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Chapter 1: Introduction |

The-original goal of this study was to explore the possible effects of first language
(L1) training and experience on second language (L2) writing. In the course of the study,
it became clear that both L1 and L2 training and experieﬁce come into pl;cly and appear to
influence writing in L1 and L2. In the end, a rather comple); picture of interaction
between L1 and L2 writing has begun to emerge. )

In this introductory chépter, the impetus for the study is first explairied. Then a brief
review of the felevant background literature is presented. Finally, the aims for the study,

including the specific research questions, are spelled out, and the overall structure of the

‘report is outlined.

1.1 Impetus for This Study

A previous large-scale questionnaire study of Japanese kokugo teachers (N=180)
indicated that a significant ‘number of Japanese high schools (85 percent of 79 sample
schools chosen)’ pfovided special L1 (first language) training outside of regular Japanese
classes to help individual students prepare to write short essays for university entrance
exams (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2001, 2002). This training was given on a short-term basis
consisting of 1 to 4 months of intensive, individualized instruction. According to the
students interviewed in the study (N=21), the common task was to write opinion-stating
essays, in Which they were instructed to take a clear position, for example, for or against
the author’s assertion or on a social issue presented in the text, and to provide supports

from such sources as personal experience, observations or factual knowledge (Kobayashi



& Rinnert, 2002, p. 102).  Unlike the traditional L1 composition tfaining which focused
on the expréssion of personal thoughts and feelings (Watanabe, 2001), the kind of writing
that students were trained to produce in such special training sessions emphasized the
importance of a logical argument, which echoed the typical characteristics of English
academic Writing (e.g., Johns, 1991; Smalley & Hank, 1982).

The results of the previous stpdy (Kobayashi & Rinﬂért, ,2001, 2002) indicated that
special preparatory high school level writing training was a potentially inﬂqential factor
affecting the quality of Japanese students’ L1 and L2 (second language) writing after
entering university. Moreover, the interviews in the pilot study carried out prior to the
present stud\y2 revealed that similar to the L1 special training, writing training in L2
(English) geared for university entrance exams was provided for many high school
students, as well. The results of these studies led to the exploration in the present study of

the possible effects of such special preparatory writing training in both L1 and L2 on the
English writing of university students, particularly the first year students, and also the
effects of possible interaction between the kinds of writing training provided in the two

languages.

1.2 Baékground -

To help inexperienced student writers become more like ‘experts’, numerous studies
have sought to identify strategies that experts use in their composiﬁg process (Hayes &
Flower, 1983; Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman & Carey, 1987; Cumming, 1989; Sasaki,
2001, 2002). These studies found that expert writers, either in a first or a second language,

employ more effective planning and revising strategies than novices. The assumption



underlying these studies is that expert and novice writers exist on a single coﬁtinuuzﬁ
(Carter, 1990; Grabe & Kaplan, 19969), and that novice writers can approximate the
performance of experts by learning the strategies of those skilled writers and applying
them to their own writing. This strictly cognitive approach may lack sufficient attention
to social and cultural contexts (Roca De Larios, Murphy & Martin, 2002), but many L1
and L2 writing studies conducted from such a perspective hav¢’demonstrated the complex
nature of individual composing processes.

Although defining an expért writer is difficult, from a cognitive perspective, an
expert can be considered to be a writer who has “the ability to employ certain universal,
context-independent revision and editing practices to guide writing” (Haylaﬁd, 2003, p; 59).
Attaining such ability appears to involve a number of variables, including text knowledge,
in relation to which writing experience appears to play a major role. In fact, in writing
research (Cumming, 1989; Hayes et al, 1987; Sasaki, 2002), expert writers are often
referred to as “professionally experienced writers”, and the effect of such professional
experience on their composing processes has been investigated, in comparison with the
processes of novice writers. However, in discussing “writing experience” in relation to
the concept of expert/novice writers, second lénguage writing research entails at least two
issues. One concerns the amount Qf writing experience student writers have in terms of
either L1 or L2 or both, and the other is related to their levels of second language
proficiency.

First, the effect of L1 writing experience on L2 writing appears to be positive (Bosher,
1998; Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 2001; Cumming, 198“9; Raimes, 1987; Uzawa, 1996).

Cumming (1989), for example, im)estigatcd 23 French-speaking university students’



English writing using a think-aloud method, and found that their L1 writing expertise
affected the quality of their written texts and composing strategies. That is, students with
extensive professional 1.1 writing experience produced essays with effectjve content and
discourse orgaﬁization, while attendihg to complex éspects of writing and employing
problemjsolving strategies. In his study, Cumming did not find any obvious effect of
second language proficiency on such writing processes. Similarly, Raimes (1987) found
that there was little correlation between language proficiency and composing strategies of
8 ESL students; however, those with confidence in their L1 writing ability revised and
edited most frequently. The findings of Cumming and Raimes’ studies suggest that
writing ability and language proficiency are independent from each other, and at the same
time that L1 wﬁting ability, which is presumably at least partially constituted of L1 writing
experience, is transferable to L2 writing.

Amounts and kinds of L2 writing expericn’ce have also been found to affect the
quality of writing and composing strategies. For example, students with L2 paragraph
writing experience in high school were found to be better L2 writers than those without
such experience (Sasaki & Hirdse, 1996). Similarly, students with more experience of
writing short and longer L2 texts were found to better detect and correct problems at the
three discourse levels of inter-sentential, paragraph and essay than less expericnced
students (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2001). In terms of composing strategies, Sasaki (2000;
2002) compared EFL expert versus novice writers in their L2 writing processes using
stimulated recall protocols, and found that the experts made more detailed overall plans for
organization and refined their texts more frequently, while the novices tended to make less

detailed plans and make corrections and translations at a local level. Although these



findings suggest a positive correlation between L2 writing experience and L2 writing
performance, caution should be maintained because writing experience and language
proficiency are often inseparable due to a high correlation between the two factors

(Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2001).

1.3 The Study
Previous studies have investigated the effect of either L1 or L2 writing expé;ience on

secbnd language writing. However, hardly any studies have attempted to examine the
direct effects of both L1 and L2 writing experience or possible interaction between the two.
Furthermore, previous studies havé tended not to pay sufficient attention to social contexts
(Roca De Larios, Murphy & Martin, 2002). Since writing takes place in a situéted
context, the writing practice writers receive in their L1 literacy setting is likcly to affect
their writing behaviors.

The purpose of this study is two-fold. The first aim is to investigate the possible
effects of both L1 (Japanese) and L2 (English) writing experience onl2 English writing,
and the other, to explore possible interaction between L1 (Japanese) and L2’ (English)
writing experience. As stated earlier, we are particularly focusing on the effects of special
preparatory high school level training in writing short essays in both languages for
university entrance examinations. The specific research questions addressed in this papcr’
are the following.

1.3.1 Research questions regarding Japanese writing
J1. Do discourse modes (task definition) or text structure vary in the L1 essays

written by the four groups (those with preparatory training in both L1 and L2



1.3.2

1.3.1

J2.

J3.

writing, those with training in only L1, those with training in only L2, and
those with no training)?

Do discourse markers and development of content vary among L1 essays by
the four groups?

Does writing fluency or planning time differ among L1 writers in the four

groups?

Research questions regarding English writing

El.

E2.

E3.

Do discourse modes (task definition) or text structure differ in the L2 essays
by the four groups?.
Do discourse markers and development of content vary among L2 essays in

the four groups?

- Are there any differences among the four groups in the process of writing 1.2

essays (writing fluency, planning time or pausing behavior)?

Questions regarding L1 (Japanese) writing versus L2 (English) writing

Cl. Are there any differences between L1 and L2 essays by the four groups in

terms of text features created?

C2.  Are there any differences between L1 and L2 writing within the four groups

in terms of writing fluency or planning time?

By responding to these specific questions, we would like to address the two larger

questions, which are concerned with a positive transfer of L1 writing experience on second

language writing and also with possible effects of combined L1 and L2 writing experience.

In this report, Chapter 2 explains the methodology for the study. Next,

Chapters 3 through 5 present detailed results of the analysis of the L1 and L2 writing and



interviews. Finally, Chapter 6 discusses the results in relation to the specific and overall
research questions and attempts to draw conclusions regarding implications of the study

and directions for future research.

Notes

1. For this Study, 1000 questionnaires were sent to 200 high schools selected through
stratified random sampling, with 5 questionnaires per school. In all, 180
questionnaires were returned from 79 schools located in 37 prefectures. The samples
represented 78.7% of all the prefectures in Japan.

2. In thé summer of 2002, four first year students participated in the pﬂot study. The
purpose of this study was to check to see how the participants would respond to the
given Writingv tasks (Traveling and Living place) and prompts, and also to elicit
information about the special preparatory high school writing training they received in

the past.



- Chapter 2: Method

This chapter introduces the methodology employed for this study. First, the
selection of the participants is explained, and the characteristics of the four groups are
described. Then the procedures for data collection and data analysis are presented.

2.1 Participants

The participants were all Japanese first-year university EFL students (N=28).
Because none of them had received any university-level L2 writing instruction, they could
be considered novice EFL writers. = Their English proficiency waé held constant at an
intermediate level, as shown in Table 1. The participants were selected to form four
groups: (1) Group 1, those with intensive experience writing essays in both L1 and L2 (N =
9); (2) Group 2, those with experience writing in only L1 (N = 7); (3) Group 3, those with
experience in only L2 (N = 7); and (4) Group 4, those with no experience in either
language (N = 5)." Although the groups differed in terms of whether they had experienced
intensive writing training in one or both languages, it should be noted that all the students

had received some L1 writing instruction and experience in elementary, junior and senjor

high school kokugo classes.

Table 1: Characteristics of Participant Groups

Number Preparatory Training English Mean Score* (SD)

Group 1 9 L1&12 470.44 (18.74)
Group 2 7 L1 only 447.71 (37.62)
Group 3 7 L2 only 462.71 (23.76)
Group 4 5 Little or none 461.20 (5.26)

*TOEFL Equivalent;? no significant difference among groups



The participants were recruited through a multi-stage process. F irst, a
preliminary questionnaire (Appendix P) was administered in regular first year English
classes. Based on the respomses, potential candidates for each of the four groups were
selected for further interviews. The main criterion for selection was the number of essays
| they had written dufing their intensive training: ideally 8-10 or more for those with training .
and none for those without training. During the preliminary interviews, responses were
confirmed, more information about the participant’s attitudes toward wriﬁng in Japanese
and English were elicited, and the logistics of the research procedure were explained.
Those who still fit the criterja and agreed to participate became members of the groups.

In those cases where more than the target number of participants fit the criteria (mainly
Group 1), the interviewees were fandomly selected, and interviews were continued until
the quota was filled. Ina few cases it was necessary to include thosé who had written
slightly fewer (7;9) papers among those with intensive training, or only 1 or 2 instead of no
papers among those without training.

Between October, 2002 and January, 2003, a total of 19 participants (8 in Group
1, 4 in Groups 2 and 3, and 3 in Group 4) completed all the tasks in the study. The
followihg year, between October, 2003 and January, 2004, an additional 11 students (1 in
Groupl, 3 in Groups 2 and 3, and 2 in Group 4) completed their participation. All

participants were compensated for their time.

2.2 Data Collection
All participants composed essays and engaged in individual in-depth interviews in

two separate sessions. Each student wrote one Japanese and one English essay. They all



wrote in Japanese during their first session and in English during their second one and

were interviewed in Japanese about their Writing in both sessions.

2.2.1 Essays
The two open-ended opinion eliciting prompts were formulated as follows:

~Topic 1: Place to live
Students at universities often have a chance to choose where to live. They may
- choose to live in an apartment alone near their school, or they may choose to live

with their family and commute to their university. What do you think of this topic?
Write an essay in English, explaining your opinion about it. You written essay will
be included in a compilation of class essays and your classmates will read it.

Topic 2: Travel
Many university students often have a chance to travel. They may choose to travel
alone, or they may choose to travel in a group. 'What do you think of this topic?
Write an essay in English, explaining your opinion about it. You written essay will

be included in a compilation of class essays and your classmates will read it.

The topics were alternated, with half of the students in each group writing on Topic
1 in Japanese and on Topic 2 in English, and the other half doing the opposite. No time
limit was given, but most participants took about 35 minutes to write each essay in either

LlorL2. They were allowed to use electronic dictionaries for their L2 writing.

2.2.2 Stimulated Recall and Interviews

Immediately after each essay was completed, the writer was asked to view a

10



videotape of the first 10 minutes and the last 5 minutes of the essay writing. Foﬂowing

~ the technique developed by Anzai and Uchida (1981), every time the writing stopped for 3
seconds or longer, the writer was asked to rbmember what they had been thinking about
during the pausé.

Following the pause data elicitation, students answered in-depth questions about
their composing processes (for example, how much they had planncd before actually
writing) and about their L1 and L2 writing background. A copy of the interview protocol
questions is shown in Appendix A. Each interview session lasted between 90 and 120

 minutes.

2.3 Data Analysis
The data were analyzed in terms of writing product, and writing process. A brief
| explanation of each is presented below, and a more detailed explanation is offered in

Chapters 3 through 5, as the results are explained.

231 Textuai (Product) Analysis

The textual analysis included relatively well-established analyses of text structure,
organization and coherence (e.g., Hirose, 2003; Kubota, 1998; Sasaki, 2000), as explained
in Chapters 3 and 4.  In addition, special attention was paid to the development and
elaboration of the content in the written texts. Based on modified versions of PISA,
Procedure for Incremental Structure Analysis (Sanders & van Wijk, 1996), and TRACE,

Text-based Reconstructions of Activities by the Conceptual Executive (van Wijk, 1999),

the texts were segmented into basic meaning units and coded in terms of their contribution

11



to the argument or expoSition. According to their theory (van Wijk, 1999), the basic
components of én argument essay can be represented as follows:

Argument —> Claim + (Support)

Support —> Reason + (Elaboration) [RECURSIVE]

Reason —> characteristic / motivation / cause / ...

Elabqration —> Context | Specification [ Nuancing / ...

Context —> background / condition / evidence / ...

Specification —> characteristic / consequence / example / ...

Nuancing —> alternative / concession / contrast / ...

(taicen from van Wijk, 1999, p. 48)

(See Sanders & van Wijk,1996, and van Wijk,_1999, for detailed explanation and examples
of their segmentation and categorization criteria.) We attempted to follow their basic
-~ approach, but we added several new categories, based on patterns that emerged from our
own data. These included the category of meta-discourse to identify those segments that
functioned to signal major structural components of the overall essay and the categories of
extended context and extended specification to distinguish the deeper elaboration of a
single, complex point from a listing of simple parallel éoints.

In drder to make it possible for the content analysis to encompass the wide range
of essay types produced by the participants in both Japanese and English, including both
argumentation and non-argumentation essays, we refined the analysis to identify position
statements (for argument essays), thesis statements (for expository essays), meta-discourse
segments (overall or partial discourse markers, as discussed in the preceding section),

points (reasons, advantages/disadvantages or other main supports), and four kinds of

12



elaboration of points: éontext, specification, nuancing, and evaluation. Cdntext was
defined as giving background, conditions, or evidence that provided a context for or led up
to a point; specification consisted of examples, characteristics, or consequences used to
explain a point; nuancing’ comprised mainly concessions (1 to 2 segments admitting
weaknesses of a point being made), and evaluation expressed a positive or negative
assessment of a point.

Appendix B shows the segmentation and categorization of a sample Japanese
essay from Group 1 and an English essay from Group 2. The segments are numbered,
with each independent clause receiving a separate number and syntactically subordinate
segments indicated with lower case letters (a, b, c), and content category codes (position,
meta-discourse, point, context, specification, evaluation) are listed to the right of those
segments that belong to each category.

Following Sanders & van Wijk (1996) and van Wijk (1999), the segments are
basically syntactically identifiable meaning units, mainly single clauses or verb phrases
that represent separate actions. For example, in the English essay in Appendix B, the
third sentence is divided into 3 segments, as follows:

3a If graduates live with their family,

3  they don’t have to do housework

4  and they can study long time.

Similarly, the seventh sentence is divided into 4 segments, as shown below:
8 They have to cook,
8a wash,

8b clean

13



8c and study

8 by themselves.
As the numbers indicate, the first and last lines are analyzed as part of the same segment
(i.e., they have to cook by themselves), and the three verbs in the middle are considered
separate segments. In contrasf, verbal elements that'functi‘on as subjects of objects of
clauses are not separated into distinct segments. Thus, the sixth sentence of the same
essay is analyzed as a single segment:

7  First, living alone enables undergraduates to be iﬁdependent froni their

family.

In practice, when difficulties arose in coding particular segments, an attempt was made to
formulate heuristic principies that could be applied consistently (such as the differentiation
between verbal and nominal ,usesvof verbal units, as explained above).

Japanese segmentation was carried out following as much as possible the ways
English essays were segmcnted,. ‘For example, the first three sentences in the J apanese
essay shown in Appendix B were divided into a total of 6 segments as follows:

L EVNETESER. ZOTD0FERIZTNTNREVEEEVWELH S RS,
[What I think first is that these two things each have good points and bad points.]

2. —ANTHITT 21,
[Traveling alone]

2a. B TEALBZHERIORLTETTHENTES, LS KT
[in terms of the fact that you can carry out your ideas in a way you like]

2. ST LA BERE B S,

[would be perfect for those who want to travel leisurely I think]

14



3a. bLHBRIXFEZEELZELTD
[Even if you change your schedule suddenly]
3. HEICHDEBNIMN STV L,
[it would not bother anyone] |
4. T, BICTEZEETHED. —ARBRSTIROXKLAFTERS,
[Also I think making a sudden change in the schedule would be a pleasure of traveling alone]
(translated into English by one researcher)

As the numbers indicate, the seéond and the fourth‘ lines were considered to
constitute one segment because the second line functions as a subject and the fourth line is
a prcdicatixfe. The third line, coming in between those two lines, was taken to be a single
segment because it could be turned into a clause, with a meaning “because you can carry
out your ideas...” which is syntactically subordinate to the main clause. As seen in this
case, both semantic and synfactic considerations were taken when Japanese texts were
segmented.

For content category coding, one point particularly related to the elaboration sub-
category of specification is worth mentioniﬁg here. Whereas English speaking writers
usually give a point and then state specifics, such as examples, to support it, Japanese
student writers often write in a reverse order, stating specifics first and then reaching a
point. When such inductive movement of ideas appeared in Japanese students’ writing,
segments leading up to a point were categorized as specification as long aS they presented
examples, characteristics, explanation or consequences.

In the course of the study, the content analysis of the English essays was carried

out first, since the models being followed were written in English and it seemed easier to

15



begin there. Two reseafchers (the authors) separately coded 4 out of the 28 English
essays (12% of the data) and aclﬁeved an acceptable agreement rate of 58 out of 64
segmentation decisions (90.6%); the remaining essays were coded separately and any
disagreements were resolved thfough discussion. The Japanese essays were segmented
by one researcher (a Japanese research assistant) ‘and checked by one of the authors, who
refined the segmentation. The same author then coded all the J apanese essays, consulting
with the research assistént and the other author regarding questionable cases. An inter-
coder agreement check on 15% of the data revealed a reasonably acceptable level of 85%

agreement.

