragraph 3

<TS> The second point is proper manners.

<SS> If students start working, they need to be conscious as a member of the society.
<EX!'> Sometimes, students come in late to classes or even do not come.

<EX?> In addition to this, some students do not use expect language for their teachers.
<EX3> Such behaviors is not allowed especially, after having a job.

<CS> In the workplace as a part time job is a good chance to practice.

Paragraph 4

<TS> Last but not least, college students can consider about their future through a part time
job.

<EX'> They can learn what is “working”, what are their own favorite things to do or how
hard it is to earn money.

<EX*> Through overall experiences, students have an image as a member of the society.
<EX3> If they decide what they want to do after the graduation, they can prepare earlier
while school days.

<EX*>It is said that there are many college students who do not know what they want to do
in the future even after starting a hunting job.

<CS> A part time job might give some hints to decide their future.

<TS> In conclusion, a part time job is a good experience to enhance their abilities or
thoughts.

<EX'> Not only earning money, but also having precious times may be one of big reasons
to do a part time job.

<KK>It is not favorable to disturb their study, but there are a lot of things to learn form a
part time job.
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The essay quoted in Figure 7-22 has more complicated structures with RST
relations than the essay in Figure 7-21. In the essay in Table 7-9, the experience students
could have gained while in college such as traveling abroad is described as an example
in the second paragraph. Thus, the second paragraph has one SS to restate the TS,
followed by several EXs, which are all elaboration of the SS in Figure 7-22. The similar
structures can be found in the third and fourth paragraph to elaborate the writer’s claims
in TSs.

Contrast relations can frequently be observed both in the introductory and body
paragraphs. Objective discussions of the two contrasting situations inevitably strengthen
the writer’s opinion. For example, in writing Topic 12 essays as found in Figure 7-21,
merits and demerits of two contrasting situations (e.g., school vs. workplace) where
students communicate with the others, are explained in the second paragraph, followed
by further description of these two situations.

As for Topic 13, both the introductory and concluding paragraphs show a similar
rhetorical flow as Topic 12; however, in some body paragraphs, TS as a sub-claim
presents a problem to the THS caused by smoking, followed by SSs that are either
elaboration or reason to justify the TS. This is often followed by another SS, describing
a solution to the TS. The RST structure in Figure 7-23 (see Table 7-10 for this essay) is
one such example. The writer of this essay insists on a total smoking ban in restaurants,
starting the introductory paragraph with two contrasted opinions in INT! and INT?. The
organizer (ORG) includes three demerits of smoking, which are further explained in the
body paragraphs; thus, TSs in the second and third paragraphs are reasons to the THS,

followed by elaborations of the hazards of smoking. In the fourth paragraph, separation
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of smoking areas is presented as one popular solution in the restaurants; however, it is

followed by the limitation of separated areas (e.g., secondhand smoke leakage).

=
% 1 2. <l 1 - THS2
% | (Paragraph 1) INT!- INT2- INT3 -THS! (ORG)- TH
% o | g
E PRPH ELBR RSON
s ) RSON
ELBR
v |
(Paragraph 2) TS -SS-[EX!'-EX?-EX3-EX*-EX’-EX%1CS
T
RTRN EXMP |ELBR SLTN| ELBR CNCL
RSON (EX®) PRBL(to EX") RSLT
(to THS)
RTRN
ELBR
v |
(Paragraph3) TS -|EX - SS! - 8§82 - EX|- CS
l i kS, S
CRCM/ ADTN RSLT CNCL
RSON (SS') EXMP (to TS)
(to THS)
RTRN
ELBR
‘ |
(Paragraph 4) TS- |SS!-EX- SS2-EX!-EX?|-CS
It S ) | S
RSON | ELBR| | INTP RSLT ADT
%’15) CHIE
CNCL
RTRN (to TS)
SMRY (to THS)
|
(Paragraph 5) SS- RTHS - KK
CNTR sz'ﬂm)

Figure 7-22. An example of the rhetorical structure of the entire essay (G1-3, Topic 12).
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Table 7-9.

The Essay Written by G1-3

“Part-time job”

<INT'> Some people say that college students should not have a part time job so that they
can concentrate on studying;

<INT*> however, not having a part time job does not mean they can concentrate on
studying.

<INT*> In fact, many students have a part time job and they make good grades in college.
<THS'> Moreover, having a part time job has many advantages for college students;
(ORG) they can make money by themselves, they can learn many things through a part
time job, and they can have various relationships.

<THS?*> Thus, college students should be encouraged to have a part time job.

Paragraph 2

<TS> First, college students can make money by themselves by having a part time job,
which allow them to have opportunities to do many things.

<SS> Students should experience a lot of valuable things while they are college students;
<EX!'> for example, traveling around the world is important thing for young people to
experience.

<EX?> Going to other countries helps students to find their own way to live, and it is one
of the most valuable things to experience new world.

<EX*> College students should travel a lot; however, it costs a lot also.

<EX*> Having a part time job and making money allows students to do that.

<EX5> Although some parents pay all for students to travel, traveling by money that they
earned by themselves does have meaning.

<EX®> They can realize the importance of making money and experience new things.
<CS> Thus, making money by themselves is a great thing for college students.

<TS> Second, college students should be encouraged to have a part time job because they
can learn many things through a part time job.

<EX> When they work for companies, they are responsible for their jobs, even though they
are part time worker.

<SS!> College students can learn responsibility through a part time job.

<SS$*> Moreover, they can experience many things that they cannot do in their college such
as selling products, talking with customers, and dealing with problems, though it depends
on kinds of job.

<EX> It helps them to do well when they get a job in the future, and it also helps them to
get a job.

<CS> They can learn many things thorough a part time job.

<TS> Finally, college students should have a part time job because they can have various
relationships.

<SS'> Usually students have a lot of friends in their college or around their hometown, and
their friends are often almost same age as them.

<EX> Of course it is good thing for college students to have many friends who are same
generation as them;

<SS?> however, they can meet a lot of people who are very older than them through a part
time job.

116




<EX> There are many things that students can learn from older people because they
experienced much more than young people, and it is good thing to work together with
them.

<SS$*> Moreover, students might have opportunities to meet important people of
companies, it motivates students to make efforts and study.

<CS> Having various relationships is great thing for students.

Paragraph 5

<SS> In conclusion, college students should study hard, and they have much time to do
many things they want to do.

<RTHS> However, college students should be encouraged to have a part time job because
they can make money by themselves, they can learn many things through a part time job,
and they can spend time with people who they cannot meet in college life.

<KK> College students have many things to learn and do, having a part time job allows
them to learn and do many things.

<end>
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— (Paragraph 1) INT! - INTZ? - THS — ORG
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A |§ 'I A |
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A |
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RSON (to THS)

Figure 7-23. An example of the rhetorical structure of the entire essay (G1-9 Topic 13).
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Table 7-10.

The Essay Written by G1-9

“Smoking”

<INT'> These days, numerous people believe that smoking in restaurants should be
allowed and that they have the every right to smoke in restaurants.

<INT*> However, there are also people that believe that smoking in restaurants should be
totally banned and I strongly agree with this idea.

<THS> [ believe that smoking should be totally banned in restaurants.

<ORG> Today, I would like to state the three main reasons why I think so.

Paragraph 2

<TS> Firstly, it will ruin the meal for other people.

<SS> It may be okay for people who are always smoking when eating at restaurants, but
for people who do not smoke, the smell of the cigarette will ruin the their meal by
making the taste of the food awful.

<EX> Of course, the most important factor of the food is taste, but the extremely strong
smell of the cigarette can easily take away the appetite and also the taste of the food.
<TS> Secondly, smokers would be killing people without knowing it.

<SS> In places like outside, people who do not smoke have a choice to avoid people who
smoke, but in restaurants, people do not have that choice, since there are all in the same
atmosphere.

<EX'> As a result, non-smokers will eventually inhale the smoke which will cause a
huge damage to the lungs.

<EX*> It may be okay for smokers to damage their lungs since they're all aware of it, but
they do not have the right to cause serious damage to other people lungs who do not even
smoke.

<EX?®> In addition, it is a fact that the smoke that comes out from the mouth of smokers
which is called "secondhand smoke" causes more damage to lungs than the "mainstream
smoke" which is the smoke that smokers take in.

Paragraph 4

<TS> Finally, the number of customers who are non-smokers will decrease hugely.

<SS> In many restaurants, there is a smoking area and a non-smoking area for both types
of customers.

<EX'> However, in most cases, smokers are able to bear a few minutes not smoking
when eating, but most non-smokers really cannot bear the smell of the smoke which
makes them go to another restaurant if the non-smoking area of that restaurant was
currently full.

<EX2> By banning smoking at restaurants and getting rid of the smoking booths, more
customers would be able to eat at restaurants and will eventually become a profit for the
restaurant itself.

<RTHS> Therefore, 1 strongly believe that smoking in restaurants should totally be
banned.

<KK> I know that banning smoking in restaurants is a really hard thing for smokers, but
I hope that smoking in restaurants would be totally banned one day, so that everyone can
have a healthy and a good meal.
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The problem sentence (EX') in the fourth paragraph in Figure 7-23 is further followed by
a solution of a total-ban on smoking. As found in this essay, two patterns of [reason —
elaboration/example] and [problem — result/ elaboration/ solution] are used to structure
logical flow of argument in the body paragraphs. Although this essay does not have a CS,
CS in Pattern 4-6 often presents a result/conclusion/restatement of “smoking in the
public place,” for example, the negative effect of smoking or the result of smoking.
Alternatively, a conclusion to the argument is presented immediately before or there is a
restatement of the argument in the overall paragraph.

The most salient feature of L-group, on the other hand, is that the introductory
paragraph started with a THS, followed by elaboration, interpretation, result with SS or
EXs (Pattern 4 in Table 7-1). Since too much information was inserted in the first
paragraph, the writers tended to lose the trajectory of the argument. This can be one of
the reasons why six essays were left unfinished. The example given in Figure 7-24 (see
Table 7-11 for this essay) is a particular case in point. This essay starts with the writer’s
opinion of a total-ban on smoking. However, unrelated information is inserted
immediately after the THS and the coherency of the argument is thus interrupted. This is

where the NLOG tag can be applied, or where a logical anomaly occurs.

‘(Paragraph 1) THS - SS - EX!- EX2- EX3- EX* EX5- EX6
A 4 A 4 A |4 A4 ]

RSON NLOG RSLT PRBL SLTN PRBL RSLT

weIselq LSy

‘(Paragraph 2)  TRS - EX!- EX2- EX3- EX4- EX3- EX6- EX7-?
S ST ST T

no connection NLOG ELBR PRBL RTRN ELBR PRBL RSON NLOG
(to THS)

(Paragraph 3) TS

Figure 7-24. An example of the rhetorical structure of the entire essay (L-4, Topic 13).
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Table 7-11.

The Essay Written by L-4

“Smoking”

Paragraph 1

<THS> I’m in the position that smoking be completely banned at all the public places.
<SS> Smoking only give human’s body bad effect such as lung cancer.

<EX'> Nicotine, the material which is contained in tobacco, is more toxic than heroin.
<EX*> People who smoke tobacco on daily basis have a tendency fell into nicotine
dependence syndrome without their conscious.

<EX*> It is a kind of mental disorder and you cannot stop smoking with your own will.
<EX*> You have to go hospital and take a medical attention immediately.

<EX3> You would need a lot of money to buy a lot of medicine or to take consultation.
<EX®> And you would charge heavy burden on your whole family.

Paragraph 2

<TRS> The affection of tobacco is not entirely that.

<EX'> For example, there is one married couple.

<EX*> The husband is smoker and his wife is non-smoker.

<EX*> They are in the restaurant and he is smoking now.

<EX*> Of course, he gets a lot of harmful material from tobacco but his wife gets them
either.

<EX5> It means that smoking give effect not only the person who is smoking but also the
person who is NOT smoking.

<EX®> It is called second hand smoke and it has been social problems along with
smoking in the public places.

<EX’> It is because, non-smoker can get harmful materials more than smoker can get.
<?>Specialist said they have cancer-causing property.

Paragraph 3

<TS> As you can see, smoking at the public places give a lot of harmful effect not only
smokers but also non-smokers.

Another feature of L-group essays is that there are body paragraphs starting with
SSs or EXs other than TS (Pattern 7 in Table 7-2). The information which does not
directly contribute to the main idea precedes a TS, and that information is often tagged as
NLOG. The essay quoted in Figure 7-25 (see the essay in Table 7-12) has this pattern in
both of the second and the third paragraphs. In both cases, the TS relatively comes in the

latter part of the paragraph. In the third paragraph, for example, the writer’s experience
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of a part-time job precedes the TS placed in the second sentence from the last in the third
paragraph. The problem is that the first sentence of both the second and third paragraph
are not connected to the previous paragraph logically as if both paragraphs stood alone. It
is apparent that, due to the lack of ORG, which is another feature, the topic which is not

directly related to the THS suddenly begins in the second paragraph.

(Paragraph 1) THS - ]"5)(*1 - E“X2

NLOG ELBR

weiderq LSY

(Paragraph2) ? - ? - ? - ?-TS-TRS
(it M |& J& |

J

NLOG NLOG NLOG NLOG NLOG INTP

(Paragraph 3)

EX!- EX2- EX?-EX*- EX5- EX6 - EX’7 - EX® ZEXg‘; EX10 - EX‘” -TS - CS

é ’ ’ \ | A‘_J + | % g I\ J | 4 ‘\ }
ELBRRSLT | ADTN ADTN | ELBR RSON RSLT NLOG ELBR INTP
NLOG CNTR RSON to THS

Figure 7-25. An example of the rhetorical structure of the entire essay (L-2, Topic 12).

Table 7-12.

The Essay Written by L-2

“Part-time job”

<THS> [ believe that college students be encouraged to have a part time job.

<EX'> Therefore, if you are college students and you can afford to work part-time, I would

like you to work part-time.

<EX*> The experience of work which before get out into the world as a member of society

is very importance for students.

Paragraph 2

<?> The college students may be above the age of 19.

<?>You may have friends who already work as a member of society.
<?> And college students may have can afford to work part-time.

|

(Table 7-12. continues)
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(Table 7-12. continued)

<?> Then you should earn your money of freely use.

<TS> So If you work part-time, you will be able to earn money.

<TRS> But the good point of working before you become a member of society is not only
that.

Paragraph 3

<EX'> I have worked part-time since I was high school first-year student.

<EX*> I worked local branch of Macdonald’.

<EX?*> The job made me very happy.

<EX*> I could have a sense of achievement when I was able to many jobs.

<EX®> [ could feel a pleasure when I was able to friend with people who work with me.
<EX®> But having a part-time job is not only happy but hard.

<EX"> Though I worked part-time, the job is strict.

<EX?> Because if I fall down, the effect of my miss influence customers and colleagues.
<EX’> [ think that my miss cause customers and colleagues, I feel that the job differ from
play and study.

<EX!"> The people who work part-time clearly differ from full-time worker.

<EX'> But if you work part-time, you will be able to see how is the job and work.

<TS> So I think that the experience of work which before get out into the world as a
member of society is very importance for students.

<CS> Therefore I recommend college students to work part-time.

7.4 Summary of Study 1

In Chapter 7, the results of rhetorical organization in each of the introduction, body,
and concluding paragraph have been examined, together with the results of the SF
analysis. The features of organization specific to each cohort have been identified and
have been found to be influenced by students’ respective levels of English proficiency.
Most of G1/G2’s essays were fit into the organizational patterns typical of the
five-paragraph essay and argument was developed linearly. On the contrary, the L-group
essays had a higher proportion of unknown SF tags and NLOG RST tags than in G1 and
G2, which must be attributed to their rhetorical organization far from that of a standard

essay.
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In the next chapter, two more analysis, or MDM and keyword analysis, will be
discussed, followed by the discussion for the results of the analysis with four
frameworks.

Notes

1. Effect size w: large= 0.5, medium= 0.3, small= 0.1

2. “?” is tagged to sentences that are functionally uncertain; thus, the “unknown tag” is
applied. The parts where no RST relations can be applied must be related to rhetorical
anomalies (coherence breaks). This notion of rhetorical anomalies, which were
examined in the author’s pilot study, will be discussed further in Chapter 9.

3. There is also a high possibility that L-group students were not able to finish their

essays because they wrote under the time-constraint situation.
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8. Study 2: Cohesion across Paragraphs

8.1 Purpose of Study 2

In this chapter, the use of keywords as topical/thematic coherence (Hymes, 1974)
and MDM as categorized by Hyland (2005) are examined. As mentioned in Chapter 5,
these two elements are important as Oshima and Hougue (2006) noted that keywords are
repeated, and transition signals effectively connect the ideas (see 5.1). While the first two
frameworks of the SF and RST analyses looked at macro and micro organization of the
essay or coherence of the ideas, Keywords-Chain Analysis and Metadiscourse Markers
(MDM) Mapping look at the connectivity or cohesion of ideas. The purpose of Study 2 is
to identify the characteristic usage of keywords or MDMs in the essays written by
G-group and L-group students. The results of quantitative analysis of both
Keywords-Chain Analysis and Metadiscourse Markers (MDM) Mapping are firstly

described, followed by in-depth qualitative investigation of both analyses.

8.2 Quantitative Analysis
8.2.1 Keywords-Chain Analysis

Table 8-1 shows the average number and average total number of keywords used
in the essays written by G-group and L-group students. The average number of
argument-setting keywords (AKs) was higher than theme-setting keywords (TKs) in all
groups in both topics, and frequency of AKs in G1 was higher than G2 and L-group.
Comparing the two topics, the number of keywords, both TK and AK, was higher in
Topic 13 than Topic 12. The result of the pilot study conducted on the essays written by
two students (see 5.6) indicated that essays with more AKs tended to have more

discussions. In this sense, students developed the ability to engage in more discussions
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for Topic 13 than Topic 12. This, however, did not mean that the quality of the essay
written for Topic 13 improved because the overall evaluation score was not statistically
significant (see Table 6-3). In addition, since it was difficult to identify how keywords
were used effectively solely from their frequencies of use, the contents of discussion

needed to be examined.

