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Rhetorical Decisions in L1 and L2 Writing:
How Do Novice Japanese Writers Differ?

Hiroe Kobayashi

1. Introduction

With the progress of globalization, individual expression of
opinions and ideas is gaining importance and more emphasis is being
placed on debate and opinion writing in school education in Japan
(Ministry of Education, 1998, 1999). In these activities, students are
asked to present their ideas and opinions in a logical way. In relation
to writing, in particular, whereas the traditional composition training
that focuses on the expression of personal thoughts and feelings
(Watanabe, 2001) is still stressed in Kokugo (L1 Japanese) classes in
elementary or junior high school, opinion-writing practice is often
provided in senior high schools, mostly outside regular classes to help
students prepare for essay writing on university entrance exams
(Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2002). This special writing training, according
to the students interviewed, is given on a short-term basis ranging
from 1 to 4 months through individualized instruction prior to the
entrance exams. According to a large-scale questionnaire survey
conducted (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2002), a great number of Japanese
high schools (85% of 79 sample schools chosen nationwide) provided
such special L1 essay writing training.

Given the fact that a significant number of high school students
received this writing training, the instruction was considered to be a
potentially influential factor affecting the quality of Japanese students'
L1 and L2 (second language) writing after entering university. Thus, a
subsequent study (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004a, 2004b) was undertaken

to examine possible effects of such specialized writing training in L1
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and also L2 (English) on the Japanese and English writing of first year
university students. The significant findings of this study indicate (1)
that the special writing training in both L1 and L2 languages affected
the students' choices of discourse mode (e.g., argumentation and
exposition) and structure across the two languages and (2) that there
were differences among those with different kinds of training, as well as
among those with similar training in their choices of such rhetorical
features (see Table 1 in Appendix 1). That is, while the choices differed
among the groups involved, there were individual differences in the
students' use of discourse markers and structures within each group.

Following these findings, the present study takes one step further
to examine individual students' writing in more depth to find out (1)
what rhetorical features individual writers chose commonly across L1
and L2 writing, and also (2) what factors possibly affected their choice
of such features in their writing. To achieve this goal, the study is of an
exploratory nature, looking at a selected number of students who
consistently employed the same discourse mode in their L1 and L2
writing. The rationale for this selection is that these students would
give us more insight into the nature of transfer across the two
languages. The section below discusses theoretical background
relevant to the present study.

1.1 Theoretical background

Since the seminal work by Kaplan (1966), contrastive rhetoric has
made an enormous contribution to the pedagogy of English writing by
giving an impetus to explore cultural differences in rhetorical patterns
(Hinds, 1987, 1990; Kobayashi, 1984; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1996;
Kubota, 1998a, 1998b; Liebman, 1992). Despite this contribution,
however, it has generated much heated discussion over its theoretical
assumptions (Connor, 2005; Kubota, 1997; Kubota & Lehner, 2004,
2005; Matsuda, 1997). Kubota and Lehner (2004) contended
"contrastive rhetoric has perpetuated static binaries between English

and other languages and viewed students as culturally lacking" (p. 7).
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That 1is, contrastive rhetoric has been criticized as tending to
essentialize cultures, thus implying the superiority of English rhetoric
against those of other written languages, and also as viewing second
language writers as "little more than products of a static culture" (Leki,
2000, p. 103).

This static view of culture and the writer, in particular, has received
much criticism from other researchers (Matsuda, 1997; Leki, 2000).
Spack (1997a), for example, argued that students' approach toward
writing 1s not shaped solely by their cultural and educational
backgrounds; it interacts with the academic contexts where students are
currently studying. In fact, by means of a longitudinal study of one
student coping with a new academic context, she demonstrated how the
writer changed from an initial stage where her first language
educational background influenced her view of writing to a later stage
where she became a part of the new academic community through
dynamic interaction with her course instructors and course assignments
(Spack, 1997b). Similarly, Matsuda (1997) contended that in the static
view, "the writer is not granted agency; he or she does not have the
autonomy to make decisions in spite of the circumstance" (p.49), and
suggested that factors such as the writer's past experience with the
genre and with the particular discourse community also affect students'
writing, particularly in the choice of rhetorical features. The underlying
assumptions of these views are that culture is not static, but rather
dynamic, undergoing changes as time passes, and students are
individuals who can make their own decisions in writing.

Against Kubota & Lehner's criticisms, in particular, Connor
argued that it is not accurate to view contrastive rhetoric as "static,
essentializing, and assimilationist" (2005, p. 135). She maintained
that contrastive rhetoric looks at dynamic inter-linguistic / cultural
influences; for example, how the academic writing styles of returnee
academicians who had studied at US institutions changed (for
example, Eggington, 1987). It also includes the point of view of World
and International Englishes, dealing with English and EFL (English
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as a foreign language) varieties in genre-specific writing. It is
apparent that the new contrastive rhetoric advocated by Connor (1996)
has expanded its scope by taking a broader, more communicative view
of rhetoric across cultures and has continued to generate research in
the area of contrastive / intercultural rhetoric (See Connor, 1996, for a
comprehensive view; Hirose, 2003; Liu, 2005).