2.3.2 Composing Process Analysis (Fluency, Planning and Pausing Behavior)

Comparison of participants’ writing fluency was based on the length of text
produced, the amount of time needed to plan and to write, and the relation between the
length of the writing and time it took to produce the writing. Specifically, we counted the
-nurnbcr of Japanese characters or English words Produced, measured the time spent on
planning before beginning to write and the time spent doing the actual writing, and
calculated the speed of writing in terms of the number of characters/minute or
words/minute of writing time.

The composing behavior of the participants was further analyzed on the basis of
their recollections of their mental processes, stimulated by viewing their pausing behavior
on the videotape (as introduced in section 2.2.2 above and explained in more detail in
Chapter 5). The stimulated recall responses regarding the writers’ pausing behavior were

analyzed qualitatively. They were categorized in terms of the focus of the process

16



(planning, generating, formulating, correcting, refining,, or other), as well as the focus of
the concern on discourse organization (essay, paragraph, intersentential), content, and/or |
| language (intersentential connectors, sentence/clause structure, grammar, lexicon,

mechanics of punctuation or spelling).

Notes
1. Of the original six participants with no intensive writing training, one had to be dropped
from the study because it was determined that she had acquired English writing
instruction after entering uni{/crsity and before writing the essays for this study.
2.The computerized CASEC (Computerized Assessment System for English
Communication) test, which is related to the Eiken (English STEP Test), contains four
sections: vqcabulary, idioms, listening, and dictation. Students self-administer the test
at their own pace and their scores are reported in the form of a numerical score (out of a
possible 1000 points, 250 kfor each section) and a proficiency level (like the Eiken step
test), along with TOEIC and TOEFL equivalents.
3. Because of its low frequency, the category of nuancing was eliminated from the

analysis.
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Chapter 3: Discourse Mode and Text Structure

‘This and the following two chapters report and discuss the results of the analysis
of the Japanese and English writing by the four groups of participants. In this chapter,
discourse mode and text structure will be addressed. 'Within each sub-section, first the
Japanese essays will be discussed, then the English essays, leading into a comparison of
the twé. (For ease of reference, Appendix C contains a complete set of the J apaﬁese and

English essays, arranged by group.)

3.1 Discourse Mode and Text Structure

As introduced in Chapter 2, analysis of textual features included a consideration
of the way participants approached the writing task, based on the discourse mode they
chose for their text. That is, we were concerned with how the students with different 1.1
and L2 writing experience chose to frame their essays when open-ended topics were given.
The analysis of their L1 and L2 essays revealed that there were basically foﬁr discourse
modes. One was the frame of an argument, where students stated theiriopinion in favor of
one or other of the two choices (living at home or living alone, for Topic 1; traveling with a
group or traveling alone, for Topic 2). Another was to discuss the topic in an expository
framework, not taking a side, but analyzing the advantages and disadvantages of each or
creating an original thesis related to the topic. The third one was that the students
consciously or unconsciously chose to approach the writing as a “sakubun” (self-reflective
writiﬁg, widely practfced in L1 classrooms from elementary school on). The fourth was a

mixed approach where students chose to combine two discourse modes, for example,
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combining exposition and argumentation, or self-reflection with either exposition or
argumentation. By identifying which discourse modes students chose in writing Japanese
and English essays, we determined how they approached the given tasks.
3.1. 1 Discourse Modes of Japanese Essays

As shown in Table 3.3, overall two discourse modes were most frequently chosen
when students approached the given tasks in Japanese: Exposition (37%) and Mixed mode
(37%). The other two modes, Argumentation andeelf-Reﬂection, were less frequently
chosen as a single mode (19% and 7%, respectively). Despite this overall tendency,

however, there are discemible differences in the choice of mode among the four groups.

Table 3.3: Japanese Discourse Mode Frequencies by Group

Argumentation  Exposition  Self-reflection Mixed Total
Group 1 3 , 2 0 4 9
(N=9)
Group 2 2 4 1 0 7
(N=7) |
Group 3 0 2 0 5 7
(N=7)
Group 4 0 2 1 1 4
(N=4)* | |
Total 5 (19%) 10 (37%) 2 (7%) 10 37%) 27

The number in parentheses indicates frequencies in Japanese essays for comparison.

*One essay was eliminated because it was judged to be ill-defined.

Group 1 preferred Mixed mode most (4 out of 7 students), followed by Argumentation (3
students) and Exposition modes (2 students). For Group 2, the most frequently used
mode was Exposition (4 out of 7 students) and the remaining modes were Argumentation

(2 students) and Self-Reflection (1 student). Similar to Group 1, Group 3 chose Mixed
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mode as the most dominant (5 out of 7 students) and Exposition mode (2 students) to some
degree. Lastly, Group 4 used a variety of modes including Exposition (2 students), Self-
Reflection (1 student) and Mixed mode (1 student).

The following section illustrates representative discourse modes chosch by each group

together with the structure used because these two are closely interrelated.

3.2 Structure of Japanese Essays

- In this section, the most salient characteristics of the discourse created by each group
will be discussed group by group.
3.2.1Group1

Almost half of the Group 1 students. (44%) used Mixed mode, combining Exposition

and Argumentation. In this type of essay, three students first used Exposition and then
moved on to Argumentation, whereas one student used the opposite movement. The
essay excerpted below represents the mixed mode with the first type of movement, where
the writer (1-7) basically explained the advantages and disadvantages of the two sides,
living alone and living with family, and then stated pro-arguments and a pbsition over the

issue at the end. The schema of the Essay 1 structure is shown below:

Adv/ dis
Adv/ dis

[Extended perspective]

Pro

Position

The overall structure of this essay appears to be rather complex because it involves two
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modes, Exposition and Argumentation. Within this frame, however, this essay made the
connection between the two modes smooth, by providing an extended perspécti.ve, which‘
appeared to be a digression, but led to a strong conclusion (the éntire essay J1-2 is shown
in Appendix 3). Here is an English translation of the extehded perspective portion of the
essay:

ssay 1:Extended perspective in anese essay (1-2

Recently, I’ve seen news that an increasing number of senior citizens have
began living together after they became alone or lost living partners , forming
~anew type of family. I think living alone for Hiroshima University students is
closer to this type of living arrangemént. When someone gets hurt or ill, we
can come and take care of him or her immediately. ~Since we live alone, we
can understand how the person would feel in such a condition. If someone
feels lonely eating alone, we can join him or her too. These are easy things

to do for students because most students live alone themselves.

' In this part of the essay, she stated that.though students live by themselves, they cou}d get
support from other students; therefore, this type of living arrangement resembles that of
senior citizens living together in a group home. After this, she tied her original
perspective to the construction of pro-reasons for her position, living alone. That s,
university students in that type of living arrangement can appreciate the importance of
friendship and also experience things, which they would never have experienced if they did
not live alone. By stating these reasons, sﬁe strongly argued that living alone is better
than living with family. 'What characterizes this essay is that it does not simply state the
advantages and disadvantages of the two sides, but brings in the writer’s original
persi)ective in discussing the topic, and relates it to the argument she constructed for the

position taken at the end.!
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Another mode frequently used by Group 1 (33%) was Argumentation, where the
writer states a position first and supports it by giving reasons, as shown in the following
schema:

Pro-reasons

Following this structure, one writer (1-8), for example, firsf expressed her position that
traveling alone is better than traveling with é group, and‘ then gave three reasons tb support
it. Among thesc fcaséns, she pointed out the third reason as the most important by saying
“Finally, the biggest reason why I chose traveling alone is that I want young péople to
break away from ‘groupism’, which is called a typical Japanese trait” (translated from
original Japanese; see essay J1-8 in Appendix 3).  Then she elaborated the reason in
depth stating that it is a good virtue of Japanese to pay special attention to the development
of cooperation among group members; however, it is likely to weaken individuality,
allowing Japanese people to avoid developing their own opinions. Although the overall
structure of this essay appears to be simple, the writer in this essay, like that of Essay 1,
made a strong argument by stating her original perspective and succeeded in making her

s
position persuasive to the reader.

Whereas the structure of an argumentative essay can be simple if the writer states
only prb-arguments for the position the writer is supporting, it could become more
complex if contra arguments are stated. The other two argumentative essays in Group 1
entail such arguments by devoting a chunk of the text f for the purpose. One writer (S1-

-9) below, for example, placed her counter arguments immediately after the statement of the
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position she chose on the travel issue:

I would like to choose the way of traveling alone. Traveling with a group is
certainly attractive; when some accident happens, we can help each other, and also
we can talk about what we feel during the trip. Furthermore, we can have a sense of
being united because we travel together. However, I think what we need to develop
as a college student is self-independence. In this respect, [ would like to choose to

travel alone.... (translated from original Japanese)

As seen in the above passage, counter argunients are usually the advantages of the other
side fchat the writer opposes. The writer of the essay shows her awareness of the
advantages of traveling with a group. In spite of that, she argued that traveling alone is
even better for college students Who need to grow into self-independent people.  After
restating her position at the end of the text, she explained how traveling alone helps
students develop independence, and continued to discuss another advantage of traveling
alone, meeting with new people, particularly those speaking different languages. The
inclusion of counter-arguments in this essay worked as an effective way to strengthen the
writer’s argument.

In fhc essays discussed above, the writers adopted different discourse modes;
nevertheless, they ended up by taking a position. In fact, whether Mixed or
Argumentation mode, seven out of nine students (78%) in Group 1 similarly took a
position for one of the two sides. This indicates that Group 1 students had a solid sense
of an argumentation frame when they approached the given tasks in Japanese. At the
same time, there was a tendency for them to strive to include an original perspective and
also counter-arguments in their essays. The inclusion of such perspectives and arguments

appeared to make the essays more interesting and persuasive to the reader. This tendency
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might be related to the kind of special writing training they received as part of their college

entrance essay exam preparation.

3.2.2 Group 2

The most frequently used mode by Group 2 was the Expository mode. More than
half of the students (57%) used this frame as a single mode, which distinguishes Group 2
from the other three groups. In the overall structure of an essay in the Exposition mode,
the writer first states a thesis, then provides explanation and finally restates the thesis.
Depending on the kind of thesis stated, however, the explanation to follow in the body

differs. Within this mode, two sub-structures were identified as shown below:

Exposition 1

Adv/ dis

Adv/ dis

Exposition 2

Extended

illustration

Out of the four students in Group 2 usiﬁg Exposition mode, two chose Exposition 1
and the other two employed Exposition 2. In Exposition 1, the writer states the purpose
of an essay, for example, “ I would like to compare traveling alone with traveling in a
group,” and explains the advantages and disadvantagcs of thé two sides, and ends the essay
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with a summary-like statement. This stfucture is the same as that of comparison and
contrast, in Which the writer simply analyzes the topic without taking a definite position.
On the other hand, Exposition 2 contains the writer’s original thesis and extended personal
accounts to explain it. Take Essay J2-7 for example. In the introduction the writer said,
“[ think an act to choose a place to live is the first step leading to future life”. To explain
this thesis, she first provided personal accvounts of her own case, stating the process of how
she decided to go to a university in the prefecturc where she was living.  Under this point,
she stated some advantages of living with a family; however, such statements were made
not to support a position to be taken, but rather to explain the process of developing her

thoughts. Here is an English translation of her account.

Essay 2: Personal accounts in Japanese essay (2-7

When I applied for a university, I wondered whether I should go out of
my prefecture and live alone or should stay there and commute to a
university from home. I gave a lot of thoughts to this issue. For example, I
asked myself whether I was capable of doing my own cooking or of leading
a free life if I chose to live alone. When I considered these things, I came to
the conclusion that I would be able to have more free time if I chose to
commute to a university from my home. If I stayed with my family, I would
not have to do cooking or iaundry and so could save a lot of time for |
enjoying my circle activity and doing part-time jobs. After thinking about all
of this, I finally decided to choose a university in the prefecture where I was

living. (translated from original Japanese)

After this, in the following paragraph, she continued to ask herself, “What would happen to
someone if she did not experience making any decision on where to live,” and evaluated

her experience as useful because college life often requires decision-making on the part of
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students. In the conclusion, she cleérly reiterated her thesis by saying “such experience
| served me well as the first step to my future where I would have to make lots of decisions
~on my own.” This essay appeared to be self-reflective writing because the writer told her
story and thinking process. However, one thing that distinguishes it from such writihg is
that the essay has a clear thesis in the beginning and at the end, and personal stories are
used to explain thé thesis. In this sense, it is different from self-reflective writing which
has no clear thesis. In short, unlike Group 1, Group 2 students tended to approach the
task not by arguing but rather by explaining. In this latter approach, it might be
considered important for the writers to include some indication of how they relate
themselves personally to the given topic.
3.2.3 Group 3

‘Like Group 1, Group 3 used Mixed mode as the most frequent one. Five out of
seven students employed this combined mode, three consisting of Exposition and
Argumentation and two being made up of Self-Reflection and Exposition. Unlike the
first two groups, Group 3 did not use any Argumentation as a single mode.

Although both Group 1 and Group 3 employed Mixed mode most frequently, there
are some differences in the uée of the structure used for this inode. As opposed to 3
Group 1 students choosing the movcmeht from Exposition to Argumentation, only one
Group 3 student selected such movement, and the remaining two students used the
opposite movement from Argumentation to Exposition. In the latter movement, as the
mode shifted, the writer changed position too, from taking a position on a personal level to
taking no definite position on a general level. The following schema of the structure

illustrates this movement:
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Pro

Adv / dis
Adv / dis

In essay J2-2, for example, the writer first expressed her personal preference for traveling
with a group and provided several pro-reasons, such as that she can have a good time with
friends and create good memories. In the next paragraph, however, she pointed out the
disadvantage of traveling with a group by saying “we don’t have much time for ourselves
if we stay with friends all the time”, and moved on to explain the advantages of the other
side, traveling alone, in detail. kShe eventually concluded that traveling alone is also good
in terms of helping us to raise our level of judgment and action. Probably because in the
process of writing, she discovered the good points of traveling alone, she decided not to
take the same position as in the beginning, but rather stated a neutral position. She stated

in the conclusion:

In either traveling along or traveling with a group, I think we can have a
variety of experiences. Even though we visit the same place, we can enjoy
the trip from different perspectives. While we have plenty of time as a
college student, we should travel to many places in different ways and get
experiences that we would not get from our daily life. (translated from
original Japanese)

Another feature of the Mixed mode used by Group 3 was to use personal accounts
as a springboard to general discussion of the topic. ~This tendency is seen in the combined
mode of Exposition and Argumentation, and also that of Self-reflection and Exposition.
Even in the first combined mode, writer 3-1 on Topic 1, for example, built her
argumentation based on the illustration of her personal story and the analysis of her

personal thoughts. Similarly, the two students using the combined mode of Self-
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- reflection and Exposition also used extended personal accounts to give background for a
~thesis. In this case, however, the thesis appears in the middle of the essay just at the point
when the writer moves to Exposition mode. The schema of the structure below shows

this movement:

Extended personal

illustration

Explanation

In writing on Topic 2, writer 3-3, for example, started talking about her current condition
where she had to commute to school from her home, and continued to talk about why she
was living with her family; the biggest reason was that she did not want do cooking. As
her thoughts moved from one to another almost in a chain-like manner, she came to the
issue of self-sufficiency and tried to deal with it by asking a rhetorical question , “Does
everyone living alone choose this type of living arrangement to develop self-
iﬁdependence?” The writer herself responded to this question with “I don’t think so.”

In her case, the thesis took the form of question and answer, and it was explained in the
second half of the éssay with a conclusion “living alone would nbt guarantee you to
become a person with self-independence.” The inclusion of personal accounts such as
personal events, feelings and thoughts may be related to the kind of writing training called
“Sakubun (self-reflective writing) that the writer received in elementary and junior high
school. In fact, during the interview conducted after the writing, the writer quoted aone
stated that she wondered how to approach the task and then decided to follow “Sakubun”
(self-reflective writing) because she could write freely in the way she preferred.
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In short, although Group 3 students employed Mixed mode as frequently as those
of Group 1, their combined mode included Exposition and Self-Reflection more frequently.
When the single use of these modes is added (2 students for Exposition and 1 for Self-
Reflection), a total of 6 stud_ents (75%) used Exposition mode and 3 students (42%)
employed Self-Reflection. That means that unlike Group 1, Group 3 students apparently
~ preferred to approach the given task in a frame of Exposition, often including personal
accounts. Perhaps due to such inclusion, the internal structure of the essays in these
modes is not so obvious, while the overall structure was relatively easy to capture.
Furthermore, some essays by Group 3 lacked consistency in terms of taking one position
because both personal and general positions were stated in one essay.

3.24 Group4

Group‘4 students used a variety of modes including Exposition (2 students), Self-
Reflection (1) and Mixed mode (1).> The structures used for these modes are similar to
the ones already explained. Taking Exposition, for example, just as Group 2 students
used two types of exposiﬁon (see section 3.2.2.2), the two students in Group 4 also
employed these two, one simply comparing the advantagis and disadvantages of the two
sides, and énother explaining a thesis by use of personal accounts. In the case of Mixed
mode, one student used a combination of Exposition and Argumentation, where she first
explained the advantages and disadvantages of the two sides without taking a position, but

took a position toward the end of her essay with pro-reasons stated afterwards. The

schema of her essay structure is as follows:

Adv / dis

Adv / dis
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Pro

This shows the reverse structure of the Group 3 student’s essay illustrated earlier. Similar
to that student, the writer of the .essay did not take a position on a general level, saying, “I
cannot decide which is better, traveling alone freely or traveling with a group, because each
way has good points and bad points.” Nevertheless, after stating these points of each side,
she expressed her preference for traveling with a group and then gave personal reasons
why she liked this way of traveling. As seen among Group 3 students, she tob seemed to
have difficulty in creating one position, leaving discrepancies between personal and
general positions.

In short, Group 4 students appeared to share the same problem with Group 3
- students, particularly in terms of stating both personal and generél positions, which was not
observed in the writing of either Group 1 or Group 2. Furthermore, Group 4 students
shared similarities with those of Group 2 and Group 3 in terms of including extended
personal accounts when they wrote essays even in a frame of Exposition, not to mention
Self-reflection. These similarities can also be considered to reflect fhe kinds of writing
training called “Sakubun”
3.3 Summary of Japanese modes and structures

Given the writing tasks, the four groups approached them in their Japanese essays
by choosing different mode and structures. Group 1 students, with both Japanese and
English special writing training, tended to frame essays in an argumentation mode, often
including original perspectives and counter-arguments to make their writing more

persuasive. They seemed to be concerned with how they could convince their audience.
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On the other hand, Group 2 students, with only Japanese writing training, preferred to
frame essays in an expository mode, in which they created their own thesis related to the
given topic and explained it through personal illustration or just analyzed the advantages
and disadvantages of each side of a topic. They appeared to be interested in explaining
their ideas, but not arguing an issue. Lastly, Group 3 and Group 4 students who had no or-
little Japanese spécial writing training tended to share commonalities in terms of having
difficulty creating one single position on an issue and also of using persbnal accounts to
explain an idea. They showed many traits of the past writing practice the students

received in Kogugo (Japanese) classes in elementary school and high school.