Table 8-1.
Average Number of Keywords Used in the Essays Written by G- and L-group Students

(Topics 12 and 13)

Topic 12 (N=29) Topic 13 (N=29)
Groups
Theme-setting  Argument-setting  Theme-setting ~ Argument-setting
keywords keywords keywords keywords
(total) (total) (total) (total)
Gl M 2.0(22.9) 6.7 (26.5) 3.6 (28.5) 6.6 (23.6)
S.D. 0.0 (6.20) 2.69 (11.78) 1.28 (11.55) 2.06 (7.40)
G2 M 2.3 (21.9) 4.6 (14.5) 4.2 (24.8) 6.3 (18.4)
S.D. 0.4 (8.4) 1.3 (5.0) 1.3(7.3) 1.6 (4.7)
L-group M 2.7(17.3) 3.4(9.7) 3.7(17.4) 4.7 (15.8)
S.D. 1.4 (11.0) 2.3(7.3) 1.2 (9.0) 3.1(11.9)

Table 8-2 lists the keywords used in the essays. The words used as AK suggest
what kinds of argumentation students made in each essay. As to Topic 12, for example,
the advantages and disadvantages of having a part-time job constitute some of the major
arguments in these essays. In fact, many of the students were writing about such
advantages as earning extra money, gaining experience, becoming a member of society,
or preparing for future jobs. In the same vain, they also discussed the disadvantages of
part-time jobs, such as losing study time.

As for Topic 13, almost all the essays adopted the position in opposition to
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smoking in public places from the viewpoint of negative health effects of smoking and
second-hand smoke. Providing a separate (smoking) area was presented as a solution.
The rights of smokers and non-smokers were also debated in many of the essays across

all proficiency levels.

Table 8-2.
Keywords Used in the Essays Written by G1, G2, and L-group Students

Topic 12 (N=29)

Theme-setting part-time job, college students

keywords (TKs)

Argument-setting money, time, work, study, experience, society, advantages,
keywords (AKs) disadvantages, responsibility, attitude, (solving) problems,

adults, parents, learn, future job, etc.

Topic 13 (N=29)

Theme-setting smoking, smokers, non-smokers, ban, in public (public places),
keywords (TKs) restaurant

Argument-setting  smell, second-hand smoke (passive smoking), rights (of smokers
keywords (AKs) and non-smokers), separate, smoking area (non-smoking area),
enjoy, health, manner, etc.

8.2.2 Metadiscourse Markers Mapping

Table 8-3 shows the total number of MDMs grouped by major categories as used
by the three groups of students (see the list of MDMs used in this study in Table 5-2). It
was evident that transition markers were used most frequently, followed by code glosses
and sequencing markers by all groups. Through examination of the statistics, these three
categories and the other categories combined in Table 8-4, L-group used sequencing
markers less frequently, while G1 used the other categories statistically frequently,

especially with label stages and announce goals (14 and 17 respectively in Table 8-3).
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G2 used sequencing markers frequently, while code glosses were used less than the other

two groups (¥’(6) = 19.50, p = .0034, power = 0.93, w = 0.15, small).

Table &-3.

MDM Categories and Their Frequencies in the Three Groups of Students

MDM categories Gl G2 L-group
Code Glosses 50 25 27
Endophoric Markers 8 5 1
Evidentials 1 2 0
Sequencing 42 45 10
Label stages 14 12 2
Announce goals 17 6 1
Shift topic 1 0 3
Transition Markers 263 225 140
Others 5 0 6
Total 401 320 190
Table 8-4.

The Frequencies of Three MDM Categories and the Other Categories

Combined by the Three Groups of Students

MDM categories G1 G2 L-group
Code Glosses 50 25"t 27
Sequencing 42 45" 10°¢
Transition Markers 263 225 140
gttl;egl;i i(:;()cept above three 461 75 13

Total 401 320 190

Note. * p<.05; An upward arrow shows that the frequency is
statistically higher than the other cohort while a downward arrow
shows that the frequency is lower than the other cohort in the same row.
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As for the individual words in transition markers (see Tables 8-5 and Appendix 6
for the list of three major MDMs), G1 and G2 displayed similar features and “and,”
“because,” “however” were used most frequently, and among them, such words as
“because” (56 in G1) and “however” (42 in G2) were statistically more frequent than the
other proficiency groups in Table 8-5 (y*(16) = 84.33, p = .001, power = 1, w = 0.39,
medium). “Because” was used to provide reasons to support the writer’s claim, while
frequent use of “however” was one of the features identified in G-group. For example,
“however” was often found in contrast relations in both introductory and body
paragraphs in their essays. In Yamashita’s study (2014), students in G-group in KUBEC
version 2012 overused such transition markers as “however,” “therefore,” and
“moreover,” to show the academic tone of their essays. Although “moreover” was not
often used, “however,” and “therefore” were frequently used in the current study,
indicating similar features across the years of KUBEC project. On the other hand,
compared to the total number of transition markers among the three groups in Table 8-3,
L-group used these fransition markers less than G-groups (G1 263; G2 225; L-group
140). The words overused by L-group were “and (And),” “but (But),” “so (So),” which
are often identified in essays written by students at an entry level of English proficiency
(Narita & Sugiura, 2006 ; Tono, 2007). On the other hand, such transition markers as
“because,” “because of,” “however,” and “In addition” were all statistically used less
than those of G-groups. The variety of usage of transition markers was limited even
among the G-group, and this is what the previous learner corpus have found, compared to
the use of tranmsition markers by the NSEs. Learners tend to use a limited variety of

transition markers predominantly (e.g., Ringbom, 1998; Ishikawa, 2013).
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As to MDMs categorized as code glosses (see Appendix 6), L-group used “for
example” frequently, while G-groups frequently used “especially,” and “in fact,” to focus

9

on a particular topic, and “such as,” “that is,” and “mean,” to give an example or an

alternative frequently.

Table 8-5.

The Most Frequent Transition Markers in the Three Groups of Students

Gl % G2 % L %

and (And) 60 27.65 57 28.79 50*1 38.76
because (Because) 561 25.81 31 15.66 13% 10.08
because of (Because of) 18 8.29 12 6.06 2% 1.55
but (But) 13* 5.99 18 9.09 24" 18.60
however (However) 27 12.44 42%1 21.21 5% 3.88
In addition (to) 7 3.23 9 4.55 0" 0.00
Moreover 12 5.53 7 3.54 6 4.65
50 (So) 6" 2.76 12 6.06 22" 17.05
Therefore (therefore) 18 8.29 10 5.05 7 5.43
Total 217 198 129

Note. Unit of this table is frequency and % within each group; *** p<.001 ** p< .01 *
p< .05; An upward arrow shows that the frequency is statistically higher than the other
cohort while a downward arrow shows that the frequency is lower than the other cohort

in the same row.

The overuse of sequencing markers including “firstly,” “first of all,” “secondly,”
“the first (second) reason is..,” and “finally” was found in G-group, indicating that their
essays followed a typical structure with statements presented in order. L-group, on the
contrary, had only a frequency of 10 in sequencing markers as shown in Table 8-3.

Among the other categories, announce goals and label stages specifically, “this essay”
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(G1, frequency of 8) and “in conclusion” (13 in GI, 11 in G2) were also found in
G-groups. As described in Yamashita (2014), using such sequencing markers as “firstly,”

29 ¢

“secondly,” “thirdly,” and “finally,” “this essay,” and “in conclusion,” essays written by
G-group students in particular were structured as if the students were automatically
placing their ideas into the “frame” of the essay they had learned. Having identified the

numbers and types of keywords and MDMs, the next section examines how they are used

throughout the entire essay.

8.3 Qualitative Analysis: Keywords-Chain Analysis and Metadiscourse Markers
Mapping

As found in the pilot study (see 5.6), the critical finding was that the position of
keywords was crucial, and most G-group students used keywords fairly effectively. TKs
appeared in the introductory paragraph as the main topic of the essay, and were used
repeatedly across the body paragraphs to the conclusion. AKs usually appeared as part of
THS or ORG components in the final part of the introductory paragraph since this part is
very important in terms of setting the direction of the entire essay, or what would be
discussed in the essay. These words re-appeared in each of the TSs, or in most cases, in
the first sentence of each body paragraph, and in the RTHS or in a summary statement of
the concluding paragraph.

In the essay quoted in Figure 8-1, TKs are college students and part-time job
(Frequency: 37). AKs include money, learn many things, and various relationships
(Frequency: 26). The writer supports having a part-time job because doing so may
provide students with opportunities to earn money, learn things other than study, and to

have relationships with people other than college students. The TKs are used repeatedly
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throughout the entire essay after the first sentence of the first paragraph. Three major
AKs, i.e. money, learn many things, and relationships, appear in the final sentences
including the THS! (ORG is included) and THS? of the first paragraph and re-appeared in
each TS of the body paragraphs. In the second paragraph, one of the AKs, money (line 6
in Figure 8-1), is related to another AK, experience (line 7), and then to traveling (line 8)
or going to other countries (line 9) in the context that the money gained from a part-time
job enables students to have valuable experiences such as traveling. The word experience
is also used in the third and fourth paragraphs to explain what experiences students may
have gained by a part-time job, thus logically connecting the body paragraphs.

Another AK, learn many things (line 4 in Figure 8-1) or the things that students
can learn is repeated in the third and final paragraphs via a variation in the fourth
paragraph. The third AK, relationships with people from other walks of life (line 4 in
Figure 8-1), is described in the fourth paragraph to discuss a merit of having a part-time
job. Then, these AKs are repeated in RTHS for a summary of discussion. The chain of
keywords indicates that the argument under the given topic is fairly well developed.

The MDM mapping in Figure 8-2 shows that this writer tried to use a variety of
MDMs appropriately to construct a well-developed logical flow for her argument. The
frequent use of transition and sequencing markers, and code glosses identified in
G-group essays was apparent (see Table 8-3). This essay was constructed with a typical
organization starting with the main idea, a proponent of a part-time job, followed by the
reasons with “First (line 6 in Figure 8-2),” “Second (line 16),” and “Finally (line 22)”
placed in a TS in each body paragraph, and “In conclusion” in RTHS (line 29) to
summarize the discussion. With these MDMs, it seemed that the essay was globally

well-organized.
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<l1st paragraph>

1. [INT'] Some people say that college students should not have a part time job so that they can concentrate
on studying;

2. [INT:] however, not having a part time job does not mean they can concentrate on studying.

3. [INT"] In fact, many students have a part time job and they make good grades in college.

4. [THS'] Moreover, having a part time job has many advantages for college students; they can make
by themselves they can Jearn many things through a part time _]Ob and they can have yariousreltifionships.

6. [TS] First, college students can make gy| by themselves by having a part time job, which allowthem to

hings while they are college students;
[EX] for example, travehng around the world is impoOstant thing Tor young peopl __e'

9 1ive, and it is one of the most yaluable
things t evrworld——— " T
10. [EX:] College studEnts.shouldtravel alot; 3%

11: [EX*] however it costs a lo't“alsa. ~~~~~~~~~~ 5

13 [EX] Although some parents pay a11 for studentsJo travel -travelmg by~money] that they eafned by

<3rd paragraph>
16. [TS] Second, college § Students should be encouraged po’have a part time job because they can learp many
things through a part time job. /
17. [EX] When they wotk for companies, the}yu'e responsible for their jobs, even
worker.
18. [SS1] College students can learn resE ns1b1hty through a part time-j
19. [SS:] Moreover, tﬁey can .expenence any thlngs that €y cannot do in their college such ag selling
products, talking § with customers, and dealin, problems, though it depends on kinds of job.
20. [EX] It helps them to do well when t a job in the future, and it also helps them to get a job
21. [CS] They can
<4th paragraph> 115 ~
22. [TS] Finally, college students should have a part time jbbbecause they can have various relationships.
23.[SS'] Usually s students have 4 lot of friends in their college or ’arqund their hometown, and thejrffiends are
often almost sune age as them.
24. [EX] Of coulse it is good thing for college students to have many fnénds W € same generation as
them,;
25. [SS] howe\ér, they can meet a lot of people who are very older them through\a\p time job.
26. [EX] Therg are many things that students can learn from-clder people because they € much

gh they are part time

28. [CS] Ha.s.fmg various relationships is great thing for students.
<5th paragmph>
29. [SS] Inconclusmn college students should study hard, and they have much time to do many things they

want to do.
30. [RTI-!S] However, college students should be encouraged to have a part time job because they can make

by themselves, they can ings through a part time job, and they can spend time with
people who they cannot meet in collegeNife.

31. [KK] College students have many thingsto learn and do. having a part time job allows them to-learn
and do many things.

Figure 8-1. An example of an argument-setting keywords-chain in G-group essay (G1-3,

Topic 12).
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<ISt paragraph> —
1. [INT"] Some people say that college students should not have a part time job so that they can concentrate
on studying;

2. [INT:] however, not having a part time job does not mean they can concentrate on studying. Local link

3.[INT'] In f;ct,W and they make good grades in college.
4. [THS'] Moreover. i time job has many advantages for college students; they can make money
by themselves, they can learn many things through a parttime—jobs and they can have various relationships.
5. [THS] Thus,college-studentsshould be encouraged to have a part time job.
<2nd paragraph>
£*8:[TS] First, college students can make money by themselves by having a part time job, which allow them to
:  have opportunities to do many things.

7. [SS] Students should experience a lot of val ings-while they are college students;
: 8.[EX'] for example; g around the world is important thing for young people to experience.

—

9. [EX®] Going to other countries helps students 1o fimd-theirowa-way-te-live, and it is one of the most valuable
g experience new world.
Global link .
llege stud alot; Local link

11. [EX*] however, it costs a lot also.

: 12.[EX{] I-ng a part time job and making money allows students to do that.
: 13. [EX] Although some parents pay all for students to travel, traveling by money that they earned by
i  themselves|does have meaning.

: 14.[EX"] Thej can realize the importance of making money and experience new things.
: 15.[CS] Thus, making money by themselves is a great thing for college students.

—

: <3rd paragraph> I
1-16. [TS] Second, college students should be encouraged to have a part time job because they can learn many

:  things through a part time job.

17. [EX]When they work for companies, they are responsible for their jobs, even though they are part time

i worker. ;
18. [SS'] College students can learn respenstbi Lacal Mak
: 19. [SS:] Moreover,1hey ca erience uch as selling

i products, talking with customers, and-deating-withrprobiems, { ough it depends on kmds of _]Ob

: 20. [EX] It helps them to do well when mmefuture—and it also helps them to get a job.

: 21.[CS] They can learn many things thorough a part time job. I

i <dth paragraph>

#:22. [TS] Finally, college students should have a part time job because they can have various relationships. |
: 23.[SS] Usually students have a lot of friends in their college or around_tlymt'cWH‘and their friends are

:  often almost same age as them.

¢ 24. [EX] Of course it is good thing for college
: them;

+ 25.[SS$4] however; lot of people who are very older than them through a part time job.

: 26. [EX] There are many things that students can Iearn because they experienced much
:  more than young pg)lﬁ._and Tti ing to work together with them.
27. [SS'] Moreover, students might have opportunities to meet important people of companies, [and] it

ave many friends who are same generation as

motivates students to make efforts and study.

: 28.[CS] Having various relationships is great thing for students. Local link

<5th paragraph>
<=229. [SS] In conclusion, college students should study hard, and they have much time to do many things they

want to do.
30. [RTHS] However, ime joh because they can make

money by themselves, they can learn many things through a part time job, and they can spend time with
people who they cannot meet in college life.

31. [KK] College students have many things to learn and do, having a part time job allows them to learn and
do many things.

Local link

Figure 8-2. An example of an MDM mapping in G-group essay (G1-3, Topic 12).
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This essay in Figure 8-2 was also locally organized within paragraphs with a layer
of MDM:s. In the introductory paragraph, proponent’s opinion about a part-time job was
contrasted with opponent’s opinion with however (line 2). Then, the additional reason
was followed with moreover (line 4), and the paragraph concluded with thus (line 5) in
THS to reiterate the writer’s position.

The prime feature of the body paragraphs is that the first sentence was always
followed by either a reason or an example. “Because” was used four times, and two times
in line 16 and 22 in Figure 8-2, for example, providing the concrete reason or evidence to
support the writer’s claim described as a TS in the third and fourth paragraphs. As an
example, traveling was introduced as one of the AKs in line 8 with “for example.”

Another feature was that an additional reason was often introduced with
“moreover,” (lines 19, and 27) for example, about who students can meet in the
workplace in addition to older people in line 27. Then, the paragraphs often concluded
with “thus” in CS in order to restate the writer’s view as found in line 15. The use of
“however,” which was one of the frequent MDMs in G1 and G2, is particularly important
in order to contrast this writer’s view and the opponent's view in line 30, or to show
his/her understanding to the counter opinion to his/her in line 25. This writer emphasized
the benefit of meeting the elderly people in line 25-26 in Figure 8-2, while she
acknowledged the merit of having friends with the same age in line 24 (Of course it is
good thing for college students to have many friends who are same generation as them).
This is a rhetorical technique called concession, instances of which are often observed in
the English essays written by Japanese (Oi & Kamimura, 1996). Using a variety of

MDMs, layers of discussion were being developed within paragraphs, creating local
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cohesion in the essay. This effective use of MDMs implies that this essay can be quite
convincing to the readers.