Whereas theoretical discussions over contrastive rhetoric still
continue (see for more discussion, Casanave, 2004; Connor, 2005, and
Kubota and Lehner, 2005), recent studies have observed dynamic
changes in the rhetoric of writing taking place in Japan. Kobayashi
and Rinnert (2002) found that the features given in the special
preparatory high school level writing resemble those cited as the
typical characteristics of English writing; for example, students are
asked to take a clear position, for or against the author's assertion or
on a social issue presented in the reading materials, and to
substantiate it with personal experience, observations or facts.
Furthermore, the logical organization of ideas emphasized in the L1
writing training is deductive, in the sense that an opinion or a main
idea is stated in the beginning of the writing, followed by details in the
body, and often restated in the end. This rhetorical pattern contrasts
with an inductive approach, which was once identified as a preferred
Japanese one (Hinds, 1990; Kobayashi, 1984).

With such dynamic changes in mind, recent research on second
language writing clearly indicates that a variety of factors affect
students' construction of L2 text, namely, past L2 writing experience,
L1 writing ability, L2 language proficiency, and L2 writing instruction
(Cummings, 1989; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2001, 2004b; Sasaki, 2002;
Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). Whereas these multiple factors have been
found to influence the process and product of students' L2 writing, it is
possible that such factors as past L1 writing experience and instruction

affect their L1 writing as well.
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1.2 The study

The present study is descriptive, focusing on a small group of
students who experienced special writing training in either L1 or L2 or
both languages. By analyzing the essays written by these students,
the study aims to identify common rhetorical features that appear
across their L1 and L2 essays, and also to explore possible factors
affecting their use of such features. The study uses a part of the data
collected in the previous study (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004a). In the
section to follow, the participants and the database are described,

respectively.
2. Method

2.1 Selection of participants

Five university students were drawn from among 28 students who
participated in the previous study (Kobayashi & Rinnert 2004a). In
that study, they were all asked to write two essays, one in Japanese
and the other in English, in responding to two open-ended topics
("living at home or living alone" for Topic 1 and "traveling with a group
or traveling alone" for Topic 2). A total of eight students (30% of all the
participants) chose the same discourse mode across the two languages,
and five of the eight were selected particularly for this study based on
students' special writing training and kinds of discourse mode chosen
(see Table 1 in Appendix 1).

Two of the five students were selected from Group 1 (N = 9), which
consisted of students with intensive experience writing essays in both
L1 and L2, another two from Group 2 (N = 7), those with intensive
experience writing in only L1, and one from Group 3 (N = 7), those with
such experience in only L2. No students were chosen from Group 4
(N = 5) due to having no such experience in either language. The main
criterion for selection of students for each of those distinctive groups
were the number of essays that they had written during their intensive
training; they wrote 8 - 10 or more in either L1 or L2, or both.

The discourse modes that were chosen varied among these five
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students; two chose the Argumentation mode (position taken in favor of
one side and support given), one Exposition (no position taken; thesis
and explanation), while the other two used a Mixed mode, which
combines two different modes (Exposition -> Argumentation, and Self-
reflection -> Exposition). The students were selected to represent their
respective group members who had chosen the same discourse mode
across the two languages, although Group 3 with L2 training only had
just one such student.

Of these 5 students, 4 were female and 1 was male, and they were
assigned the following pseudonyms in this study: Yoko, Noriko,
Motoko, Harue, and Koichiro. They were all novice L2 writers with no
English writing instruction at the college level, and as first-year
students they had not had many chances to write reports in Japanese
yet. Their English proficiency was held constant at an intermediate
level, according to a computerized CASEC test! (ranges for CAEC
scores: 534 to 668 points; ranges for TOEFL equivalent: 438 to 493
points), although one student, Motoko, had a slightly lower score than
the others. Table 2 below indicates the students' profiles by the special

writing training they received and their English test scores.