3.4 Discourse Modes of English Essays

Table 3.4 shows the breakdown of mode frequencies by the four groups. As seen in
this table, overall the most frequently chosen mode was Argumentation (48%), which was
used by almost half of the students, and the next most popular one was Mixed mode (37%),
whereas Exposition and Self-refection were chosen rather infrequently (11% and 4%,
respectively). These results indicate that there is a marked difference in the choice of
mode between the two languages; students chose Exposition as a ‘single mode most
| frequently when they approached the task in Japanese; however, they shifted to
Argumentation when they did so in English.»

Among the four groups, Group 3 showed the biggest change in the choice of mode.
In writing essays in English, they employed Argumentation most often (71%), which they

did not choose at all (as a single mode) for writing Japanese essays. Whereas Group 1

chose this mode consistently across the two languages, Group 2 which preferred
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Exposition (44%) for Japanese essays was split across the three modes of Argumentation,
Exposition and Mixed mode in their English essays. Compared with their Japanese |
essays, however, both Group 1 and Group 2 also incréased the frequencies of
Argumentation mode by 22% and 13%, respectively, for their English essays. Finally,

Group 4 chose Mixed mode most fréquently, which was used by three out of four students.?

Table 3.4: English Discourse Mode Frequencies by Group

Argumentation  Exposition  Self-reflection Mixed Total
Group 1 5(3) 0(2) 0 4(4) 9
(N=9)
Group 2 3(2) 24 0(1) 2 (0) 7
(N=7) _
Group 3 5(0) 1(2) 0 1(5) 7
(N=7)
Group 4 0 0(2) 1(1) 3(1) 4
(N=4*
Total 13 (48%) 3(11%) 1 (4%) 10 (37%) 27

The number in parentheses indicates frequencies in Japanese essays for comparison.
*One essay was eliminated because it was judged to be ill-defined.
3.5 Structure of English Essays
3.5.1 Group 1

All Group 1 students usedvArgumentation mode as either a single mode (56%) or as
part of a Mixed mode (44%), which basically consisted of Exposition and Argumentation.
As already explained in the Japanese section, the overall structure of Argumentation is
bseemingly simple with a position statement, pro-reasons and a restatement of the position.
However, if the body contains not only direct reasons but also indireét reasons, which are

the negative points of the other side, it can be internally more complex, and at the same
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time the inclusion of such points can strengthen the writer’s position. In the following
essay sample, the writer (1-7) used indirect supports effectively in her essay:

English essay sample 1 (E1-7)

I prefer traveling with my close friend, one or two to traveling

alone or in a big group. There are some reasons.

First, in a big group, we can not visit places I want to go, because
many people travel together and we have to think where to visit,
considering members’ opinion. On the other hand, in a small group (me
and one or two close friends) we can go anywhere without planning where
to visit. The places we visit depends on weather and mood of that day. In
short, we can travel freely.

Secondly, there are many dangers to us in traveling alone. Especially
women tend to be harmed by strangers. For example, snatch, rage, and
luggage lifting. It is very difficult to avoid these cases by oneself.
However in a small group, they can be avoided. If one person have his
or her bag snatched away, another person can run after the snatcher or call
the police. At worst, we can help together. Like this, in a small group, we
expose ourselves to lesser danger.

Lastly, in the case of suffering from illness, members nurse us. So, we
don’t have to worry about health problem seriously. ’

I mentioned three reasons. That’s why I prefer traveling in a small

group to traveling alone or in a big group

(The underlined sentences indicate position statements.)

In this writing, the writer has three reasons to support her chosen position for traveling in a
small group, which she refers to as a group of two or three people. The first two supports
contain both indirect and direct reasons, with the indirect first and the direct next in a
sequence. For example, to explain the summary statement “we can travel alone freely” in
the second paragraph, the writer first stated a negative point of the other side, traveling in a
big group, and then turned this point into a positive one of traveling in a small group.

That is, by showing a weak point of the other side, the writer was able to make her
argumént sound stronger. ' This same arrangement of ideas waS also used in the third
paragraph where the writer explained the second reason. In this way, the internal
structure of the paragraph is paralleled for the two paragraphs. Although the third reason
~ was not fully developed, it is related to the second point in terms of the possibility of
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obtaining help from the other group members. In short, the essay above is coherently

structured with primary focus on the body.

Whereas the argumentation essays by Group 1 presented the argument coherently, the
essays in Mixed mode tended to be somewhat weak in this respect. Such essays can have
coherency problems due to the combination of two modes. The English essay below
consisting of Exposition and Argumentation was written by the same writer whose essay
was discussed earlier in the Japanese seétion. Although she employed the same Mixed
mode as she did in her Japanese essay, the English counterpart has a rather abrupt
transition between the two modes due to the absence of the kind of extended perspective
that appearéd in the Japanese essay.

English essay sample 2 (J1-2)

There are many chances that we travel when we are university student.
Which one is more beneficial traveling alone or group travel?

First, I'd like to observe on strong point of traveling alone.  First of all,
it is good for us not to bother about anyone. So, we can travel freely.
Besides, we can get a sense of responsibility, because we have to do
everything by oneself. In addition to that, if we are in group, we are apt to
satisfy without meeting something new, but if we are alone, we tend to seek
meeting more positively.

In the contrary, sometimes traveling alone is danger, especially women.

Second, I’d like to observe on strong point of group travel. Above all, it
is more safety than traveling alone. And, we can share pleasure or happiness
of travel with someone of group. '

However, group travel has some bad point. We tend to ease too much,
because we can enjoy the travel without meeting something new. Besides, it is
little difficult to go to somewhere we want to go freely.

I think the most attractive point of travel is meeting something new. In
addition to that, travel makes us more rich psychically, especially traveling
alone.

So, L come to the conclusion that traveling alone is better than group
travel if we are student particularly. I'm sure that we can develop through
traveling alone.1. There are many chances that we travel when we are
university student.

In this essay, the writer explained the positive and negative points of each side, traveling
alone first and then traveling in a group. As an expository essay, it is well structured in

terms of comparison and contrast. Then, she shifted to Argumentation, by pulling out
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“meeting spmcthing new” as the strongest reason among those stated earlier in the
expository section and also introducing a new point that traveling alone enriches college
students, which was not stated explicitly earlier. These reasons led her to the conclusion,
a clear statement of her chosen position. In such indﬁctive movement of ideas, a quick
shift from one mode to another is likely to create a gap between the two modes unless the
writer makes an effective transition, by including an extended perspective as she did in
Japanese or giving sufficient explanation for the chosen reason.* This writer and also
another Group 1 writer (1-1) who used the same Mixed mode (Mix: Exp -> Arg) failed to
create a smooth transition, which resulted in a coherence problem. This is likely because
they did not have as good a command of the English language as their native language,
which constrained their ability to express théir ideas fully. At the same time, it is possible
that the combined mode of Exposition and Argumentation may not necessarily work
effectively for English essays because it cannot lead to a strong argument, due to the use of
two different modes in one essay. This possibility requires further investigation.

3.5.2 Group 2

Whichever mode was used by writers, all the essays of Group 2 were well-structured
in terms of including a clear introduction, a body and a conclusion. Compared with those
of Group 1 students, however, the bodics of the essays by Group 2 were relatively thin

without much elaboration as illustrated in the essay below:

English essay sample 2 (E2-2)

I think that it’s better for an undergraduate to live alone, staying away
from his or her family. You may think “Why? If graduates live with their

family, they don’t to do housework and they can study long time. But I think
it’s not so important. There are two main reasons for my opinion.
First, living alone enables undergraduates to be independent from their
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family. They have to cook, wash, clean and study by themselves. No one
helps them do it. Living alone can be an step to independence.

Secondly, staying away from family have undergraduates confirm the
importance of their family’s being.

So, I think living alone is better choice for undergraduates.
The introduction of the above essay is elaborated including a position for living alone

and a counter-argument, a positive point of the other side, living with a family. After
devaluing the importan;e of the point, the writer announcéd what was to come in the
body, saying “There are two main reasons for my opinion.” .The body to follow is
supposed to explain these feasons in detail, but is not well developed. = Although one
paragraph is assigned to explain each reason, the third paragraph contains only a
reason with no elaboration. Considering the clear structure created and the inclusion
ofa cou‘nter—argumcnt, the writer of this essay apparently has a clear meta-cognitive
knowledge of writing that she has presumably obtained from L1 writing practice.
However, she could not generate enough ideas to substantiafc her position in the
language she was still learning.

 Regarding the use of Mixed mode, particularly the combination of Exposition
and Argum’cntation, one essay in this mode (E2-3) has a similar coherence problem as
that identified in Group 1 when the mode changed. The problem of Group 2 was,
however, slightly different; it was caused by changing the level of Voice from general
to personal. In the expository part, the writer discussed both positive and negative
points of each side of the traveling topic in general terms. After this, the writer
moved on to Argumentation, first by stating her personal preference for traveling with
friends and then giving her own reasons to support it with a few specifics. Again,
there exists an abrupt transition between the two modes, which makes the reader

wonder why the writer limits the argument to herself personally.

36



Lastly in relation ‘to Grbup 2, the use of Exposition ‘sl.lould be mentioned. Unlike
the Japanese essays, no O;iginal thesis was created in the two expository English
essays by Group 2. The writers of these essays simply showed the two sides of a
topic through comparison without taking a position.

3.5.3 Group 3

Group 3 employed Argumentation as a si.ngle mode most consistently among the
four groups when they approached the tasks in English. The argumentative essays by
five of the. seven students had an opinion stated in both initial and final positions. In
spite of this tendency, unlike Group 1 students, they tended to have a weak sense of
overall.lstructure, sometimes with érbitrary paragraphing, and also to rely on personal
accounts to substantiate their chosen position. The essay below illustrates such
characteristics:

English essay sample 4 (J3-1)
I prefer traveling in the group to traveling alone.

When I travel somewhere, I see the sights and eat food which special of the
tourist resort, whether traveling in the group or traveling alone. Because of the
deeds, I get amazement, discover, and strong emotion which I can’t get in usual
living. I'want to express and tell someone those discovery, amazement, strong
emotion and various feelings. Because I am able to be happy when I tell someone
who I want to tell, about my experience at the tourist resort. So, I prefer traveling
in the group to traveling alone. When I travel in the group, I can tell someone my
feeling and amazement sooner and more direct than traveling alone.

Also, I may be able to find things which I can’t find by myself by
someone’s telling.

Indeed, traveling alone is good. Wherever I want to go, I can.  But, by
traveling with someone, I may get more happiness, enjoyment, strong emotion
and various feelings. And I can share those joy or happiness with them. So, I

like traveling in the group than traveling alone.

The writer stated a position for traveling in a group three times in the essay, at the
beginning, in the middle and at the end position. However, the reader may find it difficult

to locate where support reasons are because the body is not effectively segmented into
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‘paragraph units? as demonstrated in the essays of Group 1 and Group 2.  Also, the
movement of ideas within the body is rather inductive, with a disproportionate amount of
background information leading up a point. That is, the writer would appear to be
searching for reasons in the process of creating text rather than to be explaining the reasons.
Thus, whereas the writer’s view of traveling was extensively explained before the second
position statement, the two reasons stated afterwards were not well explained, and also
some ideas such as discovery, amazement, and strong emotion were repeatedly used in the
text. Nevertheless, the writer clearly has some meta-knowledge of English writing, which
was evidenced when she intentionally added the position statement at the beginning of the
essay after the whole writing was completed and also by the inclusion of a counter-
argument in the cbnclusion. During the interview, she revealed that she had learned all
thiS when she was receiving special English writing training in high school. Despite such
awareness, it appears that she had little idea of how to structure paragraphs, nor did she
know how to build up the argument in the body. The essay ended up as a collection of
personal thoughts in a loosely structured framework, whereas the writer’s position was
reiterated more than twice.

Another member of this group also created a similar kind of overall frame by stating
the writer’s position at both the beginning and the end. Although the writer stated tWo
interrelated reasons to support his position for living alone, the internal structure of the
body seemed to have a problem, particularly with the third paragraph. There, the writer
introduced a negative evaluation of the other side, living with a family, which was never
developed any further. If this indirect support had been well-explained, the essay could

have been strengthened. However, immediately after the sentence, nothing followed it up
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except the restatement of the position at the end. Again such an abrupt shift to a
conclusion created a coherence gap between the body and the conclusion. This essay is

shown below:

English essay example 5 (E3-4)

I think that students are should live by oneself because they should

become independent from their parent. I also live by myself, so I
learned many things. For example, I learned difficulty of diet control.
Though I should cook for myself, I can’t do it easily. Therefore I got

lean. '
The others, washing, cleaning and so on, I should do many thing by
myself. It’s very difficult but it’s necessary in the future. We children can’t
depend on our parents forever. Therefore we should live for ourselves to
train. :
On the contrary, I think that living with family is no good for children.
~ Students are should live by theirselves for independence.

In short, Group 3 students have meta-cognitive knowledge of English writing, particularly
about the importance of stating an opinion at the beginning df an essay. Nevertheless, they seem
to have difficultly creating the internal structure of the body. This is partly because the special
English writing training they received in high school mainly focused on a paragraph level, and also
partly because they did not have much experience with writing this kind of opinion-statement essay
in Japanese, which was specially geared for college entrance essay exams. Also, as seen in the twc
essays above, Group 3 students frequently included personal accounts, such as personal feelings,
thoughts and events, in their writing, probably ‘becaUSe they relied upon their past L1 writing
practice “Sakubun,” which they received in elementary and junior high school. ~Since the inclusion
of personal accounts was observed in both their English and Japanese essays; it is likely that Group

3 students transferred such a tendency to their English writing.

3.5.4 Group 4

~ Group 4 used Mixed mode which consisted of Self-reflection and Argumentation

most frequently. When both such partial use and the single use of Self-reflection are
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added together, all 4 students employed this mode, making extensive use of narratives or

personal stories in their essays. The essay in Mixed mode shown below illustrates Group

4’s characteristics:

English essay sample 6 (J4-5)

This summer, I went to Tokyo Disney Resort with a friend of mine.
This was first time that I took a trip with someone but my parents. It was
very difficult for me to make an appointment. I quarreled with a friend. But
the trip was a success. Because of this experience, I learned difficulty of
taking a trip.

Through this trip, I was helped by a friend. If I had gone to there
alone, this trip hadn’t been a success. There were many accident, I forgot my
cellular phone, we mistook a desk. But because of a friend, it succeeded.

Sharp person can do many things about a trip. But many people may
be able to do. Taking a trip alone is very difficult. If there are some
worrisomes, you must solve it by yourself. Also when you feel happy,
pleasant, interested, you can’t share it with someone. I think it is dull.
Moving to other place is enjoyment of trips. During morning, you can talk
with someone, talk about plan of a trip. I like this time the best in a trip.
Taking a trip is not only for doing at a destination, but also planning,
moving, talking after returning.

I like taking a trip with someone. I want to share worrisomes, pleasant
on the trip. ~ Talking with many people is more enjoyable than thinking of
something alone.

The writer started her essay by telling about her personal trip to Tokyo Disneyland with a
friend and described what she had experienced there; that is, owing to the friend, she had a
good trip without running into serious problems. Through the description of personal
experience, she implicitly referred to the positive points of traveling with someone.
However, in the next paragraph, she explicitly explained the negat_ive points of traveling

~ alone, for example, you cannot share pleasure with a friend, and turned this indirect
support into more direct support for the position she took in the conclusion. In short,
although the writer stated her position at the end of the essay, the whole essay was written
in a personal tone, reflecting the writer’s own experience, feelings and thoughts. In spite
of such strong reliance upon self-reflection, however, Group 4 students appeared to have

some awareness that they are expected to state an opinibn when they wrote English essays.
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3.6 Slimmary ofJ apailese and English modes and s>tructures

Given the open-ended writing tasks? in the English essays overall, Argumentation
mode was most frequently chosen by the four groups. Whereas Group 1 showed
consistency across the two languages in their choice of Argumentation, Group 3 showed a
blear shift to this mode from Mixed mode, and Group 2, too, showed some inclination
toward the mode when they framed their essays in English. Most notably, Group 3
students, having received the special English Writing practice, demonstrated such training
in writing English essays, particularly in terms of placing a positionvstatement in both
initial and final parts of an essay. However, apparently due to lack of L1 special writing
training, théy tended to have arbitrary paragraphing and also to rely upon the greater use of
personal accounts to substantiate their chosen poéition. On the other hand, Group 2
students, having received special L1 writing practice, demonstrated a strong sense of
structure, consis"['ing of an introduction, a body and a conclusion; however, the body, in
particular, was not W.cll elaborated, most likely because of their limited English writing
experience. In the case of Group 1 students with both L1 and L2 writing practice, they
showed a stroﬁg concern with convincing the reader in Engﬁsh jﬁst as they did in Japanese.
This tendency appeared to be strengthened in English essays, most of which were well-
structured with substantial focus on the body. Lastly, although Group 4 student tended to
state their personal opinion in writing English essay, they heavily relied upon personal

accounts as if they were writing Sakubun.

3.7 Comparison of Discourse Mode across Languages

Table A-1 (in Appendix D) summarizes the frequencies of use of the discourse modes
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by groups in the tWo lang;,uages, and A-2 (in Appendix D) shows the comparison of
discourse mode across J. apanesé and English essays by individual students. According to
the Table A-2, nearly half of the students in Group 1 (44%) and Group 2 (43%) similarly
employed the same mode across the two languages; for Group 1, one using Mixed (Exp-
>Arg) and three choosing Argumentation, and for Group 2, two employing Exposition and
one using Argumentéti'én. This indicates that the students in both groups showed
considerable consistency across the two languages. However, the other two groups did
not demonstrate such tendency. For Group 3, only one student used Mixed mode (Self-
>Exp), and for Group 4, none employed the same mode across the two languagcs. This
section atteinpts to show what kinds of common text features are presented by the same
writers in their essays in Japanese and English and to explore how they have learned such

features.