Another example from G2 student in Figure 8-3 (G2-10) shows the similar feature
as found in Figure 8-2. This essay was, however, shorter and total frequencies of both
keywords were lower than the essay in Figure 8-2. Even with this difference,
organization seemed linear with the appropriate use of keywords and MDMSs. There were
some TKs such as part-time job and students (Frequency: 15) and AKs such as study,
experience, communication skills, proper manner and having a good chance to think of
their future (Frequency: 18). This writer discussed experience gained from a part-time
job with three AKs as communication skills, manner, future, which were placed in the
last sentence of the first paragraph functioned as THS (ORG is included), reappearing in
the TSs one by one. These AKs were incorporated as central ideas of the writer in each of
the body paragraphs; for example, the writer insisted that communication skills as an AK
gained through talking with people with different generations in the job could be the
benefit for the students in the second paragraph. Proper manners and communication
skills were also used in TS and CS twice, further creating cohesion within the paragraph.
In the fourth paragraph, future was used three times in lines 17, 21 and 22 in Figure 8-3,
putting an emphasis on the opportunity provided for students to think about their future
through the experience of a part-time job, another important AK in this essay. Although
study was only used twice in lines 3 and 25, this is also one of the important AKs in the
essay. While this writer supported having a part-time job, he also insisted that students

should study.

The MDMs colored in yellow in Figure 8-3 were not frequently used, compared to

the essay quoted in Figure 8-1; however, they were used rather appropriately to guide the
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flow of organization with some MDMs. Global cohesion was created by sequencing

29 <6

markers as “the first point is...,” “the second point is...,” “last but not least,” and “in

conclusion” in the beginning of each paragraph.

<l1st paragraph>
1. [INT'] There are many people who have a part-time job.
2. [INT:] According to a research, about ninety percent of college students hav. doing a part-time

—

job until their graduation. e
.............. Local link

m skills | having @‘% and having a good chance ,‘o think of their DWHW

sadpaagephs 2 o | .
§*S. [TS] The first point i communication skll]sl' e ,' I

6. [SS] College students gan talk with other gepemﬁons if they have a part time job.
7. [EX'] In fact, when théy are in 4 college, they talk with qnly their friends or senors who are just one or two

years older them. \ | ,’
8. [EX:] However, for exa}nple i j

learn how they teach for\‘;hildre
9. [EX] If they sell somethi'pg, .
10. [CS] These examples arb allirelated with |commumpat10n skﬂld how thqy make people understood or

Local link

and

Global link  [¢d- : ,’ I —
maph > ‘ [ J -
""I1. [TS] The second point is mimmnm ,’ "
12. [SS] If students start working; théym@d to be consdious as a member of the society.
13. [EX'] Sometimes, students come in late o clagses qr even do not come. | Local link
14. [EX:] In addition to this, somé students do not ué?#xpect language for their teachers.
15. [EX:] Such behaviors ig not allowed especially, aftbr having &lob !

I
16. [CS] In the workplace as a patt time job is a good ,chance to practic® PJoper manners.

i <Ath paragraph > | |

‘ *17. [TS] Last but not least, colleg¢ students can cons;jder about their f g through a part time job.

= s [EX'] They can learn what is ‘‘working”, what ar% their own favorite thinps ,Lo do or how hard it is to earn
money. | \

19. [EX:] Through overal@ students havfe an image as a member of the somety ~
20. [EX‘] If they decide what they Wam to do after the graduation, they can prepare earlier while s?,hopl days.
21. [EX‘] It is said that there are many:. college students who do not know what they want to do in the %

even after starting a hunting jobs. . ’ L e e
22. [CS] A part time job might give some hmts to demde their FHIre. = —
<5th paragraph > X , Local link

03, [TS] In conclusion, a part time job is a goo ... enhance their abilities or thoughts.
24. [EX'] Not only earning money, but also havmg precious times may be one of big reasons to do a part time

job.
25. [KK] It is not favorable to disturb their study, but there are a lot of things to learn form a part time job.

Figure 8-3. An example of an argument-setting keywords-chain and a MDM mapping in
G-group essay (G2-10, Topic 12).
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Within paragraphs, “however” was contrasted between opinions of opponents and
proponents towards part-time job in the first paragraph (line 4), and used again in the
second paragraph (line 8) to contrast between the situation of university and the
workplace, highlighting the benefits of a part-time job. In the third paragraph, an
example of proper manners was further elaborated, starting with in addition to this (line
14).

The noticeable finding is that MDMs and keywords often complemented each
other to create cohesion within a paragraph. For example, there was not any MDMs other
than “last but not least” in the fourth paragraph of this essay. More MDMs could have
been used; however, two AKs, future and experience, helped create cohesion locally.
Although the concluding paragraph did not include a summary of discussion with AKs,
keywords and MDMs showed that this essay was organized fairly both globally and
locally.

On the other hand, most of the L-group essays had a stark difference from G-group
essays. For example, the L-group essays did not have keywords in an appropriate
position, and they appeared rather sporadically. The example presented in Figure 8-4
contains five TKs (Frequency: 18), smoking, smoker(s), non-smoker(s), public places,
and tobacco, and only three AKs (Frequency: 7), nicotine, (harmful) material(s), and
effect. At a glance, the limited number of AKs and their positions in Figure 8-4 suggested
that the discussions with these three words were not fully developed. In this essay, it was
obvious that the writer intended to discuss both (harmful) material(s) contained in
tobacco and the bad health effects of smoking; however, these two keywords were not
explained fully. In the first paragraph, a lung cancer (a bad effect) caused from nicotine,

another AK as a (harmful) material could have been discussed.
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<Ist paragraph>

1. [THS] I’ m in the position that smoking be completely banned at all the public places.

Local link

3. (EX) Nicotine] the AR

_—_—‘-——_—

\

4. [EX:] People who smoke'tobacco on dai s have 7 temdeney-fell into dependence syndrome

\
without their conscious.

\

\
5. [EX:] It is a kind of mental disorder and you:cannot stop smoking with your own will.
\
\
6. [EX‘] You have to go hospital 'and take a rn%dical attention immediately.
\
\
7. [EX:] You would a lot of n\l\oney to bl.}'y a lot of medicine or to take consultation.

\
8. [EX‘] And you would charge hea‘v‘y burder; on your whole family.
\

\ 1 —_—
<2nd paragraph > \ .

\

9. [TRS?] The affection of tobacco is r‘rg‘)t ellltirely that.

Local link

10. [EX'] For example, there is one marr‘i\e('{ couple.

11. [EX:] The husband is smoker and his ‘#ife is non-smoker.

\

\
12. [EX’] They are in the restaurant MW
\

13. [EX¢] Of course, he gets a lot ofﬁW% from tobacco but his wife gets them either.
14. [EX¢] It means Monly the person who is smoking but also the person who is
\

NOT smoking.

15. [EX¢] It is called second hand smoke and it ‘h}\been social problems along with smoking in the public
\

v N
\ N\
places. \ <
16. [EX] It is because, non-smoker can get %/@W r\nore than smoker can get.
\
17. [?] Specialist said they have cancer causing property. \
N\

<3rd paragraph > N N Local link

\ —
18. [TS] As you can see, smoking at the public places give a lot of harmful gffect not only smokers but also

non-smokers.

Figure 8-4. An example of argument-setting keywords-chain and a MDM mapping in

essays with lower evaluation (L-4, Topic 13).

However, the discussion went into the nicotine dependence syndrome, which obviously

deviated the course of discussion already in the introductory paragraph (see 7.2.1). In
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addition, this writer might have wanted to discuss another negative effect of tobacco, a
second-hand smoking caused from (harmful) material. However, this topic was not fully
discussed in the second paragraph.

In order to prevent this disorganization, the writer should have placed AKs in the
ORG sentence, which was important to show the writer/readers what topics to discuss in
the essay. In this essay, without the ORG, the ill-effects of tobacco were not focused,
causing deviation of the topics to discuss. The bad effects on health (smokers) and
second-hand smoking as two AKs should have been clearly stated in ORG.

Another salient feature of keywords used in the essays written by L-group students
is that the same keywords were used repeatedly in exactly the same expressions. Students
were unable to change these words into semantically-related words or expressions, which
is ascribed to the students’ limited knowledge of English vocabulary.

The problem of the usage of MDMs was also obvious because there was no
organizational global linkage without the use of any discourse markers to connect
paragraphs (see Figure 8-4). Although local cohesion could be identified with “and” and
“but,” this essay had a simpler distribution of MDMs than the G-group essay quoted in
Figure 8-3. It seemed that the discussion went on with several “and” in both of the first
and second paragraphs without any concluding statement. At a glance, the use of MDMs
shows that the argument was not fully explored. It was also obvious that L-group
students attempted to combine simple sentences with the transition markers, “and,” “but,”
and “so.” The sentence-initial positions of “and” in line 8 and “for example” in line 10
were the typical features of beginner level essays (Narita & Sugiura, 2006; Tono, 2007).

Another example of the L-group essay in Figure 8-5 shows that logical shift can

also be detected just by following the keywords.
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<lst paragraph>

1 Iam for smoking in public places.

Lo

2 nghtglof smokers must be protected, while some people are reluctant to breathe

31 suggh@t you make places you are able to smoke in public places.
)

H

If smokiryg is banned in all areas, non-smokers are happy. /
5 However, ;;hg-smokers crack down on smokers.

6 That meanéfi.g-h.t;:of non-smokers and smokers should be considered. /
<2nd paragraph> .-“‘s‘ /'/
7 Recently, smokers h;\%gdecreased and most of people have bad image of tobaujco
8 Its demerits are broadcastetl from media. /

9 Therefore, smokers are rrunoruy‘

.,
.

10 They restrict to smoke. . /

11  They should smoke. “‘\ /‘/

12 If smoking is banned in z.ll.l‘a;rfff-illelf n.ght ¥ invaded. //'

13 I admit som€; rlghtsare restricted, but do not admit you rob smokexs of theu’rlghts v
14 They do no wrong. ) .b']'"'-“""

15 e/

16 /‘/

17 In short, smokem—pay mory smoking. /

P /

18 ¢, nght;)f smokers must be protected and smoking i mcreas¢s evenue.
<3rd petragraph>

19  Og the other hand, some people dislike smoking.  /
20 THey may think they do not want to breathé '

21 Nen-smokers hopefully want places witl_lgubtoﬁa:c/co.
22 Smokers bother non-smokers. .~ -

23 M
24 W,
25 1
26 TH

27 Inishort, non-smokers insist they do not wan
.
<4th pai'agraph>

.
28 1 o:onsider both opinions.
.

30 Tlianks to this plan both sides’ opinions come true.

o

32 Moreover, Japanese government can rely on tobacco
33 If you lock horns on something, you should suggest a compromise plan.
34 You are able to solve most of problems.

35 You must consider both sides’ opinions.

Figure 8-5. An example of an argument-setting keywords-chain and MDM mapping in

essays with lower evaluation (L-9, Topic 13).
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While this writer acknowledged the ill-effects of second-hand smoking, he asserted
that smokers’ rights should be protected in THS. Two AKs, the rights of smokers and the
bad effects of second-hand smoke, were discussed consecutively in the second and the
third paragraphs, thus connecting both discussions from beginning to end. The problem
here is that a logical break occurred when the topic of tax (tax revenue) was suddenly
inserted in the final part of the second paragraph (line 15). The writer claimed that the
ban on smoking in public places would decrease the number of smokers, leading to a
reduction in (tobacco) tax revenue as a demerit of a total-ban on smoking. His argument,
however, was rather irrelevant, since the ban on smoking in public places was not
necessarily linked with the reduced number of smokers. In fact, protecting the smokers’
rights and ensuring government revenue from tobacco tax are totally different claims.
One of the major features of the Keywords-Chain Analysis is that this type of logical
break can be found simply by tracing a network of keywords. The new topic which is

suddenly inserted in the middle of the essay tends to be logically collapsed.

8.4 Summary of Study 2

In Chapter 8, Keywords-Chain Analysis and Metadiscourse Markers (MDM)
Mapping were conducted. The important finding is that the repetition of keywords and
their relative positions are crucial for the coherence and cohesion of the essay. In a good
essay where ideas are coherently developed, the theme-setting keywords (TKs) are
repeated across the body paragraphs. The argument-setting keywords (AKs) are often
included in the THS or ORG which is usually at the end of the introductory paragraph

with the role of directing the course of discussion throughout the essay. They appear
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again in the TSs in the body paragraphs, connecting the paragraphs logically. The abrupt
topic shift can be detected when the new AK suddenly appears in the middle of the essay.

The MDMs used in G-group essays included transition markers (and, however,
therefore, moreover), sequencing markers (firstly, secondly, finally), and code glosses
(for example, in conclusion, mean, in fact, especially). A more variety of these
metadiscourse markers were used to show the layers of discussion, while L-group essays
contained a limited number of such MDMs as and, but, and so in the sentence-initial
position. The interesting phenomenon is that a mere glance at the sequence of transition
markers, or MDM mapping, can help to grasp the logical flow of the argument as shown

in Figures 8-2 and 8-3.

8.5 Discussion for Studies 1 and 2

Based on the results of the four analyses, namely the SF Analysis, RST Analysis,
MDM Analysis, and Keywords Analysis, the rhetorical patterns and logical organization
of the essays as a whole written by KUBEC students are examined in this section in an

attempt to answer Research Question, in particular RQ1 which is quoted as follows:

RQ1. Are there any noticeable patterns of rhetorical organization among the students at
three different English proficiency levels as well as their different English writing

backgrounds?

As Studies 1 and 2 have revealed, the noticeable patterns of rhetorical organization
among the students at different levels of English were identified. Although the essays

written by G1 and G2 students showed relatively similar patterns, the difference between

142



G-groups and L-group was quite large. G-group essays were almost equivocally fit into
the five-paragraph form with appropriate use of metadiscourse markers as a sign post. On
the other hand, most of the L-group essays were devoid of a paragraph form and the use
of MDMs was rather limited.

The reason for this noticeable difference between G-group and L-group students is
as follows. In the previous studies described in 2.1, the variables influencing the quality
of L2 writing include L2 proficiency, L2 writing ability, composing competence,
meta-linguistic ability (awareness of the system of the language), meta-knowledge
(writing strategies), and so forth, and the complicated interactions among these many
variables (e.g., Hirose & Sasaki, 1994; Kamimura, 1996; Kaplan, 1966; Kraples, 1990;
Raimes, 1985; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). In the current studies, students differ in terms of
L2 proficiency including meta-linguistic ability (in both syntax and lexis), and L2 writing
ability which are among the most influential factors in L2 writing (e.g., Carson & Kuehn,
1992; Cumming, 1989; Pennington & So, 1993; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). They are
inevitably ascribed to the higher quality of essays written by G-group students than
L-group students. The average TOEFL scores in Table 6-1 show a difference among the
groups, especially with a 100-point difference between G1 and L-groups. Since the
standard error of measurement for TOEFL ITP is 13.0, a 100-point difference does have
a significant meaning. The overall results of the essay evaluation in Table 6-2 also shows
that L-group was significantly lower in every category than G1 and G2 groups. Due to
their lower proficiency and time-limitation (Kroll, 1990), L-group students were unable
to produce the essays with expected amount of words (see Table 4-3), and six essays

were left unfinished. On the contrary, with both higher English proficiency and L2
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writing ability, G-group students were able to produce the essays with a satisfactory
amount of words under the time-constraint condition.

The result of Studies 1 and 2 could have been greatly attributed to the education
students had received in the past (see 4.2.2). There was a huge difference between the
backgrounds of G-group and L-group. G-group students learned the basics of English
essays in their first year, and all of them attended university in an English-speaking
country where they underwent intensive English training under the SA program in their
second year. The results of the questionnaire administered to them at the onset of their
writing classes (see 6.1) showed that G-group students had been given numerous English
written assignments during their SA programs. This educational background could have
improved students’ L2 writing ability and meta-knowledge of writing, thus contributing
to better quality in their English argumentative essays with its fixed organization of a
five-paragraph form and a linear flow of logical development. The importance of writing
experience together with instruction have been reported in the previous studies (Hirose &
Sasaki, 2000; Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2007, 2009; Sasaki, 2002). The result of the current
study can attest the findings from Hirose & Sasaki (2000) that instruction alone does not
improve the quality of the text. By writing extensively over a period of time, G-group
students might have internalized what they had learned from the past two years (Rinnert
& Kobayashi, 2009). In other words, since the students showed that they possessed high
English proficiency level, they most likely have had fully utilized the knowledge gained
from their past studies.

The education and experience of writing in English, the G-group students had
received must have been linked with their confidence in L2 essay writing. In the

questionnaire survey, although there were some students who found difficulty in writing
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after taking the SA program in KUBEC version 2013, more students in G-group in
Studies 1 and 2 showed more confidence in writing than L-group students (see 6.1). This
shows that confidence can have a positive impact on students’ writing in L2 (Klassen,
2002; Pajares, 2003).

On the other hand, most L-group students, who had only learned English in Japan,
had little experience of writing in English before entering university. In fact, there were
students who had never written English “essays” before they started this writing class.
With lower L2 proficiency and a lack of experience, it must have been difficult for
L-group students to write an essay in English. Since L2 writing requires them to have a
higher cognitive-load than L1 writing (e.g., Bosher, 1998; Cumming, 1989), it can be
speculated that they merely translated what they intended to write in Japanese (in mind)
into English on a sentence level (Cumming, 1989; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992; Raimes,
1985; Sasaki, 2000). Sasaki (2000) found that while expert writers keep paying attention
to both local planning (e.g., grammar, vocabulary, phrases) and global planning (e.g.,
overall organization, coherence and cohesion), novice writers only focus on detailed
local planning which prevents them from paying attention to global planning. It was
highly possible that they took time on retrieving the grammatical items and vocabulary
from their limited linguistic reservoir (Yamashita, 2013); therefore, similar to Sasaki’s
students, under the time-constraint situation, it was even more difficult to write faster and
produce a longer text.