Table 2. Participants' profiles

Particivant Writing English Proficiency Score
pants experience CASEC TOEFL equivalence
Yoko L1&L2 634 478
Noriko L1&L2 601 491
Koichi L1 only 681 493
Motoko L1 only 534 438
Harue L2 only 668 491
2.2 Data

Several kinds of data were used for analysis, including essays
written in English and Japanese, video-taped recordings of individual

writer's composing processes, and audio-taped recordings of the
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interview sessions. The previous study (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004a)
collected the data by eliciting students' essays through open-ended
prompts to see how the students' past writing experience would affect
their ways of responding to the given tasks. To control for possible
topic effect, the prompts were alternated, with half of the students in
each group writing on Topic 1 ("place to live") in Japanese and on Topic
2 ("travel") in English, and the other half doing the opposite. Following
this procedure, three students (Yoko, Motoko and Harue) in the present
study wrote on Topic 1 first in Japanese and then on Topic 2 in English,
whereas the other two (Noriko and Koichi) wrote on Topic 2 in
Japanese and then Topic 1 in English. The students were allowed to
use an electric dictionary and to take as much time as they needed to
complete their essays. This is partly because students' past writing
experience was varied and also because we wanted them to write
freely, not being constrained by feelings of insecurity about writing
essays in English.

The interview was conducted immediately after each essay was
completed, and students were asked 23 question items related to their
composing process (for example, how much they had planned before
actually writing), their audience awareness, their L1 and L2 writing
background and effects of specialized 1.1 essay writing training and L2
writing training. The present study gave special attention to the seven
questions below to obtain the students' writing training background
and their perceptions of the training. It should be noted, however, that
not all seven questions were applicable to the five students due to their

different writing training background.

Q1. What did you learn from the specialized Japanese essay writing
training you received?

Q2. Does the L1 training affect your current Japanese writing?

Q3. What did you learn from the specialized English writing training
you received?

Q4. Does the L2 training still affect your English writing?
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Q5. Do you think you are still influenced by the L1 training when you
write in English?

Q6. Do you think you are still influenced by the L2 training when you
write in Japanese?

Q7. Which training do you think has provided greater impact, L1 or L2

training?

3. Results

3.1 Yoko and Noriko, with L1 and L2 writing experience

Nearly half of the students (43%) in Group 1 employed the same
discourse mode in L1 and L2 writing. Of the four students using the
same mode, only Yoko chose the Mixed mode (Exposition ->
Argumentation), whereas Noriko, similar to the other two students,
used Argumentation consistently. The following features were the

same in both L1 and L2 essays written by these students, respectively.

Yoko
1) inductive approach
2) overall structure including comparison and contrast
3) frequent use of discourse markers
4) avoiding repetition of the same expressions

Noriko
1) deductive approach
2) overall structure and internal structure
3) prioritizing ideas
4) frequent use of discourse markers
5) avoiding absolute statement of ideas

Overall, Yoko took an inductive approach in the Mixed mode, first
giving comparison and contrast of the two sides of the given topic

(Exposition) and then some analysis or an extended perspective,
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ending with a statement of a position (Argumentation). [A word in
parentheses indicates discourse mode.] Although the overall structure
was similar between L1 and L2 writing, her Japanese essay on "Place
to live" included an extended perspective that functioned to connect the
two different discourse modes smoothly. However, she failed to make
such a smooth connection between the two modes in her English essay
on "Travel" because the analysis part did not contain an effective
transition; the wrier simply pulled out one of the reasons stated earlier
and added a new reason, and then moved on to a clear statement of her
chosen position (see her complete Japanese and English essays in
Appendix 2).

The interview data revealed why she chose an inductive approach
for the overall structure of her L1 and L2 essays, yet with some
difference in the internal structure of the body. According to her
account, she learned in the individual tutoring sessions that a
conclusion or an opinion can be placed in either the beginning or the
final part of a Japanese essay. Given this option, she chose the final
position to place an opinion in both L1 and L2 writing. She explained,
"I'm in favor of this movement because it is more persuasive to readers
when they hear what I see or observe before I come to any conclusion."
That is, the choice of an inductive rhetorical pattern reflected her strong
desire to gain the reader's understanding of her ideas. Within this
inductive overall frame, however, her meta-knowledge of Japanese and
English writing brought a difference between the two languages to the
internal structure of the body. In her view, the focal point of Japanese
writing is to interest or surprise the reader with unique or in-depth
ideas, whereas that of English writing is to convey one's ideas clearly
and definitely. Based on this perception, she developed an extended
perspective in the body of the Japanese essay, which she called "ten
(change)," following the traditional Japanese rhetorical pattern, ki-sho-
ten-ketsuron (introduction-continuation- change-conclusion) that she had
in her mind. She explained her rationale for "ten":
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I think "ten" is important. The reader would enjoy it, saying
"Oh, here is a change ... it's changed a lot ... Having "ten"
would make the writing more interesting, so I always want
to include it in my writing when I have a good idea for "ten."

Although it has been pointed out that the traditional rhetorical
pattern is not suitable for opinion-statement writing (Kotou, 1999),
Yoko appeared to believe that this pattern could be applied to the
writing of a Japanese short essay. In contrast, she did not include the
"ten" in her English essay; she wrote the essay in a three-part form
consisting of jyoron (introduction), honron (body) and ketsuron (conclusion)
in order to convey her idea clearly to the reader.