3.7.1 Common Text Features in Both Languages

Common text features found in Japanese and English essays by the same writers
are listed below by group (S = student identification number, Arg = argumentation, Exp =

exposition, Self = self-reflection).
Group 1, with L1 and L2 writing training

(1) use of essay structure consisting of an opinion, a counter-argument, support-
arguments and a conclusion (S1-9, Arg)

(2) placement of the most important point/reason toward the end of essays
(S1-8, Arg)

(3) use of concrete examples (S1-5, Arg)

(4) prolific use of discourse markers (S1-2, Mixed; S1-8, Arg)

(5) avoidance of repetition of the same expressions (S1-5, Arg; S1-2, Arg)

Group 2, with only L1 training
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(1) ) use of essay structure consisting of an opinion, a éounter-argument, support-
arguments and a conclusion (S2-2, Arg) |

(2) use of personal accounts (S2-1, Arg & Self)

(3) use of concrete examples (S2-7, Exp)

(4) use of discourse markers (S2-7, Exp)

Group 3, with only L2 training
(1) an inductive movement of ideas with a conclusion at the end (83-5, Mixed)
(2) use of concrete examples (S3-5, Mixed)

(3) avoiding a clear position statement (S3-5, Mixed)

Whereas the students in the present study generally novicé writers in writing in a
second language, they all had had substantial L1 writing experience, having learned how to
write in Japanese in Kokugo classes since their elementary school days. Furthermore,
Group 1 and Group 2 students, in particular, received special L1 writing training geared for
college entrance essay exam preparation. Considering the amount of prior L1 writing
experience these students had received, the influence of first language writing on second
language writing could have been strong. This tendency is observed in the Englisﬁ essays
of Group 1 students who received special training in both Japanese and English writing.
According to the interviews with the students, (1) essay structure, (2) the placement of |
important ideas, and (3) the use of concrete examples were most likely transferred from
special L1 writing training. ~ One student (S1-9), for example, followed exactly the same
movement of ideas in the two essays, which first stated an opinion, and then a counter-
argument, followed by support arguments and a conclusion. According to her, when she

| started with English writing training, she did not include a counter-argument. However,

after having learned the importance of stating the opinion of the other side while practicing
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Jépanese essays, she said that she applied it to her English writing. Regarding prioritizing
| ideas, student 1-8 reported that in order to keep the reader’s interest, the writer should
place the most important idea toward the end of an essay. If this idea were stated earlier,
the reader might lose interest in reading the whole essay. §he said that she learned the
importance of prioritizing ideas in L1 writing.

Finally the use of concrete examples was observed in both Japanese and English
essays by student 1-5. Although he did not explicitly refer to this point, he reported that
he had learned the importance of clarity from L1 writing and so he strived to make hié
writing as clear to the reader as possible. It is presumed that the use of concrete examples
is one possible strategy for him to achieve clarity in writing. He included examples to
illustrate the point he made in both essays; his English essay, in particular, contained two
cases of concrete example, bnc with extensive illustration (see E1-5 in Appendix 1).

According to ‘two Group 1 students, there are two features that that they had learned
from L2 writing training: the extensive use of discourse makers and the avoidance of
repeated use of the same expression. Student 1-2, for example, explained that the use of
discourse makers is important because it serves to make essays clear and easy for the
reader to follow. She apparently believed strongly in such functions of discourse markers
and employed them rather excessively in her essays ih both English and Japgmcsa.

Another feature the student above reported on having transferred from L2 to L1 was
fo avoid the repeated use of the same expressions. Generally this student showed great
concern with language expressions, and she was careful in choosing words and phrases
when she expressed ideas. One example of such a case is that in writing a Japanese essay,

she used the word “kikai (chance)” in Chinese characters the first time in her essay, but the
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sécond time, she chose “channsu (chance)”‘written in kata>kana, one type of Japanese
syllabic representation usually used for borrowed English words. ~According to her, she
chose this word because she learned that the repeated use of the same words in not
preferred in Engiish writing. ~In a similar fashion, because she did not want to use the
same word repeatedly, she replaced an adjective “strong” with another one “attractive”
when she described a positive point of a topic for the second time in her English essay.
Whereas this particular student reportedly learned this feature from 1.2 training, another
Group 1 studeﬁt (1-5) pointed out that he learned it from L1 training. Just as the former
student tried to avoid the use of the same expressions in both essays, so did he. In short,
students appear to transfer some text features from one language to another regardless of
the source of their khowlcdge about those features.

Unlike Groﬁp 1, Groﬁp 2 students received only special L1 writing training. In
spite of this fact, they employed the same features in both Japanese and English essays, as
Group 1 students did. However, in the case of Group 2, since they did not receive much
writing practice in English, they must have transferred those features from L1 writing to
L2 writing. In response to the question “Does L1 essay training affect your English
writing?,” the student (S2-2) who used the same essay structure in both Japanese and
English essays, for example, aﬁswered with a positive “yes” without hesitation. She
appeared to take it for granted that she could apply to English writing what she had learned
in Japanese. Perhaps because she did not have any pre-conception of English writing
from L2 training, she was able to transfer meta-knowledge of Japanese writing to L2
writing quite easily.

In relation to the use of personal accounts, one Group 2 student (2-1) did not use
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the exactly same mode across the two languages (Self-Reflection for Japanese and
Argumentation for English); however, since she used personal evidence extensively in both
essays, it is worth mentioning. The use of personal accounts by this student might have |
resulted from another kind of L1 writing called Sakubun that the student had practiced in
the past. - In the interviews, many students expressed their view of Sakubun as a kind of
writingbin which they can freely express their ideas and feelings without much constraint.
Student 2-1 reported that she liked to write very much and had written extensively in
Japanese in her elementary énd junior high school days. Thus, she opfed to write a
Japanese essay in Sakubun style, reflecting her personal feelings and thoughts on the topic.
She transferred this style to the writing of her English essay, in which she explained her
preference for traveling in a grbup by giving only personal accounts as support. Thus, the
English essay she wrote would appear to show features of both L1 and L2 writing.

- Lastly, among seven Group 3 students experiencing special L2 writing training,
only one student (3-5) used the same mode (Mixed, Self—>Aig) across the two languages.
The remainder of the students did not demonstrate this tendency. This finding suggests
that most of the students in Group 3 may not transfer L2 writing features, for example, the
statement of a position at the beginning of an essay, to their L1 writing. This is probably
because they might have perceived Japanese and English writing differently and they relied
more on the past writing training in Sakubun when they approached the task in Japanese.
Whereas these students wrote English essays based on their L2 training, the student (3-5)
mentioned above opted to follow a Japanese style of writing for both English and Japanese
essays, wilere she gradually led the reader to a moderate conclusion. In the interview, she

revealed her perception of English writing by saying, “I know English structure has an
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opinion statement first and then reasons to explain it. It seems to me too formulaic. I am
not comfortable with it. Ilike a Japanese way of writing.” In spite of the L2 training
she received, she resisted against adopting what she had learned, and instead learned on
what she had acquired in the Sakubun writing. |

In Summary, the findings above indicate that there is a positive transfer of L1 writing
experience to second language writing and also a positive transfer of L2 writing experience
on first language writing. However, the findings also suggest that whether students
transfer certain text features from one language to anothef may depend on how they
perceivé writing in either language. At the sarhe time, they indicate that many text
| features such as argumentation structure and the use of concrete examples are commonly

shared by both J apan"ese and English writing.
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Notes.

1.

3.

4.

During the ihterview, the writer said she wondered which organizationél pattern to
choose in writing an essay, an introduction-body-conclusion or a Japanese traditional
organization pattern, ki-sho-ten—ketsit (introduction, continuation, change ;md
conclusion). Since she had a good idea for “zen”, she decided to follow the traditional
pattern. She thought it could make the writing more interesting to the reader. In
discussing her L1 writing training class, she:reported having learned that creating an

interesting “ten” is one of the most important things to consider for good writing.

. One of the 5 essays by Group 4 (J4-1) was categorized as “ill-defined,” because it was

not possible to identify any overall mode or structure.

Again, one Group 4 essay (E4-1) was categorized as “ill-defined.”

During the interview, the writer said that for the English essay she intentionally chose a
pattern consisting of an introduction, a body and a conclusion, and not a traditional
organizational pattern, ki-sho-ten-ketsu. This is because she thought that an important
feature of English writing was to state an opinion explicitly and the three-part essay
structure could better serve that purpose. This writer appeared to have clear knowledge

of writing and a view of English structure as different from that of Japanese writing.
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Chapter 4: Discourse Markers and Development of Content

This chapter presents the results of the analysis of discourse markers and
development of content in the L1 and L2 essays by the four groups. As in the preceding
chapter, in each section, the Japanese éssays are examined before the English essays, and
‘comparisons are drawn.

4.1 Discourse markers

- Various kinds of devices are used to organize discourse and provide logical
connections among the parts. Such devices in the essays were identified and categorized
in terms of the text level to which they related: overall meta-discourse (essay level)
markers, such as “There are three main reasons” and “In conclusion”; partial meta-
discourse markers (connecting paragraphs or multi-sentential chunks of discourse within
paragraphs), such as “First,” and “There are several advantages”; and inter-sentential
markers (connecting two sentences), such as “In addition,” and “On the other hand.”

In Appendix E, discourse markers are highlighted in one J apanese and one
English essay. ~ Overall meta-discourse markers are indicated in bold font, partial meta-
discourse markers in bold italics, and inter-sentential markers are underlined. As can be
seen in both essays, the inter-sentential markers are relatively short, whereas the partial and
overall meta-discourse markers vary in length from one word to whole clauses.

4.1.1 Japanese discourse markers

Table 4.1 displays the means and SDs of each of the categories and the total

number of markers in the Japanese essays for each group. As shown in Table 3.5, Groups

1 and 2 used more meta-discourse markers than the other two groups, and Group 4 used
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more inter-sentential markers than the other three groups. According to a 4 (group) x 3

(niarker type) repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance, there was a significant
ovérall difference ambng the groups (F = 3.010,p = 0.0SO). Tests of effects showed
specifically that group was a significant factor differentiating partial meta-discourse
markers (F = 3.638, p = 0.027) and total mefa-discourse markers (overall and pértial

combined, F = 3.633, p = 0.027), and was almost significant for inter-sentential markers (F

= 2.825, p = 0.060). Moreover, post-hoc Scheffé tests revealed only that Group 1 used

significantly more partial meta-discourse markers than Group 4 (p = .04).

Table 4.1 -Japanese Discourse Markers (adjusted per 500 characters):

Means and SDs by Group

Meta-Discourse Markers Intersentential Total

Overall Partial Total Markers Markers
Group 1 1.55 2.45 3.99 0.55 4.54
(N=9) (1149 (.09 (1.67) (0.58) (1.53)
Group 2 1.76 2.13 3.88 1.03 4.91
N=7) (1.02) (131) (@191 (1.14) (1.71)
Group 3 0.79 1.48 2.27 0.89 3.16
N=7) (033) (117) (119 (0.52) (1.29)
Group 4 1.22 0.56 1.78 1.81 3.59
(N=Y5) (0.53) (0.33) (0.77) (0.79) (0.75)

These results suggest that the intensive L1 training.induced students to use

explicit markers to indicate essay-level and paragraph-level discourse organization.

On

the other hand, it would appear that both L1 and L2 training may inhibit the use of inter-

50



sentential markers, or perhaps that such markers tend to be replaced by markers of larger

pieces of discourse.

4.1.2 English discourse markers

Table 4.2 presents the Means and SDs by group for the English essays.

Table 4.2 English Discourse Markers (adjusted per 100 words): .
‘ Means and SDs by Group
Discourse Markers Intersentential Total
Overall Partial Total Markers Markers
Group 1 0.83 2.13 2.95 1.11 4.07
(N=9) 0.59) (@1.04) (@131 (0.86) (1.54)
Group 2 0.69 1.97 2.66 1.11 3.77
N=7) (0.97) (0.84) (1.31) (0.90) (1.98)
Group 3 0.06 1.64 1.70 0.95 2.66
N=7) (0.16) (0.28) (0.23) (0.45) (0.56)
Group 4 0.00 0.10 0.10 2.64 2.74
(N=5) (0.00) (0.23) (0.23) (1.39) (1.53)

Although group was not found to be a significant factor overall, tests of effects

showed significant group differences for the categories of overall discourse (F=3.462,p

.032), partial discourse (F = 8.728, p = .000), total discourse markers (F = 9.747, p

.000), and intersentential markers (F = 4.221, p = .046). In addition, post-hoc Scheffé
tests showed only that Group 4 used more intersentential markers than Group 1 (p = .046).
Striking inter-group differences were seen in the use of meta-discourse segments

(explicit markers of overall essay structure), which appeared in 75% of both Group 1 and
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Group 2 essays, but in very few of the Group 3 or 4 essays. | Similarly, inter-paragraph
transition markers, such as First, On the other hand, and Finally, occurred in all of the
essays by Group 1 and in 75% of those by Group 2, but in only one of the essays by each
of the other two groups.

Although inter-sentential connectors appeared in almost every essay, the quality
and variety of connectors varied across the four groups. In the Group 4 essays, the only
connectors used were And, But and So.  Although these three also occurred frequently in
essays by members of the other groups, a much richer variety appeared in Group 1,
including Above all, Besides, For example, In addition to thqt, In fact, In short, and
However, and to a lesser extent in Group 3, who used Also, In fact, However, and Thérefore,
and Group 2, who used For example, and However.

It would appear from these results that the use of meta-discourse markers was
transferred from students’ L1 training to their L2 writing. chcrthelcés, several students
reported having learned about meta-discourse markers in their L2 training. Moreover, it
would seem that the L2 training and/or the cémbination of L1 and L2 training together
contributed to greater variation in the choice of inter-sentential discourse markers.

4.1.3 Comparison of J apanesé and English discourse marker use

In both languages, Groups 1 and 2 clearly used more explicit markers of
discourse organization and logical connection than the other two groups. These parallel
results in Japanese and English writing provide strong evidence that the L1 training, which
both of the first two groups experienced and neither of the other two did, led to greater
awareness of the need to organize the L1 essays coherently and guide the fcader through

the sections of the discourse. Furthermore, it appears that this awareness was transferred
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to L2 writing and implemented in the L2 essays as well, although, as noted above, some
students apparently acquired at least part of their awareness of discourse markers from -
their L2 training and transferred it to fhcir L1 writing.

With respect to the greater use of inter-sentential markers in both languages by
Group 4, it can be gpeculated that these students, who had not experienced any intensive
training in either language, relied almost entirely on sentence-to-sentence connections. In
contrast, the other three groups of students, all of whom had intensive training in one or
both languages, appeared to focus their atiention on larger chunks of discourse, going
beyond simple sentence-to-sentence relations. Moreover, the use of a much richer variety
of discourse markers by those students who had received both L1 and L2 training suggests
that the combination of both kinds of fraining had a greater effect than the sum of the two
sepaiate kinds of trainiﬁg could be expected to have. That is, there appears to have been
some kind of interaction that went beyond a simple édditivc effect.

It also should be noted that although the choice of argumentation, expository or
mixed discourse modes did not appear to affect the quantity of discourse markers used, the
choice of mode undoubtedly constrained the particular kinds of overall and partial meta-
discourse markers that could be employed. For example, “There are two main reasons for
my opinion” could only be used in relation to an argument, and “This is a strong/weak
point” would generally be used as part of an expository comparison mode. Thus, the
inter-relations between discourse mode, essay structure and discourse markers have to be

kept firmly in mind.
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4.2 Development of conteht

The development of ideas in the body of the essays was analyzed by identifying
both (1) the number of points given, and (2) to what extent tﬁe points were developed or
supported in the form of elaboration (based mainly on van Wijk, 1999, as explained in
Chapter 2). For the follow.ing quantitative analysis of the elaboration, the focus was
limited to the two main éategories of elaboration that were identified in these essays:
context (background, conditions, contextual evidence) and specification (examples,
characteristics, consequences).

To illustrate the-identification of points and elaboration, examples 6f two
argumentétion essays and two expository essays, one each in Japanese and one in Englirsh,
are presented in Appendix F.  In each paper, the points are indicated in bold font, and the
elaboration is shown in italics, with the context elaboration in plain italics and the
specificaﬁon elaboration underlined.

As can been seen in Essays 1 and 2 in Appendix C, the points that were identified
in argumentation essays were basically all reasons for the position taken or reasons against
it (supporting the contra argument)i. On the other hand, in most of the expository essays,
such as Essays 3 and 4 in Appendix C, the points were advantages or disadvantages of one
of the alternatives being compared. As is evident in the sample essays in Appendix C, the
contextual elaboration generally tended to occur prior to the point being elaborated,
whereas the specification either preceded or followed the point it to which it was
connected.

421 Points and elaboration in the J apanese essays

Table 4.3 displays the means and standard deviations of the number of points
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per Japanese essay; the number of segments in each of the two categories of elaboration:

context and specification; the total number of segments devoted to each of the two kinds of

elaboration; and the ratio of total elaboration segments per point for the essays in each

group.

Table 4.3: Number of Points and Amount of Elaboration (per 500 characters) in
theJapanese Essays by Group

Group Points Category of Elaboration® Total Elab. Total Elab.
Mean Context Specification | Frequency Segs./Point
(SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
1 - 4.14 C" 0.32(052) 2.82(0.73) 3.13 (0.85)
(N=9) (1.63) S:°. 0.64 (1.44) 10.28 (3.70) 10.92 (3.42) 3.27 (2.02)
2 3.66 1.32(0.50) 1.84(1.80) | 3.16(1.68)
(N=6) | (2.28) S: 5.21(6.24) 4.82(4.42) 10.03 (3.42) 4.77 (4.49)
3 2.39 C: 0.76 (0.50) 2.25(1.45) 3.01 (1.34)
(N =>7) (1.05) S: 3.34(5.09) 8.12(3.68) 11.47 (3.48) 5.64 (3.04)
4 3.99 C: 1.60(1.02) 2.69(1.54) 4.29 (0.91)
(N=3)! (1.68) S: 6.99(844) 5.97(1.05) 12.96 (7.56) 4.64 (4.95)

*Context: condition/background/evidence; Specification: example/characteristic/consequence
*C = Adjusted number of cases per category; °S = Adjusted number of segments per category
“three papers eliminated because no identifiable points (ill-defined or entirely self-reflection)

There was no significant difference among the groups in terms of the number of

points in the Japanese essays or the amount of total elaboration segments per point.

However, Groups 1 and 3 generally tended to use less contextual elaboration and more |

specification than Groups 2 and 4. According to post-ANOVA Tests of Effects, there was
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a significant group difference in the numbers of cases of context (F = 5.67, p = .005), and
an almost significant difference in the number of specification segmentsv across the groups
(F =2.87,p = .061).

Given that Groups 1 and 2 both received L2 training, it can be inferred that it may
have been the English training that emphasized the importance of elaborating points in the
form of specification. If so, it would also follow that this emphasis was apparently
transferred to the participants’ L1 writing. |
4.2.2 Points and elaboration in the English essays

Table 4.4 shows the means and SDs of the number of points and amount of
elaboration for the English essays by each group. As shown in Table 3.8, in their English
essays, Group 4 tended to give fewer points than the other three groups. The most salient
group differences in terms of categories of elaboration included the greater amount of
specij‘icatibn by Group 1 (with means of 2.04 instances and 5.48 segments per essay) as
compared to the other three groups (§vh0 ranged from 1.30 to 1.49 instances and from 2.18
to 3.74 segments), and the relatively less frequent use of context by Groups 1 and 2 (0.24
to 0.43 cases and 0.61 to 0.77 segments, as opposed to 0.79 to 0.82 instances and 2.08 to
3.02 segments for the other 2 groups).