The other assumption regarding deviation from the paragraph form is that as found
in Rinnert and Kobayashi (2007), students who did not receive proper academic writing
training in both L1 and L2 may have resorted to their L1 writing experience in saku-bun

(an essay with personal accounts) and borrowed the style of self-reflection or personal
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accounts in L2 essays. The previous studies (e.g., Hirose, 2005; Rinnert & Kobayashi,
2007; Sasaki, 2009) found that both L1 and L2 writing instruction and particular kinds of
writing experiences were all related to the specific features of Japanese writers” L1/L2
texts. Regarding this, the author examines more in the next chapter.

Limited experience of L2 writing and their low L2 proficiency could have been
closely related to their lower confidence in L2 composition. Some of the students
reported their strong anxiety of writing in L2 in the questionnaire survey, commenting
that “I am very concerned about whether I will be able to keep up with the class.” Their
greater anxiety could have reduced confidence in their ability to write (e.g., Klassen,
2002; Lee & Krashen, 1997, 2002).

Even if L-group students learned how to write an English essay, including a
S-paragrah structure and usage of MDMs over the course of “Writing III,” they must
have had difficulty in utilizing the knowledge with an appropriate writing strategy to
write L2 essays in class. Sasaki (2000) argued that a one-year writing course is not
enough for novice writers to fully acquire writing strategies in L2 writing. Low L2
proficiency, limited knowledge and strategy, and little experience and low confidence in
L2 composition were all attributed to the low quality or deviation from the expected form
of an argumentative essay in this study.

A possible pedagogical implication from the results is that L-group students need
to start from paragraph writing. The need to fully understand a paragraph structure and
align ideas with TS, SS and EXs and appropriate metadiscourse markers is evident. In
addition, pre-writing activity should be recommended. In Sasaki’s study (2000), novice

writers tended to start writing without any global planning; however, their texts improved
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in terms of organization and coherence, after pre-writing activities were introduced.
Pedagogical implications are discussed in 10.3.

In Studies 1 and Study 2, argumentative essays written by Japanese students at
three different levels of English were compared. Using four analytical frameworks,
typical features of students’ L2 essays were identified. The four analytical frameworks
have also proved to be useful to reveal whether the essay has a good quality or not. In the
next chapter, which presents Study 3, the logical anomalies in the sentences tagged with
NLOG will be examined, comparing students’ L2 (English) essays and their L1

(Japanese) counterparts.
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9. Study 3: Rhetorical Anomalies

9.1 Purpose of Study 3

In this section, in order to answer RQ2, rhetorical anomalies found in the RST
analysis of English essays written by target students were examined. The author
considered that the sentence elements wherein the “no logic” tag (i.e., NLOG) was
assigned to places where there were rhetorical anomalies. In order to identify the features
of rhetorical anomalies and their causes, the author examined and compared Japanese
students’ essays with their English counterparts written under the same topic by the same
writers. Comparisons of the Japanese and English essay could give us more information;
for example, it could prove that the rhetorical anomalies found in English essays were
attributed to those found in Japanese essays. As already mentioned in 2.4.1, dozens of
past studies about contrastive rhetoric (Connor, 1996; Hirose, 2005; Kobayashi, 1984;
Kubota; 1998, 2004; Matsuda, 1997; O1 & Kamimura, 1997) have ascribed rhetorical
features of EFL essays to factors such as positive and negative transfer from L1, students’
L2 proficiency, their L2 writing experience, and L1/L2 educational background. Since
L2 writing education is not enough in the secondary school (Kawano & Nagakura, 2017,
2018; Oi, Itatsu, & Horne, 2015; Yasuda et al, 2014), students can resort to the rhetorical
organization that they have learned in L1. Since the L1 writing education students have
received is one of the influential factors to L2 writing (e.g., Sasaki & Hirose, 1996;
Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2007, 2009), their Japanese way of logical construction (e.g.,
ki-sho-ten-ketsu, or inductive-reasoning, personal involvement) inevitably influences
their English texts. Thus, it can be hypothesized that any type of logical anomaly

detected in English texts may be partly attributed to the rhetorical conventions typical of
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Japanese writing. In order to examine this L1 influence, comparison of L1 and L2 texts

were conducted.

9.2 Numbers and Types of Anomalies

Table 9-1 (see procedure of analysis in 6.3) shows the number of NLOG tags
found in the essays written by the students in G1, G2, and L-group (10, 10 and 9,
respectively.). In total, 116 cases of logical anomalies as represented by the NLOG tag
were found. It is particularly evident that 68.96% of NLOG tags occurred in L-group
essays, and the anomalies were mainly found in the body paragraphs. Compared to
L-group, G1 and G2 had much fewer anomalies; however, G2 had 27 cases of logical
break, while G1 had only nine cases of logical breaks. In G1 and G2, NLOG tags were
found in body paragraphs in many cases, and also in the conclusion. On the other hand,
L-group had more anomalies in the introductory paragraph than the conclusion,

suggesting that their essays had already collapsed logically at the beginning of the essay.

Table 9-1.

The Number of Logical Break Tags in Three Groups

Introduction Body Conclusion Total Percentage of
anomalies out
of total No. of

sentences
Gl 1 5 3 9 (7.75%) 1.99%
G2 4 15 8 27 (23.27%) 6.87%
L-group 23 43 14 80 (68.96%) 24.76%

Total 28 63 25 116

Next, details of the logical breaks in each group were examined. As shown in

Table 9-2, among eight types of a logical breaks,! irrelevant ideas (N=52), where “ideas
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are abruptly inserted, causing logical break from the previous sentence” was by far the

most frequent, accounting for 44.8% of all logical breaks.

Table 9-2.

Eight Types of Logical Breaks in Three Groups

Total

Logical breaks Gl G2 | L-group o %

1. Irrelevant ideas (no connection to the previous 3 14 35 57 44 83
sentences)

2. Incomprehensible sentences 1 0 21 22 18.97
3. Sudden topic shift/logical shift 2 5 9 16 13.79
4. Disconnection from the other paragraphs 0 3 8 11 948
5. Concession/new topic in the concluding paragraph 2 3 1 6 5.17
6.Too many subjective ideas/ mix of facts and opinions 0 0 6 6 5.17
7. Lack of information 0 2 0 2 1.72
8. Redundancy 1 0 0 1 0.86
Total 9 27 80 116 100

Others logical breaks included incomprehensible sentences (N=22, 18.97%),
sudden topic shift/logical shift (N=16, 13.79%), disconnection from the other paragraphs
(N=11, 9.48%), concession or new topic in the concluding paragraph (N=6, 5.17%), too
many subjective ideas/ mix of facts and opinions (N=6, 5.17%), lack of information (N=2,
1.72%), and redundancy (N=1, 0.86%). L-group had the largest number of
incomprehensible sentences (N=21) with many grammatical, syntactic, and lexical errors,
which was a major problem with L-group essays. However, regardless of students’
proficiency levels, the problems with irrelevant ideas and sudden topic shift were
identified, and these two problems were two of the most frequent errors, namely

irrelevance and unjustified change/drift of topic, found in previous studies (Maghfiroh,
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2013; Skoufaki, 2009; Wikborg, 1985, 1990). Therefore, details of these two types of
anomalies are the focus of this section. In the sample essays, sentences in question are

underlined by this author.

9.3 Irrelevant Ideas Identified in L-group Essays

The case of irrelevant ideas occurred when more than one piece of information
coexisted within a paragraph and information was disorganized. In most cases, the main
claim was not clear and although present, it did not come at the beginning of the
paragraph as a TS.

The example quoted in Table 9-3 shows that neither SF tags nor RST tags were
assigned to most of the sentences in the second paragraph (P2) of the English essay. In
the second paragraph, the question mark (e.g, <?: NLOG>) means that no SF tags could be
assigned, and the NLOG tag means that the target sentence had no apparent logical
connection to the preceding sentence. The problem is that the first sentence of the second
paragraph does not obviously function as a TS, and this is apparently disconnected from
the last sentence of the introductory paragraph (P1). Since the writer of this essay
asserted the importance of having work experience while in college in the third sentence
of the introductory paragraph (EX?), the readers naturally expect discussion in the second
paragraph to be about what is gained from having a part-time job. The main idea of the

3

second paragraph would be that “earning money by a part-time job could be an
important experience before becoming a member of society,” which reader can possibly
infer from the second paragraph. Although this statement should be written in the first

sentence of the second paragraph as the TS, the current first sentence, “The college

students may be above the age of 19” is not appropriate as the TS, without any
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connection to the THS. In a standard structure of an English essay (see Figure 5-1), the

first sentence of each body paragraph should constitute the TS, which directly supports

the main idea of the introductory paragraph.

Table 9-3.

Excerpt of an Essay Written by L-group Student (Topic 12, L-5)

English original

Japanese version

P1

<THS> 1 believe that college students
should be encouraged to have a part time
job.

<EX!: NLOG> Therefore if you are a
college student and can afford to work
part-time, I would like you to work
part-time.

<EX?2: elaboration to THS> The experience
of working before getting out into the world
as a member of society is very importance
for students.

<THS: EESFAUIRKFHEITTANNAL M &2 LTZIE
IMWNNEEZZTND,
<EXL:BA>7En 6, b L RTENRFAET,
TNNA NET LB DD D Db,
NI H 7272027 WA FELTIELY,
<EXZ:EE>tES AN E LTSI DR <
REIIRFAEICE > T, ETCHEERLOILR
HTHAIMBI,

P2

<?: NLOG> The college students
above the age of 19.

<?: NLOG> You may have friends who are
already working as a member of society.

<?: NLOG> And college students may have
can afford to work part-time.

<?: NLOG> Then you should earn money
you can use freely.

<(TS)?: NLOG> So If you work part-time,
you will be able to earn money.

<TRS: NLOG> But the good point of
working before you become a member of

may be

society is not only that.

<SS:EER- BB D TS>H A TIIRFERD 195%
Pz TWBEAS,
<EX':3BIN-SS>H 77z LRI UAE T, T CICHS
ANELTWTWDERALWDEAS I,

<EXZ: M R-EX'>F L CRZPAETZAEEN, &
BEAENZEERTT VN, &9 D RERA 22 S8
HdDHIET T,
<TS:EE>TENORFAEFTHEHS P HBICHE D
BELDOWEHS TBSANEE, HREDBT IV
N PETNE ZOOBEEHSZ EBT
XH1EAI DB,

<TRS: FMFFIF>L 7L, #ha N2 2R
SZEDRWAIXZENTE T TR,

P3

<EX!: NLOG> 1 have worked part-time
since I was high school first-year student.
<EX2: elaboration to EX'> I worked at a
local branch of McDonald’s.

<EX3: result to EX?> The job made me very
happy

<EX*: addition to EX?> I could have a
sense of achievement when I was able to do
many jobs.

<TS:FEEDORAR>FAL R —FAEDOREN S, H
JTTDO~T RF)VRTT AL FZLTWEL
776
<SS:REBR-TS>Z Z TOHFHIIRE & THEYE
LT NE L,
<EXL:BM-SS>FAT S F X EfbFNRTE D &
IR DTN MR A FTWE LT,

(Table 9-3. continues)
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(Table 9-3. continued)

English original Japanese version

<EX®: addition to EX*> I could feel a | <EX2:BHN-EX'>Hd O N7=H &P R < ez
pleasure when I was able to make friends | L X 3= &K LT E L7,

with people who work with me. <EX: K FHI-EX> UL, AT LnEiT
<EXS: contrast to EX3> But having a G . N LY E L

part-time job is not only happy but hard. <EX4°ﬁZ§$\Q- X rr A b1 bo\ s e
(continues to P4 and P5) BELWHDOTT, (LLFP4BILUPS HIE)

P3

The same problem is found in the first sentence of the third paragraph as well. This
writer starts the paragraph with a personal experience of a part-time job quite abruptly,
without any apparent logical connection to the previous paragraph. This problem can be
regarded as a case of unjust change of topic/drift of topic (Wikborg, 1985, 1990), which
means that irrelevant information disregards readers’ expectations. In the essays written
by Swedish university EFL students, Wikborg (1985, 1990) found that unjust change of
topic/drift of topic was one of the most frequently appearing coherence breaks.

In the Japanese version of the essay? in Table 9-3, on the other hand, it was found
that RST tags were assigned to all sentences and that the second paragraph had a rather
inductive discussion with the TS placed in the second sentence from the bottom. The first
three sentences altogether are considered as the background for the main idea (TS) that
comes later in the paragraph, and the reader can understand that information without a
direct link to the previous sentence is somehow connected to the information that comes
later. The reader of this essay could infer the writer’s intention, “college students who
are 19 or older are able to earn money from work,” from SS to EX?, and this is linked to
the fourth sentence of P2 as a TS (“Thus, they should work a part-time job.” That is an

important experience before becoming a member of society). In Japanese, readers can
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infer what the writer intends to say even without the intention being specifically
explained. Due to this reader-responsible culture, readers can guess what they mean in
the context in Japanese. In addition, the main idea often comes later in the paragraph in
Japanese (Kinoshita, 1981; Miura, 2009). In this regard, the writer of the English essay
might have transferred the L1 convention of inductive organization, which is often used
and accepted in Japanese essays (e.g., Kubota, 1998; Oi, 2005a). Organization of English
texts, however, need to be linear with a deductive organization with the writer’s
intentions explicitly stated at the beginning of the paragraph.

The immediate problem here is that the writer did not include an organizer with
which he could give the orientation of the essay. The keyword analysis in 8.3 showed
that AKs written in ORG at the end of the first paragraph, connecting them to the TSs in
each paragraph, are crucial for a high-quality essay. The ORG sentence in this example
could be “The importance of work experience will be described from the two points:
earning money and gaining a sense of achievement.” With this ORG, “importance,
earning money, and gaining a sense of achievement” will be the AKs to discuss. Placing
these keywords in the TS in each body paragraph will create a coherence of argument. In
this essay, “a member of society” and “importance” in the last sentence of the
introductory paragraph could be argument-setting keywords. However, these words are,
unfortunately, not used in the body paragraphs as keywords appropriately, thus failing to
create a connection between the paragraphs.

The essay quoted in Table 9-4 was a similar case of a disconnection caused by

irrelevant ideas. Two main problems were identified in the introductory paragraph.
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Table 9-4.
Excerpt of an Essay Written by L-group Student (Topic 13, L-4)

English original

Japanese version

<THS> I'm in the position that smoking

<THS : EE>FT. At Bar T oM X

P11 should be completely banned at all the public SERNCERIEFARX LS,
places. . | <SS:EA-THS>MEIL, 72 & ZEMNAD
w01 Teason Jo THS> Smoling only BNC | y 5 . AMOEICEEEE 52 DT,

uman’s body bad effects such as causing lun
cancer. [sic] y 8 pxi . BIE-SS># NalzGEnTnH =2
<EX!: NLOG> Nicotine, the substance T, ~rA LD %Wﬁ‘@ﬁﬁb\o
contained in tobacco, is more toxic than <EX?: fER- EX'>T O/ 0IZ, WA
heroin. NazWed NiE, o0k & FERR L
<EX?: result from EX'> People who smoke | (= F L FEFICHEAZ ENH LD,
tobacco on daily basis have a tendency to fall | <gx3 . 265R- EX2> = 1ui3—FhE D KE R FR C.
Lnt.o nicotine erIEeP;lence syndrome without B DOEECIIE X2 25,
eing aware of 1t.|sic 4.3 = > o) o [
<EX¢4 : B8hn- EX3> A AN A=
<EX3: problem to EX2> It is a kind of mental o7 x Léu\%mf Ef; ;‘ib:j» ’ g;b ifﬂ;
disorder and you cannot stop smoking at your “ITe, TSR @ 52T 75 B3
own will AR )
<EX*: solution to EX?> You have to go to | <EX® : i8/ll- EX*>E &2 H 72V | Z%8%2%
hospital and receive medical attention | [F72 VD T D DICLEDBEN LB/ H T
immediately. HA9,
5. 4
<EX°: problem to EX*> .Y.ou would need a.lot <EXS : SEII- EXS>E 70, ST b A A
of money to buy medicine or to receive .
. . oL LD,

medical consultation.
<EXS: result from EX5> And you could
charge heavy burden on your family.

p2 | <TRS: NLOG > The effect of smoking is not | <TRS : BH-THS>¥E D 21X, /2T

limited to this.

<EX!: NLOG > For example, suppose there is
one married couple.

<EX2: elaboration to EX'> The husband is
smoker and his wife is non smoker.

<EX3: elaboration to EX?> They are in the
restaurant and he is smoking now.

<EX*: problem to EX*> Of course, he gets a
lot of harmful substances from tobacco but his
wife also gets them, too.

<EX5: reiteration/restatement to EX*> It
means that smoking gives bad effects not only

the person who is smoking but also the person

who do not smoke.

<EXO: elaboration to EX>> It is called
second-hand smoking and it has been a social
problem along with smoking in the public

places.

TiEZewy,
<EX!: fEE (EX'- EX*F CO)- %D TS>7-
Lz O EMoRERND &ET 5,

<EX? : FER-EX'> RIS T, FITIEMR
EH T,

<EX3: BER-EX> 513 L A R T 20T,
RKixF Nazli->TWnW5b,

<EX* : 35R-EX>H B A A, T Z /8 an
DEERMEEZ TR TWND DN, &

FEDIZO bZITHRS>TWHDT,

<TS: E3E - FR-TRS>Z NiFoF 0 | s
. BUEE A Tk < IERREF I Y
HEBEEZALWVWHZ LETHD,

<EXS: BV Z-TS>Z O = & |32 B ML
e, AR T AMEORIE L &
HIHEREIZ R 2o b D,
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(Table 9-4. continued)

English original Japanese version

<EX’: reason to EX®> It is because, non | <EXS® : B H- TS>Z L7 6, FEMLEE
smoker can get more harmful substances | ¢ |F 5 NI E L & HELWE %5 T H
than smoker. STVBEMNST,
<?-7> Spc?cialists say that they have <EX7: BIN- EXSEMSE. © O EWEIC
cancer-causing property. TN AMER DD L bR L TV 5,

(continues to P3 for concluding paragraph) (LLF P3 4Hs)

The writer of this essay agreed with the statement, which is “Smoking should be
banned in public places,” in the THS because of the “bad effects of smoking.” In order to
explain the bad effects, a cancer-causing substance, nicotine, was introduced in the third
sentence (EX'); however, instead of further elaborating on the relation between nicotine
and cancer, “nicotine dependence (addiction)” was discussed and the results of addiction
were further elaborated in the subsequent sentences. This is an apparent logical break,
confusing the reader about the main idea of the paragraph. As already discussed in 7.2.1,
this essay also has a structural problem, with the THS located at the beginning of the
essay, making the introductory paragraph disproportionally long. Sometimes, students
tend to put more than one idea in one paragraph. This shows that L-group students are
not knowledgeable about proper paragraphing (i.e., sorting ideas logically in a paragraph
structure).