Whereas Yoko made a decision on the use of discourse mode and
essay structure based on her own preference, discourse markers were
used and the same expressions were avoided, according to her, under
the influence of the English writing training she had received. First,
she made frequent use of discourse markers, particularly those at an
overall essay level, such as Which one is more beneficial traveling alone or
group travel? and I came to the conclusion and also at a partial discourse
level (connecting paragraphs or multi-sentential chunks of discourse
writing paragraphs), such as First, and In addition. Yoko employed such
meta-discourse markers 9 times in her English essay and 6 times in
her Japanese essay. To illustrate her use of meta-discourse markers,
the second paragraph of her English essay is shown below [the
underlined italic phrase and sentence indicate meta-discourse markers

and throughout this paper, students' errors remain intact] :

First, I'd like to observe on strong point of traveling alone. First of

all, it is good for use not to bother 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
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more positively.

Yoko was well aware of the role discourse markers played in the
text; she said, "I do want my readers to follow my ideas easily and
clearly, so I used connectives" (this is an English translation of her
Japanese word "setsuzokushi", which she could use to refer to both inter-
sentential markers such as connectives and meta-discourse markers).

Another feature she transferred from L2 to L1 writing was to avoid
the use of the same expressions. In the composing process, for
example, she replaced an adjective "strong" with "attractive" when she
described a positive point of travel for the second time in her English
essay. She also changed a Japanese word "kikai (chance)" in Chinese
characters into chansu (chance) in katakana (one type of Japanese
syllabic presentation usually used for borrowed English words).
According to her, she learned that the repeated use of the same words
is not preferred in English writing, and she applied it to Japanese
writing, too.

It appears that Yoko had meta-knowledge about English and
Japanese writing and she perceived that each writing has a different
purpose, English for communicating message clearly to the reader and
Japanese for stimulating the reader with unique perspectives. In spite
of such perceptions, she was greatly concerned about the reader in
terms of how the reader could follow what she conveyed. Such concern
tends to transcend languages, which was likely to induce her to employ
rhetorical features such as an inductive pattern and meta-discourse
markers commonly in both L1 and L2 writing.

As opposed to Yoko, Noriko chose the single mode of Argumentation
across the two languages. In both essays, she first stated her opinion,
then gave reasons to support it and ended with a restatement of her
opinion. Within this deductive frame, she also developed the body of the
essay in exactly the same way in L1 and L2 writing by enumerating
three reasons. The English essay below illustrates the structure Noriko

employed [the underlined part indicates meta-discourse markers] :
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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, 1 think college or University students should
live with their families.

According to her, she learned the above structure in the English
writing training she received in a preparatory school. Furthermore,
she was taught the importance of discourse markers (in her term,
"connectives"), and learned to place a key discourse marker at the
beginning of a paragraph, as evidenced by her use of Besides, Most
importantly and Therefore> in the above essay. By applying this
knowledge, she repeatedly practiced writing essays in English, and
this practice helped her to internalize the structural knowledge. The
planning stage prior to actual writing reflected this: on the blank sheet
she was given, she first stated a position, "It is better for college
students to live with their family," and then listed three supporting
points in Japanese.

According to her explanation, Noriko did not learn how to
structure text in the Japanese writing training. Instead, she was told
to write in anyway she would like without being restricted by a certain
type of organization. What she had learned from the L1 training,
however, was to prioritize ideas and to avoid an overly strong
statement of ideas. When she was planning for the above essay, she

took time to prioritize the three reasons, and decided that "it [living



Rhetorical Decisions in L1 and L2 Writing 55

with a family] help students spending their time for only studying" was
the most important. For her, the most important reason was what she
wanted to tell the reader most, and it had to be placed toward the end
of the essay. She said:

To tell my position is not that important. What is important
to me is to tell the strongest reason for my opinion. I
usually place this reason toward the end. Why? If I started
it too early, the reader might lose interest in reading the
whole essay. I want to keep the reader's interest until the
end.

Although ordering of importance is also a part of English writing
(Smalley and Hank, 1982), Noriko's comment above echoes what Yoko
said about her preference for an inductive approach. Just as Yoko liked
to tell the most important idea toward the end of her essays, so did
Noriko, albeit within a deductive frame, due to her great concern for
the reader.

The two rhetorical features Noriko described above were also
observed in her Japanese essay. Although she did not spend much time
on planning, she reported she had a general direction for writing before
starting to write; that is, to write about reasons and place the most
important one toward the end of the essay. When she actually started,
she wrote each paragraph as one entire chunk by attaching to its
beginning the following meta-discourse markers: First and Secondly, and
Finally the biggest reason I think. The two essays turned out to be almost
identical in terms of overall and internal structure. Nevertheless,
there was one marked difference between the two: Noriko developed
the most important reason in much more detail and with a unique
perspective for her Japanese writing, whereas she did not elaborate it
as much in her English writing.