Similar distinctions can be seen among the groups in terms of the amount of total
elaboration. Groups 1 and 3 provided more total instances of elaboration than Groups 2
and 4 (means of 2.28 and 2.31 for the former, and 1.90 and 2.09, respectively, for the latter),
and Group 2 had a remarkably smaller number of segments of elaboration (3.73) as
compared to Groups 1, 3 and 4 (with 6.09, 5.82 and 5.20, respectively). Groups 1, 3 and

4 all outscored Group 2 in terms of the mean number of elaboration segments per reason (a
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range of 3.03 to 4.31 versus only 1.45 for Group 2). However, considering that Group 4 -

gave relatively few points (with a mean of less than 1.5 per essay), as opposed to the other

groups, as mentioned above, this last apparent similarity between Group 4 and Groups 1

and 3 has to be treated cautiously.

Table 4.4: Number of Points and Amount of Elaboration (per 500 characters) in the English

Essays by Group
Group Points Category of Elaboration® Total Elab. Total Elab.
Mean Context Specification | Frequency Segs./Point
(SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
1 242 C® 0.24(0.53) 2.04(1.06) 12.28 (0.96)
(N=9) |. (1.02) S:® 0.61(1.40) 5.48(2.57) 6.09 (2.87) 3.40 (2.51)
2 3.70 0.43 (0.56) 1.47(1.18) 1.90 (0.35)
N=7) (1.69) S: 0.77(1.18)  2.96 (2.06) 3.73 (1.42) 1.45
(1.23)*
3 2.50 0.82(0.80) 1.49(0.89) 2.31 (1.04)
(N=7) (1.16) S: 2.08(2.01) 3.74(2.82) 5.82 (2.55) 3.03 (2.13)
4 1.47 C: 0.79(0.52) 1.30(0.67) 2.09 (0.50)
(N = 4)* (0.53) S: 3.02(1.82) 2.18(1.29) 5.20 (1.27) 4.31 (3.15)

sContext: condition/background; Specification: example/characteristic/consequence

*C = Adjusted number of cases per category; °S = Adjusted number of segments per category

Yone paper eliminated because no identifiable points (entirely self-reflection)

*p <.05

- These findings can be interpreted to suggest that the L2 training may have

emphasized the importance of elaborating the content by providing concrete support more
than the L1 training did. Moreover, those who received both L1 and L2 training appear to

have been induced to provide more elaboration in the form of specification (examples,
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characteristics, consequences) than those with just one kind of training or no training.

We also 100ked at the use of personal (as opposed to general) evidence to support
the points in the English essays. Whereas personal (self—centered) experience was
included in 100% of thc; essays by members of Group 3 and 4, it was used in 75% of Group

2 and only 50% of Group 1 essays. Thus, it would appear that the L1 training may have
tended to lead students toward relatively less use of personal, as opposed to general
evidence, perhaps because they were encouraged to approach their essay in a logical,
objective way. It should be noted that self-reflective writing tended to contribute more
toward context (mainly background) than toward specification, which probably explains
the higher number of contextual segments produced by Group 4 writers, as compared to
the other groups.

3.43 Comparison of points and elaboration in the Japanese and English essays
Some of the same tendencies were found in terms of the patterns of group
behavior across both languages, most notably the use of more elaboration through
specification by Group 1 and that of more contextual elaboration by Group 4. Onthe
other hand, although Groups 2 and 3 produced moderate to substantial specification in both
languages, their use of contextual elaboration contrasted across languages, with Group 2
using much more than Group 3 in Japanese, and Group 3 using more than Group 2 in
English. This difference undoubtedly related to the particular structural patterns that were
being followed by each group in the two languages. For example, as explained in section
3.2.2.2, several Group 2 Japanese essays included extended personal illustfation (coded as
~context) to support an original thesis or reflection on personal experience (again, context)

to develop a general discussion, whereas such self-analysis was left out of the Group 2
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English essays, presﬁmably either because sophisﬁcated explanation and expression Qf
conﬁple); re_lations between personal and general content was beyond their linguistic
capabilities in their L2, or because they felt that the inclusion of any kind of “ten”
~ component would not be appropriate in their English essays. On the other hand, as
discussed in sections 3.2.2.3 and 3.2.4.3, although Group 3 wrote in different modes in the
two language, they tended to support their English argumentation essays with personal
(generally contextual) experience, which may have been influenced by their earlier L1
“Sakubun” writing, or perhaps could have been cultivated by their L2 training, if they were
encouraged to use their own. experiences to support their arguments.

Looking at the frequency data across languages, it would appear that the
Japanese essays included more points and much more elaboration than the English essays.
Because of the lack of correspondence between Japanese characters and English words,
statistical tests of significance cannot be performed. Nevertheless, if we consider that 500
J apanese characters is probably equivalent to many more than 100 words (probably at least
>25(‘) or 300 words), if the frequencies were adjusted in a more comparable way across the
two languages, the differences would be much greater, with the numbers in the Japanese
table being much higher relative to those in the English table. 'i‘his contrast is not at all
surprising, considering that the participants were all novice writers, especially in their L2,
and had not acquired more than an intermediate level of English proficiency. Thus, in
approximately the same time period, they were able to develop the content of their essays
much further in Japanese than they could in English. We can assume that at least part of
the reason for this ability was related to the relative ease of formulating the linguistic

expressions to convey their intended content in their native language.
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- Chapter 5: Writing Process

In this chapter, first the four groups’ Japanese and English writing processes will
be compared in terms of writing fluency and planning time. Second, the English writing
processes reflected in the pausing behavior analysis will be compared across the four

groups.

5.1 Writing Fluency

As explained in Chapter 2, writing fluency was measured in terms of the total
amount of Writing, along with the rate at which the writing was produced (in terms of
characters or words per minute). In addition, the amount of time spent planning before

beginning the actual writing was recorded and compared across the groups.

5.1.1 Japanese writing fluency

Because the participants were writing in their‘ native language, group differences
in writing fluency were not expected. Table 5.1 presents the group means and standard
deviations (SDs) for the total number of Japanese characters per essay, the writing speed
(the number of characters pér minute), and the planning time. As this table shows, the
measures appeared to be similar across the 4 groups, except that Group 3 tended to write

longer essays and spend less time planning than the other 3 groups.

60



Table 5.1: Japanese Essay Length, Speed of Writing, Planning Time

Character Count* Characters/Min.| Planning Time (Min.)
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Group 1 790.11 (101.47) 26.65 (8.35) 5.16 (5.45)

Group 2 736.14 (125.09) 25.00 (8.02) 5.03 (6.32)

Group 3 1044.00 (326.40) 26.63 (12.92) 1.26 (0.53)

Group 4 737.00 (109.30) 22.52 (4.75) 4.39 (8.18)

*Group 2 < Group 3: *p < .05; Groups 1 & 4 < Group 3:p < .1

Accordihg to a 4 (groups) x 3 (characters, speed, planning time) repeated
measures multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) test, there was in fact a significant
overall difference among the groups (F = 3.908, p = 0.021) for these measures. Post-hoc
tests of effects showed no significant differences among the groups for the writing speed or
| planning time, but there was a difference in terms of the total character count (F = 4.076, p
= 0.018). According to post-hoc Scheffé tests, Group 3 wrote significantly longer essays
than Group 2 (p = 0.047), and there was a non-significant tendency for their essays to be
longer than those of both Group 1 (p = 0.097) and Group 4 (p = 0.080), as well. This may
be related to the kind of writing produced, as discussed in section 3.2.1. Another possible
explanation for this tendency might be that Group 3 students, who had received L2 training,
but no specific L1 training, may have overcompensated for their lack of explicit L1 essay
writing knowledge by producing more. It is also possible that because they planned less
before writing, they needed to produce more text in order to complete the task. Of course

any such interpretations would have to be verified through further investigation.
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5.1.2 English Writ‘ing Fluency

The English fluency measures (means and SDs for total words, words per minute,
and planning time) aré shown in Table 5.2.  As these results indicate, Group 1 tended to
w;ite more words, at a faster rate, and spend more time planning than the other 3 groups.
Although group was not a significant factor overall, according to a 2 (Group 1 vs. the other
three groups combined) x 3 (words, speed, planning time) repeated measures test of effects,
Group 1 students (N = 9) v;zrote at a significantly faster rate (F = 6.327, p = .018)’ than the
studénts in the other three groups combined (N = 19).  In addition, Group 1 showed an
almost significant tendency to spend more time planning (F = 4.032, p = .055) than the

other three groups combined.

Table 5.2: English Essay Length, Speed of Writing, Planning Time

Total Word Count Words/Minute Planning Time (Min.)
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Group 1 190.33 (46.56) 6.39*%* (2.15) 6.38* (4.49)

Group2 | 158.43 (50.71) 435 (1.89) 4.02 (3.95)

Group 3 176.57 (43.98) 4.35 (1.76) 3.83 (3.71)

Group 4 180.60 (41.77) 5.07 (1.25) 1.75 (1.16)

**p < .05, *p < .1 for Group 1 versus Groups 2,3,4 combined

One interpretation of these results is that the combined L1 and L2 training led
writers to plan their English essays more fully before they started writing, which in turn
tended to allow them to produce more fluent L2 writing. We will return to this issue in

the discussion of the writing process (pause analysis) data in section 5.2.
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5.1.3 CompariSon of Japanese ahd English Writing Fluency

vAlthngh there was no time limit for the writing in either language, the range and
means for the time the participants (N =>28) spent writing their L1 essays (range: 19.09 -
74.65 minutes, mean: 35.99 minutes, SD: 13.91) were surprisingly very similar to those for
their L2 essays (range: 17.23 - 81.60 minutes, mean: 37.93 minutes, SD: 13.98). It is of
course Very difﬁcult to compare the number of Japanese characters to the number of
English words, as it is far from a one-to-one correspondence. ~Nevertheless, it is obvious
that the participants wrote much longer essays in their native language, and generally wrote
them at a faster rate than they did in English. (It should be noted that the writing rate was
influenced By the number and length of pauses made while writing, which differed greatly
| among individuals; this point will be addressed further in Chapter 5.)

Regarding differences in writing fluency and writing planning across the 4
groups, the patterns differed for the two languages. In Japanese, only Group 3, which had
received L2 but no L1 training, generally wrote longer L1 essays and tended to spend less
time planning than the other 3 groups, and there were no differences among the groups in
terms of writing rate. In English, Group 1, which had received both L1 and L2 training,
tended to write their L2 essays at a faster rate and spend more time planning than the other
3 groups, while there were no significant differences in the length of the essays (though
Group 1 generally tended to write longer essays and Group 2 tended to write shorter ones

than the other 2 groups).

5.2 Pause Analysis

In order to shed more light on the English composing process, retrospective
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recall by the participants was elicited through immediate viewing of the first 10 minutes
and the last 5 minutes of the video-taped writing sessions, as explained in Chapter 2. The
writers’ feported reasons for pausing were categorized according to thg: functions they
served: planning (organization of ideas; essay, paragraph, intersentential structure of
discourse), generating (content), expressing (formulating language at various levels),
refining (content or language), correcting (content or language), or other (e.g., re-reading).
‘In addition, the largest functional category (expressing) was broken down into sub-
categories based on the language level in focus: inter-sentential, sentence and clause

structure, grammatical, lexical, mechanical, and other, as explained in greater detail below.

5.2.1 Functional categories
Frequencies for the first 10 minutes and last 5 minutes combined were adjusted

per 100 words, and the means and SDs for each group are presented in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3: Major Function Categories: Means and SDs of Adjusted Frequencies

(per 100 words) by Group
Group Planning  Generating Expressing Refining Correcting  Other
1 117 1.87 18.89 5.27 0.96 2.99
N=9 (117 (3.04) (9.29) (5.17) (0.90) (1.59)
2 1.38 5.08 26.90 0.64 1.72 3.69
(N=6) (1.99) (3.66) (9.09) (1.07) (0.99) (2.33)
3 0.82 3.34 30.44 221 1.25 3.08
(N=7) (151 (3.40) (7.55) (2.45) (0.90) (3.71)
4 1.47 2.20 2765 203 234 0.57
(N=5) (042 (0.86) (5.26) (1.94) (2.75) (0.85)

As is evident from Table 5.3, all of the groups paused most frequently for the purpose of
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expressing (formulating language). The most» striking differences among the groups were
"Grou.p 1’s relatively less frequent pauses for expressing and their higher number of pauses
for refining language. Although there were no significant overall groﬁp differences
according to a 4 (groups) x 6 (function categories) repeated multivariate analysis of
variance, a post-hoc test of effects indicated that group differences were nearly significant
~ for the categories of expressing (F = 2.943, p = .054) and refining (F = 2.499, p = .085).
Considering the percentages of pauses in each of the categories across the groups,
some differences can be observed between the pausing behavior in the first 10 minutes and
that in the last 5 minutes. The frequencies of occurrence for the first 10 minutes are
shown in Table 5.4, and those for the last 5 minutes are shown in Table 5.5. Perhaps the
most conspicuous differences in the last 5 minutes concern the relatively greater attention
paid to planning and generéting a conclusion for the essay, especially by Groﬁp 2, and the

greater percentage of pauses by all groups that were devoted to refining mainly language.

Table 5.4: Percentages of Total Functions Devoted to Each Category:
Means and SDs by Group (first 10 minutes)

Group Planning  Generating Expressing  Refining Correcting Other
1 4.1% 7.9% 62.5% 12.3% 3.8% 9.4%
(N=9) 3.5) (10.9) (16.4) (13.0) (4.1) (5.0
2 2.4% 12.3% 70.8% 1.2% 52% 8.0%
(N=6) 3.7 (11.7) (21.4) (2.9) (4.6) (7.5)
3 0.8% 8.1% 80.0% 2.2% 2.9% 6.0%
N=7) (2.1) (10.1) 6.7) (2.8) (4.0) (5.7)
4 2.3% 3.8% 82.5% 3.7% 6.4% 1.3%
(N=5) (3.1 5.1) (12.8) (5.9) (6.8) (3.0)
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Table 5.5: Percentages of Total Functions Devoted to Each Category
Means and SDs by Group (last 5 minutes)

Group Planﬁing Generating Expressing Refihing Correcting  Other
1 4.6% 2.4% 56.4% 21.0% 3.6% 11.9%
N=9) (5.8) 61 (23.8) (18.7) (6.0) (10.0)
2 7.8% 15.1% 58.6% 2.4% 2.1% 14.0%
(N=6) (8.9) (17.6) (17.9) (5.8) (5.1) (15.8)
3 4.0% 8.3% 68.0% 9.1% 4.6% 1 6.2%
(N=7) (7.0) (8.4) (14.6) (9.3) (5.8) (10.5)
4 7.6% 9.1% 68.2% 9.1% 4.0% 2.0%
(N=5) 4.7 (9.7) (22.1) (12.3) (5.8) (4.5)

Given the fact that these intermediate proficiency English learners were
composing .in their L2, it should not be surprising that all groups would spend the largest
percentage of their pausing time on formulating their ideas in English. What seems most
remarkable is that the Group 1 writers spent so much more of their time on refining their
writing (21% of their pauses in the last 5 minutes were reportedly devoted to refinement).
While it remains to be determined to what extent this refining is comparable to the kind of
rhetorical refining found by Sasaki (2000, 2002) among her professional writers, there is
no doubt that some of it was comparable. For example, in the last sentence of her English
essay (“I’m sure that we can develop through traveling alone), Group 1 participant 1-2
had originally written the word grow, but changed it to develop. In explaining ‘her reason
for making this change, she cited her concern for creating a strong ending for her essay.
Thinking that grow does not imply “a great deal,” she chose develop because it may mean
“we can grow a lot through traveling alone” (quoted expressions are translated from the
Japanese), demonstrating her meta-knowledge about the characteristics of effective

- conclusions for essays. Similarly, Group 3 participant 3-1 original wrote “I prefer
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~ traveling in the group ...” but later changed it to “I like traveling in the group L
because she had already used the word prefer earlier. In explaining her rcasoning,‘she
cited her awareness of English readers’ expectations that good writing should not contain

the same expression repeatedly.

5.2.2 Sub-categories of Expressing

Within the functional category concerned with formulating language, 6 sub-
categories were ideﬁtified, based on the language level under focu's: inter-sentential
(concerned with sentence connectors), sentence and clause structure (including word order),
grammaticél (below the level of clause structure, but includiﬁg concern for subject-verb
agreement and tense), lexical (including both translation and choice of words and phrases),
mechanical (spelling, punctuation, capitalization), énd other (mainly unclear or
undetermined focus).

Table 5.6 shows the means and SDs of the frequencies (adjusted per 100 words)
of these sub-categories for each group, and Table 5.7 shows the means and SDs of the

percentages of the same sub-categories.

~ Table 5.6: Sub-categories of Expression: Adjusted Frequencies (per 100 words):
Means and SDs by Group

Group Intersent  Sent/Clause ~ Grammar Lexical Mechanical Other
1 1.39 4.79 2.68 8.93 0.75 0.35
(N=9) (1.24) (3.49) (3.23) (5.13) (0.98) (0.70)
2 1.85 7.56 4.78 12.46 0.26 0.0

(N=6) (1.83) (2.82) (4.54) (5.35) (0.63) (0.0)
3 1.24 9.20 3.45 14.70 1.01 0.59
N=7) (1.74) (4.38) (1.98) (7.04) (0.96) (1.01)
4 0.0 7.58 2.94 14.40 1.56 1.17
(N=5) (0.0) (2.55) (201 (5.06) (1.02) (1.43)
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Table 5.7: Sub-categories of Expression: Means (SDs) of Percentages by Group

Group Intersent  Sent/Clause Grammar Lexical Mechanical Other
1 8.3% 24.4% 13.6% 48.6% 3.7% 1.4%
N=9) (8.5) (11.8) (18.0) (21.0) (5.1) (3.1)
2 6.2% 28.7% 16.4% 47.4% 1.3% 0.0%
(N=16) (5.6) (10.1) (10.2) (17.0) (3.3) (0.0)
3 4.0% 38.8% 11.1% 47.4% 3.5% 2.5%
N=7) (5.6) (14.0) (5.1) (16.0) - (3.5) (4.2)
4 0.0 27.0% 11.9% 51.7% 5.3% 4.1%
(N=5) (0.0) (6.7) (9.9) (13.1) (3.5) (5.1

As is evident from both tables, all of the groups atteﬁded most frequently to
lexical choice, followed by the formulation of clauses or sentences. Few differences
among the groups cah be discerned. Perhaps the only notable one is the complete lack of
attention to inter-sentential connectors during pauses by Group 4.  Given the fact that this
group used more than twice as many inter-sentential markers than any of the other 3 groups,
it seems surprising that they never paused to reflect on their use. This would suggest that,
unlike the other 3 groups, they were producing these markers rather automatically, rather

than applying any kind of meta-discourse knowledge.

5.2.3 Dictionary Use

The participants were allowed to use an electronic dictionary while writing their
English essays, and almost all of them availed themselves of the opportunity to do so (one
or two preferred to use an ordinary printed dictionary instead). The number of times a
participant ?auscd to consult a dictionary during the first 10 minutes and the last 5 minutes
of the writing was counted and adjusted per 100 words of writing.