Another possible interpretation of the problem is the inductive reasoning found in
the second paragraph, which was the main cause of logical anomalies found in the
English essays. The main idea in the second paragraph could be “the bad effect of
second-hand smoking” stated in the fifth and sixth sentences (EX® and EX®). Therefore,

this idea should be placed in the second sentence of the second paragraph after TRS
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(transitional sentence) as a TS in the English essay. For example, the second paragraph
can start with “The effect of smoking is not limited to the health damages to the smoker
himself. Smoking causes serious health damages to non-smokers as well in the form of
second-hand smoking.” Then, the example or elaboration of second-hand smoking can
follow in order to support the TS.

The Japanese version of the Table 9-4 essay, on the other hand, does not show any
apparent logical anomalies. It is fully tagged with both SF tags and RST tags. The
sentences from EX' to EX* all function as elaboration to the TS, which is the sixth
sentence in this paragraph. This sixth sentence is both the main idea of the second
paragraph and elaboration of the TRS. Japanese essays often start with an example that
makes readers think about what the writer is going to discuss, and the example is
expected such that it should be effective enough to arouse the readers’ empathy with the
writer’s opinion written later. This Japanese organizational style is used in the English
version of this essay, and here is another L1 negative transfer of Japanese rhetorical
organization.

Another example of L1 negative transfer of Japanese rhetorical organization,
similar to the example in Table 9-3, is that this writer could have clearly presented the
topic of discussion in the form of an organizer at the end of the first paragraph and
discussed the topic of nicotine as a cancer-causing substance in a separate paragraph or
the second paragraph to be more precise. Then, the bad effects of second-hand smoking
should have been discussed in a separate third paragraph.

One further example of rhetorical anomalies that can be ascribed to the Japanese
logical organization was tautology in the essay quoted in Table 9-5. Tautology means

that the same ideas are repeated in order to emphasize the writer’s opinion, and this is
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regarded as rhetorically effective in Japanese (Tomioka, 2003). The writer’s main idea in

this essay is fhsf 2 B/ % 72 (Studying should be given priority over part-time jobs),

and this message is written repeatedly in the sentences including

(7RS4 DRI

(part-time jobs are a side business),! (KHED) K3 ZWH72 | (a college student’s main

duty is studying), and [ KZAETMOZ L LV LR EEHLRT HNETH D

(studying

should take precedence over everything) underlined in the text in Table 9-5.

Table 9-5.

Excerpt of an Essay Written by L-group Student (Topic 12, L-4)

English original

Japanese version

<INT!: background> There is a lot of working

<INT:EFBE>HARTIIBEZ2HESZ ENHE

P1 | college students in Jap'fm, because most of them | ()¢ %< O KFAENENTV S,

want to earn money. [sic] <INT2:580- INT!>7 LS B T2t o4t
2. . 1 41 .

<.IN’l;h. elaboratlotn t? :Ngn> Part .tl‘:ne jobs BB T 5 DRED AR L TN
give them an opportunity to know society. ;. i ) _
<INT3: contrast to INT?> But we should not <IN:1“ & Ei%@ R INT ?Lﬂj) L/Tit bR
forget that part-time jobs are a side business. WA FDEEETZ &S Z & EEN T
<THS™> We should remember that college SRATAS
student’s main duty is studying. <THS": EER>FL - DITARZENFRIZ LV D
<THS?: condition to THS'> College students | = L #EZ 2 ARXTh A,
may work only if they have enough time to | <THS?2: F8E> K22 AL [T AT 14> 20 B[ 23
spare. 22 U@ E D AL,

p2 | <TS: NLOG> Nowadays, part-time jobs have | <TS:RIEE#RE-THS>S H., KFEICE T

been given priority over studying for many
college students.

<EX!: NLOG> This idea will make colleges no
meaning, because they are a place to study.
<EX?: NLOG> Moreover, if a college is not a
place to study, it will only be a place where
students gather.

<EX3: NLOG> And the worst is that college
students lose the reasons of being college
students.

<EX*: NLOG> So college students must think
that studying should take precedence over

everything.
(continues to P3 and P4)

MIRE D LT RS, EREREIND LI
o TET,

<SS:HE-TS>Z OB 2 [T RFFRE T 5
T OH DT, KPS BRI 20
LLTLEIEAD,

<EX': 8FH-SS> X LI KFENME T 5 7=
DOGHT CTRITIIEKFAITEENT-TEEE
LT OLGETE B THE RN,
<EX2:EM- EX'>HHE WD LI RFAEN
KRFWEASTEBEWN 707252 Th D,
<CS:HER- EX>Z D= KA ITMho = &

LD R EEHRTDIRETHD,
(ULF P3 & P4 41%)
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Although this rhetoric is often considered as non-productive in the English essays,
repetition of the main idea is not unusual in Japanese essays as an emphatic rhetorical
device (Tomioka, 2003).

Another immediate cause of logical breaks in the second paragraph is also
“inappropriate TS,” whose information as a main idea of the paragraph is either
incomplete or inappropriate. Although the writer insisted in the THS' that students
should study rather than work, the writer should have stated clearly in the first sentence
of the second paragraph that “Studying should be given priority over part-time job” as the
TS of this paragraph. In addition, the following sentences from EX'to EX* should have
directly supported the TS. Instead, writer’s statements from EX! to EX?as [ K23 4h50
T B 72O OEFTTRATAUIM & BRI 72 (“if the college is not a place for students to
study, it does not have a meaning.”) are considered to be illogically to the TS, thus
producing an unproductive argument in English.

Thus far, irrelevant ideas and poor organization found in the English essays written
by L-group students have been discussed. In many cases, these essays’ TSs were not
clear and were not directly related to the writer’s main claim. There was often neither a
THS nor an ORG in the last part of the introductory paragraph, which explained why the
writer did not know how to begin the next paragraph or end up using an “inappropriate
TS.” The difficulty of an appropriate TS has been reported in Maghfiroh (2013) and
Wikborg (1985, 1990) as an unspecified topic. This refers to either a too specific or too
broad of a topic sentence, with which readers are unable to understand the focus of the
argument in a paragraph. Therefore, it is safe to say that “inappropriate TS might be a

common feature among the EFL learners.
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The problem caused by inductive organization was also found in L-group essays.
The main idea was often placed in the middle or at the end of the paragraph (Miura,
2009). Although inductive organization was not always evaluated negatively (Kubota,
1998), the influence of the writer’s L1 (Japanese) thought pattern, in this study, was
regarded as illogical by native English proofreaders/evaluators (explained in 6.3).

Another important point is that although there is a TS, it is often followed
immediately by EXs. This means that the paragraph has no SSs or supporting sentences.
As it was found in the SF analysis in Table 7-2, half of the body paragraphs of L-group
essays had Pattern 1 (TS-EX!™). This suggests that students do not have a clear
understanding of how to support their main ideas; that is, how to connect ideas logically
using concrete examples or other evidence to support their main ideas/claims. The
paragraph structured only with TS and EXs suggests that the discussion tends to be
shallow and digresses from the main topic. It is clear that L-group students need to learn
how to organize their ideas in the form of a standard paragraph.

In the case of L-group essays, in particular, the high proportion of
incomprehensible sentences (see Table 9-2) can hardly be dismissed. Due to the excess
of sentences with serious grammatical and syntactic errors as well as incorrect choice of
vocabulary, many L-group essays were barely comprehensible. Their serious lack of
linguistic ability could be one of the most critical reasons for serious logical anomalies.
Because L-group students need to learn how to write logically within the standards of an
English essay and paragraph writing framework, thus improving their basic ability of

English should be prioritized.
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9.4 Irrelevant Ideas and Topic Shift Identified in G-groups

Although few in number, logical breaks due to irrelevant ideas were also found in

the G-groups, particularly in G2 (see Table 9-2). The reason for this can be found in the

negative L1 transfer of inductive organization found in a comparison between English

essays and Japanese counterparts. In the sample essay quoted in Table 9-6, the main

claim (TS) of the fourth paragraph (P4) is presented in the final sentence: “As smoking

advertisements is prohibited in many public places, smoking in public places should also

be banned.”

Table 9-6.

Excerpt of an Essay Written by G1 Student (Topic 13, GI1-10)

English original.

Japanese version

P4

<TRS> There is another problem.
<?:NLOG >In public places, there should
be the underaged, and some of them may
admire smokers.

<SS: problem> Smoking became popular
because movie stars in the past smoke, and
it made people want to smoke as well.
<EX!: contrast to SS> However, smoking
is not welcomed nowadays, so we do not
have time to watch the scene those days.
<EX?: elaboration to SS> Smoking by
adults in public places may play the same
role as the movie stars in the past.

<EX3: elaboration to EX*> Smoking can
be said that it is one of the most typical
images of being an adult.

<EX*: effect from EX3*> Some young
people may smoke because of this image.
<EX?®: problem to EX*> Its side effects are
worse for young people.

<> As

smoking advertisements  is

prohibited in many public places, smoking

in public places should also be banned.

(continues to P5, concluding paragraph)

<TRS>ZX 2L H 5,

<SS': HR or [REFRME-HLBD TS>KLDY;
WZIEBLE LS RBENRNDTEA D,

<EX'": RIRE-SS>% LT, i & S BUEE (TN
TLEIHBEHELRH DL Z &T2,

<EX?: BE[- EX">W2J8 3k ] QR 73 8 5 4 0%
STWeZ ETC—BAKIZo T2,

<EX3: ®tH-EXB>LLAans &iTlEHED
BT L L E SN TWRWnDT . HEYZFDL
VI =B WbID T EER,

<882 IEM{L-BRD TS>AELDOLGIZEIT 5K
N O BRI S B R & R U & 5 ZefEl A BT
DYV AVAAR

<EX': BH- SSHEUEIIRATH D Z L5248
BIELIHOBEENRITHTHL LN -TH
S TR,

<EX%: Bh- EXS>EFHIZZDA A= D
[l QRVEY A VAN

<EX3: B EX> L2 L7 S BEHITHT
HEWERIZRA~NDZN LD HRE W,
<TS>72 X Z DIRER L  DRILD G TR X
NTWDEHIC, MERESEE LI D&
72, (PSITHEL)
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This sentence should be placed at the beginning of the paragraph, in this case, after the
TRS. Otherwise, the structure of this paragraph is not considered logical from the
viewpoint of English essay writing.

Another example of irrelevant ideas characteristic to G-group essays was found in
the concluding paragraph, often in the form of a concession statement, which is inserted
abruptly at the end of an essay. This appears to reflect the face-saving strategy, whereby
the writer shows understanding of the opposite idea—a typical Japanese attitude (O1 &
Kamimura, 1996). However, from the perspective of NSEs, this sudden statement of
concession 1s considered to be the case of an irrelevant idea or sudden topic shift.

In the essay quoted in Table 9-7, “the rights of smokers/non-smokers” have not
been discussed in the previous paragraphs but are suddenly mentioned in the fourth
paragraph (P4), which is the concluding paragraph. In Table 9-8, the third sentence “Of
course, I know smokers also have the right to enjoy tobacco” is a concession statement
but is considered a new topic abruptly inserted in the last paragraph of the essay; thus, it
is regarded as a logical break from the viewpoint of an English essay. The rebuttal or the
opposite opinion/idea at the very end is considered as a rhetorical feature of Japanese (O1,
1984; O1 & Kamimura, 1996; Tomioka, 2003). In Japanese, the writer does not insist
upon his or her opinion directly, but shows understanding of both sides of the argument
with respect to the controversial issue (Oi & Kamimura, 1996). In English, however, the
writer is expected to make his/her position clear and remain faithful to that position

throughout the essay.
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Table 9-7.

Excerpt of an Essay Written by G1 Student (Topic 13, G1-10)

English original Japanese version

P4 | <RTHS'> On the above, three reasons why | <RTHS: (EED)# VK L-THS>LL F, Ak
public smoking should be prohibited were | ¢ #-C ORI MR EE | X 15 RXFH 2 = 5
pointed out. [sic] % 1F 7

5 .
;RTHSd> It is bacil.fort all [p.e(])ple around <SS EH-RTHS>Z OB\ /) L G55 %
em and can cause disaster. [sic
iz 7 2
<EX!: NLOG> People have the right to & ZL/ZP:%? FNERD ?fEE »HT %é"
smoke, but they also have the right not to < SSRIE{L-THS>BRIE & MR 5 &
smoke. [FRFIC, B2 LW E WO MERIN S D Z &
<EX2: consequence to RTHS> Smoke can | 23 Efif S LA F72 57220,
be spread widely and difficult to control. <RTHS: £EDOHD X L, THS>8 |3 A #5 PH 12
<CS: restatement to THS> Therefore, it | 3% L, ZH A2 522CHIET 5 2 L3k L
should be banned at the first hand. [sic] W
<RTHS: ERDOMY & L-THS>WP 212, HKA
bW H Z BT LRETHD,
Table 9-8.

Excerpt of an Essay Written by G1 Student (Topic 13, GI1-6)

English original

Japanese version

P4

<RTHS': restatement to THS'> For these
reasons, I believe that it is the most efficient
way to ban smoking completely to keep
good atmosphere for all customers.
<RTHS?: restatement to THS3> People
have the right to avoid harmful chemicals
for their health and to enjoy delicious food.
<EX!': NLOG> Of course, I know smokers
also have the right to enjoy tobacco, but
restaurants are closed places.
<EX?: result from EX!> So,
should not smoke in restaurants.
<CS: interpretation from RTHS™> I
believe that they should smoke in places
where people who do not smoke can escape
from smoke.

smokers

<RTHS: (EEDE VIR L-THS>Z 115 DR
MG, FAFEE 2 2l E L CLES &
DT RTORIZE > TRWZEREZHREDTZDIC
ROLIROBRFETHDLEEZ D,

<SS: (FIED)FRFE-SS in P1> A\ % ITHEWE )
HHLESDOHEMNEZR> TNDHDTE,
<EX:FEH-SS>HLHLAA . BUEFIZ G I & )
IMERITH DB LA NT TERA SN2/
Th O, FEREZ T TR RN d, LA
N7 AR W TIIEE R SR A2 W o 72
X749,

<CS: & fm-RTHS> P2 5 (3 IR 2 23 s &
BFDHZEDOTELGFTCHREZR S &,
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The next feature of logical anomalies is a sudden shift of topic. In the sample essay

quoted in Table 9-9, the main reason for a ban on smoking in the THS (P1) is the

negative effect of second-hand smoking, which is discussed further in the second

paragraph (P2). However, the topic is changed to the manners of smokers in the last

sentence of P2. The writer then concludes in P3 that smokers should reflect on their

manners, which conflicts with the main idea in the THS, “I believe that people should not

smoke in public places because of secondary smoking.” The reason for the logical shift or

unjust change of a topic (Wikborg, 1990) among the G-group students could be

attributed to their improvisational decision-making while writing (Sasaki, 2000).

Relatively skilled writers like G-group students may have had an initial global planning,

but changed the course of their argument while writing.

Table 9-9.

Excerpt of an Essay Written by G2 Student (Topic 13, G2-1)

English original

Japanese version

P1

<INT> We sometimes see people smoking
in public places such as restaurants.

<THS> 1 believe that people should not
smoke in public places because of
secondary smoking.

<INT>L A kT 272 & O3 o 35 fp © W
EENTLZENH D,
<THS>FLITZ B N FL R ¢, Ao Tz
XZZ2WH) DIFRLS 2N EFE LTS,

P2

<SS> It is said that smoke contains a lot of
unhealthy substances.

<EX'> This is the reason of lung cancer.
[sic]

<TS> However, it is also said that
secondary smokers are affected more than
smokers. [sic]

<EX'> This means even non smokers are

not safe; they are more affected by
unhealthy substances than people who
smoke.

<SS> The worst thing is that non smokers
cannot avoid smokers in public places.
<EX'> As for me, I used to work at a
restaurant with smoking areas as a waitress.

<SS>7- X Z DIEITIEE < DREFEIZEHE D & 5 Ak
PREENTVD EESDLNTWND,

<EX'>Z 1WA DIRKRTH 5,

<TS>L 2L, SEEE IS L & e
ZTFTWHELEbilTnd,

<EX'>Z U7X 2 2 bW AR L L TR
SVEVHRFEIZEDD DRI EE L 2T
TWHENWIEKRTH D,

<SS> I HER Z LT, HIEZ WD W AT
W2 2 N AL DS THELT B AL,
<EX'>FAlZ 7 =A L RE LT BBERFROSH D
VAR TV TWEZ 2R b5,

(Table 9-9. continues)
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(Table 9-9. continued)

English original

Japanese version

P2

<EX?> I always felt that smoking areas
smell really bad.

<EX3> Also, when I went to smoking areas
to take orders, the customers did not stop
smoking even though I was standing by their
table to take orders.

<EX*> Because of smoke, it was really hard
not to keep coughing.

<EX®> However smokers did not even think
that their smoke made other people hard to
breath.

<EX®> This is the matter of manners.