The fifth common feature was to avoid expressing ideas in a rigid
form in both L1 and L2 writing. According to her, if the writer stated
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an idea in too strong a form, there was a likelihood that she would face
counter-arguments by potential readers. With this idea in mind, she
revised the Japanese sentence, "This i1s a kind of experience we cannot
get when we travel in a group" into "This is a kind of experience we may
not get quite easily ... " and in a similar fashion, she changed an English
sentence "They don't have need to do household works," into "They have
less need to do household works [the underlined part shows her
original and the double line indicates its revision]. She learned from
her L1 writing training to soften her expression to avoid any potential
objections by the readers, and transferred it to her English writing.

By having received both L1 and L2 writing training, Yoko and
Noriko gained meta-knowledge about writing in each language and
also had chances to apply such knowledge to actual writing. Through
this experience, they apparently developed their own sense of writing
style, by incorporating what they thought to be of value for their
writing, particularly for the reader's sake. As shown above, what was
chosen by these writers tended to transfer across the two different
languages.

3.2 Koichiro and Motoko, with L1 writing training only

Similar to Group 1, who had both L1 and L2 writing training,
almost half of the students (44%) in Group 2, with L1 writing only,
chose the same discourse mode across the two languages. Koichiro
used Argumentation, and Motoko, like another G2 student, employed
Exposition consistently. The features below were commonly seen in
both their L1 and L2 writing.

Koichiro
1) deductive approach
2) overall structure with counter-argument

3) frequent use of discourse markers
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Motoko
1) deductive approach
2) overall structure
3) original thesis
4) use of discourse markers
5) stating important ideas in a definite form

6) concrete examples

The structure Koichiro created for Argumentation in his L1 and L2
essays largely consisted of four parts: position, counter-argument,
supporting reasons and position. For example, in his Japanese essay,
he first stated his preference for "traveling alone," and immediately
after that, he discussed advantages of the opposite side, such as the
safety of group traveling. However, he refuted those advantages by
saying that "I think they are not needed for traveling," because he
thought that the purpose of traveling is to get away from everyday
affairs, but traveling with friends puts us back into the same daily
routine. After this refutation, he developed one strong reason to
support his position based on his concept of travel, and then moved on
to restate the position. When writing in English, Koichiro basically
followed the same overall structure including counter-argument and
refutation, and even the same expression for negation, "I think it's not so
important" when he refuted the advantages of living with a family [the
underlined italic phrases in the two quotations above indicate the same
expression]. Furthermore, in order to signal the structure clearly in
both Japanese and English, he did not forget to use meta-discourse
markers such as "There are many merits when we travel in a group."

The use of such a rather complex structure accords with the
recommended features of English argumentative structure (Langan,
2000). According to him, however, he learned it in his L1 writing
training, together with the concept of the short essay. In the interview,
he told about this concept, "the purpose of a short essay is to tell your
opinion and why you think that way, and so I think a short essay has to
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be logical, consisting of an opinion and reasons." Not only had he
gained the knowledge from the training, but he also practiced writing
essays many times by applying it to his Japanese writing, reportedly
having been given chances to write and receive feedback from teachers
at a variety of places including individual tutoring sessions, a
correspondence course for essay writing and regular Japanese classes.
Through this practice, he apparently internalized the concept of a
short essay, and learned to make a clear distinction between an essay
and sakubun, in which he perceived that the writer conveys his or her
feelings and thoughts. When given a writing task, he first asked the
researcher the question, "Am I supposed to write a short essay or
sakubun? After having heard the researcher's response, "You can write
in anyway you like," he followed what he thought he had to do in essay
writing for college entrance exams in the course of writing.

The fact that Koichiro used a very similar structure for
Argumentation to that of a typical English essay suggests that his
Japanese instruction on argumentative writing may have been heavily
influenced by English writing conventions or it could be taken to
support the argument that the four-part argumentative essay is a
modern version of the traditional Japanese pattern, ki-sho-ten-ketsu
(Cahill, 2003). While this issue remains unresolved, it was Koichiro's
view of the short essay that facilitated his transferring the structural
knowledge to his English writing.

As opposed to Koichiro's choice of Argumentation, Motoko used
Exposition, which was the most frequently used mode by all the
students writing in Japanese (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004a). The
overall structures she created in both L1 and L2 writing were the same
in terms of having a thesis, explanation and repetition of the thesis.
However the internal structure of the body, which explains the thesis,
was different. She developed the body of her L1 essay by explaining
her own thesis, "I think that the act of choosing a place to live is the
first step to a life we will lead in the future," with concrete examples;

on the other hand, she used comparison and contrast to explain her
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English thesis, "I think that we decide we travel whether by ourselves
or with people we know depends on when and where." In both
writings, she did not take a position on the given topics, but she
focused on explaining the original theses she created in response to the
prompts.