Table 5.8 shows the means and SDs of the adjusted frequencies by group for each
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time period and the total combined time. According to the results shown in Table 5.8,
participants in all 4 groups tended to pause to consult a dictionary much more often during

the first 10 minutes than during the last 5 minutes, which should probably not be surprising

if we consider that relati\}cly fewer new words wduld be needed at the end of an essay than

at the beginning.

Table 5.8: Frequency of Dictionary Use by Group:
Means and SDs (per 100 words)

First 10 = Last5S
Group Minutes Minutes Total
1 2.96 2.21 5.16
(N=9) (1.57) (1.57) (2.72)
2 6.09 3.60 9.69
(N=6) (3.95) (4.64) (6.65)
3 9.70 291 12.61
N=7) (6.27) (1.90) (5.93)
4 8.94 4.83 13.77
(N=5) (3.59) (2.75) (5.36)

With respect to cross-group differences, the most striking one was that Group 1
apparently depended upon a dictionary much less frequently than the other 3 groups,
especially during the first 10 minutes. However, this finding may be misleading. If we
consider that Group 1 writers tended to spend more time planning before they began the
actual writing, and often this planning included consulting a dictionary, it is likely that the
extra planning time taken by Group 1 could account for this discrepancy. In fact, looking
at the frequency of overall dictionary use by the four groups, there was no significant
difference in the number of times, overall, that writers consulted dictionaries while writing
their essays.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions

6.1 Overview of Salient Characteristics of Japanese and English Texts
This chapter begins with a summary of the most salient features that were found to
distinguish among the Japanese and English texts of the four groups. The main features the

Japanese texts are presented in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1: Salient Characteristics of Japanese Texts by Group

Arg = Argumentation, Exp = Exposﬁion, Self = Self-reflection; analy/persp = analysis/perspective



A summary of the most notable features that characterized the English texts of the four groups is

shown iri Table 6.2.

Table 6.2: Salient Characteristics of English Texts by Group

Arg = Argumentation, Exp = Exposition, Self = Self-reflection

In the following two sections, the specific and overall research questions will be

discussed in light of the results, with implications from the findings. The final section will



discuss limitations of the study and conclude with suggestions for future research building on

the work reported here.

6.2 Answers to Specific Research Questions

All the specific research questions addressed inter-group comparisons among the four
groups of students selected for this study. To recapitulate the factors distinguishing the four
groups, Group 1 received special intensive preparatory training in both L1 and L2 writing;
Group 2 had such training in only L1 writing; Group 3 underwent such training in only L2

writing; and Group 4 received no intensive training in writing essays in either language.

6.2.1 Questions regarding Japanese writing
Questions J1 and J2: Text Features

The first two specific research questions focused on a series of text features of the
Japanese essays, looking specifically at task definition, discourse mode and text structure;
discourse markers; and development of content. Notable variations were found among the four
groups in terms of all of these features, which were in fact inter-related.
Group 1 students, with both L1 and L2 training, wrote complexly structured essays often
including extended perspective and counter-arguments (a positive point of the other side). To
support their position, specification was mainly used with a variety of coherence markers,
including meta-discourse and inter-paragraph makers. ~Similarly, Group 2 students with only
special L1 training wrote complexly structured essays with substantial use of meta-discourse
markers. Unlike Group 1, however, they appeared to be more concerned with explaining their

original thesis by using both specification and context equally. That is, whereas they strived to



use general evidence, they also relied upon personal accounts such as personal events, feélings
and thoughts, which could show an indication of the Sakubun training they received in regular
Kokugo classes in elementary and junior high school. Thus, the essays of Group 2 students
would appear to reflect the characteristics of both kinds of L1 writing training, one geared for
college entrance essay exam preparation and Sakubun.

The tendency to use such personal evidence is also observed in the essays by the
students in Group 3 and Group 4, who did not receive L1 special writing training. Perhaps
because of lack of essay-level writing experience, their essays also tended to have a somewhat
| weak internal structure, often moving between personal and general perspectives in the case of
Group 3 students, and to have a relatively simple structure in the case of Group 4. Inessays
with such structure, the use of meta-discourse by these groups was generally moderate.
However, there was one difference in the kind of evidence used between the two groups; Group
3 with L2 training tended to have more specification than context to support their position or
thesis, whereas Group 4 relied upon personal than general evidence. Although both groups
share some characteristics, Group 3 showed an indication of having received L2 paragraph—level
writing training.

In essence, it would appear from the textual analysis of the L1 essays that the L1
training led to the development of awareness of the need to create a coherent overall essay
structure, signaled by overt discourse markers, and containing general evidence, rather than
relying solely on personal accounts. At the same time, the L2 training may have led to greater
use of specification to support the points in the writers’ L1 essays, and some awareness of the

need for establishing coherence through discourse markers.
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Question J3: Writing Fluency |

The third specific research question asked whether writing fluency would differ among
L1 writers in the four groups. Surprisingly, Group 3, with L2 but no L1 training, tended to
plan less and write longer essays than the other three groups. It is unclear whether this
tendency resulted from the kinds of writing produced (mainly mixed modes with movement
between personal and general perspectives), possible attempts to compensate for absence of L1
training by writing longer essays, relatively shorter planning time, other as yet unidentified

factors, or some combination of these possibilities.

6.2.2 Quesfions regarding English writing
Questions E1 and E2: Text Features

Like the L1 essays, the L2 essays were found to vary in terms of text features across
the 4 groups. Also similar to L1, the textual features were clearly interrelated. Regarding
discourse modes and text structure, there was a tendency for all 4 groups to use more
Argumentation in their L2 writing than they had in their L1 essays. Nevertheless, there were
distinct differences among the 4 groups in terms of the structures, discourse markers, and
development of the content of their L2 essays.

The students who had received both kinds of training (Group 1) wrote the most well-
developed and coherently structured essays, with a focus on the body, including elaboration to
support their position, and a rich variety of coherence markers, including meta-discourse and
inter-paragraph markers such as first, in addition, however, and on the other hand (see Appendix
- E). Incontrast, while the students with only L1 training (Group 2) also wrote relatively well-

organized, coherent essays including an acknowledgement of the other side’s argument, unlike
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Group 1, they tended to create proportionately overly elaborated introductions and to develop
relatiyély little detail in the body of their essays. These students appeared to follow whaf they
had learned in their L1 essay writing training, particularly regarding overall organization and
inclusion of thc other side’s opinion, but they were not able to develop sufficient detail,
probably due to their lack of L2 writing practice. oﬁ the other hand, the students witﬁ only L2
training (Group 3) tended to inciude relatively elaborated support for their points, but unlike the
first two groups, they showed little sense of overall essay or paragraph structure, displaying only.
minimal use of inter-paragraph markers and no meta-discourse markers. Although their
focusod paragraph-length L2 writing practice may have allowed them to develop the schema of
points followed by explanation, this group of students appeared to lack meta-discourse
knowledge, includi‘ng awareness of overall essay structure and the need for discourse markers.
Finally, those with no training (Group 4) often fell back on the kind of self-reflective writing
they learned in elementary and junior high school, e.g., depending heavily on personal
experience to convey their ideas.

Overall, the textual features of the L2 essays suggest that, similar to what was seen in
the L1 essays, the L1 training contributed to meta-discourse knowledge regarding essay
organization and the need for meta-discourse markers. Furthermore, it would appear that the
L2 training, especially when it was combined with the L1 training, led to greater elaboration
through specification (examples, characteristics) to support the points made in the L2 essays.
Question E3:L2 Writing Process

The fluency measures for the L2 writing indicated that Group 1 students, with both L1
and L2 training, were the most fluent English writers. This may have a direct result of their

tendency to spend more time planning their essays, particularly as compared to Group 4. In
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~ relation to this finding, we can conclude that the intensive training students received 1ed them to
an awareness of the need to plan their English essays before beginning to write, and that this
effect was cumulative. That is, the more training students received, regardless of whether it
was for L1 or L2 writing, the more time they tended to spend planning their L2 writing.

The results of the analysis of pausing behavior during the L2 writing provide further
evidence that the students who had received the special intensive training were applying the |
meta-knowledge they had acquired. Although ail 4 groups paused most often in order to focus
on how to express their ideas in their 1.2, Group 1 paused less frequently than the other grbups
for this function and paused relatively much more frequently in order to refine their essays,
including rﬁetbrical considerations, such as effectiveness of expression and attention to audience.
Particularly Group 2 spent more time at the end of the essay than the beginning, planning and
generating a conclusion, reflecting their concern for essay structure. Moreover, all groups
except Group 4, with no intensive training, spent time thinking about inter-sentential

connections as they were writing.

6.2.3 Questions regarding comparison between Japanese and English writing
Question C1: Text features

In response to the open-ended writing tasks, the students chose more varied discourse
modes, including more use of exposition, in L1, as opposed to a dominant use of argumentation,
either alone or as part of mixed patterns, in L2. Only Group 1, who had received the intensive
writing training in both languages, showed consistency in creating coherently structured essays
with identifiable organizational patterns and inclusion of indirect support and/or counter-

arguments to strengthen their arguments in both languages. Although Group 2 writers, who
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had not had L2 training, generally wrote essays that had clear overall structures containing
introduction, body and conclusion, the body of their essays tended not to be developed as much
as the introduction or conclusion. In contrast to Group 2, Group 3, who had experienced only
L2 training, appeared to have little sense of overall essay structure or paragraph breaks, but
clearly tended to favor the placement of position stafements at the beginning and end of their |
argument essays. Finally, Group 4 tended to make extensive use of Sclf—reﬂéction in their L1
and L2 writing, which probably related to their early “Sakubun” writing experienée.
 Question C2: Writing Fluency |

Most students spent very nearly the same amount of time writing their L1 and L2
essays (an éverage of 36 minutes for L1 and 38 minutes for L2). Because of the enormous
differences in the two writing systems, it is difficult to compare the length of the papers in terms
of characters and Words across the two languages. Nonetheless, the average length of 830
- characters for L1 essays (slightly over two pages) is clearly much longer than the average of 177
words (generally less than one page) for the L2 essays. The writing rate was clearly faster in
Japanese, the writers’ L1, as they wrote more than 25 characters per fninute on average for L1
as compared to 5 words per minute for L2.

Group differences in fluency varied across the two languages. In L1, the groups
tended to be equally fluent writers in terms of the speed of writing, but the amount of writing
produced by Group 3, with only L2 writing training, was greater, perhaps related to the kind of
discourse they produced and the relatively shorter length of time they spent planning before they
wrote. In contrast, in L2, Group 1, with both kinds of training, wrote more quickly than the
other 3 groups, probably because they spent more time planning their essays bcfore they began

to write. They also tended to write longer L2 essays than the other groups, particularly Group
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2, who had received no L1 or L2 training.

6.3 Answers to Lafger Research Questions

| As explained in the introduction, in addition to the specific research questions, the
answers to two more general, ovcr-arching‘ questions were sought through this study. Each of
them is discussed in turn below.
6.3.1 Positive transfer of L1 writing experience to L2 writing

One of the major purposes of the present study was to investigate the possible positive

transfer of L1 writing experience, in particular, special L1 preparatory essay-level writing
training, on second language writing. The features of English (L2) writing that differentiated
the essays by writers Who had experience intensive L1 training from those by writers who had
not received such training can be assumed to have been transferred from the L1 writing. In
this Study, such features included (1) coherent overall essay structure (introduction-body-
conclusion), (2) substantial use of both essay and partial discourse ma'rkers and also (3) a logical
argument with general evidence tor support their position or idea. = Evidence from the pause
analysis and in-depth interviews support this interpretation. The kind of special L1 training
Group 1 and Group 2 students had received apparently affected their transferring all these text
features to L2 writing.

In the special L1 training, students practice writing essays with 800 to 1,000 characters
repeatedly, WhiCh‘ usually consist of the three parts of introduction-body-conclusion. Although
most of the students had not experienced writing a short essay in L2, they apparently transferred
the essay structure with proper paragraphing to L2 writing. Also because the special L1

training aims to help students write essays to persuade college entrance examiners or to explain
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ideas élearly to such readers, the students’ awareness of the audience appeared to lead them to
the frequent use of overall and parﬁal meta-discourse makers, whic_h can signal the reader what
is to come and how chunks of discourse are interrelated. Such awareness probably also led
some students to ﬁse concrete exampleé in L2 writing to illustrate the points they made, as
discussed earlier in section 3.7.1.  In sum, the special L1 writing training tended to heighten
Group 1 and Group 2 students’ great concern with the clarity of communication.

In relation to clear communication, the L1 training also helped students to become
aware of the importance of building a logical argument and providing supports to substantiate a
point. Supports used usually included observations or factual knowledge and personal
experience.l To appeal to the reader logically, both Group 1 students and Group 2 students
tended to use more gcnefal evidence than personal evidence in both L1 and L2 writing.

In spite of the transfer of such text features, however, a positive transfer of L1 writing
experience on second language writing may be influenced by many factors such as specific
content of the special L1 training, individual students’ perception of L1 writing and their past
L1 writing experience (mainly “Sakubun™). First, although the special L1 training tends to
help students write clearly, emphasis placed in the. given trainibng could be varied because this is
individualized instruction and the instructor’s view of writing may affect students’ perception of
writing. For example, in relation to overall essay structure, some students reported the
instruction they received included the use of a four-part essay consisting of an opinion, a
counter-argument, support-reasons and a conclusion as discussed earlier, whereas some others
were reportedly taught to use a Japanese traditional rhetorical pattern, ki-sho-ten-ketu
(introduction-continuation-change-conclusion), and for others no clear instruction on essay

structure was given except in terms of making their opinion as clear to the reader as possible.
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Similarl_y,_ with‘ originality of kideas, one student said that she was repeatedly told the importance
' of including her own origiﬁai ideas in her writing. Thus, the specific content of L1 training
students received could obviously affect students’ transfer of L1 training into L2 writing.
Nevertheless, it would appear to be students themselves who ultimately determine
what to transfer and what not to transfer. Their perception of L1 and L2 writing, which is often
interwoven with their past writing training, can significantly influence students’ L1 transfer into
L2 writing. Several cases illustrate this point. Two Group 1 students having reéeivcd both
L1 and L2 training, for example, expressed a different view of writing Japanese versus English
essays. One student emphasized in the interview that for Japanese writing, ten (“change” in ki-
sho—ten-ket&u) is necessary because it gives the reader a surprise and then it makes the writing
more interesting; on the other hand, what is important for English writing is to write a clear
statement of an opinion with logical supports. Perceiving that difference between the two
languages, the student employed basically the same structure (Exposition-> Argumentation)
across the two languages, but did not include a “ten”(change) section in her English essay.
Similarly, the other student who also reported an awareness of such differences across the two
languages deliberately chose the same structure (Exposition-> Argumentation) for both L.1 and
L2 because he preferred to explain ideas to the reader first and gradually reach a conclusion.
He believed that this way (an inductive movement of ideas) would interest the reader more than
an essay with an opinion stated in the beginning. Furthermore, a Group 3 student (S3-5)
referred to earlier chose the traditional rhetorical ki-sho-ten-ketsu style because she perceived
overall English essay structure as too formulaic. All these cases could constitute evidence that
some students chose the way they were used to writing and transferred it to L2 writing because

they valued such a structure, fecling more comfortable with it than the newly learned structures.
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Next, students’ past L1 writing experience, particularly with “Sakubun”, apparently.
affected students’ frequent use of personal accounts in L2 essays.b Japanese students have a
great many chances to write “Sakubun” in Kokugo classes throughout elementary, junior and
senior high schools.  In the kansoubun, one kind of “Sakubun”, the writer is expected to write
freely dcscribing their feelings, thoughts and reflections. Students are often asked to do this
kind of writing after they experience sdme school events such as a school trip or an athletic
meeting, and also as a book report. Valued features emphasized in writing the kansoubun on a
book, for example, include students reflecting on what moved them, showing how the work
enriched fhem and a hope or desire the work has given to them (Ross, .2000). This kind of
writing is ciosely related to students’ school life and almost all students have experience with
the writing. Therefore, when students have no L1 or L2 special writing training, as in the case
of Group 4, they tend to rely heavily on this past writing experience when they write in both
languages. Also in the case of Group 3 students, because they did not receive L1 special
training, they apparently tended to transfer their past L1 writing experience into L2 writing by
including personal accounts.

As seen above, a positive transfer of 11 experience to L2 writing could be influenced by
many factors. At the same time, it should be remembered that the results of the preseﬁt study
support the arguments by Cumming (1989) and Raimes (1987), among others, that writing
ability is separable from language proficiency. They also imply that not only expert writers,
but also novice writers, have the possibility of transferring their composing competence from 1.1
to L2.

6.3.2 Possible effects of combined L1 and 1.2 writing experience

The results of this study indicate that students with L1 and L2 specialized writing

78



training succeeded in wriﬁng coherently structured, well-developed essays in both L1 and L2,
whereas those with only L1 or L2 training, or without any training, were less successful either in
terms of essay structure or development of content, or. both, particularly in their L2 essays.
This finding clearly suggests that the interaction between L1 and L2 writing experience leads to
qualitatively more beneficial effects than the sum of the separate effects of L1 and L2. There
are several possible reasons to explain why such positive interaction tended to occur.

First; the increased amount of writing practice the students obtained from L1 and L2
~ could have helped to bridge the gap between “declarative” and “procedural” knowledge
(Anderson, 1983), that is, to activate the linguistic and discourse knowledge they have acquired
and apply it in their L2 writing. In the special preparatory training, which was usually
individualized instruction, students often wrote an essay after reading a newspaper article and
revised the essay based on feedback they received from their teacher (Kobayashi & Rinnert,
2002). Following this process, the students in the current study reported practicing L1 and L2
writing at least ten times or more in each language. In this rei)cated performance, they not
only gained knowledge about writing essays, but also practiced how to apply it in actual writing.

Another reason may be that the relatively extensive experience of writing in both
languages seems to encourage a strong sense of audience and the need to communicate with the
reader convincingly. The kind of writing students practiced for in the intensive training had a
real audience, whom they had to convince in order to be accepted into the university they hoped
to enter. Under such pressure, they were strongly motivated to write essays as clearly as
possible for the reader. In the interviews, all Group 1 students reported having made such
efforts, namely, by consciously using discourse markers for logical connections and also

including examples and specific information for explanation.
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Moreover, intensive experience in both languages appears to build the confidence to
write longer, more detailed texts, and i)erhaps experiment with a variety of more complex
arguments. Such experience evidently leads to an ability to attend both to the overall structure
of the essay and to the development of ideas. It also appears to provide a sense of balance in
terms of essay parts; that is, the introduction and conclusion tended to be shorter than the body,
rather than either the introduction or conclusion dominating the essay in terms of length, as
sometimes occurred in texts by those who had experienced only L1, L2 or no training.

Last, intensive experience in both languages may raise students’ awareness of the
differences in writing in L1 and Li, which could lead to the cultivation of a variety of strategies
to cope with the difficulties of writing in L2.  Such strategies reported by Group 1 students in
the interviews included eliminating possible “digressions” from the topié, writing directly in
English, and converting ideas into simpler Japanese structures before translating them into
English.