<EXZ>FE7Z X2 DICBWAR RN E WD H K
LTz,

<EX3>F 7o AR R 24T » CTA— # — & |
HDICFIFITE>TWVWTH, BEIAITZIE
TERIDERLD LD L LR,

<EX*>7- X Z OB W THRUIME A FFI2iT v
LNFEHEATLE,

<EX>ZNTH7IEZ 2 W 5 A= BITRGEN
BEW I ONRFENER S Z L X220,
<SS>Z it~ —DRE,

P3

<RTHS> For this reason, I strongly believe
that smoking should be banned at all
restaurants.

<EX!> Maybe smokers will say people
should respect smokers’ right, but it is not
true. [sic]

<EX2-X> [ think the reason why the non

smoking movement has been promoted is

because of bad manners of smokers, such as

smoking while walking.
<EX3> I know it is difficult to stop smoking

but if smokers keep good manners, the

movement for non smoking will become

more moderate than it is now.

<CS> Until smokers’ manners are
improved, all restaurants should ban
smoking.

<RTHS>Z OH B TRITLETOL A M7 Ui&
BT REFZLEFE LTV D,
<EX'>MEEITIEZ2WHOMNLIH D LS
IMME LIVRWA, ZHUTIEL X720,
<EXE>FLITMRIEEEY S A 72 o To DT A &
X TR EOBEF OBV~ —DFWNWIZ L
B,
<EX>72IXZ2 AW DEIEDDLDITH LW &
X0 > TWDR, b LBEE N~ —%5F
NIEEEEE I L > L X B EL A9,
<CS>MUEFE D~ F —NREL D ETEHLET
DVANT U TRIZZ LT &7,

Thus, their discussions could expand and digress. In order to prevent this, since planning

is regarded as an important part of the writing process, students should be encouraged to

spend more time on planning ever for the students at a higher English proficiency (Ellis

& Yuan, 2004; Kellog, 1990; Ojima, 2006).
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9.5 Discussion for Study 3
In this section, analysis of the rhetorical anomalies where valid RST tags could not
be assigned was conducted and the findings are discussed in order to answer Research

Question 2 shown below.

RQ2. Are there any noticeable rhetorical anomalies identified in students’ English

essays? If so, what are the reasons for these anomalies?

Noticeable rhetorical anomalies have been found in students’ essays in Study 3.
The main reasons for logical anomalies include irrelevant ideas, incomprehensible
sentences, and sudden topic shift. Most were observed in the essays written by L-group
students, whose essays were full of irrelevant ideas inserted without connection to
previously written ideas. This was aggravated by incomprehensible sentences with
grammatical, syntactic and/or lexical errors. These errors in KUBEC were already
investigated by this author (Yamashita, 2016) and L-group students made more serious
and frequent errors than G-group students. A serious lack of linguistic ability was one of
the reasons of their higher frequency of rhetorical anomalies.

One serious finding was that many of the irrelevant ideas happened to be
“inappropriate  TSs” in body paragraphs, particularly in the second paragraph.
“Inappropriate TSs” mean that information as a main idea of the paragraph is either
incomplete or inappropriate as to its content, and that information is not correctly placed
at the beginning of the paragraph. This is what Wikborg (1985) called unspecified topic
where the topic sentence is either too specific or too broad. This happens because the

THS (thesis statement or main idea) is placed in the beginning of the first paragraph, and
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due to the lack of ORG, ideas are disorganized by the end of the first paragraph; thus, the
first sentence of the second paragraph often fails to be linked to the THS (main idea) of
the essay, resulting in the insertion of irrelevant ideas.

Although the TS was given at the beginning of the paragraph, it was often followed
by EXs, indicating that the students did not know how to support the main idea in each
paragraph particularly in the case of L-group students. There were often more than two
ideas discussed in one paragraph. Since paragraphing is one feature that Japanese
students find difficulty with (Nishigaki & Leishman, 1998, 2001; Taniguchi, 1993),
L-group students need to be taught the basics of paragraph writing in English.

Some of the essays written by G-group students also had problems of irrelevant
ideas and a sudden topic shift. The former often occurred in the form of a concession
inserted abruptly in the concluding paragraph. Showing understanding of the opposite
idea is considered to be a typical Japanese rhetoric (Oi, 1984); however, a concession
statement at the very end of the essay is regarded as an apparent logical break in an
English essay. In order to reduce this problem, G-group students should be noticed
influence of L1 in their essays; otherwise, they might know them. Another case of a
sudden topic shift (see Table 9-9) found among G-groups may be ascribed to the lack of
planning or their improvisational decision-making while writing (Sasaki, 2000). In this
case, they can prevent it by taking time to prepare an essay outline to ensure their essays
do not digress illogically.

One clear reason for these anomalies was L1 negative transfer, specifically the use
of inductive reasoning, which is often used in Japanese essays, in their English essays
regardless of their proficiency levels. In this style, the main idea is not placed at the

beginning of a paragraph but often placed much later on (Miura, 2009). The logical
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organization is not linear and those cases are, as a result, often regarded as a logical
break in English essays. Another feature of L1 transfer is tautology, which is when the
same ideas are repeatedly stated, was also found in L-group essays. This is sometimes
considered effective in Japanese essays; however, it was regarded as redundant in
English essays (Tomioka, 2003). In this study, a comparison between L2 essays and their
L1 counterparts found cases of negative transfer of L1. When students tried to write their
English essays with Japanese writing conventions, NSEs considered that those essays
logically collapse.

L-group students, in particular, who lacked L2 composition education and
experience in L2 writing could have inevitably resorted to the L1 writing conventions
(e.g., saku-bun, ki-sho-ten-tetsu) that they learned in the past. Hirose (2005) stated that
past writing instruction in either L1 and L2 can affect a writer’s choice of L2
organizational patterns. Rinnert and Kobayashi (2007) found in their study that when
novice writers did not receive any L1/L2 academic writing training tended to write their
essays in the style of saku-bun (e.g., kanso-bun) Japanese students are familiar with.
Saku-bun 1s not always expected to be written logically, and straightforward expression
of personal feelings and emotions is encouraged (Hirose, 2005; Watanabe, 2017). The
researchers (2007) argued that unless the knowledge of L2 writing is taught, writers are
unlikely to employ the specific features of L2. Thus, students need to learn/train how to
construct their ideas within the frame of an English essay, not a Japanese essay
(saku-bun) when they write English essays. The assumption of a high dependence on the
L1 writing convention, however, needs to be considered carefully. Regarding this, future

study (e.g., interview to the students) is necessary (see 10.1).
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One more L1 negative transfer could be dependence on the reader’s inference. In
Japanese, the writer expresses what he/she feels, and the readers are responsible for
“reading” the writer’s intended meaning (Naotsuka, 1980; Okabe, 1993; Tomioka, 2003).
In English, on the other hand, the writer needs to explicitly explain his or her intended
meaning. According to Hall (1976), English-speaking countries have a high-context
culture, wherein messages need to be conveyed explicitly, while the Japanese have a
low-context culture, wherein messages are often expressed implicitly. Factors such as
topic shift, vagueness, organization of ideas without a clear linkage, and lack of
explanation that are found in Japanese written texts are not necessarily regarded as fatal
errors, since the messages can be understood via inference from the context (Tomioka,
2003). In English texts, however, these factors are regarded as inappropriate or illogical.
English essays written by L-group students were especially prone to these problems.
These students need to learn to express themselves explicitly in English with their target
readers in mind.

While it is acceptable for their Japanese essays to contain some ambiguity or
redundancy in terms of content, they need to refer to their Japanese essays and
re-construct the ideas in their English essays so as to convey exactly what they intend to
say. In other words, when learning an L2, learners need to be aware of the differences
between their L1 and L2 in terms of logical frame, and need to acquire mediation ability?
or the ability to negotiate “meaning” between the two languages. In this sense, while
gaining an appropriate feedback from instructors, writing in both L1 and L2 is
meaningful in terms of nurturing the mediation ability. By writing bilingually in

G-classes, some students stated that L1 writing was a useful way to review their English
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essays and vice versa.* The pedagogical implication of writing bilingually is another

topic for discussion in future studies.

9.6 Summary of Study 3

In this chapter, this author attempted to identify the nature of rhetorical anomalies,
if not errors, and the reasons behind them. The sentences tagged with NLOG in students’
English essays were examined, and found eight types of logical anomalies in the
taxonomies created from the previous findings (Maghfiroh, 2013; Skoufaki, 2009;
Wikborg, 1985, 1990) were found. Among these anomalies, three major anomalies,
irrelevant ideas (no connection to previous sentence(s)), incomprehensible sentences,
and sudden topic shift, were identified, and most of them were observed in the essays
written by L-group students. In fact, incomprehensible sentences were the major source
of anomalies in L-group essays.

One of the findings of irrelevant ideas was “inappropriate TS” in body paragraphs,
especially in the second paragraph. “Inappropriate TS” is when information as a main
idea of the paragraph was incomplete and that information was not correctly placed at the
beginning of the paragraph. Thus, the first sentence of the second paragraph often failed
to be linked to the main idea (THS) of the essay, because irrelevant ideas were inserted.

Another possible reason for rhetorical anomalies was L1 negative transfers or the
use of a Japanese style of “inductive reasoning” in English essays. This was found when
English essays and their Japanese counterparts both written by the same students were
compared. Instead of being placed at the beginning of a paragraph, the main idea is often
much later on. Tautology, in which the same opinions are repeatedly stated, was also

found in L-group essays. These rhetorical anomalies found in students’ English essays
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can be ascribed to the dependence on reader’s inference, which was often used in
Japanese saku-bun, where the writer expresses what he or she feels and expects the
reader to “read” the writer’s intended meaning (Tomioka, 2003).

This study has showed the differences between the essays written by G-group and
L-group students. Compared to G-group students who learned the basics of academic
writing in the first year at Kansai University, and experienced intensive writing training
in the Study Abroad program in the following year, L-group students certainly lacked in
both L2 writing experiences and L2 writing instruction. The results of the current study
have underscored the importance of teaching “paragraph structure” with TS, SSs and
CS. The necessity of teaching “paragraph writing” has also been pointed out.

In addition, the results of this study have shown that L1 transfer is still an
influential factor to L2 writing, since “inductive reasoning” of the Japanese style of
organization were often found. L-group students who did not received a proper L2
writing education in the past might have resorted to the knowledge of L1 composition,
more specifically, L1 writing convention (e.g., ki-sho-ten-tetsu, saku-bun) (Hirose, 2005;
Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2007). Students should be aware of the existence of the different
conventions between English and Japanese, and need to be properly trained to write

using the appropriate style of rhetorical organization.

Notes
1. This classification of rhetorical anomalies was created by the third researcher (see 6.3)
and this author. The taxonomies used in the previous studies (Maghfiroh, 2013;

Skoufaki, 2009; Wikborg, 1985, 1990) were referred.
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2. The Japanese essays discussed in this section are not necessarily “good” essays;
however, Japanese researchers (see 6.3) considered these essays not to be illogical
because both SF and RST tags were assigned in the sentences. Grammar and
vocabulary use are not taken into account for analysis.

3. The idea of “mediation ability” was first included in Common European Framework of
Reference for Language (CEFR) and this study interprets this term as “negotiation of
meaning between different languages.”

4. Some of the students in G-group gave us positive comments about writing bilingually.
Their comments include “When I was writing in Japanese, | was able to rethink what I
intended to say in English,” or “I found that writing Japanese essays in a frame of
English paragraphs could be possible, and I was able to write more logical essays in

Japanese.”
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10. Conclusions

10.1 Limitations of This Study

Before summarizing the major findings, this author acknowledges some limitations
of this study. Firstly, while the overall features of rhetorical organization of the essays
written by the students at three different proficiency levels were identified, the number of
samples analyzed was limited. More samples from KUBEC versions 2012 to 2014 need
to be examined. In addition, it may not be possible to generalize the results solely from
the analysis of KUBEC students without comparing them with those from essays written
by students with more background varieties. In this regard, several researchers from
other universities joined the KUBEC projects in 2014, and since then, they have been
collecting essays under the same scheme. Analyses of these essays and comparison of the
results with those from KUBEC can provide us with more features common among
Japanese students’ essays. Since the purpose of this current study was to identify the
representative patterns of logical organization or logical anomalies in students’ essays,
individual essays were not fully examined. With limited samples, a qualitative analysis
on each of the essays might have been possible, which is a future consideration.

Moreover, a comparison with essays written by students with different nationalities
as well as native English speakers might offer us the answer to the question if the results
of this current study were specific to the Japanese students’ essays. If the same features
were found regardless of nationalities, not L1 (Japanese) transfer but students’
educational background about writing training or their preference or beliefs about
rhetorical organization might have been more influential factors. In any case, this author

believes that comparison with students with different background varieties will provide
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us with valuable findings that can contribute to the teaching of L2 (English) writing in
Japan.

Secondly, a comparison between G1 and G2 by English proficiency levels did not
yield any different features. Students in G-group were divided into two subgroups, G1
and G2, based on their TOEFL scores. However, some of the students in G1 could have
been assigned to G2 or vice versa because their TOEFL scores were on the border line of
the group division, so they could have been placed in either group. If the author had
chosen the students to represent each group considering the distribution based on the
standard deviation, she might have obtained results that highlighted the proficiency
difference more clearly.

Thirdly, the author often attributed some features of G-group texts, in particular, to
the education those students received in the Study Abroad program; however, they may
also have learned how to write English essays in college English classes including
“English Writing 1,” and “English Writing II,” in which the essays were collected, or
even before they were enrolled in Kansai University. There might have been a strong
influence of what they learned during their “English Writing II”” class on the results of
this current study. Writing experience in both L1 and L2 also need to be investigated
among the G- and L-group students. An in-depth investigation into the Review
Comments (see 4.2.1) or structural questionnaire surveys as well as interviews about
what students learned from these classes over the years and before university enrollment
should have been conducted in order to fully examine the results which the current study
identified.

Fourthly, the current study only examined the students’ writing products, while

their process of writing was not investigated. Studies that focus on writers’ cognitive
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processes of writing have been widely conducted (Cumming, 1989, 1990; Raimes, 1985;
Sasaki, 2000, 2002; Swain & Lapkin, 1995; Victori, 1999; Yamashita, 2013; Zimmerman,
2000), and they have clarified strategic differences between the skilled and non-skilled
writers. The rhetorical features identified in the current study need to be re-examined
from the viewpoint of how students wrote their essays. Investigation into their writing
process using the video capture data (see Note 7 in Chapter 4) could have revealed the
associations between the learner variables and the products which the current study
investigated.

Another limitation is related to the methods and procedures of analysis. Four
analytical frameworks need to be further reconsidered. Although this author looked at the
conditions under which an English text is logically organized, other analytical
frameworks might have been possible. For example, Text Mining could have been a
strong alternative to the Keywords-Chain Analysis. An excessive use of metadiscourse
markers (such as and, but, however, therefore) among the learners of English (Narita &
Sugiura, 2006, and others) also needed to be taken into consideration.

In addition, even though the viability of analytical frames that the author has
proposed has been confirmed in the main studies, further refinement of these analytical
tools is necessary. For larger samples, RST analysis should have been selected, focusing
only on a few relations; otherwise, the process of analysis could have been too tedious
and complicated. The subjectivity of RST analysis also needs to be re-considered, even
though we conducted a thorough discussion to reach an agreement in assigning tags
whose interpretation differed among the taggers.

The last limitation is that there might be L2 (English) influence to Japanese essays

due to the “English-first-and-then-Japanese” order. Students were instructed not to
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“translate” from English to Japanese but rather to try to write naturally as if they were
writing an essay in Japanese. Some of the essays that were considered a direct translation
were excluded from the investigation. Nevertheless, the author has acknowledged that L2

transfer could not be completely avoided.

10.2 Summary of Major Finings

Under the two RQs presented in Chapter 3, the rhetorical organization of the
English argumentative essays written by KUBEC students was first investigated, using
the four analytical frameworks the author proposed. The frameworks include 1)
Structural-Functional (SF) Analysis, 2) Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST), 3)
Metadiscourse Markers (MDM) Mapping, and 4) Keywords-Chain Analysis.

SF Analysis looks at structural and functional components of a given essay as well
as their sequence. With this analysis, whether or not the paragraphs of a given essay are
logically organized can be established. RST is a theory of text organization first
developed by Mann and Thompson (1988). This part of the analysis examined, with a
visual presentation of text organization, the rhetorical relations of adjacent sentences
based on 30 RST relations the author had chosen. Keywords-Chain Analysis focuses on
topical/thematic coherence (Hymes, 1974), and two types of keywords were investigated;
theme-setting keywords (TKs) and argument-setting keywords (AKs). The former is
related to the given theme of an essay (i.e. the one chosen by the writer) and the latter is
related to the arguments developed under the theme. These keywords were manually
connected with lines, creating a “keywords-chain.” A well-connected chain of keywords
can be a good indicator of coherence in a text. In MDM Mapping, the use and

distribution of metadiscourse markers (Hyland, 2005) was examined. A pilot study was
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first conducted in order to test the viability of these frameworks, followed by the main
analysis conducted with a larger number of essays.

The most important finding in this study is the patterns of rhetorical organization
specific to each of the introduction, body, and concluding paragraphs, which differed
depending on students’ English proficiency levels. Most G-group students tried to
organize their ideas in the fixed structure of a five-paragraph form (Oshima & Hougue,
2006; Someya, 1994). An introductory paragraph often began with background
information (INT), and ended with the thesis statement (THS) and the organizer (ORG)
to direct the course of argument. In the body paragraphs, three major organization
patterns were identified: [reason - elaboration/example], [problem/reason —result/
elaboration/ solution], and [reason/problem —(CS) result/restatement/conclusion]. The
contrast relation was often found to make the argument more persuasive, using such
MDMs as “however” to mark contrasting ideas. The concluding paragraphs typically
began with a reiteration of the thesis statement; however, even among students at a
higher level of English proficiency, producing an effective ending seemed to have been
difficult.