Motoko's L1 and L2 essays were both well structured with a thesis
placed in the two positions, the beginning and the final position. This
structural feature tends to make her writing different from that of the
other students who chose Exposition, yet placed a thesis only in the
end position. That is, Mokoto used a deductive approach, whereas the
others employed an inductive one. However, in the interview, she did
not make clear where she obtained the knowledge. What she had
learned about L1 essay writing in her L1 training, according to her,
was to express one's own opinion with confidence and state it in a
definite form. She translated this idea into a verbal phrase, "watakushi
wa ... to ... kangaeru (I think that ... )" and added this phrase to the
beginning of a sentence whenever she expressed important ideas or
made assertions in both English and Japanese writing. In total, she
used it six times in English, and four times in Japanese. In her case,
the phrase "I think" is not a softening strategy, but rather reflects her
strong intention to make her assertion definite across the two
languages.

Lastly, Motoko appeared to know how she could achieve good
coherence in writing. First, she made sure to have her thesis say the
same thing in the two positions; in the process of her writing, she
carefully rephrased the initial thesis and placed it in the end of an
essay. Also, like Yuko and Noriko, she paid attention to the use of such
key meta-discourse markers as For example, On the other hand, and
Therefore, by placing them at the beginning of each paragraph. Where
does such a strong sense of coherence come from? It can be assumed
that she might have learned the use of such discourse markers in her
L1 writing training®, and at the same time her positive attitude toward

writing and a great deal of general writing practice she reportedly did
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in elementary through high school may have contributed in part to the
development of such sense and desire to achieve coherence. She
reported that she loved to write and wrote a lot. Although her English
proficiency score was the lowest among the five students in the study,
she spent 82 minutes, the longest time, to complete her English essay.
As a result, her English essay retained the same overall structure and
effective coherence as her Japanese essay. She did not lower the
quality of her writing just because of her lower English proficiency. In
her case, the strong sense of coherence she cultivated in her past L1
writing practice and her desire to write well probably made it possible
to transfer her L1 writing style to L2 writing.

3. 3 Harue, L2 writing training only

Among Group 3 students, who had experienced special L2 writing
training, only Harue used the same mode (Mixed, Self-reflection ->
Exposition) across the two languages. The other students did not
demonstrate this tendency; most of them chose a single mode,
Argumentation in their L2 writing, and a variety of Mixed modes (e.g.,
Exposition -> Argumentation and Argumentation -> Exposition) in
their L1 writing. Harue was an exception in terms of consistency
across L1 and L2 writing. The common features found in both essays

are as follows:

1) inductive approach

2) loosely structured frame

3) reflecting personal feeling and thought

4) concrete examples including anecdote and quotation

In writing both her English and Japanese essays, Harue opted to
follow an inductive approach, where she gradually led the reader to a
neutral conclusion in an inductive way. In her English essay on "Place
to live," for example, she began to reflect on how she felt when she was
living with her family in her high school days, and then described the
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reality she was facing by living alone in her college (Self-reflection).

She then compared it with the life of her friend living with a family,
quickly summarized the strong points of living alone, and came to a
conclusion, a neutral position that each way of living has its own
merits (Exposition).

In such a loosely structured frame, Harue's writing included
plentiful concrete information such as personal experiences, thoughts
and direct quotations, which could be considered characteristics of
sakubun-writing. She reported in the interview that she wrote as if she
were telling a story, and the insertion of direct quotations appeared to
serve the purpose. Her Japanese essay, in particular, was striking in
terms of containing two quotations, a short one to introduce her topic
and a considerably longer one to develop the content of the body.

In the interview, Harue explained why she wrote in such a way
and did not apply what she had learned in her English writing training:

I know the English structure has an opinion statement first
and then reasons to explain it. I learned this structure in
the English writing training. But it seems to me too
formulaic. I am not comfortable with it. I like a more

Japanese way of writing.

She resisted against writing her English essay in the way she was
taught. In her perception, she was basically forced to learn English
writing conventions in order to pass a college entrance exam, and in
fact followed it because she wanted to pass the exam. But because the
exam was over, she did not feel the need to write in the English way
any more. She returned to the way she used to write at her earlier
time; that is, to write freely about a topic as if she were writing a novel.
It appeared that she had her own writing style, which she cultivated
by reportedly having read a great many books when she was in
elementary and junior high school. Harue's case shows that receiving

instruction by itself cannot exert an influence on students' choice of
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rhetorical features; it is the writers themselves who make the decision
whether or not to adopt what they are taught.