For all these reasons, the benefits the Group 1 students in this study received from their
combined L1 and L2 writing experience apparently far exceeded those that the other two groups
obtained from either L1 or L2 experience alone. Thus, once again, writing teachers may be
encouraged to take advantage of the potential for transfer of writing ability across languages to

help students develop their composing competence.

6.4 Limitations of this Study and Directions for Future Research
A number of limitations of the study should be noted. First is the obvious fact that
all of the participants were studying at one of only two public universities in the same prefecture

of Japan and thus the findings, while suggestive, cannot necessarily be generalized beyond this
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populaﬁion. In particular, although some of the students came from other parts of Japan, they
all took and passed relatively competitive university entrance exams for these two mid- to upper
mid-level public (one national, one municipal) universities and thus have to be considered
among the stronger students in Japan, without being from the highest echelon of Japanese
universities. Further research is necessary to determine whether these findings could be
applicable fo less academically-oriented students who have weaker motivation to acquire
proficiency in academic writing.

One methodological weakness that may have negatively affected the outcome of the
study was the fact that the data collection took place over a two-year period. That is,
appro;gimatély two-thirds of the research (with 19 participants) was undertaken during the first
year of the study, and the remainder (with 9 more participants) was done the following year.
Even though first year students were recruited at thé same time of the school year (the fall
semester) both times, there is a possibility that the two groups were not completely comparable.

Several other aspects of the data collection and analysis could be improved in future
studies. Most notably, because of the radical differences in the linguistic structures of the two
languages, the segmentétion and categorization for the content analysis (points and elaboration)
was not as rigorously parallel as would be desirable. To improve the cross-linguistic
comparison, more attention needs to be devoted to devising means to insure fuller equivalency.
In addition, analysis of the writers’ pausing behavior in their L1 could help to clarify and
provide some perspective on the L2 analysis.

Another important area for further refinement of the m¢thodology is the interview
procedures. Even more probing questions regarding students’ perceptions of their writing

should be asked, and post-analysis follow-up interviews to clarify and/or confirm the analysts’
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interpretafions of both textual and process data could be added.

Finally, although the use of open-ended writing topics allowed us to investigate the
ways the different kinds of training may have influenced the writers’ task definition and choice
of discourse mode, the use of a topic that required a particular discourse mode (e.g.,
argumentation or exposition, but not both) could prove advantageous. In particular, holding
the discourse mode constant may be the only way to reliably compare writing competence
' through evaluation of the quality of a set of essays. = Although we found it was possible to
- obtain reasonably reliable judgments éf the quality of content and Iaﬁguage ﬁsg in a set of
essays with diverse discourse modes, the reliability of different readers’ judgments of the
quality of oiganizétion turned out to be very low.

The future direction in which this research will take us is toward a deeper
- understanding of the influences of L2 writing training on L1 writihg. Building on the findings
to date, as well as refining fhe methodology and research design on the basis ;)f the experience
with this study, we intend to complete our in\}estigation of the possibility of bi-directional
transfer of composing competence. We plan to do this by looking specifically at the L1 and L2
writing by Japanese students who have undergone extensive L2 writing training and experience,
with or without comparable amounts of L1 writing training. In this way, we hope to clarify the
role of meta-knowledge and experience in the development of writing proﬁciency inboth L1

and L2.
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Appendix A: Interview Questions
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Appendix B

Sample Analysis of Segmentation and Categorization

Japanese EsSay 1-1 (Exposition)

SEGMENT

1. ERETFRSHEL. O OERI TR ELBEVE L BENERH D LES,

2. —ANTHITT 2%,

20 B TEXEEFEREIICLTETTAIERTES, L) ATIL,

2 REIHITLEWACIIREE L RS,

32 b LbAICTFEEEE LEL LTh,

3b HIC b RBAHBD L,

3 Fhk, BRKTEREETIEL, —ARRLTROELAELES,

d4a LHL, —AKROEEIR.

4b HITHKH-=0RELTH

de HH—ATEZ,

4d DR IUER SR L,

de HENPEED E VIO FERFEFIZ LIS VO T,

4 ZORETIHF—ABREND LOREICEERLOENE Z &R
TERWVWERS,

5a FATHEISNETH B BHAIL.

5b FOEOSELXFETERTERITIE,

5 BRFCKNTLES LW Z LB BHBESS LAY,

6a —%., MAPDIA—FTHITET S, LVIBA,

6b £ TOEMAFERY EERFIER LRV,

6 Fiz, EDHBIIEDRITRTRLRNERS,

T BOBERTBE LB LVIEL, ETHIRR,

8a FHZIXE A OEVEY 127 b,

8b #3Zo & 5 RBEIC b H< BT H b LIRS,

8c ZD XS REITENOBEREMLELTTY

8 AV oAU AR—ZdbERITINIERL RN,

9a ZDHRTIEH, MADDTA—TTHRITE TS &) HEid,

9 MLIeZ LZHEME LEMITE, BREL LTFMRAR bOICKDT
LES>2b L,

10 LAL, fTIADD Z N—F THiT e T 2 EORRDMAIL,
—AFRED bDBRNEVIERESD LR,

lla fHhE- 7= ECHEL TS,

5-part Spec:

3-part Spec:

3-part Spec:

6-part Spec:

3-part Spec:*

CATEGORY

Meta-discourse

Specification
Point 1

S’peciﬁcation
Specification

Specification

Specification
Specification
Specification
Specification
Point 2

Specification
Specification

Specification

Specification
Specification
Point 3

Specification

Specification
Specification
Specification
Specification
Specification

Point 4

l_ Specification



11b —HEITHRITE LT0 DA V8= LA LT 7-part Spec:
llc #nT 2FHRTESH L,

11d AW, _

lle ZRZROARADLHBERLOE b2 TVDTHS I Wb,

11f —ADE & ST,

11 FeBcHEsRA b5 LS,

Specification
Specification
Specification
Specification
Speciﬁ'cation

Specification

12a ZOBICLTEXTHLE, —

12 AFRXREY —E—HLVIRUNT B,

13 =iz, EL60FRBVWENS ZEEREELWEREDbND,
142 BAEACTESOMESLEE LT, |
14 HZHE2LOEREZEN—FBLLED,

15 BHICA o FERRD &V ) ERRLEERETIRRVES 5 2,

>_ Conclusion

A

English Essay 2-2 (Argumentation)
SEGMENT

1 1think that it’s better for an undergraduate to live alone,
la  staying away from his or her family.
2 You may think “Why?
- 3a  If graduates live with their family,
3 they don’t have to do housework Contra:
4  and they can study long time.
5 ButI think it’s not so important.
6  There are two main reasons for my opinion.
7  First, living alone enables undergraduates to be

independent from their family.

— 8  They have to cook, 5-part Spec:
8a wash,
8b clean

8¢ and study
— 8 by themselves.
9  No one helps them do it.
10 Living alone can be an step fo independence.
11  Secondly, staying away from family have undergraduates
confirm the importance of their family’s being.
12 So, I think living alone is better choice for undergraduates.

*Spec. = Specification

CATEGORY

Position

Meta-discourse

Point 1
Point 2
Evaluation

Meta-discourse

Point 3
—  Specification
Specification
Specification
Specification

—  Specification
Repeat (Point 3)

Point 4

Position



APPENDIX (
Japanese Essays

Group 1
Essay J1-1

ERETEIFI, ZOZ00FRRIETAFREVELECELRSHS LB, — A THRTS
DHEIL, B TEACFEHFERIOC L CEITTBERTE S, L0 ) AT, SRITHRTLEL
NZEFEZEE ), BLBRBRFELZLEFELALL LThH, BICHLRBERILLANL, £, Al
FEEEETDEDL, —ARLZOLTIROBLAELES, L L, —AKROBEAIE, Bicko7kv 7
ELTHHEZ—ATEZ, RORITNERLRVL, HLEFED LV I EREEICLIZVOT, =
DRTE—AREND bOIXEICRERNOEND Z LB TERVWEED, KITENAETHBEL
3, TOEOTREEZFEIEXTERITIIE, BHIKNTLEILWIZL LR HBELILES,

=BG AADBDIN—TTHRITET B, LWVIEE, ETOERNRTEE Y #EE 2T hIFh
BRRVL, Flo, #EHDEIXBORTNIERLRVER S, BSBFERTEE L5 E L V) HET
EFFHINL, BICRAZORVEBY 2L, FL2X ) 2BEICHH < DTHb Ltk
ZTOXIRRKIEIESOBEREMLBLTTLAY DAL A—Z8bERITIER LRV, ZDATH.
MADDT V=T THRITET DL VIET, BLLZ L2 EMNE LERITS, BRE L TRERZ D
DIZFDS>TLEI DB LR, L L, [TADDS N—T THITE T 2 FDRROBEARIL, —A
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EHBALTHILTHERTESL L, HAVNIE, %ﬂ%h@k#ﬁ#b&% RLDELHS>TNST
BBIMD, —ADBELEAT, HBHCHEER LB L

M@%kbf%xrﬁék\ﬁ%m%ub—ﬁ—ﬁkmﬁﬂuﬁTéd—mK\EBB@%
BRVWENS ZERELNEBbhs, BABATESOMEREZERL T, RERLOLRED &
B—FIZER), BORE2THFEERD VO ERRLEERETIIRVES )b,

Essay J1-2
REAFLZ DT, —AEL LEBDIEZIILZ, b ED—ATHD, AL TEEKL
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English Essays

(Obvious spelling errors have been corrected, and paragraph indentation, standardized.)
Group 1
Essay E1-1 ‘

I think that these things have a strong point and a weak point each other. If we live
with our family, we don’t have to make our meals and don’t have to wash our clothes. And
if we catch a cold, our parents can nurse. These things are a strong point. But if we live
with our family, we cannot do a thing that we feel like doing. And we cannot drink alcohol
late at night. These things are a weak point.

On the other hand, if we live alone, we can do a thing that we want to do. Anyone
cannot complain our behavior. This is a very strong point.

But as is often the case with living alone, living alone is apt to catch a cold. We are
apt to take less nutrition. This is because lots of students have no time to make their meals.
Some people regard dinner as foods of convenience store. This lead to shortage of nutrition.

But living alone have an easygoing aspect. I expressed in advance this thing is the
greatest point.

The shortage of nutrition is an important thing that should solve, but this thing loses if we
have much care. So as far as I am concerned I like living alone.

~ Essay E1-2

There are many chances that we travel when we are university student. Which one is
more beneficial traveling alone or group travel?

First, I’d like to observe on strong point of traveling alone. First of all, it is good for

us not to bother about anyone. So, we can travel freely. Besides, we can get a sense of



responsibility, because we have to do everything by oneself. In addition to that, if we are in
group, we are apt to satisfy without meeting something new, but if we are Yalone, we tend to
seek meeting more positively. _

In the contrary, sometimes traveling alone is danger, especially women.

Second, I’d like to observe on strong point of group travel. Above all, it is more
safety than traveling alone. And, we can share pleasure or happiness of travel with someoné
of group.

However, group travel has some bad point. We tend to ease too much, because we
can enjoy the travel without meeting something new. Besides, it is little difficult to go to
somewhere we want to go freely.

I think the most attractive point of travel is meeting something new. - In addition to
that, travel makes us more rich psychically, especially traveling alone.

So, I come to the conclusion that traveling alone is better than group travel if we are
student particularly. I’m sure that we can develop through traveling alone.

Essay E1-3

Now a days, because I started to drive a car, I had more chance to travel than before:
Last month, I went to Okayama with my two friends. Last week, I went to Sho-bara with
many friends. Ilove traveling very much, because for me, traveling means to touch new,
unknown culture. But, I rarely travel alone. I almost travel with some members. Because,
I can share new discovery or good feeling with members. Also, it is more secure than travel
alone, especially when I go abroad. When I was a high school student; I went to England
with friends. In England, I had a big culture shock and I had many small problems. But
when [ felt nervous, my friends helped me, and I could spend good day in England. This is
why, I had thought that it is better to travel as group than alone.

But my feeling has changed. At this summer, one of my sister’s seniors came to
Hiroshima from Tokyo alone by his bicycle. I asked him “why did you come alone?” And
he answered “Traveling alone is freedom. I can go wherever I like, I can sleep whenever I
like. Also, I can meet many new people, and sometimes I can make friends with them. I
think it is very important experience for me. And I believe this travel will give me big
confidence.” I was very interested in his talk. And I’d like to challenge traveling alone. 1
think it is difficult to travel alone, because, I have to have big responsibility. But I will try.

Essay E1-4

[ started to live alone last spring. Because it takes a lot of time to go to my university
from my home. Some students go to university from their home, but some students go to
there from apartment which they live alone for different reasons. In my opinion, I think we
should live alone if possible. '

To live alone is very busy. We must cook, wash, clean and so on ourselves. Besides,



if we have trouble, we can’t ask our parents to help us. But thanks to living alone, we can
live our own life and grow to care ourselves more and more. ‘

Contrastively, to live with our family is ease in the view of mental and physical phase.
We can depend on our family at the point of housework and be helped by them as soon as
some trouble happen. | ,

That’s why I think students should live alone if their parents permit us to live alone.

In conclusion, however, living alone makes us live our own life, and we can spend our
time freely.

Essay E1-5

I’d like to travel by myself. Because if I traveled alone, I can go anywhere I want.
For example, I’ve been Tokyo with my friends. When we planned the travel, one of my
friends wanted to go Aruta and Mitsukoshi, but I didn’t want to go there. I wanted to go
Asakusa and Ameyoko. Each other friends had different idea, too. So we had to discuss
and all the members had to give up a part of idea. Of course the travel was fun but I couldn’t
visit entire place where [ wanted to. Travel is fun but I think, travel is the way to learn
something, too. When I traveled Australia alone, I could go anywhere I want and also I
could learn a lot of thing. When I got a problem, I had to solve by myself but that became
good experience.

That’s why I like to travel alone.

Essay E1-6

I live by myself now, because it is difficult to go to the university from my home.

; Now, I’m realizing that living by oneself has a lot of troublesome problems. When I
come home, don’t prepare a meal and I have to do cleaning, washing, and so on. IfIlive
with my family, I’'m not must to do these. My family, especially my mother does it.

But there are not only troublesome problems. Living alone gives me free. Feel free
to join clubs, have some part-times and play with my friends! It’s a fascinating point of
living alone. '

Besides, there is another good point of living alone. It’s that we can morally
independent of our parents. Now, there are many single young people live with their family.
They are called “Parasite single”, and then, the characteristic is that depend on their parents of
morally and economically too. I think, making “Parasite single” cause of that they don’t
have an experience of living alone.

I think it’s good that we have a chance to have an experience of living alone. The
chance fits we to go on to university.

Essay E 1-7

I prefer traveling with my close friend, one or two to traveling alone or in a big group



(5~10). There are SOme 1easons.

First, In a big group, we can not visit places I want to go, because many people travel
together and we have to think where to visit, considering members’ opinion. On the other
hand, In a small group, (me and one or two close friends) we can go anywhere without
planning where to visit. The places we visit depends on weather and mood of that day. In
short, we can travel freely.

Secondly, there are many dangers to us in traveling alone. Especially women tend to
be harmed by strangers. For example, snatch, rape, and luggage lifting. It is very difficult
to avoid these cases by oneself. However in a small group, they can be avoided. If one
person have his or her bag snatched away, another person can run after the snatcher or call the
police. At worst, we can help togather. Like this, in a small group, we expose ourselves to
lesser danger. o

Lastly, in the case of suffering from illness, members nurse us. So, we don’t have to
worry about health problem seriously.

I mentioned three reasons. That’s why I prefer traveling in a small group to traveling
alone or in a big group.

Essay E1-8

It is necessary for University students to live with their families, because they don’t
have to spend their money for a house rent and they can save money. So they can spend
money for another things, for buying textbooks and so on. ,

Besides, they have less need to do household works; they can live without washing
their clothes. And they don’t have to do part time job.

Most importantly, it help students spending their time for only studying. They can
concentrate studying only, because they don’t have to earn money or do household things, like

I above-mentioned.

Therefore I think collage or University students should live with their families.

Essay E1-9

I think to live by yourself is good for you.  To live with family is very convenient for
you. Because you mustn’t cook, clean your room, and so son. But I think it is important to
develop your independence after you enter university. If you live with your family, the
independence doesn’t develop. To live by yourself is very difficult but there are many things
that ybu notice. For example, the importance of your parents. You can notice that you are
too dependent on your parents. And the importance of money. ~You must manage thanks to
careful housekeeping. If you have a part time job, you can know the difficulty of making
money, too. Above all I think it is very important to notice how you depend on your parents.

There are a lot of advantages to live by yourself and a lot of things that you must
notice. This is why I think to live by yourself is good for you.



Group 2

Essay E2-1

’ I prefer go to a trip with some friends to go to a trip alone. ~ Because [ have two
reasons, I like go to a trip with someone.

First, I think that I make more memories of going a trip with friends than I go to a trip
alone. I guess I will feel lonely if I would went to a trip alone. But friends make me happy.
So I feel happy anytime to go a trip with friends. Second, I’'m afraid of going strange place.

I guess I will take a lost of way and lose every money so friend will help me anytime,
therefore I need them. But I will get many thing in traveling alone. Because of realization
I do my favorite things.

My opinion of a result, traveling alone is good, but also traveling with my friends is

the true charm of trip. '

Essay E2-2 .

I think that it’s better for an undergraduate to live alone, staying away from his or her
family{ You may think “Why? If graduates live with their family, they don’t have to do

" housework and they can study long time. But I think it’s not so important. There are two
main reasons for my opinion.

First, living alone enables undergraduates to be independent from their family. They
have to cook, wash, clean and study by themselves. No one helps them do it. Living alone
can be an step to independence.

Secondly, staying away from family have undergraduates confirm the importance of
their family’s being. '

So, I think living alone is better choice for undergraduates.

Essay E2-3

I think travel alone is very good because you can go wherever you want, but if you
want to go to foreign countries, you may worry about many things. For example, language.
If you can’t speak language that is spoken in the country, you’ll be in trouble when you meet
some difficulties.

Travel with some friends is more fun. There is no loneliness. You can talk with
them about what you see there at any time. It is very fun, but you miss a chance to meet new
people.

I want to go travel with my friends. I want to make good memories with them.
Travel alone is a little lonely. I like making the plan with my friends and taking about food,
historical sight, shopping, and so on.



Essay E2-4

' I’d like to live aloné; because it seems to be interesting. However, I’'m living with
my family now. Probably, if you would go to school near your house, you went to school
from your house. ‘Living with your family is very economical.

But there are many advantage of living oneself. It is the most tangible
advantages to independence from your parents. I think that your parents worry about you,
but if you have the enthusiasm you can try. Living alone give you precious experience, and
you appreciation for your parents.

If you could afford to live by yourself, I recommended you live alone. You reach full
growth with such experience.