On the other hand, the essays written by L-group students were characterized by an
introductory paragraph starting with a THS, followed by elaboration relations with EXs.
ORG was rarely found at the end of the introduction. Half of their body paragraphs
featured EXs or SSs before TS, or either TS only or no TS, which presented distinct
difference from those of G-group. Six essays left unfinished due to students’ low L2
proficiency and time-limitation. The higher proportion of unknown SF tags and NLOG
(i.e., not logical) tags in L-group compared to Gl and G2 can be attributed to this

rhetorical organization, which resulted in large numbers of rhetorical anomalies.
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The Keywords-Chain Analysis has demonstrated significant findings in terms of
the position of both TKs and AKs. In a good essay often found in G-group essays, TKs
appeared in the introductory paragraph to indicate the main topic of the essay, and were
used repeatedly across the body paragraphs through to the conclusion. The AKs usually
appeared in the THS or ORG in the final part of the introductory paragraph to set the
direction of the entire essay, and reappeared in the TS of each body paragraph. The chain
of keywords was thus well-connected from the first to the concluding paragraphs.
Relatively poorly structured essays mostly found in L-group essays, on the other hand,
contained a limited number of keywords, and they were rather sporadically placed
throughout the entire essay. In addition, keywords that appeared in the middle of the
essay tended to be logically collapsed because of a shift of topic.

The MDMs used in G-group essays included transition markers (i.e., and, however,
therefore, moreover), sequencing markers (i.e., first, second, finally), and code glosses
(i.e., for example, in conclusion, mean, in fact, especially). A wider variety of these
metadiscourse markers was used to show the layers of discussion and to attain both
global and local cohesion, while L-group essays contained limited numbers of such
MDMs as and, but, and so in the sentence-initial position, to indicate that discussion was
not fully developed. The interesting aspect of this phenomenon is that a mere glance at
the sequence of transition markers can help to grasp the logical flow of the argument. In
addition, MDMs and keywords often complement each other to create cohesion in a text.

The analysis for RQ2 in this study was carried out to identify the nature of
rhetorical anomalies and the reasons behind them. The author examined the sentences
tagged with NLOG in students’ English essays and found eight types of logical anomalies

in the taxonomies created from the previous studies (Maghfiroh, 2013; Skoufaki, 2009;
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Wikborg, 1985, 1990). Among them, three major types of anomalies, irrelevant ideas (no
connection to previous sentence(s)), incomprehensible sentences, and sudden topic shift,
were identified. Most of them were observed in the essays written by L-group students.
In fact, incomprehensible sentences were the major source of anomalies in L-group
essays.

One reason of irrelevant ideas is “inappropriate TS” in body paragraphs, especially
in the 2™ paragraph. “Inappropriate TS means that the information comprising the main
idea of the paragraph is incomplete and that the sentence containing that information is
not correctly placed at the beginning of the paragraph. This often happens in L-group
essays, because THS is placed at the beginning of the 1% paragraph and there is no ORG.
Thus, the first sentence of the second paragraph often fails to be linked to the main idea
(THS) of the essay, which is regarded as irrelevant ideas inserted. This finding is closely
connected to the above-mentioned position of keywords. When the SF elements and
keywords are appropriately positioned, logical anomalies are avoided.

Another possible reason for rhetorical anomalies is L1 negative transfer or, to be
more specific, the use of a Japanese style of “inductive reasoning” in English essays.
This was found in comparison of English essays and their Japanese counterparts both
written by the same students. Instead of being placed at the beginning of a paragraph, the
main idea is often placed much later on. This logical organization was regarded as a
logical break by our NSE proofreaders. Tautology, in which the same opinions are
repeatedly stated, was also found in L-group essays.

The current study has revealed the differences between the essays written by
students at different proficiency levels. Previous research on L2 writing (Kamimura,

1996; Kaplan, 1966; Kraples, 1990; Raimes, 1985; Hirose & Sasaki, 1996) has indicated

179



that the variables influencing the quality of L2 writing include L2 proficiency, L1 ability,
composing competence in L1 and L2, and meta-linguistic ability (awareness of the
system of language). Among them, L2 proficiency plays a prime role in explaining L2
writing quality (e.g., Carson & Kuehn, 1992; Cumming, 1989; Pennington & So, 1993;
Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). Compared to the G-group students who experienced intensive
writing training in the Study Abroad program in their second year, along with
pre-departure writing training in the first year, L-group students certainly lacked both
linguistic and L2 writing ability and L2 writing experience because the results of
questionnaire survey showed (see 6.1) that most of them had never written more than one
or two paragraphs of continuous text when they took this writing class. Therefore, the
results of the current study have shown that the difficulty of writing an essay among the
students who lacked L2 proficiency and L2 writing background, and have underscored
the importance of teaching a “paragraph structure,” which will be explained in detail in
10.3.

Although the culture-dependent factor may not be the single most influential factor
regarding rhetorical anomalies (Connor, 1996; Kubota, 2004; Matsuda, 1997), the results
of this study have shown that L1 transfer is an important factor in students’ writing. In
this regard, past education of either L1 or L2 writing can have an effect on students’
choice of L2 organization (Hirose, 2005; Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2009). Since students
wrote essays in English first and then in Japanese, English may have had an influence on
their Japanese essays. The results of this study, however, showed that their English
essays showed influence of Japanese composition. Students, L-group in particular, were
most likely to construct their ideas in Japanese when writing in English (e.g.,

Wolfersberger, 2003). Under this circumstance, students who have not received a proper
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L2 writing education in the past have no other choice but to resort to their knowledge of
L1 composition, more specifically, L1 writing convention (e.g., ki-sho-ten-tetsu,
kanso-bun) (Hirose, 2005; Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2007). This may be the reason why
rhetorical anomalies caused by “inductive reasoning” of the Japanese style of
organization were often found in L-group essays. When writing in English, Japanese
students should be taught that while “inductive reasoning” can be accepted in their L1
composition, but that this organization style can confuse NSEs who are familiar with
linear organization with the most important idea at the beginning of the text. Dependence
on “reader’s inference” could also be the reason of anomalies. In Japanese, writer
expresses what he or she feels and expects the reader to “read” the writer’s intended
meaning (Tomioka, 2003); however, this is also not accepted in writing in English.
Students need to learn to express themselves explicitly in English with their target
readers in mind. Although students’ dependence on L1 writing convention needs further
investigation, the current study suggested both L1 and L2 writing education are

important.

10.3 Pedagogical Implications

Regarding the rhetorical organization of English texts, this study has revealed
characteristic weaknesses in L2 compositions of Japanese EFL students. Grabe and
Kaplan (1996) argued that “writing abilities are not naturally acquired; they must be
culturally (rather than biologically) transmitted in every generation” (p. 6), putting an
emphasis on writing instruction.

Therefore, the first implication is teaching a “paragraph” to the novice writers

similar to L-group students. Compared to G-group who represented a special group with
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ample L2 writing background, L-group were ordinary Japanese students who had less
experience in L2 writing and lacked the basic knowledge of paragraph writing. The
necessity of teaching “paragraph writing” has already been pointed out by many
researchers teaching Japanese students (Nishigaki & Leishman, 2001; Oi & Tabata,
2012; Taniguchi, 1993). Even though the importance of teaching paragraph writing to the
students at the entry-level has been pointed out and acknowledged by many teachers, it
can be assumed that it has not been appropriately taught in class (O1, 2010). However, Oi
and Tabata (2012) reported that their students were able to produce better essays that
conformed to the basic rules of paragraph writing after being taught paragraph writing
step by step in class. Students firstly need to understand the typical paragraph structure;
1.e., a good paragraph contains the fopic sentence, which is backed up by supporting
sentences, and ends with a concluding sentence. In addition, these paragraphs need to be
logically connected with appropriate use of transition markers. Being aware of a surface
structure of a paragraph is not enough. Assisted by teachers providing feedback, students
need to be taught how to write from one paragraph to an essay by fully understanding
what constitutes a good paragraph.

Being well prepared about what to write in the planning stage of a writing process
is also important (Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Kellog, 1990; Ojima, 2006). L2 writing requires a
more cognitive load than L1 writing (Schoonen, van Gelderen, & de Glopper, 2003;
Tillema, 2012), and less-skilled students take time on local planning such as grammar
and vocabulary while writing in L2 (e.g., Raimes, 1985; Sasaki, 2000; Victori, 1999). In
order to avoid logical breaks in their essays, students need to learn to organize their ideas
logically prior to their writing. Such activities as brainstorming, mapping, and listing and

outlining can be useful for generating ideas, sequencing ideas in a list, or outlining them.
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During these pre-activities, those with limited English skills should be encouraged to use
their L1 to generate ideas, as previous studies (e.g., Lay, 1982; Sasaki, 2002;
Wolfersberger, 2003) suggested that L1 use could facilitates the process of thinking and
writing in L2.

In order to align their ideas in a logical order, the RST patterns or the Toulmin
Model (1958) can become wuseful tools. The RST patterns, for example,
reason-elaboration/example or problem-solution patterns the author identified in this
study can help students arrange their thoughts into these organizational patterns.
Regarding the Toulmin Model (1958), the applicability of the model has already been
tested in writing classes for junior high school students (Oi, 2005b). In her study, Oi
found that students’ argumentative essays became more convincing with an addition of
“warrants” after they learned the Toulmin Model. She emphasized, however, that a mere
exposure to this model is not enough, and it has to be explained step by step, using
samples that students are familiar with. Teachers should guide them for discussion, or as
Oi did in her study in 2005, students and their peers can discuss about how to connect
ideas logically, using the model.

The analytical frameworks adopted in this study can be used by teachers and
researchers to check the students’ essays. It has been reported that writing teachers are
exhausted from checking or giving feedback to the overwhelming amount of students’
texts. Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) noted that teacher feedback is considered the largest
investment of time and energy, curtailing even the amount of time spent preparing and
conducting lessons. The four analytical frameworks the author proposed have been
proven to be useful tools for identifying whether an essay is of high quality without

reading it thoroughly. With the Structural-Functional Analysis, whether a paragraph is
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structurally well-written or not can be examined by simply identifying TS, SS, EX and/or
CS. The tagging procedure, as we have already seen in 6.3, is not as cumbersome as it
may seem at first glance. With Keywords-Chain Analysis and MDM Mapping, the main
topics of discussion and threads of discussions can be followed by the recurrence of
keywords, as well as the signposts, for example, fransition markers. With Rhetorical
Structural Analysis, how sentences are logically related, or in particular, rhetorical
anomalies can be detected only with NLOG tag.!

In addition, this study highlighted the benefits of the bilingual approach in EFL
writing classes. Many rhetorical anomalies identified in students’ English essays could be
attributable to their Japanese writing conventions. This, however, would not have been
found without a comparison between the texts written in L1 and L2. Students can be
encouraged to notice the difference by comparing the texts written in L1 and L2.
Furthermore, when students failed to convey their ideas fully in English, their intended
meaning can often be recovered by reading their Japanese texts. Oi (2010) has reiterated
the importance of a bilingual approach, after she confirmed success in teaching English
rhetorical organization in teaching Japanese essays. In fact, many universities have
started to teach paragraph writing similar to English in Japanese academic writing
courses (Watanabe, 2017). Tanaka and Abe (2014) introduced English organizational
structure into the writing of reports or opinion essays in Japanese. The author believes

that there will be more bilingual approaches in both L1 and L2 settings.

10.4 Future Research Directions
The author proposes three future research projects. Firstly, as mentioned in 10.1,

this study only examined Japanese students’ essays, and has determined that the
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rhetorical organization and anomalies identified were ascribed to L1 transfer and LI
educational background. However, this result cannot be confirmed without looking into
the essays written by students of other nationalities, for example, native speakers of
English. If the same features were identified, there might be reasons other than L1
transfer (i.e., L1 or/and L2 educational background, preference or beliefs of choice, etc.).
Future study can be conducted by comparing the essays written by Japanese students and
those with different nationalities. This will offer us more insight into the problems that
are common among the students regardless of nationalities, which will be the key for
future L2 writing education.

Secondly, the current study only looked at the final product of the students’ essays,
and did not examine their process of writing. The investigation into writing process will
provide valuable insights into cognitive interactions of the writer in creating a text
(Zamel, 1982). Numerous studies have already revealed the different strategies employed
by skilled and unskilled writers, and different thinking processes or decision-making
while composing between the two writers (e.g., Cumming, 1989, 1990). The author
proposes to examine the video capture data included in KUBEC (see Note 7 in Chapter
4), since this video data can show the real-time process of text production by each of the
G and L-group students. The investigation into these data is expected to provide useful
information about how to teach L2 writing to Japanese EFL students, which was not
gained solely from end products of writing, in particular, highlighting the differences of
the writing processes between the skilled (G-group) and unskilled (L-group) writers.

Finally, this author suggests practical research about teaching L2 writing where
teachers in the secondary school and university instructors can cooperate with each other.

As in previous research (Kawano & Nagakura, 2017; Oi et al, 2016; Yasuda et al, 2014),
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the current study also suggested the lack of L2 writing instruction to the students prior to
their entrance to university. Once students are trained to write a paragraph properly in
their secondary school, their writing skills can be expanded into the writing of extended
essays in university classes. This kind of collaborative instruction can be possible in the
affiliated schools where this author currently works for because most of the students in
high school go onto the affiliated university. High school teachers and college instructors
can work cooperatively on a pilot-study basis to teach their students the writing of a short
paragraph to a lengthy essay consisting of several paragraphs across the institutions and
examine the quality of students’ L2 texts over the years. Amid the growing interests in
teaching L2 writing among the teachers and instructors, nurturing students’ ability of L2
writing is what both of them are hoping for. This author believes that the linkage of L2
writing instruction both in instruction and research across the secondary and higher

institutions is necessary.

Note

1. The on-line annotation system has been developed for the Structural-Functional
Analysis and Rhetorical Structure Theory Analysis as one of the KUBEC projects.
Even though manual tagging is still needed, the system has facilitated a tagging
procedure, and has generated the results of structural tagging automatically, and has

graphically presented rhetorical organization.
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Appendix 1. Online Consent Form and Questionnaire Survey
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Note. Items in questionnaire survey;

la: Name (in Chinese characters), 1b: Name (in Roman characters), 1¢: Student number,
1d: Mail address, le: Class, 2: Age, 3: Gender, 4: Grade in university, 5: Department, 6:
Experience of studying English (years), 7: Experience of studying other foreign
languages (years), 8: Scores of English proficiency tests (TOEFL, IELTS, TOEIC, Eiken,
Others), 9a: Experience of living in English-speaking countries (years or months), 9b:
Experience of living in English-speaking countries (name(s) of countries), 10: Frequency
of English use at the time of this survey in reading, writing, listening, and speaking, 11:
Ability to write essays in Japanese (i.e., Do you think you are good at writing a
composition in Japanese?), 12: Experience of writing a composition in English (i.e.,
Have you ever written a composition in English? If so, how often?), 13: Ability of
writing a composition in English (i.e., Do you think you are good at writing a
composition in English?), 14: Reasons for response to Q13, 15: Comment

210



Appendix 2. English Essay Data Collected in 2013

English Essays (Original)

English Essays (Revised)

Essay topics Groups No. of No. of Avg. No.of No. of No. of Avg. No.
essays words words per essays words of words
essay per essay
1 Env. pollution G 150 46,286 308.6 118 39,993 338.9
L 10 2244 224.4 9 2879 319.9
Total 160 48,530 303.3 127 42,872 337.6
2 Violence on G 149 45,162 303.1 116 37,221 320.9
TV
L 9 2145 238.3 9 2653 294.8
Total 158 47,307 299.4 125 39,874 319.0
3 Young people G 147 47,654 324.2 113 39,988 353.9
today
L 10 2501 250.1 9 2891 321.2
Total 157 50,155 319.5 122 42,879 351.5
4 Suicide G 148 48,131 325.2 117 40,884 349.4
L 10 2256 225.6 9 2720 302.2
Total 158 50,387 318.9 126 43,604 346.1
5 Sports G 144 43,939 305.1 121 40,352 333.5
L 10 2645 264.5 8 2609 326.1
Total 154 46,584 302.5 129 42,961 333.0
6 School G 159 52,611 330.9 126 45,351 359.9
Education
L 10 1798 179.8 9 2794 310.4
Total 169 54,409 321.9 135 48,145 356.6
7 Recycling G 153 46,169 301.8 116 38,514 332.0
L 11 2498 227.1 10 3181 318.1
Total 164 48,667 296.8 126 41,695 330.9
8 Money G 153 50,412 329.5 117 40,739 348.2
L 9 2377 264.1 9 2968 329.8
Total 162 52,789 325.9 126 43,707 346.9
9 Divorce G 146 49,229 337.2 126 44,135 350.3
L 10 2326 232.6 9 2748 305.3
Total 156 51,555 330.5 135 46,383 347.3
10  Death Penalty G 157 49,638 316.2 133 45,203 339.9
L 10 2403 240.3 8 2468 308.5
Total 167 52,041 311.6 141 47,671 338.1
11  Crime G 149 47,186 316.7 127 44,390 349.5
L 9 2254 250.4 10 2802 280.2
Total 158 49,440 312.9 137 47,192 344.5
12 Parttime job G 149 48,750 327.2 113 38,801 343.4
(Arg.)
L 10 2315 231.5 8 2437 304.6
Total 159 51,065 321.2 121 41,238 340.8
13 Smoking G 142 42,265 297.6 90 28,035 311.5
(Arg.)
L 9 2081 231.2 4 1257 314.3
Total 151 44,346 293.7 94 29,292 311.6
TOTAL G 1946 617,432 --- 1533 523,606 -
AVE. - --- 47,4948  317.2 --- 40,277.4 340.9
SD --- --- 2675.3 12.4 --- 4359.4 13.1
TOTAL L 127 29,843 --- 111 34,407.0 ---
AVE. - --- 2295.6 235.4 --- 2646.7 310.4
SD --- --- 205.1 20.7 --- 444.8 13.0
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Appendix 3. Japanese Essay Data and Review Comments Collected in 2013