Table 3 below shows a summary of the common features across L1
and L2 writing by each student and the probable source of knowledge

for each feature.
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Table 3. Summary of common rhetorical features across L1 and L2

writing by five students®

Students Mode

Rhetorical features®

Yoko Mixed (Exp -> Arg)

Noriko Arg

Koichiro Arg

Motoko

Harue Mixed (Self -> Exp)

-inductive approach (L1
-loosely structured frame (I.1)
-anecdotes & quotations (L1)
-reflecting feelings & thoughts (1)

-inductive approach (1)
-similar overall structure (L1)
-use of discourse markers (L2)
-avoiding repetition of the same

expression (L2)

-deductive approach (1.2)

-overall and internal structure (L.2)
-prioritizing ideas (L.1)

-use of discourse markers (L2)
-avoiding absolute statement of

ideas (L1)

-deductive approach (1)
-overall structure with counter-

argument (L1)

-use of discourse markers (LL1)

-deductive approach (1)
-overall structure (L1)
-original thesis (L1)

-use of discourse markers (L.1)
-stating important ideas in a

definite form (L1)

-concrete examples

)**

Arg: Argumentation, Exp: Exposition, Self : Self-reflection; Mixed: two modes combined;

->! direction of overall movement

*Information in parentheses indicates possible source of knowledge the students
obtained from L1 or L2 special writing training.
**In case of Harue, she received knowledge from non-special writing training.
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4. Discussion

The findings above indicate that L1 and L2 writing experience
interact with each other and also there is a positive transfer of both L1
writing experience to L2 writing and L2 writing experience to L1
writing. At the same time, the findings also suggest that whether
students transfer certain text features from one language to another
may depend on several interrelated factors, which include (1) the
nature of their special writing training, (2) audience awareness, and (3)
students' perceptions and preference. First, the special writing
training definitely influenced students' writing although the content of
the instruction they had received tended to differ among them. For
example, most of them used meta-discourse markers such as There are
two reasons and Most importantly, frequently to signal the overall and
internal text structure to the reader. The source of this knowledge,
according to Yoko and Noriko (with L1 and L2 training), was from the
special L2 writing training, and according to Koichiro and Motoko (L1
training only), from their L1 training.

The students first gained such knowledge in their special writing
training; however, what made the learned knowledge transferable
across the two languages was their strong awareness of audience and
their desire to communicate ideas clearly. The kind of writing students
practiced in the special training had a real audience (university
professors), whom they had to convince in order to be accepted into the
university they hoped to enter. Practice writing for such a purpose led
the students to develop audience awareness, which induced them to
make frequent use of discourse markers. Reader awareness tends to
easily extend across different languages.

Students' perceptions and preference for writing also affected their
choice of rhetorical features, particularly, text structure. As already
stated, Yoko consistently chose an inductive approach because she
valued this movement of ideas in order to make her writing more

persuasive to her readers. Nevertheless, she chose different internal
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structures, with "fen" (an extended perspective) for Japanese writing,
and without it for English writing, following her perceptions of the
respective writing conventions. Similarly Harue preferred to write
freely in her own way that she had developed prior to the special L2
writing training, and rejected what she had learned in the L2 writing
training. These cases suggest that when students have their own
preference based on what they value and believe, they tend to transfer
their rhetorical choices across L1 and L2 writing.

In order to make rhetorical choices transferable, however, students
also must have internalized meta-knowledge about writing. The
students in this study seemed to have acquired this knowledge and
showed it during the interview. Some students said, " I followed the
sequence I had in my mind when writing," and others talked
eloquently about their meta-knowledge about writing, using special
terms, namely, jyoron (introduction), honron (body) and ketsuron
(conclusion). The acquisition of such knowledge must have resulted
from repeated practice of writing, where the students applied it to
actual writing and received teacher feedback. In fact, they practiced
writing essays, more than 10 times in the case of L1 writing training
only, and at least 20 times when they received combined L1 and L2
training. Repeated practice together with teacher feedback apparently
helped to transform their knowledge into a schema they relied on for
both L1 and L2 writing. This kind of schema together with other
writing conventions such as discourse markers could lead to better
quality of writing or better writing ability whether writing in L1 or L2
(Hirose & Sasaki, 1994; Spack, 1997b).

The findings of the study also provide evidence that many
rhetorical features such as deductive structure, conscious ordering of
ideas, and the use of meta-discourse markers are commonly shared by
both Japanese and English writing when students write argumentative
and expository essays. This finding confirms what the students in an
earlier study (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2002) reported on the content of

the instruction they received in the special L1 short essay training, and
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also what Kubota and Shi (2005) observed in the analysis of Japanese
language art textbooks used in junior high schools. At the same time,
there may be some differences in the academic writing between
Japanese and English. To investigate such differences further, future
study should look at a larger number of students who use the same
discourse mode as well as those who use different modes across L.1 and
L2 writing.