Essay E2-5 ;

I live with my family now. But, I think this isn’t good. That’s because I depend on
my family for everything. But, Living with own family has good aspect. For example,
They can eat a well-balanced diet by mother’s cooking diet. In addition, they have more
time to spend their favorite things. They can also save more money got by part-time-job.
On the one hand, they can’t take care of theirselves well such as cooking, cleaning and
washing. They can’t also do their favorite action by rules of family such as curfew and so
on. |

Next, there are many good aspects to live alone. They can live theirselves and invite
many people without constraint. In addition they become to take care of theirselves. They
also feel the import‘ance of family. On the other hand, they may become to have a biased
diet and become to be irregular life. In addition, they need much money for their life, so
they must do part-time-job. By this, they feel to lessen eagemess against study.

Finally, I think living with family is good, but I hope to live alone because I feel 1
must take care of myself. ‘

Essay E2-6

There’ are many collerge students who likes to travel. There’ are students who likes
to trip alone, some students like to travel with friends or family.

I like to travel with friends because I can more enjoy than go alone, and not consume a
lot of money. I’mnotlonely. But there’ is a fault. When many people go to trip together,
théy won’t be concluded, you might not go to there where you want to go.

There’ are some students who wants to go to travel alone because you can go to there
where you want to go and you won’t give some trouble to anyone. But when you're
confused, or have a little money, you must think alone, can’t depend on friends.

I think it’s most important for you to enjoy your trip when you go to travel, and I think
you should experience both traveling alone and go with friends.



Essay E2-7 ,

I think that we decide we travel whether by ourselves or with people we know
depends on when and where. Because we can suppose many cases when we travel.

For example, when we go to Hawaii for sightseeing, probably we don’t go there by
ourselves. And we may go there with our family or friends. In other words, when we
would like to enjoy our travel, we like to make merry with someone. In addition to it, it is
the travel more full of memories when we go there with someone than when by ourselves.

On the other hand, we sometimes like to travel somewhere by ourselves. For
example, when we want to escape from stressful reality. It is natural that when we are under
a lot of stress, we want to do so. I think that the stress often comes from a quota to complete
and concern for human relations. To get rid of the stress, we sometimes travel alone. For
example, I want to go to a place which has a lot of the beautiful nature. And it is good for us
to travel somewhere alone without reserve.

Therefore, both to travel alone and in groups have good points. So in campus life
which we have many opportuniﬁes to travel to many places, we should make the best use of
them. And I think it important that we use time and circumstance properly. By doing so, I
think that we can spend our lives in our college days in enjoying travels.

Group 3
Essay E3-1

I prefer traveling in the group to traveling alone.

When I travel somewhere, I see the sights and eat food which special of the tourist
resort, whether traveling in the group or traveling alone. Because of the deeds, I get
amazement, discover, and strong emotion which I can’t get in usual living. I want to express
and tell someone those discovery, amazement, strong emotion and various feelings. Because I
am able to be happy when I tell someone who I want to tell, about my experience at the tourist
resort. So, I prefer traveling in the group to traveling alone. When I travel in the group, I can
tell someone my feeling and amazement sooner and more direct than traveling alone.

Also, I may be able to find things which I can’t find by myself by someone’s telling.

Indeed, traveling alone is good. Wherever I want to go, I can. But, by traveling with
someone, I may get more happiness, enjoyment, strong emotion and various feelings. And 1
can share those joy or happiness with them. So, I like traveling in the group than traveling
alone.

Essay E3-2

I want to live single at near the university. In fact, I live single now, it is very
convenience when I must go to university in the early morning or I back home in the late
night, because I can come and go right away by bicycle or on foot. And it is happy to invite
friends with a light heart. It also happy to change the interior in all home with own way.



And we must do by oneself what we had depended on parents, so we can cook and laundry
well, or to economize on, we can buy and use things wisely. So we can study society before
we graduate from a university. We can know the importance of parents when we have a hard
time with alone.

If we live with families, someone is exist when we come back home so we don’t feel
loneliness, and someone cook and clean and so on, so we can live comfortably. But to study
the important things to live in the society by myself, I want to live single.

Essay E3-3

I like to travel by myself. And I like to travel with friends, too.

When I travel by myself, I can go anywhere I want to go. Idon’t have to do
everything without thinking of a companion. However, if I’ve lost my way, I’ve lost my
purse, I have to deal with the problem by my own efforts.

When I travel with friends, I can’t act just as my likes. I have to hear other’s opinion,
and act as a group. It may be annoying. However, when we have trouble, we can
cooperate to déal with the problem with the group.

I think either traveling alone or a group tour have a good part. We can select one of
them according to a kind of the travel.

Essay E3-4

I think that students are should live by oneself because they should become
independent from their parent. I also live by myself, so I learned many things. For example, I
learned difficulty of diet control. Though I should cook for myself, I can’t do it easily.
Therefore I got lean.

The others, washing, cleaning and so on, I should do many thing by myself. It’s very
difficult but it’s necessary in the future. We children can’t depend on our parents forever.
Therefore we should live for ourselves to train.

On the contrary, I think that living with family is no good for children.

Students are should live by themselves for independence.

Essay E3-5

When I was a high school student, always I thought “I want to live alone”. Because
living with parents was very tiresome I thought. Watching TV, eating something, playing
with my friends,,, whenever I did something I had my parents’ (especially my mother’s) at
heart.

But now that things have come to this pass, that thought is very optimistic, I feel.
From morning till night, spending time alone all the time is very lonely and hard, I notice!
When I wake up at morning and when I went back home from school, a meal has been ready.
This incident is very fantastic. At night, when I’m tired, if my mother was lived together, I



could talk and laugh.

Some of my friends go to school from his (her) home everyday. Init’s own way,
there are some trouble, maybe. But when she went back home, she said “What is today’s
supper...?”” 1was envious of her very much.

Of course, living alone has some strong point. As [ wrote first, watching TV, what is
eating, playing with friends at any time any place, and so on. Ican do as my likes.

In conclusion, what I want to say is “To live alone is very free, but living with family
" have peace of mind.” ‘

To experience living alone is very important for our life, but the space of that time, we
must feel gracious of living with family.

Essay E3-6

When you become a university student, you can choice a single life or life with your
family. It is natural that this choice depends on your decision, but I encourage you to live a
single life.

Surely, if you lived with your family, you wouldn’t need to make your dinner, wash
your dirty clothes, clean your house. Itis very comfortable. But, if you left a state that you
depended on your family as it is, you couldn’t become independent to your parents forever.
For living a single life, you can get freedom. But you also get responsibility for your life.
If you didn’t make your dishes, you couldn’t eat and live. And if you didn’t clean your
house, you couldn’t have a place to sit down because a lot of thing take \ip a lot of room.
After all, it is your attitude for ybur life whether your single life become happy life or you go
tothe bad. Some day, you must separate your parents, and live a single life. ~Soto livea
single life when you are university student is sure to be important to support yourself. Sol

think this time your university student days is the best opportunity for becoming an adult.

Essay E3-7

I wanted to live alone when I was high school student. Now, I entered university, 1
live with my family. I want to live alone in the future but I think that it is good of students to
live with their family.

Because I am not good at cooking and cleaning rooms. It makes me feel tired.

Moreover, living alone prevent me from keeping regular hours. For example, part-
time job until late at night, a haunt of friends, and so on. It makes students be irresponsible.

However, living alone have a good point. It helps become independent from your
family. Itis very important of us in the future. There is also another point that we can have
enough free time for ourselves. I think that people who prefer to living alone make use of
these things.

I often think that I want to live alone when I quarrel with my mother. But I love my

home, my mothers delicious meal. More than anything else, it is important of me not to feel



lonely. Thatis why I prefer living with my family to living alone.

Group 4
Essay E4-1

Traveling is good, both traveling alone and group traveling.  After entering
University, I have never traveled. But I think so. Traveling is good. Because traveling is
happy, and you can see more of life if you travel.

If I have time, [ want to travel. ‘Want to do group traveling more than traveling alone.
One of my friends traveled by bicycle in this summer vacation. I admire it. But I want to
do group traveling. I think group traveling is more happy than traveling alone. So I want
to do it.

After entering University, free time is increased. So we can do what we can’t do
when we were before entering University, for example, traveling. So we should travel. We
should spend a happy time, and we should see more of life in traveling. And we should
make good use of this knowledge in the future.

Essay E4-2 _

I had hankered after a single life since I was a high school student. So, absolutely, I
wanted to do a single life if I could be a university student, because I wanted my space. At
first, I enjoyed cooking my own food. I worked enthusiastically, for example, cooking,
cleaning, and washing, so on. But, about one month after, I got tired of doing. And I come
to miss my parent’s home. If I don’t move, I can eat food, havé abath,.... Butwhenl
come back home, I had no thing to do. And that, I had to go back home at ten o’clock. So,
when I played with my friends until late at night, My parents flew into a rage. At that
moment, I thought that I wanted to go back quickly to my home which is in Saijo. So, I had
stayed in Tottori only one week. I thought that though, there are much serious matter, a
single life is very comfortable. Iwant to live in comfort.

But, now, It is very cold in Saijo. So, I sometimes think that I want to go back my
home and go to see my family.

‘Essay E4-4 .

Now I’m living by myself. I think that a single life is good. Before I move in
Hiroshima, I desired earnestly a single life. Because living in my parent’s home was
troublesome.

For two months of the first, I missed my friends in Shizuoka. Insummer I wanted to
meet my family. Especially my mother. It was strange that my mind changed. But I can
say I understood my family as individual. = So, for example, I admitted my mother’s
worthless action as worth.

Usually it is said that a single life teaches us how hard to cook, wash clothes, clean



one’s room, etc.... But I think that a single life gives more preciousness. If you want to
get out from your parent’s home, a single life is best answer.

Essay E4-5
» This summer, I went to Tokyo Disney Resort with a friend of mine. ~ This was first

time that I took a trip with someone but my parents. It was very difficult for me to make an
appointment. I quarreled with a friend. But the trip was a success. Because of this
experience, I learned difficulty of taking a trip.

Through this trip, I was helped by a friend. If I had gone to there alone, this trip
hadn’t been a success. There were many accident, I forgot my cellular phone, we mistook a
desk. But because of a friend, it succeeded.

Sharp person can do many things about a trip. But many people may be able to do.
Taking a trip alone is very difficult. If there are some worrisomes, you must solve it by
yourself. Also when you feel happy, pleasant, interested, you can’t share it with someone.
I think itis dull. Moving to other place is enjoyment of trips. During morning, you can
talk with someone, talk about plan of a trip.v I like this time the bestin a trip. Taking a trip
is not only for doing at a destination, but also planning, moving, talking after returning.

I like taking a trip with someone. I want to share worrisomes, pleasant on the trip.
Talking with many people is more enjoyable than thinking of something alone.

Essay E4-6

In students, some people travel by yourself and other people travel with their friends.
I prefer travel with friends to by yourself. Because I think that we enjoy more than all by
oneself. '

The fact that I traveled with my best friends in this summer is very interesting and
very important memory for me. Of course for friends. Because we got lost in the crowd
and found good prety and stylish shops and played a amusement park. Its” travel can’t
succeed by myself. Because of being with my friends we enjoyed very much. IfI travel by
myself, I think I feel lonely. Idon’t like loneliness. SoI'have respect for traveling by
oneself.

One of my friends occasionally says that he travel somewhere for a week. I'm
always surprised each time. Iwonder he don’t feel lonely. But he says, “by oneself travel
is good because it is easygoing and has many time to think something. Something is my
future and my friends and so on.” I thought it is truth.

I think that things is thought anyways. Admittedly I think great his thought, but I
can’t imitate his act. I want to travel with my friends again.



Appendix D
Discourse Modes Across Languages:
Frequencies by Group and Individual

Table A-1: Summary of Discourse Mode Frequencies by Language and Group

Mode Language Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Total

Argument = Japanese 3 2 0 0 5
| English 5 3 5 0 13
Exposition Japanese 2 4 2 2 10
English 0 2 1 0 3
Mixed Japanese 4 0 5 1 10
English 4 2 1 3 10
Self-reflection Japanese 0 1 0 12
English 0 0 0 1 1
Total Japanese 9 7 7 5 27*
English 9 7 7 5 27*

*one essay eliminated as being ill-defined




Table A-2: Comparison of Individuals’ Discourse Modes across Languages

Japanese EsSay English Essay Comparison
Group 1 |
11 Exp Mix (Exp -> Arg) *
1-2 Mix (Exp->Arg) Mix (Exp -> Arg) =
1-3 Mix (Exp->Arg) . Mix (Self <-> Arg) *
1-4 Exp Mix (Arg ->Exp) *
1-5 Arg Arg =
1-6 Mix (Exp->Arg) Arg *
1-7 Mix (Arg->Exp) Arg *
1-8 Arg Arg =
1-9 Arg Arg =
Group 2
2-1 Self Arg X
2-2 Arg Arg =
2-3 Arg Mix (Exp -> Arg) *
2-4 Exp Arg X
2-5 Exp Mix (Arg <->Exp)
2-6 Exp Exp =
2-7 Exp Exp =
Group 3
3-1 Mix (Exp->Arg) Arg *
3-2 Mix (Arg->Exp) Arg *
3-3 Mix (Self->Exp) Exp *
3-4 Exp Arg X
3-5 Mix (Self->Exp) Mix (Self ->Exp) =
3-6 Exp Arg X
3-7 | Mix (Arg->Exp) Arg *
Group 4
4-2 Mix (Exp—>Arg) Self X
4-4 Exp Mix (Self -> Arg) X
45 Self Mix (Self -> Arg)
4-6 Exp Mix (Arg <-> Self) X

Arg: Argumentation; Exp: Exposition; Self: Self-reflection; Mix: Mixed;

->: direction of overall movement; <->: movement back and forth; =: same; *: partial overlap; x: different




Appendix E
Samples Essays Showing Discourse Markers*

Japanese Essay 2-2
(3 overall meta-discourse, 1 partial meta-discourse, 4 inter-sentential markers)

FATIZ, Ehhvbienn, AZRESE TN BOIELRED, Thdi—
AfRCHIL, BHTORITTHN, MOLPOHREANCBLELTRTE, Ll
T, FITIR— AT FREVFE LV EEZ D,

e, BRCHATAZ LIRS EADAY v bED D, HENPDIE
NELATVWBREA L —RIZ, BEATHRVE D RBFT~KIT T X, BEWC
LVERREDDIENRTEBZESS, Feo KARALTRIE DAY v Mddb
%, FlziE. JTB 2 L ORITEERERTZY T —BET b5, £ETTET
Bink, MEVEFERETHD, THIRERERAY Y FTHBEEX D,

LA LELE., ZH 6 OFEBSHRITICNT L SERE LITBDb2RV, Thic
. BoEZ D THITOER] LW bORERT S, AOBEXSENIE. BE
BEEN. EREORICEAEL I LICL o T, BBEOHASEREICROD D
LrfEo. LWVWHIZLThHD,

EARLIcE LB iz X, EATHRIT T L. [FEEHE] THDIIE
PORITIC THE] BAVIRAALTLED, ZOIZ LR, ROEXD FITO B
DERE SERTTCLED LB DE, —ARRLIZ, BALSMNITomny 13
BE] OMRE, BHb0, B b, LTHERLDBDOTNTHRREEELER-T
RUBNG, AFATHREFBELT, BOVAEEZBILTWBBHIOILER
Bx323-bhahb Lk, L, ThbEk, TBHEOFER] X
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*Key:
overall meta-discourse markers (in bold font)
partial meta-discourse markers (in bold italics)

inter-sentential markers (underlined)



English Essay 1-2
(2 overall meta-discourse, 7 partial meta-discourse, 5 inter-sentential markers)

There are many chances that we travel when we are university student. Which one is
more beneficial traveling alone or group travel?
First, I'd like to observe on strong point of traveling alone. First of all, it is good for

us not to bother about anyone. So, we can travel freely. Besides, we can get a sense of

responsibility, because we have to do everything by oneself. In addition to that, if we are
in group, we are apt to satisfy without meeting something new, but if we are alone, we tend
to seek meeting more positively.

In the contrary, sometimes traveling alone is danger, especially women.

Second, I’d like to observe on strong point of group travel. Above all, it is more

safety than traveling alone. And, we can share pleasure or happiness of travel with

someone of group.
However, group travel has some bad point. We tend to ease too much, because we

can enjoy the travel without meeting something new. Besides, it is little difficult to go to

somewhere we want to go freely.

I think the most attractive point of travel is meeting something new. In addition to
that, travel makes us more rich psychically, especially traveling alone.

So, I come to the conclusion that traveling alone is better than group travel if we are

student particularly. I’'m sure that we can develop through traveling alone.

*Key:
overall meta-discourse markers (in bold font)
partial meta-discourse markers (in bold italics)

inter-sentential markers (underfined)




Appendix F

Sample Essays with Points and Elaboration Identified

(Points in bold font, elaboration in italics:
context not underlined, specification underlined)

Argumentation Essays

Sample Essay 1 (Group 1, J1-8)

Points: 3 '

Elaboration: Context - 1 case, 1 segment; Specification — 3 cases, 19 segments
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Sample Essay 2 (Group 1, E1-7)
Points: 3
Elaboration: Context — 0 cases, 0 segments; Specivfication — 5 cases, 17 segments

I prefer traveling with my close friend, one or two to traveling alone or in a big group
(5~10). There are some reasons.
First, in a big group, we can not visit places I want to go, because manyy people travel

together and we have to think where to visit, considering members’ opinion. On the other hand,

in a small group, (me and one or two close friends) we can go anywhere without planning where

to visit. The places we visit depends on weather and mood of that day. In short, we can

travel freely.

Secondly, there are many dangers to us in traveling alone. ~ Especially women tend to be

harme strangers. _For example, snatch, rape. and luggage lifting. It is very di It to

avoid these cases by oneself. _However in a small group. they can be avoided. If one person
have his or her bag snatched away, another person can run after the snatcher or call the police.

At worst. we can help togather. Like this, in a small group, we expose ourselves to lesser

danger.

Lastly, in the case of suffering from illness. members nurse us. So, we don’t have to

worry about health problem seriously.
I mentioned three reasons. That’s why I prefer traveling in a small group to traveling

alone or in a big group.



Expository Essays

Sample Essay 3 (J2-4)

Points: 5 |

Elaboration: Context — 2 cases, 2 segments; Specification ~ 2 cases, 2 segments
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Sample Essay 4 (Group 3, E3-3)
Points: 5
Elaboration: Context — 3 cases, 3 segments; Specification — 1 case, 3 segments

I'like to travel by myself. And I like to travel with friends, too.
When I travel by myself, I can go anywhere I want to go. I don’t have to do everything
without thinking of a companion. However, if I've lost my way, I’ve lost my purse, 1 have to
deal with the problem by my own efforts.

When I travel with friends, I can’t act just as my likes. / have to hear other’s opinion.

and act as a group. It may be annoying. However, when we have trouble, we can cooperate

to deal with the problem with the group.

I think either traveling alone or a group tour have a good part. We can select one of

them according to a kind of the travel.