Japanese Essays (Original) Japanese Essays (Revised) Review Comments
Essay Groups  No. No. of Avg. No. No. of No. of Avg. No. No. of No. of Avg. No.
topics of words of words essays words of words essays words of words
essay per essay per essay per essay
s
1 Env. G 140 96,895 692.1 114 92,056 807.5 97 13,478 138.9
pollution
L 10 4952 495.2 9 7330 814.4 9 2364 262.7
Total 150 101,847 679.0 123 99,386 808.0 106 15,842 149.5
2 Violence G 141 103,271 732.4 112 89,852 802.3 92 12,348 134.2
onTV
L 9 5396 599.6 9 7161 795.7 7 1046 149.4
Total 150 108,667 724.4 121 97,013 801.8 99 13,394 135.3
3 Young G 141 108,013 766.0 110 93,676 851.6 118 15,272 129.4
people
today
L 9 5378 597.6 9 7556 839.6 10 1951 195.1
Total 150 113,391 755.9 119 101,232 850.7 128 17,223 134.6
4 Suicide G 139 103,370 743.7 112 90,103 804.5 116 15,940 137.4
L 10 5915 591.5 9 6872 763.6 8 1547 193.4
Total 149 109,285 733.5 121 96,975 801.4 124 17,487 141.0
5 Sports G 137 100,701 735.0 119 98,409 827.0 86 12,200 141.9
L 10 6534 653.4 8 6740 842.5 1 123 123.0
Total 147 107,235 729.5 127 105,149 827.9 87 12,323 141.6
6 School G 156 123,819 793.7 123 107,672 875.4 88 13,123 149.1
education
L 11 3314 301.3 10 9223 922.3 10 2942 294.2
Total 167 127,133 761.3 133 116,895 878.9 98 16,065 163.9
7 Recycling G 151 111,953 741.4 111 92,507 833.4 89 15,597 175.2
L 10 5258 525.8 10 9408 940.8 9 3362 373.6
Total 161 117,211 728.0 121 101,915 842.3 98 18,959 193.5
8 Money G 154 120,221 780.7 117 98,769 844.2 80 11,486 143.6
L 9 6391 710.1 9 8061 895.7 8 1788 223.5
Total 163 126,612 776.8 126 106,830 847.9 88 13,274 150.8

(Appendix 3. continues)
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(Appendix 3. continued)

9 Divorce G 144 113,984 791.6 122 103,454 848.0 86 14,117 164.2
L 10 5953 595.3 9 7132 792.4 0 0 0.0
Total 154 119,937 778.8 131 110,586 844.2 86 14,117 164.2
10  Death G 151 112,393 744.3 129 104,664 811.3 91 12,001 131.9
penalty
L 10 5471 547.1 8 6168 771.0 9 1808 200.9
Total 161 117,864 732.1 137 110,832 809.0 100 13,809 138.1
11 Crime G 144 100,001 694.5 124 103,555 835.1 121 17,067 141.0
L 8 4497 562.1 10 7401 740.1 10 2016 201.6
Total 152 104,498 687.5 134 110,956 828.0 131 19,083 145.7
12 Part-time G 145 110,128 759.5 108 86,732 803.1 65 7339 112.9
job (Arg.)
L 10 5535 553.5 8 6491 811.4 9 1759 195.4
Total 155 115,663 746.2 116 93,223 803.6 74 9098 122.9
13 Smoking G 132 91,678 694.5 87 66,868 768.6 97 15,373 158.5
(Arg.)
L 9 5127 569.7 4 3306 826.5 10 2257 225.7
Total 141 96,805 686.6 91 70,174 771.1 107 17,630 164.8
TOTAL G 1875 1,396,427  744.8 14388 1,228,317  825.5 1226 175,341 143.0
AVE. 107,417.5  743.8 94,485.9 824.0 13,487.8 142.9
SD 8863.2 335 10,182.6 26.9 2442.0 15.5
TOTAL L 125 69,721.0 557.8 112 92,849.0 829.0 100 22,963.0 229.6
AVE. 5363.2 561.7 7142.2 827.4 1766.4 203.0
SD 799.4 91.6 1438.6 58.5 920.4 84.4
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Appendix 4. List of 30 RST Relations

<50 > R BAE FEA RST (C KD FEA
1 BGRD Background information B EMOBERCDBERERRLTND The context or the grounds on which the claims are to be
interpreted. There are two types of background information; the
one which is not directly linked to the thesis statement in the
introductory paragraph, and the one which is directly related to
the thesis statement in the introductory paragraph.
2 | GNES General statement SEREDIET —REHRFEEZRRILTND The sentence presents general information, for example, to start
the paragraph.
3 | THSS Thesis / Main claim ES = PEROEA. FREFEEBDODFERFERZRRL | The sentence presents thesis or writer's main claim.
Twnsd
4 ORGN Organization R - AEfdlr | EImOERYAEZERLTWND The sentence directs the way to which the discussion takes place
or is organized.
5 | CDTN Hypothetical condition B (REEM) | BROAHRERRD [MREMEZMH8IIZ] (CD | The truth of the proposition associated with the NY is a
WTHRRTWD (BU~RS ; BEU~TRIFN | consequence of the fulfillment of the condition in the S. The S
&) presents a situation that is not realized yet.
6 | CRCM Circumstance BIiR GRESMY) | FROFHRERD THREDRREZM] (DU | The situation presented in the S provides the context in which
TIRRTND (BE~DKSIIRFICHD (D | the situation presented in the N should be interpreted. The
T/ 0 ) events described in the S are somewhat co-temporal.
7 | ELBR Elaboration EE3u AIROABZFMICHAL TLD S presents additional detail about the situation or some element
of subject matter in N; Details of N
8 | ADTN Addition Bl - e 1BRZEM - HELTULD The S provides additional information on the N
9 | PRPH Paraphrase EWRX AIROABZRIDRRTEVMEZ TS The S paraphrase a statement presented in the N.
10 | RTRN Reiteration / BOIRL (85) | anRORBZEBERDEL TS (&H) The S reiterates/restate the information presented in the N.
Restatement
11 | EXMP Example {BIEIE ANRDORBDEFRFIZRLTULD The S provides an example with respect to the information

presented in the N.
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(Appendix 4. continued)

<50> REE BHAER e RST ([CK D3RR
12 | EVDC Evidence SIEHL AROATZEZE HR— g BT —4 %12 | The situation presented in the S provides evidence or justification
~LUTWD for the situation presented in the N. Evidence is data to convince
the reader of a point.
13 | JSTF Justification ES1E RO BEELHLT DEAZEMLU TLS | The situation presented in the S justifies the situation presented
(BRI 20T — F DIRR(E72LY) in the N. S increases the reader’s readiness to accept the writer’s
claim. (without data)
14 | RSON Reason b1 2E] AR (3R ONE DEE (=/2FES57/> | Multi: The S is the reason for the N.
=) ZiRRRLTVSD
15 | CAUS Cause JRE PR EZ (IR DOABTOERRE (=if2HF) %R | Multi® (Cause-Result): The situation presented in the N is the
LCL\D (A is caused by B) cause of the situation presented in the S. The cause (the N) is the
most important (target sentence).
16 | RSLT Result/Effect e -#FR (B | fRFELEBBRONBSDEENRFZEFIZ(E4E | Multi (Cause-Result): The situation presented in the S is the
&) RZRTILTVD cause of the situation presented in the N. The result (the N) is the
most important part (target sentence).
17 | CNSQ Consequence (= indirect | 8228 - #£2 (B | BIRDOXMH S DR EIRR LTS A, R | Multi: The situation presented in on span' is a consequence of the
effect/result) ) - FEROBEFRK D BCEENREFREEN situation presented in the other span. The relations CAUSE and
RESULT imply a more direct linkage between the N and the S,
whereas a CONSEQUENCE relation suggests a more indirect
linkage.
18 | PRBL Problem R AR T (IR DOABDEERYERAZIRRL | Multi (Problem-Solution): The situation presented in the N is the
Twnw3d problem of the situation presented in the S. The problem (the N)
is the most important part (target sentence).
19 | SLTN Solution R BN R T2 (R DRI R T R I 2R | Multi (Problem-Solution): The situation presented in the N is the
ZIRLTWVD solution of the situation presented in the S. The solution (the N)
is the most important part (target sentence).
20 | CNCL Conclusion Tham BIRDOANBZZ T T, 2REZEEHBMAMSHND | Multi: The S presents a final statement that wraps up the
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(Appendix4. continued)
T T

fhim (SIEMYIE. #R. RENUGRFCLD
RAEER) ZIRRLTWVD

situation presented in the N, such as reasoned judgment,

inference, necessary consequence, or final decision.

21 | SMRY Summary E=2) AR Z (FRIBDONBEELN L TLD The target sentence either (1) summarizes the information
presented previously, or (2) presents a summary of information
to follow.

22 | INTP Interpretation R BIRDAB(CETIESTFOIHWAIREIRT | Multi: One span? (or the S/N) presents the personal opinion of

LTWhd the writer or of a third party. An interpretation can be: 1) an
explanation of what is not immediately plain or explicit; 2) an
explanation of actions, events, or statements by pointing out or
suggesting inner relationships, motives, or by relating particulars
to general principles; or 3) an understanding or appreciation of a
situation in light of individual belief, judgment, or circumstance.

23 | EVAL Evaluation il EESFFEEIEBOMBEFIMIZIERLTLSD | Multi: On span (or the S/N) assess the situation presented in the
other span (or the S/N) of the relationship on a scale of good or
bad. An evaluation can be an appraisal, estimation, rating,
interpretation, or assessment of a situation. It can be the
viewpoint of the writer or another agent in the text. (eg; itis the
best way:-+)

24 | CNTR Contrast XTLE - LEER FATEZ (FBROANE (T U THEREZ(EXMEB | The two sentences or two spans have similarities or differences

EIRBABTZERRLTULD by the comparison. The N and S are the same in many respects
but differences in a few respects.

25 | ANTI Antithesis RT3 AT T DXARN SIBE SNDEREIREEICK T | Multi: The situation presented in the N comes in contrast with the

DRBFZRRLTND

situation presented in the S. (eg; the sentence starting with

Although, But etc.) See Contrast
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26 | CSSN Concession B LTI DXIMN SBESNDEBREDIREBDEE | The writer acknowledges a potential or apparent incompatibility
EBRIDIATEIRRTLUTNDS (~fEH. ~I[d | between the situations presented in the N and S; however, the
EE3ARBHDH. L) writer regards the situations presented in the N and S as
compatible which increases the reader’s positive regard for the
situation in the N.
27 | QLFY Qualification(reservation) | {££3 LTI DABICRT IRBEEFZEIRRLTULS | N provides a certain condition within which a subject matter can
be excluded, or the exception to the writer’s claim.
28 | ALGY Analogy XA - FA FITORBICHH DB BEHRZE. IRIEDXIRICH | An analogy contains an inference to the main claim.
WT. 2 E5RDASHOEBMMICEDVWTER
LTWDd
29 | RQTN Rhetorical question EERE (R | ZHFOIEEWIETIENT, MISHDKEE | The S poses a question vis-a-vis a segment of the text; the
5B FK) HREZRRLTND intention of the author is usually not to answer it, but rather, to
raise an issue for the reader to consider, or to raise an issue for
which the answer should be obvious.
30 | NLOG No logic (No apparent WIENARESE | KTOXEDHBHIRDRNDAREZL TLY | The target sentence has no apparent relevance or logical
logical connection; | 7Z(EBEHE Do connection with regard to the previous statement(s) or the main

illogical argumentation)

topic of the discourse.
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Appendix 5. English Rubric

Trait

Level (score) and Description

Levell(scorel-3)

Level2(score 4-6)

Level3(score 7-9)

Leveld(score 10-12)

Content and Topic
Development

Very Poor

The ideas are unclear,
inconsistent and/or lack a
central theme. The essay
shows little knowledge of the
topic. Little or no details, or
irrelevant specifics to support
main ideas.

Fair to Poor

The ideas are somewhat unclear.
The essay shows limited knowledge
of the topic. The main idea
development is limited. Most
supporting details are too general and
/or irrelevant.

Good to Average

The ideas are generally clear.
The essay show fair knowledge
of the topic. Main ideas are
developed in general, but
supporting details are at times too
general and/or irrelvant.

Excellent to Very Good

The ideas are clear. The essay is
knowledgeable and relevant to the
topic. Main ideas are fully
developed by supporting details.

Levell(scorel-3)

Level2(score 4-6)

Level3(score 7-9)

LeveW(score 10-12)

Organization and
Retorical Features

Very Poor

The essay lacks rhetorical
control and orgainization.
There are no or almost no
cohesive devices.

Fair to Poor

The organization of the essay is
somewhat unclear with few cohesive
devices. Some noticiable lack of
rhtorical fluency: redundacy,
repetition, or a missing transition
across and within paragraphs and
sentences.

Good to Average

The essay is fairly

organized with some cohesive
devices appropriately used.
Ocassional lack of rhetorical
fluency: redundacy, repetition, or
a missing transition across and
within paragraphs and sentences.

Excellent to Very Good

The essay is well-organized with
logicaly sequenced paragraphs. In
paragraphs, the sentences are
logically connected. A variety of
cohesice devices are
appropriately and effectively
used.

Levell(scorel-3)

Level2(score 4-6)

Level3(score 7-9)

LeveW(score 10-12)

Very Poor

The essay has extremely
repetitive sentences or simple
sentences. Due to inaccurate

Fair to Poor

Simple sentences or repetitive
sentences are often used.
Sentence structures are somewhat

Good to Average

A variety of sentences are
appropriately used in general.
Sentence structures are mostly

Excellent to Very Good
A variety of sentences are
appropriately used. Sentnce
structures are accurate.

idioms, the use of words or
word forms is niticeably
inappropriate.

frequent errors of word/idiom form,
choice, and/or usage.

contains occational errors of
word/idiom form, choice, and /or
usage.

Grammar sentence structures or inaccurate. There are frequent errors |accurate. There are several There are few or no errors of
grammatical erros, meaning of |of agreement, tense, number, word  |errors of agreement, tense, agreement, tense, number, word
the sentences are uncertain.  |order/function, articles, pronouns, number, word order/function, order/function, articles, pronouns,

prepositions, and so on. articles, pronouns, prepositions,  [prepositions, and so on.
and so on.
Levell(scorel-3) Level2(score 4-6) Level3(score 7-9) LeveM(score 10-12)
Very Poor Fair to Poor Good to Average Excellent to Very Good
The essay shows an extremely [The essay shows a limited The essy shows an adequate The essay shows a sophisticated
Vocaburaly restricted range of words and [range of words and idioms it contains [range of words and idioms. It range of words and idioms.

Words and idioms are
appropriately used.

Appeal to the readers

Levell(scorel-3)

Level2(score 4-6)

Level3(score 7-9)

Leveld(score 10-12)

Very Poor

The writer is not aware of
his/her readers. The ideas are
too strong and not convincing
atall.

Fair to Poor

The writer is somewhat aware of
his/her readers, but the ideas are not
so convincing nor appealing to the
readers.

Good to Average

The writer is aware of his/her
readers. It is convincing and
appealing to the readers.

Excellent to Very Good

The writer is well aware of
his/her readers. It is very
convincing and appealing to the
readers.

Note. ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs, et al., 1981) revised by Yamashita (2015)
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Appendix 6. List of MDM

MDM G1 G2 Law
Code Glosses

called 0 1 2
for example 5 6 13
for instance 1 0 0
I mean 1 0 0
~mean 7 0 1
in fact 4 2 2
in other words 3 0 0
indeed 0 0 1
especially 9 6 1
such as 10 8 4
that is 8 1 0
that means 1 0 2
this means 0 0 1
which means 1 1 0
Total 50 25 27

Frame Markers

Sequencing

finally 6 3 0
first 5 1 3
firstly 5 2 2
first of all 7 6 1
At first 0 2 0
The first point is 1 3 0
My (The) first reason is 0 4 0
last 0 1 1
At last 1 0 0
next 1 0 0
second 3 1 0
The (My) second (reason, 6 8 0
point, advantage, case)

secondly (second of all) 4 7 0
then 6 3 3
third (point, reason) 1 3 0

(Appendix 6. continues)
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MDM G1 G2 Law
thirdly 0 1 0
Total 46 45 10
Transition Markers
Also 4 7 1
although 8 4 0
and (And) 60 57 50
as a result 0 0 2
at the same time 4 1 0
because (Because) 56 31 13
because of (Because of) 18 12 2
besides 1 0 0
but (But) 13 18 24
even though 5 1 0
Furthermore 0 1 0
hence 1 0 0
however (However) 27 42 5
In addition (to) 7 9 0
lead to 4 0 0
Moreover (Moreover) 12 7 6
on the other hand 1 2 1
result in 1 0 0
since 8 5 0
so (So) 6 12 22
so that (so as to) 2 0 1
still (=nevertheless, yet) 1 1 0
therefore (Therefore) 18 10 7
though 0 1 3
thus 3 3 0
whereas 1 0 0
while 2 1 3
Total all MDM 263 225 140
Endophoric Markers

X above (mentioned above) 8 5 1
Total 8 5 1
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MDM G1 G2 Law
Evidentials
according to 1 2 0
Total 1 2 0
Frame Markers
Label stages
in short 0 0 2
in summary 1 0 0
overall 0 1 0
In conclusion 13 11 0
Total 14 12 2
Announce goals
in this essay 2 2 0
This essay 8 2 0
focus 1 0 0
would like to 6 2 1
Total 17 6 1
Shift topic
now 1 0 2
well 0 0 1
Total 1 0 3
Others
that is because 3 0 0
mentioned above 2 0 0
Total 5 0 0
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