Lastly, the study suggests that students are individual agents who
make decisions about what rhetorical patterns and text features to
adopt in their writing in Japanese and English. Whereas special
writing training provides meta-knowledge and practice, the past L1
literacy training and experience they receive in elementary, junior
high, and senior high school also contribute to the make-up of their
meta-knowledge about writing. Given all this knowledge and writing
experience, it is the students who are empowered to make rhetorical

decisions according to what they believe to be best for their writing.
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Note

1. The computerized CASEC (Computerized Assessment Systems for English
Communication) test, created by the Eiken (English STEP Test) administrators,
contains four sections: vocabulary, idioms, listening, and dictations. Students
self-administered the test at their own pace and their scores are reported in the
form of a numerical score (out of a possible 1000 points) and a proficiency level
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(like the Eiken step test), along with TOEIC and TOEFL equivalents.

2. A discourse marker, therefore, in this essay can be taken to function as a signal for
both overall structure and partial levels.

3. It is also possible that Motoko and Koichiro learned the use of discourse markers
by being exposed to English rhetorical features while reading English textbooks
in their high school.
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Appendix 1
Table 1. Comparison of individuals' discourse modes across languages
Japanese Essay English Essay Comparison
Group 1
1-1 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
4-5 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
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Appendix 2: Sample essays by Yoko
English essay

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.

Japanese essay

KFEAFLDHTZ->T, —ANELLEZBDLIEETLZ N, b ED—AT
b, SETHEBELFEATWEFICE 5T, FEPOBENTEDREWVWS Z
LiE, R L WIS SRR DR IZ - 72,

ST, ZZTAEBLLEFBEEFELZ EOMFITONT, FlE L RE
EENENIRNTHIEY., £T—AEDL LOFFIE, B ON—2 TAERE
MTED, TRTZHS—ATROLRITNIER L2200 THEEESS L,
REMREFOND, WICKREIF, ZOPITEREZ DT D ABNRNT &
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LHELITIAREZLEBICRD Z &0, HRCTR R ERAFET 5HE
WZipole b &, BIT— AN TIEXRHLL ENRWIEBWWTIZIEFICR A Z & T
»5,

—F., ZFELFEDRGEAEOFEIL, T XTEAS TOILERRNDTH
DORFHE LV Z<FTEH, BROFRICHE-THH A TINDEABTS
ZIRRIZNWTRD, REPFTOLND., FITKEF, —ABELL LHAT,
TRTEHHTRD I EEREH SN TIIW WO T, FICEYBBIZRY
G, ETBEONL EETRHEEITESBFITITAEETE R, R ERZE
Feha,

ZIZ T, REKRFIZOWTE X THIE, JEEBERFOZEAETIO%LL A
—ANELL, LWVWOPRVBHRREREICEN,PNTND, 207D, —AE
HLOD7RVMBLKEFEE RS &, ZERTEX XG> TEEEL T 5 EA
B, FMIZ ZICH L WRIEOE R Rz,

WA, —~ AR EEBER LT HBIZES TH LV RIEOBELIHE L
TWBE NS =a—RERENB, EERZEO—ANEDL LIZZNITGENHD
P L, #EPPIIBARRAZTHE. BT b —ABELLERPDLIZE
ZDNDARRBEEFHBL XL PO TT CIEKIFDITTHIFbhD, —
ANTEHEEZTEZZEITHRLEIEZRADZIORL, WTEHELHEKS. Thbd
X, ZOTOORER—-NES LEPS ZZHRIKETH 5.

BN TATHD THEEOF VIR bV 2EE L, EE£<D—A
BELLOEENES LI, —AELLEZHBD T, WD TRAMAPEND Z
LIz, F£lo. BABES TWAEICT SIBRIT 21T T<NDEEKADTE
FERMEFCORZEELS, ZZERBEORYIEZHEERKTDIZ LKA,
KELEVIFHLWVRETOEEZ, —ABELLEWVWI FETESTAHADLD
FEWZ ERERS, ZRIE—D20HEREOHEETLHY, T, 5F
TRAPRPSTH LVWEDEZHATELF Yy LV ATHLHY., L THEA
DNEOHHIZERETELRVEETHL &, RAITBEZ D,

English translation of extended perspective (bolded in the above essay)

Recently, I've seen news that an increasing number of senior citizens

have begun living together after they became alone or lost living
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partners, forming a new type of family. I think living alone for
Hiroshima University students is closer to this type of living
arrangement. When someone gets hurt or ill, we can come and take
care of him or her immediately. If someone feels lonely eating alone, we
can join him or her too. There are easy things to do for students

because most students live alone themselves.



